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Abstract
This paper proposes a cultural–developmental approach to moral psychology. The approach
builds on and synthesizes ﬁndings from diﬀerent research traditions, including the cognitive-developmental, domain, two orientations, three ethics, and moral identity traditions. The paper introduces a
conception termed a cultural–developmental template. The template charts developmental patterns
across the life course for moral reasoning in terms of the three Ethics of Autonomy, Community,
and Divinity. The template, however, is not one-size-ﬁts-all. Its general developmental patterns
accommodate to the diﬀerent constellations of Ethics held by culturally diverse peoples. From the
present theoretical proposal follows a set of speciﬁc research expectations as well as a set of broader
research implications for how to conduct research on morality from the vantage points of both culture and development. These expectations and implications include consideration of moral emotions,
deﬁnitions of morality, and cultural variation in the life course itself.
Ó 2007 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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Introduction
At a time when people increasingly grow up and live in a globalized and multicultural
world, we are challenged as psychologists to conduct research that captures both the devel-
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opmental and cultural sides of people’s lives (Arnett, 2002; Hermans & Kempen, 1998;
Jensen, 2003; Larson, 2002; Phinney, 2000; Valsiner, 2007). Across diverse research areas,
psychologists more and more recognize culture as a crucial context in which development
takes place (e.g., Cole, 1996; French, Schneider, & Chen, 2006; Heine, Lehman, Markus,
& Kitayama, 1999; Miller, 1999; Rogoﬀ, 2003; Shweder et al., 1998; Sternberg, 2004). The
aim here is to propose a new theoretical approach that takes both culture and development
into account with respect to moral psychology.
The present paper introduces a new conception termed a cultural–developmental template. The template charts developmental patterns across the life course for moral reasoning in terms of the three Ethics of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity (e.g., Jensen,
1991; Shweder, 1990). The template, however, is not one-size-ﬁts-all. Its general developmental patterns accommodate to the diﬀerent constellation of Ethics held by culturally
diverse peoples.
While the present paper addresses moral psychology, the cultural–developmental template conceptualization might be useful for other research areas as well. Thus, it provides
one way to strike a balance between universalistic, one-size-ﬁts-all approaches and particularistic, one-theory-for-every-culture approaches.
Deﬁnitions, foci, and organization
Here, development will be deﬁned as psychological change that occurs in human beings
as they age. Developmental change may involve increase or decrease; it may be quantitative or qualitative; and it may be gradual or stage-like. Culture will be deﬁned as ‘‘symbolic and behavioral inheritances’’ (Shweder et al., 1998, p. 867) shared and coconstructed by members of a community. Symbolic inheritances are conceptions of
divinity, nature, society and persons, and behavioral inheritances consist of common or
habitual familial and social practices. Culture, then, is not synonymous with country or
ethnicity but rather describes communities whose members share key beliefs and behaviors. Cultural communities include heterogeneity among subgroups and individuals
(e.g., Jensen, 1997a; Turiel, 1998, 2002). Variation also exists between cultural communities in their degree of heterogeneity.
The present focus is foremost on research addressing moral reasoning and concepts.
Intra- and interpersonal moral reasoning is important in individual and collective moral
judgments and actions (Jensen, 1997a; Pizarro & Bloom, 2003). However, consideration
of some recent work on moral emotions is also included (e.g., Haidt, 2001; Kagan,
1987). In fact, the present view is that for most moral issues, addressing the relation
between moral reasons and emotions will be more useful than drawing sharp distinctions.
In terms of organization, a succinct description of major lines of developmental and cultural research ﬁrst lays out basic issues as well as ﬁndings to take into account in synthesizing
developmental and cultural perspectives. Next follows a proposal for an integrative cultural–
developmental approach to moral reasoning. The approach builds on developmental and cultural ﬁndings from a number of traditions while also drawing speciﬁcally on work with the
three ethics proposed by Shweder and his colleagues (e.g., Jensen, 1991, 1997a; Shweder,
1990; Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997). Then, there is a discussion of speciﬁc
expectations as well as broader implications for research that follow from this new approach.
Before proceeding, it is important to emphasize that I hope to encourage constructive
dialogue on the challenging question of how to take into account both development and
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culture. The aim was to take a step beyond critique to present a new theoretical proposal.
In recent years, exciting research pertaining to areas such as self, mind, language, and cognition has highlighted the intersection of culture and development (e.g., Cahan & White,
1992; Cole, 1996; Jensen & Larson, 2005; Kagitcibasi, 1996; Leichtman, 2006; Li, 2004;
Miller, 1994, 1999; Nsamenang, 1992; Rogoﬀ, 1990; Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake, &
Morelli, 2000; Shweder et al., 1998). Here the proposal is to consider both culture and
development in research on a fundamental, fascinating, and complex part of human psychology—namely, morality. The argument is that a more compelling and complete
approach to moral reasoning springs from combining the lens of culture with the lens
of development—in other words, from looking at people’s moral reasoning through two
lenses.
A history of division and a prospect for integration
A diﬀerentiation between cultural and developmental perspectives on moral reasoning
occurred early in social science work. More than a century ago, the eminent sociologist
Emile Durkheim (1951) argued that both everyday and momentous moral choices are
inﬂuenced in critical ways by culture (1893/1984, 1897/1951). In forceful language, he stated that
[e]ven the moralist who believes he is able, by the power of thought, to withdraw
himself from the inﬂuences of surrounding ideas, cannot succeed in doing so. For
he is entirely permeated by them and, whatever he does, it is they that he discovers
once more at the conclusion of his deductions. This is why every nation has a school
of moral philosophy that is in harmony with its character (1893/1984, p. 330).
About 40 years later, Jean Piaget critiqued Durkheim’s work (1932/1965) for paying
insuﬃcient attention to the developmental side of moral reasoning. Piaget agreed with
Durkheim that morality forms in the context of social interactions (Damon, 1997; Youniss
& Damon, 1991), and he granted that cultures vary to some extent in the moral concepts
they make available to children.1 Nevertheless, Piaget emphasized that children everywhere share common developmental characteristics and a common potential moral trajectory. Speciﬁcally, Piaget argued that the younger child’s internalization of the moral rules
conveyed by parents and other authorities is followed by increasing autonomy from those
rules in late childhood or early adolescence. Through egalitarian peer interactions, according to Piaget, older children negotiate and remake some of the moral rules of their culture.
Unlike Durkheim, Piaget did not see each culture as ‘‘permeating’’ its children with its
moral philosophy. Bringing a new perspective to the issue, he wrote that ‘‘child morality
throws light on adult morality’’—meaning that children’s constructions of novel moral
concepts point the way for how to better ‘‘form men and women’’ (1932/1965, p. 9).
Durkheim and Piaget held leading roles in setting a social science stage for focusing
either on cultural diversity or developmental commonality, and for focusing either on
the continuance of cultural tradition or the potential for collective progress. Subsequent
to Durkheim and Piaget, cultural and developmental researchers have continued to make
1

Piaget discussed how members of ‘‘primitive’’ and ‘‘diﬀerentiated’’ societies (Piaget’s terms) diﬀered in their
moral development (1932/1965, Chapter 4).
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important discoveries about moral reasoning across the lifespan and across cultures. Next
follows a succinct analysis of the central research foci and ﬁndings coming out of the three
major developmental approaches of Kohlberg, Gilligan, and Turiel, and of the cultural
approach of Shweder. As we shall see, attempts at reconciling and integrating the diﬀerent
theoretical foci and empirical discoveries have been few and inadequate. Seeing the
research and ﬁndings in relation to one another, however, points the way to the present
new theoretical proposal.
A cognitive-developmental approach
Starting in the late 1950s, Lawrence Kohlberg (e.g., 1958, 1964, 1969, 1981, 1984) formulated a cognitive-developmental approach to moral reasoning that has inﬂuenced much
of the subsequent research on morality. Inspired by Piaget (1932/1965) among others
(Baldwin, 1895, 1906, 1911; Dewey, 1930; Kant, 1785/1949), Kohlberg wanted to ﬁnd
out if moral reasoning develops in a predictable sequence. To help answer this question,
he presented research participants with ‘‘hypothetical dilemmas’’ that often pit the value
of life against the value of property or the value of one person’s life against the value
of several people’s lives.
Drawing on participants’ responses to the dilemmas as well as his readings of Western
rationalist moral philosophy, Kohlberg concluded that moral reasoning occurs in a
sequence of three levels. Each level includes two stages, for a total of six. According to
Kohlberg, every child starts out at the pre-conventional level, reasoning strictly in terms
of ego-centered considerations. The child initially focuses on avoidance of punishment
and obtainment of rewards (Stage 1) and then on satisfaction of self-interests (Stage 2).
Next follows the conventional level and a shift to group-centered considerations. Here
the focus is on adhering to the norms of family and other groups to which one belongs
(Stage 3) and maintaining social order (Stage 4). The third post-conventional level goes
beyond both the self and one’s society—reminiscent of the Piagetian adolescent’s perspective. Here the emphasis is on democratic procedure and social utility (Stage 5) or universal
principles pertaining to justice and individual rights (Stage 6). Also like Piaget, Kohlberg
thought that interactions and discussions with peers are particularly conducive to
advanced moral development.
Extensive research has found that the ﬁrst three of the cognitive-developmental stages are
common across diverse cultures, whereas the other stages are not. Across cultures, younger
children often use the concepts from Stages 1 and 2, and in the course of adolescence, the concepts from Stage 3 become common (e.g., Colby, Kohlberg, Gibbs, & Lieberman, 1983;
Kohlberg, 1984; Snarey, 1985; Walker, 1989). Stages 4 and 5, however, are less common,
and Stage 6 is so rare that it was removed from the cognitive-developmental scoring manual
by the early 1980s (Colby & Kohlberg, 1987; Kohlberg, 1986). In Snarey’s (1985) comprehensive review of 44 cross-cultural studies using the cognitive-developmental approach, none of
the research participants reasoned at Stages 4 or 5 in 66% of the studies. Even in the studies
where these two stages did occur, the majority of participants reasoned below Stage 4 in 67%
of the studies. Reasoning in terms of Stages 4 and 5 is limited mostly to Western or Westernized middle and upper-middle class adolescents and adults residing in urban areas.
Extensive research across cultures has also found that children and adolescents think in
terms of numerous moral concepts that Kohlberg’s cognitive-developmental approach
does not take into consideration. This is the case for concepts pertaining to religion, spir-
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ituality, and divinity (e.g., Colby & Damon, 1992; Jensen, 1995, 1997a, 1997b, 1998a,
1998b; Richards, 1991; Richards & Davison, 1992; Shweder, 1987; Shweder, Mahapatra, &
Miller, 1990; Shweder & Much, 1986; Vasudev & Hummel, 1987; Walker, Pitts, Hennig, &
Matsuba, 1995). The cognitive-developmental manual includes 708 ‘‘criterion judgments’’
for scoring moral reasoning but, as noted by Walker, only a single one of these addresses
religiosity, spirituality, or divinity (Walker et al., 1995, p. 384).
Furthermore, many researchers have concluded that concepts pertaining to community,
collectivity, and interdependence also are not well-accounted for by the cognitive-developmental approach (e.g., Dien, 1982; Edwards, 1981, 1982, 1986, 1997; Ma, 1988; Snarey,
1985; Tappan, 1997; Tietjen & Walker, 1985; Walker & Moran, 1991). Yet members of
many cultures place a premium upon such concepts. For example, research with Chinese
children has shown that by age 4, they are well aware of notions pertaining to shame, loss
of face, social discretion, and role-based duties (Fung, 1999; Miller, Wiley, Fung, & Liang,
1997). Moral development is well under way at an early age in these children. This morality, however, seems in step with Confucian ideals of social hierarchy and harmony, rather
than the ideals of individual justice and rights at the end of Kohlberg’s cognitive-developmental sequence.2
Only a few reformulations of the cognitive-developmental stages have aimed to include
moral concepts that the approach does not take into consideration. Snarey and Keljo
(1991) proposed an alternative Stage 5 focusing on ‘‘Gemeinschaft’’ concepts such as communal well-being. Ma (1988) proposed changes to Stages 4 through 6 for a Chinese perspective oriented toward collectivity and harmony. These reformulations, however,
apply only to the very limited number of people in the world who ever reach Stages 4
or above. Related, they do not address the emergence and early development of the many
kinds of community and divinity concepts that are not adequately included in the cognitive-developmental approach.3
In sum, children across many cultures develop along the path of the ﬁrst half of the cognitive-developmental stage sequence. From early on, however, they also take other paths

2

Some researchers have argued that some community reasons and most or all divinity reasons should not be
coded within the cognitive-developmental approach. With respect to community reasons, the argument is that
references to concepts such as ﬁlial piety constitute the ‘‘content’’ rather than ‘‘structure’’ of moral reasoning (Lei,
1994). This argument, however, fails to explain the criteria by which the many community reasons used across
cultures but not captured by the cognitive-developmental approach are content (cf., Brainerd, 1978, on criteria
for structure to serve as an explanatory device). It also should be noted that most researchers who work or have
worked with Kohlberg’s approach do not seem to regard such community reasons as dismissible content.
Relegating these community-oriented reasons to ‘‘content,’’ dismisses key conceptions of morality that exist
within a variety of cultures. With respect to divinity reasons, an argument has been that these concepts are metaethical rather than moral, addressing why one should be moral instead of how one goes about being moral
(Kohlberg, 1967; Kohlberg & Power, 1981). As Kohlberg put it, reasoning in response to the question of what is
morally right (or wrong) ‘‘could be answered with non-religious reasoning’’ (Kohlberg & Power, 1981, p. 233).
This argument seems unconvincing in light of research showing that many people do invoke divinity reasons in
response to moral issues, and that they clearly consider these reasons important or even ﬁnal explanations of how
one goes about behaving morally.
3
Rest and his colleagues (1999) also proposed a revision of the Kohlbergian post-conventional conception.
Their proposal was based on research with the Deﬁning Issues Test (DIT) rather than Kohlbergian hypothetical
dilemmas. Again, the reformulation applied only to the top level of the theory at which few people reason. Gibbs
(1977, 1979) has proposed reconceptualizing the post-conventional level as no longer forming part of the stage
sequence (see also Gibbs, Basinger, Grime, & Snarey, 2007).
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with other end goals. In order to arrive at a synthesis, the question is: How do we capture
both the developmental commonality and the cultural diversity?
The domain approach
In the latter half of the 1970s, Elliot Turiel and his colleagues proposed taking a step
back from Kohlberg’s question of how moral reasoning develops to the question of what
is moral in the ﬁrst place (e.g., Nucci & Turiel, 1978; Turiel, 1975). Turiel and his colleagues wanted to ﬁnd out whether children diﬀerentiate moral from non-moral issues.
Based on a similar tradition of Western rationalist philosophy that Kohlberg drew on
(Duncan & Fiske, 1977; Dworkin, 1978; Gewirth, 1978; Lewis, 1969; Rawls, 1971; Searle,
1969), they argued that in order for a rule to be moral, key criteria are that it applies to
everyone and that it cannot be altered (e.g., Turiel, 1983; Turiel, Killen, & Helwig,
1987). If children were to be asked whether these criteria of universality and inalterability
apply to diﬀerent kinds of issues, would they make distinctions between moral and nonmoral issues? Also, would their reasoning in response to the issues vary? To address these
research questions, Turiel and his colleagues have often presented children and adolescents
with vignettes. For example, in one vignette a child pushes a peer oﬀ a swing, and in
another a child calls a grandfather by his ﬁrst name.
Turiel and his colleagues have concluded that three domains of knowledge can be differentiated, even if occasional overlap occurs (e.g., Nucci, 1981, 1985; Nucci & Turiel,
1993; Smetana, 1983; Turiel, 1983; Turiel et al., 1987). One of these domains is moral,
but the other two which they have termed ‘‘conventional’’ and ‘‘personal’’ are not.
According to Turiel and his colleagues, the three domains diﬀer on criteria, reasoning,
and issues. With respect to criteria, conventional and personal rules—unlike moral
ones—apply only to one’s group or oneself, respectively. Also, conventional and personal
rules—unlike moral ones—are alterable. With respect to reasoning, moral rules are justiﬁed in terms of references to justice, fairness, and the welfare of other individuals. Conventional reasoning, in contrast, focuses on communal and religious norms, interests, and
authorities. Personal reasoning focuses on the welfare of the self. Based on these criteria
and modes of reasoning, according to Turiel and his colleagues, examples of moral issues
include stealing and aggressive acts (such as pushing someone oﬀ a swing). Conventional
issues involve a wide variety of acts such as those pertaining to forms of address (such as
calling a grandfather by ﬁrst name), attire (such as wearing a head scarf), sexual customs
(such as premarital sex), and familial arrangements (such as divorce). Personal issues
include one’s choice of friends and recreational activities. The implication of Turiel’s conclusion is a notable narrowing of the moral domain. Morality, from this perspective, is
solely that which goes beyond both self and society, akin only to the highest levels of
development in Piaget’s and Kohlberg’s approaches.
Research ﬁndings across cultures have shown that children make a distinction between
the moral and non-moral in accordance with the domain approach, but only for a highly
select set of issues. In many parts of the world, children—even as young as three years of
age—diﬀerentiate moral vignettes where an innocent child is pushed, hit or robbed from
conventional vignettes where children eat food with their ﬁngers or fail to follow the rules
of a game. By and large, children speak of these vignettes in terms of the criteria and reasoning that the domain approach predicts (Ardila-Rey & Killen, 2001; Hollos, Leis, &
Turiel, 1986; Killen & Sueyoshi, 1995; Kim & Turiel, 1996; Nucci, Camino, & Sapiro,
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1996; Nucci, Turiel, & Encarnacion-Gawrych, 1983; Song, Smetana, & Kim, 1987; Yau &
Smetana, 2003). In other words, contrary to Kohlberg’s theory, even very young children
reason in terms of fairness and the interests of other individuals.
In many other instances, however, the predicted correspondence between issues, criteria, and reasoning does not hold. This has been found, for example, for matters pertaining
to showing respect (such as honoring a deathbed promise), helping others in need (such as
taking an ailing elderly parent into one’s household), sexuality (such as coed bathing), and
avoiding disgusting behaviors (such as eating one’s dead pet dog). In many parts of the
world, children and adolescents apply ‘‘moral’’ criteria of universality and inalterability
to these matters, but they reason in terms of what the domain approach deems non-moral
concepts such as role-based duty, social order, and spirituality (Bersoﬀ & Miller, 1993;
Edwards, 1987; Haidt, Koller, & Dias, 1993; Miller & Bersoﬀ, 1992, 1994; Miller, Bersoﬀ,
& Harwood, 1990; Miller & Luthar, 1989; Nisan, 1987; Shweder et al., 1990; Vasquez,
Keltner, Ebenbach, & Banaszynski, 2001; Zimba, 1994).
Taken together, these ﬁndings suggest that children in many parts of the world recognize that not all issues are of the same hue. Children from diverse cultures, however,
appear to regard a wide variety of issues and reasons as moral that are not included within
the moral palette of the domain approach. A new synthesis, then, would seem to require a
broader deﬁnition of morality than the domain approach one. It would also need to take
into account that deﬁnitions of the moral sphere may be both universal and culturally
varied.
The two orientations approach
While domain approach researchers in the course of the late 1970s and 1980s proposed
a narrowing of the moral domain, Carol Gilligan (1977, 1979, 1982) during the same period called for a broadening. She argued that a considerable part of psychological work—
including work on moral development—was premised on the development of boys and
men, and that the time had come to address the development of girls and women. She
noted, for example, that Piaget had suggested that boys show more advanced negotiation
of moral rules than girls. She also noted that Kohlberg’s initial research included only
boys, and she claimed that girls score lower than boys on his sequence of stages.4 To Gilligan, this led to the question as to whether girls indeed are less developed or if they speak
a diﬀerent moral language—one that has been misinterpreted or gone unheard.
On the basis of interviews with American children and adults, Gilligan came to the conclusion that there are two kinds of moral orientations. One is a ‘‘justice’’ orientation,
focused on how to negotiate among competing rights in an impartial manner. This orientation, according to Gilligan, is characteristic of male development—and of Piaget’s and
Kohlberg’s approaches. The other orientation, however, pertains to ‘‘care’’ and is more
characteristic of female development. Here the concern is with tending to the needs of self
and those with whom one has relationships. To Gilligan, this language of care is diﬀerent
from the justice one, but it deserves to be heard and valued.

4

Contrary to Gilligan’s claims, research reviews have found that girls and boys mostly score alike on
Kohlberg’s stage sequence (Walker, 1984, 1986). (See also Thoma (1986) for a review of sex diﬀerences on Rest’s
DIT measure.)
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Research across cultures has found that children and adolescents—whether girls or
boys—speak of both care and fairness. In some cultures, however, care considerations
have a decidedly diﬀerent inﬂection from Gilligan’s. Research in India and Japan, for
example, has found that when children and adolescents speak of care, their focus is not
so much on interpersonal feelings as role-based duties (Bersoﬀ & Miller, 1993; Miller,
1989, 1994, 2006; Miller & Bersoﬀ, 1992; Miller et al., 1990; Miller & Luthar, 1989; Shimizu, 2000, 2001). Also, the care is directed not only at other individuals but also communities as a whole, such as family, school, or society.
In sum, the motive to care seems to be universal. Why we care and in regards to whom,
however, vary across cultures. The challenge for a new theoretical synthesis is to address
the development of these diverse concepts of care.
The three ethics approach
While the two orientations approach added new breadth to the kinds of moral concepts
that developmental scientists address, Richard Shweder (1982a, 1982b) in the course of
the 1980s and 1990s suggested casting a still wider moral net—one that would catch the moral
considerations of highly diverse cultures. Based on his research with children and adults in
India and the United States as well as a broad reading of Western and non-Western work
in philosophy and the social sciences, Shweder (1990) proposed a tripartite distinction
between Ethics of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity (see also, Jensen, 1991; Shweder
et al., 1997).
The three ethics involve diﬀerent notions of what is at the heart of personhood and diﬀerent moral reasons. The Ethic of Autonomy—to which developmental psychology has long
paid the most attention according to Shweder—involves a focus on people as individuals
who have needs, desires, and preferences. The moral goal is to recognize the right to the fulﬁllment of these needs and desires and to strive to make available the means to satisfy them.
Whereas an autonomous self is free to make many choices, the self is restricted by concerns
with inﬂicting harm on other individuals, encroaching on their rights, and consideration for
their needs. Thus, in terms of moral reasoning, the Ethic of Autonomy centers on moral concepts that address the interests, well-being, and rights of individuals (self or other), and equality between individuals. It also includes the notion of taking responsibility for oneself and
autonomy-oriented virtues such as self-esteem, self-expression, and independence.
The Ethic of Community spotlights how people are members of social groups such as family, school, and nation, and how they occupy various roles and positions within these groups.
The moral goal of this social self is the fulﬁllment of role-based duties to others, and the protections and positive functioning of social groups. Accordingly, the Ethic of Community
includes moral concepts pertaining to persons’ duties to others, and concern with the customs, interests, and welfare of groups. This ethic also addresses community-oriented virtues
such as self-moderation and loyalty towards social groups and their members.
The Ethic of Divinity focuses on people as spiritual or religious entities. Here the moral
goal is for the self to become increasingly connected to or part of that which is pure or
divine. This goal may include either this-worldly or other-worldly considerations. The central moral conceptions of the Ethic of Divinity pertain to divine and natural law, injunctions and lessons found in sacred texts, and the striving to avoid spiritual degradation and
come closer to moral purity. This ethic also taps divinity-oriented virtues such as awe,
faithfulness, and humility.
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Research has shown the presence of all three ethics in diverse cultures (e.g., Arnett,
Ramos, & Jensen, 2001; Buchanan, 2003; Haidt et al., 1993; Jensen, 1995, 1997b,
1998a, 1998b, in press a, in press b; Rozin, Lowery, Imada, & Haidt, 1999; Vainio,
2003; Vasquez et al., 2001). Furthermore, research has indicated cultural diﬀerences across
and within countries. Across countries, ﬁndings suggest that American participants use
Ethic of Autonomy concepts more than participants in countries such as Brazil, India,
and the Philippines (Haidt et al., 1993; Jensen, 1998a; Vasquez et al., 2001). Research
within India, Finland, and the US has also indicated a diﬀerence between religious groups,
with religiously liberal persons reasoning more in terms of Autonomy and less in terms of
Divinity than religiously conservative persons (e.g., Jensen, 1997b, 1998a; Vainio, 2003).
Moral motives pertaining to Autonomy, Community, and Divinity, then, are widespread across cultures. The questions that a synthesis needs to address are: When do these
ethics emerge in development? How is their course of development similar or diﬀerent
across cultures?
From one to two lenses
Through a developmental lens, then, we have gained insight into some common patterns for how children and adolescents develop morally, as well as into issues of relevance
for how children and adolescents deﬁne morality. The limitation of approaches such as the
cognitive-developmental and domain ones, however, is that they are ‘‘one-size-ﬁts-all’’
models that do not accommodate culturally diverse deﬁnitions of morality, culturally
diverse moral reasons, or culturally diverse paths of moral development.
Through a cultural lens, we have gained insight into the presence across cultures of
diverse ethics, and variation among culturally diverse peoples in their use of these ethics.
Cultural approaches, however, give limited attention to developmental commonality, and
instead raise the specter of one-theory-for-every-culture.
There have been very few proposals for how to view moral reasoning through both
developmental and cultural lenses, and the proposals that have been put forth have been
insuﬃcient. Indeed, Turiel et al. (1987) have cautioned that ‘‘[t]he not too successful
eﬀorts of the past 40 or 50 years of combining the two disciplines [of psychology and
anthropology] indicate that this is a hazardous enterprise’’ (p. 200). Nevertheless, seeing
moral reasoning through both developmental and cultural lenses has become only more
compelling as the worlds of Durkheim and Piaget have given way to a global world
where many people live in the context of diverse cultures. At this time, then, it would
be fruitful to build on the ﬁndings of developmental and cultural research to formulate
a truly cultural–developmental approach. As demonstrated by the above analysis, the
central challenge of such an approach is to chart the development of multiple moral
motives across diverse cultures.
Through two lenses: a proposal for integration
Research with Shweder’s approach provides for a way to capture highly diverse moral
concepts used by diﬀerent cultural groups. Up until now, however, a developmental model
of the three ethics has not been presented. To address the intersection of culture and development, then, it may be helpful to consider how Shweder’s cultural approach can be
extended by taking developmental ﬁndings and concepts into account.
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In considering how the three ethics vary developmentally, it is necessary to address two
issues: (1) the degree to which an ethic is used at diﬀerent ages (e.g., Does the overall use of
the Ethic of Community go down, remain stable, or go up with age?); and (2) the speciﬁc
types of moral concepts that persons of various ages use within an ethic (e.g., Does a child
reason in terms of diﬀerent kinds of Ethic of Community concepts as compared to an adolescent or an adult?).
Most of the research that has analyzed people’s moral reasoning in terms of the three
ethics has used a coding manual developed by Jensen (1991, 1996, 2004).5 In this manual,
each of a person’s moral reasons is coded into one ethic (i.e., Autonomy, Community, or
Divinity), allowing for an assessment of the degree to which a person uses each of the three
ethics. Furthermore, each moral reason is coded into one of numerous subcategories (each
ethic includes 13–16 subcategories, e.g., ‘‘Self’s Psychological Well-Being’’ and ‘‘Rights’’
for Autonomy, ‘‘Duty to Others’’ and ‘‘Social Order or Harmony Goals’’ for Community,
and ‘‘Scriptural Authority’’ and ‘‘God-Given Conscience’’ for Divinity), allowing for an
assessment of the speciﬁc type of moral concept used within an ethic. Distinguishing
not only among the three ethics but also among types of moral concepts within each ethic
means that highly diverse concepts can be taken into account. For example, diﬀerent community concepts such as the Chinese concept of shame (Fung, 1999) and the Indian concept of role-based obligations (e.g., Miller, 1994) would likely be coded into the
subcategories of ‘‘Community-Oriented Virtues’’ and ‘‘Duty to Others,’’ respectively.
In the following, a model will ﬁrst be proposed for how degree and type of use of the
three ethics is related to age. This model builds on the large body of developmental and
cultural research described above as well as additional work to be described below. The
model as a whole is based on extensive empirical work, but for some of its elements the
available evidence is more limited. Where this is the case, it will be pointed out. The
description of the model will be followed by an explanation of how the intent is for it
to be used as a cultural–developmental template for research with diﬀerent age groups
within diverse cultures. The model, then, is not one-size-ﬁts-all, but rather accommodates
the prevailing ethics of diverse peoples. In other words, the template model ﬁnds diﬀerent
expressions in diﬀerent cultures.
The three ethics across the lifespan
The model in Fig. 1 illustrates the present proposal for how the three ethics are used
across childhood, adolescence, and adulthood. In other words, the three lines show a
developmental pattern for the Ethics of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity. The positions of the lines, however, do not indicate their relative frequency in relation to one
another (e.g., use of Autonomy being more frequent than use of Community and
Divinity).

5

The development of the ﬁrst coding manual in 1991 was based on a cluster analysis conducted by Shweder and
his colleagues, an interdisciplinary review of literature on morality, and in-depth interview research with young,
midlife, and older Americans (Jensen, 1995). Jensen revised the manual in 1996 based on additional interview and
questionnaire research with American and Indian adults who were religiously diverse. By 2004, a variety of
researchers had used the 1996 coding manual, and based on their feedback it was further reﬁned. For studies that
have used the manual, inter-rater reliability assessments (using Cohen’s Kappa) have ranged from .71 to .94.
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Fig. 1. Cultural–developmental template.

With respect to the Ethic of Autonomy, the proposal is that reasons within this ethic
emerge early and that the degree to which persons use this ethic stays relatively stable
across adolescence and into adulthood. However, the types of Autonomy concepts that
persons use are likely to some extent to change with age. Support for the proposal comes
from the consistent ﬁnding across the research approaches of Kohlberg, Turiel, and Gilligan that children in diﬀerent cultures speak early about harm to the self and the interests
of the self (e.g., Colby et al., 1983; Gilligan, 1982; Kohlberg, 1984; Snarey, 1985; Turiel,
2002; Walker, 1989; see also Eisenberg, Carlo, Murphy, & Van Court, 1995). Furthermore, as domain work has shown, children in quite diverse cultures are also capable of
reasoning about harm to other individuals and the needs or interests of other individuals
(Turiel, 2002). This ﬁnding also ﬁnds support in studies from diﬀerent cultures using a
variety of other theoretical approaches (e.g., Gilligan, 1982; Haidt et al., 1993; Miller,
1994).
As persons in diﬀerent cultures grow into adolescence and adulthood, research with different approaches has also shown that some reasoning pertaining to the welfare of the self
and other individuals remains (e.g., Eisenberg et al., 1995; Gilligan, 1982; Haidt et al.,
1993; Jensen, 1995, 1998a; Turiel, 2002; Vasquez et al., 2001; Walker et al., 1995; Zimba,
1994). Adolescents and adults continue to reason in terms of these concepts for diverse
issues and perhaps especially for issues of relevance to their own lives (Buchanan, 2003;
Walker et al., 1995). And it is likely that many or even most of the moral issues that people
contemplate (outside of a research setting) are indeed of personal relevance.
In adolescence and adulthood, other types of Ethic of Autonomy reasoning may also
become increasingly used, even if they are unlikely to become the most common types
of Autonomy reasoning. Research with European and American participants, including
Piaget’s original work, has indicated that adolescents and adults are more likely than children to speak of concepts such as individual rights and equity in a consistent and in-depth
manner (e.g., Killen, 2002; Piaget, 1932/1965; Walker, 1989). However, as shown above in
the cross-cultural review of Kohlbergian research, these concepts do not prevail in the reasoning of adults across cultures (Snarey, 1985). Nevertheless, research in other cultures
suggests that adolescents and adults give some consideration to equity and justice (e.g.,
Miller & Luthar, 1989; Zimba, 1994).
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The present proposal, then, is that a common pattern is for the degree of Autonomy
reasoning to stay relatively stable across the lifespan but with some changes in types of
Autonomy reasoning. However, it also needs to be noted that in cultures where there is
a very strong push for collectivity or submission to divinity, there may be somewhat of
a decline over time in Autonomy reasoning. In such cultures, considerations of the
needs, desires, and interests of individuals (especially the self) would be seen as either
irrelevant or even morally objectionable, and hence by adulthood these considerations
might go down.
Turning to the Ethic of Community, the proposal is that both the degree of usage and
the diversity of types of concepts rise throughout childhood and into adolescence and
adulthood. As shown in developmental research by Kohlberg and his colleagues (e.g.,
Kohlberg, 1984) as well as cultural research by Shweder and his colleagues (1990), younger
children in diverse cultures are likely to invoke some Community concepts, such as those
relating to the interests of one’s family and familial customs. Cross-cultural research with
the domain approach also shows this, even as the reasoning has not been regarded as
moral but rather as conventional (e.g., Turiel, 2002). Moral reasoning related to the family
is likely to ﬁnd continued expression past childhood and probably even more so in the
course of adolescence and adulthood as a person’s awareness of diverse types of family
considerations increases (e.g., duty to family in addition to family interests and customs;
e.g., Miller et al., 1990).
By late childhood and adolescence, a person is likely to also add community concepts that pertain to social groups other than the family. Thus, research across many
cultures has found that children’s social circle widens as they reach late childhood and
grow into adolescence (Whiting & Edwards, 1988). For example, by late childhood and
early adolescence, the salience of friends and peers rises (e.g., Hurrelmann, 1996; Killen, 2002; Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 1998; Schlegel & Barry, 1991; Youniss & Smollar, 1985). Other collective contexts, too, gain in importance across cultures, including
school and work place. Thus, compared to younger children, the expectation reﬂected
in Fig. 1 is that older children and adolescents use more Community concepts pertaining to non-familial groups.
By the time a person reaches late adolescence or adulthood, moral concepts that pertain
to even broader social entities such as society as a whole are likely to become used in a
more frequent and consistent manner. Thus, longitudinal research has shown how persons
in their late teens and adulthood reason more about matters pertaining to societal organization, as compared to children and younger adolescents (Eisenberg et al., 1995; Walker,
1989). While this longitudinal research has been carried out in North America, the ﬁndings
are likely to generalize. A variety of cultural research with adults has shown how they reason in terms of broader social entities (e.g., Jensen, 1998a; Nisan, 1987; Zimba, 1994).
With respect to the Ethic of Divinity, there is less research available and hence the proposal here has a more restricted empirical basis. In cultures that emphasize scriptural
authority or where people conceive of supernatural entities (e.g., God) as largely distinct
from humans (e.g., omniscient and omnipotent), the present suggestion is that the degree
of use of the Ethic of Divinity will be low among children but will then rise in adolescence
and become similar to adult use of this ethic. The reason is that in such communities, the
culturally articulated concepts pertaining to supernatural entities are of such an abstract
nature that they may be readily translated into moral reasoning only by adolescents whose
cognitive skills allow for more abstraction than those of younger children (Adelson, 1971;
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Keating, 1990; Kohlberg, 1976; Piaget, 1972).6 Additionally, the suggestion is that the
types of Divinity concepts used by older adolescents will be largely similar to those used
by adults. Older adolescents are likely to be as capable as adults of using diverse Divinity
concepts such as those referencing scriptural authority, God’s authority, and spiritual
virtues.
Preliminary research support for this pattern derives from in-depth interviews with children (ages 7–12), adolescents (ages 13–18), and adults (ages 36–57) who were part of an
American religiously conservative congregation (Jensen, 2006a). In their conservative
Protestant religion, God is omniscient and omnipotent. In response to six diﬀerent moral
issues, the adolescents and adults used signiﬁcantly more Ethic of Divinity reasons than
the children, and the children used very few Divinity reasons. Furthermore, adolescents
and adults did not diﬀer in the number or types of Divinity concepts that they used.
Support for the pattern is also suggested by the fact that a number of religious traditions have ceremonies and celebrations in early or mid-adolescence that explicitly confer
moral responsibility on the adolescents and link that responsibility to knowledge of religious teachings (Mahoney, Pargament, Murray-Swank, & Murray-Swank, 2003; Sita,
1999). Within Catholicism, for example, adolescents who take part in the Conﬁrmation
ceremony promise to live by the teachings of the Catholic Church, and they show that they
are ready to be responsible for their actions. Within Judaism, when an adolescent boy
becomes Bar Mitzvah or an adolescent girl becomes Bat Mitzvah, they assume responsibility for obeying the laws of Judaism and the Jewish people. Thus, Bar Mitzvah and Bat
Mitzvah are Hebrew for ‘‘son of the commandments’’ and ‘‘daughter of the commandments,’’ respectively. The presence of these rituals in diverse religions begins to point to
adolescence as a key time for the explicit expression of moral reasons within an Ethic
of Divinity.
The age pattern for the Ethic of Divinity proposed above, however, may only apply to
some cultures. In cultures where scriptural accounts of supernatural or transcendent entities are less salient or where people regard such entities as less distinct from humans, it is
possible that Divinity concepts are more accessible to and hence used more by children in
their moral reasoning (Saraswathi, 2005). In some Hindu communities, for example, religious devotion ﬁnds expression in tangible and recurrent activities (e.g., bathing, dressing,
and feeding the gods); there are many places within and outside the home for worship
(e.g., household shrines, temples, roadside shrines); and there are a variety of persons seen
to have god-like status or special connections with the gods (e.g., gurus, sadhus [renouncers], temple priests) (e.g., Jensen, 1998a; Shweder et al., 1990). In such cultures, children
may reason about moral issues in terms of Ethic of Divinity concepts from fairly early
on because these concepts are tied repeatedly to speciﬁc everyday activities and objects.
Then in the course of adolescence and adulthood, additional Divinity concepts may
become part of a person’s moral reasoning.
As Fig. 1 shows, the present proposal is that use of each of the three ethics generally
either stays relatively stable or increases. With age, there is likely to be increasing cognitive
complexity (Csikszentmihalyi, 1993; Lerner, 2002) which would allow for increased use of
diverse moral concepts. Research on moral reasoning does show that the number of moral
6

Ample research shows that children growing up in cultures with a predominance of abstract conceptions of
the supernatural can express these conceptions of supernatural entities (Oser, Scarlett, & Bucher, 2005). The
suggestion here is that these conceptions do not get applied to moral reasoning until adolescence.
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reasons provided by participants goes up with age (e.g., Jensen, 2006a; Walker et al.,
1995).
The cultural–developmental template
As mentioned above, the intent is for Fig. 1 to serve as a cultural–developmental template for research with diﬀerent age groups within diverse cultures. This means that the
developmental patterns in Fig. 1 are accommodated to the constellation of ethics that prevail within diﬀerent cultures.
To give an example, research has shown that in some religiously conservative cultures
adults frequently reason in terms of the Ethics of Community and Divinity and infrequently in terms of the Ethic of Autonomy. In some religiously liberal cultures, adult
members frequently use the Ethics of Autonomy and Community, and quite rarely use
the Ethic of Divinity (Buchanan, 2003; Jensen, 1997a, 1997b, 1998a, 1998b, Vainio,
2003). Based on this knowledge, it is possible to make predictions for the expression of
the cultural–developmental template in these two kinds of cultures.
Within religiously liberal groups, as seen in Fig. 2, the expectation would be that children, adolescents, and adults will make frequent use of Autonomy concepts, even as the
type used may change with age. Community concepts will be rarer among children but will
then become quite common among adolescents and adults. The Ethic of Divinity will be
used infrequently at all ages and if it emerges, this will only occur in the course of
adolescence.
Fig. 3 shows the predicted cultural–developmental patterns for religiously conservative
groups. Here, children, adolescents, and adults will infrequently use the Ethic of Autonomy. There may be some decrease in this ethic over the lifespan because of the emphasis
on renouncing self-interest that characterizes some religiously conservative communities.
With respect to the Ethic of Community, the expectation would be that its prevalence will
be low among younger children, higher among children in late childhood and early adolescence, and high among late adolescents and adults. Use of the Ethic of Divinity will be
low among children (for religiously conservative communities with abstract conceptions of
the supernatural), but it will then rise markedly in adolescence and remain high throughout adulthood.
Use of Ethic
High

Autonomy
Community

Divinity
Age

Low

Childhood

Adolescence

Adulthood

Fig. 2. Expression of the cultural-developmental template among religious liberals.
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Use of Ethic
High

Divinity
Community

Autonomy

Age

Low

Childhood

Adolescence

Adulthood

Fig. 3. Expression of the cultural-developmental template among religious conservatives.

In summary, the cultural–developmental template of moral reasoning proposed here
allows for a way to conceptualize the moral development of children, adolescents, and
adults who form part of diverse cultural communities. The template incorporates a broad
deﬁnition of moral reasoning rather than a restrictive one. It incorporates complexity by
taking into account multiple dimensions. Speciﬁcally it allows us to see people’s moral
lives through the lenses of both culture and development. The template also allows for ﬂexibility in that it allows for consideration of the interaction of development and culture. The
template proposal, then, strikes a middle ground between having a single model for people
everywhere and the prospect of having one model for every culture.
Future directions: research expectations
Like all theoretical proposals, the present one entails speciﬁc research expectations and
questions. The present proposal, however, also entails some noteworthy broader implications for how to conduct research on moral psychology. This is because it synthesizes two
research paradigms with diﬀerent conceptions and traditions of how to study morality.
The speciﬁc research expectations and the broader research implications will be discussed
in turn.
The template thesis
The cultural–developmental template described above lays out expectations for developmental changes in use of the Ethics of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity in the context of speciﬁc cultures. As described, the proposed developmental changes in degree of
usage of the Ethics of Autonomy and Community are supported by a substantial body
of research, and the expectation would be that they would ﬁnd continued support.
We know somewhat less about some of the lifespan developmental changes in types of
Autonomy and Community reasoning used within various cultures. Here there is a need
for more research to test and elaborate on the present proposal.
We know relatively little about lifespan changes for the Ethic of Divinity. As described
above, this constitutes an emerging area of research. The present template suggests how
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changes in Divinity reasoning may occur developmentally (with adolescence being an
important period), as well as how this developmental pattern may depend on both the
extent of Divinity reasoning used within a culture and the kind of conceptualizations of
the supernatural that prevail within a culture. These speciﬁc suggestions require additional
testing.
The deﬁnition of morality thesis
The present cultural–developmental proposal entails a broad deﬁnition of morality that
includes Autonomy, Community, and Divinity reasoning. This proposal is based on an
extensive number of studies conducted in diverse parts of the world. The present model
also details how cultures diﬀer on their constellation of ethics (e.g., some cultures preference Community over Autonomy whereas other cultures preference Autonomy over Community). Consequently, one expectation is that people from diﬀerent cultures to some
extent will vary in the kinds of behaviors they include within the moral domain. For example, people who reason in terms of Ethic of Divinity concepts such as God’s will or the
human body being God’s temple are likely to regard a number of behaviors as moral that
people who do not use this kind of reasoning will imbue with little or no moral signiﬁcance. Research has begun to show support for this thesis with respect to behaviors such
as suicide in the case of terminal illness and alcohol use (Jensen, 1995), as well as behaviors
pertaining to purity and pollution (Haidt & Graham, 2006). More research, however, is
needed on how diﬀerent constellations of ethics (at various ages and in various cultures)
are related to diﬀerent deﬁnitions of what is moral and what is not.
Another expectation is that people from diﬀerent cultures may vary on the kinds of
criteria they have for regarding behaviors as moral. As described above, the notion of
universalizability has been prominent in moral development research, especially in
domain theory research and Kohlberg’s Stage 6 deﬁnition. Ironically, the universalizability criterion may not be universal. For example, research has indicated that religiously
conservative groups have a hierarchical worldview (e.g., Ammerman, 1987; Jensen,
1997a, 2006b). In this view, God is above humans. Among humans, diﬀerences exist
in some respects between various groups, including believers and non-believers. Based
on such a worldview along with Ethic of Divinity reasoning, a conservative Christian
can maintain that one may require more morally out of a Christian than a non-Christian
(e.g., sexual abstinence prior to marriage, modesty in dress, tithing). An orthodox Jew
can hold that moral expectations for Jews are diﬀerent from those for non-Jews (e.g.,
keeping kosher, circumcision). It would seem that a large number of peoples do not
share the universalizability criterion that came out of Western rationalist philosophy
(Wilson, 1993), or at least it is not their only or foremost criterion. As noted by Blasi
(1987, 1990), what we need is more research on people’s indigenous criteria rather than
presupposing criteria coming out of particular philosophical traditions. The present proposal is that it would be fruitful to examine the kinds of criteria held by people with
diﬀerent constellations of the three ethics.
The constellation of ethics thesis
As described above, the proposal here is that cultures have distinct constellations of ethics. Furthermore, the present expectation is that individuals, too, reason about diﬀerent
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moral issues in terms of particular constellation of ethics, and that these constellations
change with development. In other words, the expectation is not what might be termed
a ‘‘toolbox’’ approach to moral reasoning which would predict that an individual uses
one kind of reasoning for one issue, a diﬀerent kind for another issue, and so forth.
The present expectation is in harmony with recent identity work on moral reasoning
and behavior that also emphasizes a certain measure of cognitive coherence within the self
(e.g., Blasi, 1994; Colby & Damon, 1992; Damon, Menon, & Bronk, 2003; Lapsley, 2006;
Lapsley & Narvaez, 2004; Yates & Youniss, 1996; Youniss & Yates, 1997). As described
by Blasi (1994), for example, a person will reason in terms of certain moral concepts across
diverse issues. As a person comes to identify strongly with these concepts, they become a
core part of the person’s sense of self that will habitually guide behavior. In turn, the
behaviors may reinforce and reﬁne the moral identity.
The present thesis, however, does not entail that an individual’s constellation of ethics is
impervious to some variation across moral issues. Research has suggested that people to
some extent reason diﬀerently about researcher-generated vignettes than participant-generated personal moral experiences. This has been found both for research with Kohlberg’s
stages (Walker et al., 1995) and the three ethics (Buchanan, 2003). Research with the three
ethics has also suggested that individuals’ reasoning about some issues may be inﬂuenced
by public debate (Jensen, 1998b). For example, across highly varied moral issues, religiously conservative American adults almost never reason in terms of the Ethic of Autonomy concept of individual rights. A clear exception, however, occurs for the issue of
abortion where they often invoke the rights of the fetus. Here, their reasoning seems inﬂuenced by recognition of the popularity and persuasiveness of rights language in the American public forum.
Research, then, is needed on how development and culture inﬂuence a person’s use
of an ethic and speciﬁc types of ethics reasons that ordinarily fall outside the person’s
constellation of reasons. Merging the above ﬁndings with the identity work, we might
expect that persons would be particularly likely to experience ﬂuctuation or inconsistency in their constellation of ethics during periods of developmental change (e.g.,
moving from one phase of the life course to another) and during periods of cultural
change (e.g., within a culture as a whole, or for a person moving from one culture
to another).
The moral emotion question
The proposed cultural–developmental template is based on the large body of available
research focusing on moral reasoning. A variety of researchers, however, have highlighted
moral emotions (e.g., Eisenberg, 1992; Haidt, 2001; Kagan, 1987). This work has helped to
broaden the focus of research on morality to include emotions in addition to reasoning.
Here, some questions for research on moral emotions from a cultural–developmental
perspective will be put forth. Could developmental templates be proposed for various
moral emotions, such as guilt, shame or gratitude? How might such templates vary across
cultures? How might development and/or culture relate to what is deﬁned as moral rather
than non-moral emotions? How might development and/or culture inﬂuence the extent to
which people’s moral behaviors are based upon emotions or reasoning? How might development and/or culture even inﬂuence how this distinction between reasoning and emotions is understood and experienced?
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To the extent that some moral emotions map onto the three ethics, it is possible that the
present template may have applicability to these emotions. In a series of studies, Rozin
et al. (1999) found that anger, contempt and disgust were strongly related to the Ethics
of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity, respectively. If more research were to show such
relations for a number of other emotions, it might be that speciﬁc cultural–developmental
expectations could be proposed for the degree to which people experience Autonomy,
Community, and Divinity emotions as well as for the speciﬁc types of Autonomy, Community, and Divinity emotions that they experience.
Future directions: broader research implications
Cultural variations in the life course
Turning to broader research implications of synthesizing developmental and cultural
perspectives, one of those is the need to consider that cultural variations in the life course
itself may inﬂuence moral development. For example, recent research indicates that a new
phase of the life course has become common in the US and other post-industrial societies.
Spanning the late teens through the mid-to-late twenties, researchers term this period
‘‘emerging adulthood’’ (Arnett, 1998, 2000, 2004). Emerging adulthood has been found
to be distinct from both adolescence and adulthood behaviorally, demographically, and
subjectively. It is a ‘‘self-focused age’’ (Arnett, 2004), with emerging adults aiming to form
independent beliefs, establish ﬁnancial autonomy from parents, and take responsibility for
the consequences of their own actions. As noted, emerging adulthood is not a period of life
that is present in all cultures. Researchers see it as a period that has become notable in
societies where educational training has become extended while marriage and family obligations often are postponed (e.g., Mayseless & Scharf, 2003).
In cultures where there is an emerging adulthood phase, one might expect this phase
to be characterized by substantial Ethic of Autonomy reasoning. There might even be
a momentary up tick in the Autonomy pattern described in Fig. 1. Several recent studies with the three ethics has indeed shown a pronounced, if not exclusive, use of the
Ethic of Autonomy among American emerging adults (Arnett et al., 2001; Jensen,
1995; Jensen, Arnett, Feldman, & Cauﬀman, 2002, 2004). Interestingly, the phase of
emerging adulthood might also account for older ﬁndings by Kohlberg and his colleagues. In this work, Kohlberg was surprised to ﬁnd that American participants
who reached college age seemingly reverted to reasoning in Stage 2 with its focus on
self-interest. To assimilate the ﬁndings to their structural approach which does not
allow for back sliding, he and his colleagues ended up revising Stage 5, incorporating
notions of relativism (Kohlberg, 1984). From a cultural–developmental perspective,
Kohlberg’s ﬁnding could be interpreted as ﬁtting with the self-focused tenor of emerging adulthood.
To give another example of the signiﬁcance of cultural variations in the life course, the
indigenous Indian conception of the life course includes a ﬁnal ‘‘Sanyasa’’ phase where
older persons are supposed to renounce their ties to community in order to focus on their
connection with the spiritual notion of Atman. As described by Saraswathi (2005), the
Sanyasa ideal is to lead a life as water on a lotus leaf—on the leaf but not of it. For those
Indians who actually adhere to this life course conceptions, one might expect a ﬁnal down
tick in the otherwise common Ethic of Community pattern described in Fig. 1.
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Cultural variations and developmental contexts
Taking a cultural–developmental approach also entails addressing how the contexts
that inﬂuence moral development will vary across cultures. Over the course of the
early 20th century—as mass education in Europe and the United States became common and compulsory—Piaget emphasized the peer context. Kohlberg continued the
emphasis on peers. There also appears to be an implicit focus on peers in domain
research. The moral vignettes that domain researchers use in their research typically
involve interactions between peers (e.g., hitting an age-mate, pushing a playground
peer oﬀ a swing, failing to share with a classmate, teasing a peer). Recent research
has addressed other contexts, especially family (e.g., Smetana, 2000; Walker, 1989)
but also civic organizations (e.g., Flanagan, 2003; Youniss, McClellan, & Yates,
1997).
Yet today’s children and adolescents growing up in urban areas all over the world
are exposed to moral messages from many other sources too: after-school counselors,
extra-curricular activity coaches, television, magazines, websites, and so forth. What is
the inﬂuence on moral development of these other contexts? Meanwhile, in a number
of areas of the world (especially rural and poor ones), the moral contexts surrounding
children and adolescents are diﬀerent. Children’s daily access to mass media, such as
television and the internet, is much less pronounced. Adolescents (especially girls) are
far less likely to attend secondary educational institutions. Both children and adolescents spend more time in the contexts of family and small communities. What are
the implications for the moral development of these children and adolescents? Because
the contexts of moral signiﬁcance are likely to vary not only across age but also across
cultures, an implication of taking a cultural–developmental approach is the need to
consider more contexts than typically have received research attention (Jensen, in press c;
Jensen & Larson, 2005).7
Cultural variations and diverse age groups
Another important implication of the cultural–developmental approach involves
turning Piaget’s research dictum on its head. Piaget wrote that ‘‘Child morality
throws light on adult morality’’ (1932/1965, p. 9). Adult morality, however, also
throws light on child morality. By focusing on adults (and across the lifespan in general), we might discover moral concepts that mainly emerge after childhood and later
7

A common critique of cultural models is that they focus exclusively on learning as a developmental
mechanism. In this respect, however, the proposed cultural–developmental template allows for research
consideration of all of Aslin’s (1981) ﬁve models of possible relationships between maturation and environment.
The ﬁve models are: induction, attunement, maintenance, facilitation, and maturation. It is possible that cultural
experiences induce development as a purely environmental eﬀect and that without the cultural lessons various
moral concepts would not develop. It is possible that cultural experiences serve to attune maturational processes
such that the development of moral concepts reaches a point that goes beyond a basic maturational level. It is also
possible that cultural experiences maintain maturationally developed moral concepts that would otherwise
deteriorate. Facilitation may occur where cultural experiences speed up the development of moral concepts that
will otherwise develop maturationally as well. Finally, maturation may occur where some moral concepts develop
independent of cultural input. Moral development researchers have focused extensively on attunement (Piaget
and Kohlberg) and maturation (Turiel).
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in life (e.g., as discussed above in regards to both degree and type of use of the three
ethics).
Furthermore, children and adolescents are surrounded by adults (parents, employers,
teachers, counselors, media stars, etc.) who provide them with a sense of what is right
and wrong and what is valuable in the world. Research with adults will provide us
with an understanding of the constellation of ethics that predominate in a culture.
In turn, this will illuminate the moral goals toward which adults are seeking to guide
children’s moral development (even if children may change the goals, adults may diﬀer
on the goals, and adults may not be entirely successful in passing goals on to children).
Collaborative work
A ﬁnal research suggestion is to aim for collaborative work across developmental
and cultural research traditions. This might take such forms as joint design of studies,
the application of coding systems from more than one research tradition, or theoretical
writings taking the shape of a dialogue. Such collaborative work might serve to provide a more complex interpretive understanding of the moral psychology of diverse cultural and age groups. It might also serve as a next step in reformulating and reﬁning
theory and method in a way that would draw upon both developmental and cultural
expertise.
Daniel Kahneman (2003), the Nobel Prize recipient, stated that ‘‘one of the lessons I
have learned from a long career is that controversy is a waste of eﬀort’’ (p. 729). He
advocates what he terms ‘‘adversarial collaboration’’ among researchers who hold different perspectives (see Mellers, Hertwig, & Kahneman, 2001, for an example and stepby-step guidelines on how to engage in adversarial collaboration). In moral psychology,
too, collaborative work (of a more or less adversarial nature) among researchers with
diﬀerent approaches and areas of expertise would be a helpful, creative, and innovative
enterprise.
Conclusion
‘‘Morality is the indispensable minimum, that which is strictly necessary, the daily
bread without which societies cannot live,’’ wrote Durkheim (1893/1984, p. 13). To Durkheim’s valuable work on the inﬂuence of culture on morality, Piaget (1932/1965) added his
developmental perspective focusing on ‘‘the moral judgment of the child,’’ as he titled his
inﬂuential book. In moral psychology, the cultural and developmental perspectives have
remained largely on separate sides since this early social science work. Researchers on both
sides have carried out inﬂuential and insightful work, but border crossings have been few
and fraught with unfruitful tension.
More than a century after Durkheim, when people increasingly live in a globalized
and multicultural world, it is time to see people’s moral lives through both developmental and cultural lenses. Persons aged 7, 17, and 47 often diﬀer in their moral reasoning even if they share a common culture. Persons from diverse cultures such as
India, Kenya, and the US often diﬀer in their moral concepts even if they are the same
age. The cultural–developmental approach oﬀers the possibility of integrating both of
these valuable insights in future theoretical and methodological work in moral
psychology.

Author's personal copy
L.A. Jensen / Developmental Review 28 (2008) 289–315

309

Acknowledgments
I am grateful to The Center for Information & Research on Civic Learning & Engagement (CIRCLE), The Pew Charitable Trusts, and The Research Council of Denmark for
their support.
References
Adelson, J. (1971). The political imagination of the young adolescent. Daedalus, 100, 1013–1050.
Ammerman, N. T. (1987). Bible believers. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.
Ardila-Rey, A., & Killen, M. (2001). Middle class Columbian children’s evaluations of personal, moral, and
socio-conventional interactions in the classroom. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 25,
246–255.
Arnett, J. J. (1998). Learning to stand alone: The contemporary American transition to adulthood in cultural and
historical context. Human Development, 41, 295–315.
Arnett, J. J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens through the twenties.
American Psychologist, 55, 469–480.
Arnett, J. J. (2002). The psychology of globalization. American Psychologist, 57, 774–783.
Arnett, J. J. (2004). Emerging adulthood: The winding road from the late teens through the twenties. New York:
Oxford University Press.
Arnett, J. J., Ramos, K. D., & Jensen, L. A. (2001). Ideological views in emerging adulthood: Balancing
autonomy and community. Journal of Adult Development, 8, 69–79.
Aslin, R. N. (1981). Experiential inﬂuences and sensitive periods in perceptual development: A uniﬁed model. In
R. N. Aslin, J. R. Alberts, & M. R. Petersen (Eds.), Development of perception. Psychobiological perspectives
(Vol. 2). The visual system (pp. 45–93). New York: Academic Press.
Baldwin, J. M. (1895). Mental development in the child and the race. New York: Macmillan.
Baldwin, J. M. (1906). Social and ethical interpretations in mental development. New York: Macmillan.
Baldwin, J. M. (1906–1911). Thoughts and things, or genetic logic (3 Vols.). New York: Macmillan.
Bersoﬀ, D. M., & Miller, J. G. (1993). Culture, context, and the development of moral accountability judgments.
Developmental Psychology, 29, 664–676.
Blasi, A. (1987). Comment: The psychological deﬁnition of morality. In J. Kagan & S. Lamb (Eds.), The
emergence of morality in young children (pp. 83–90). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.
Blasi, A. (1990). How should psychologists deﬁne morality? Or, the negative side eﬀects of philosophy’s inﬂuence
on psychology. In T. Wren (Ed.), The moral domain: Essays on the ongoing discussion between philosophy and
the social sciences (pp. 38–70). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.
Blasi, A. (1994). Moral identity: Its role in moral functioning. In B. Puka (Ed.), Fundamental research in moral
development (pp. 168–178). New York: Garland Publishing, Inc.
Brainerd, C. J. (1978). The stage question in cognitive-developmental theory. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 2,
173–213.
Buchanan, T. (2003). Keeping the world together: Investigating the moral discourse of three generations of American
evangelicals. Unpublished manuscript, Wheaton College, IL.
Cahan, E. D., & White, S. H. (1992). Proposals for a second psychology. American Psychologist, 47, 224–235.
Colby, A., & Damon, W. (1992). Some do care: Contemporary lives of moral commitment. New York: The Free
Press.
Colby, A., & Kohlberg, L. (1987). The measurement of moral judgment. Cambridge, England: Cambridge
University Press.
Colby, A., Kohlberg, L., Gibbs, J., & Lieberman, M. (1983). A longitudinal study of moral judgment.
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development, 48.
Cole, M. (1996). Cultural psychology: A once and future discipline. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press.
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1993). The evolving self: A psychology for the third millennium. New York:
HarperCollins.
Damon, W. (1997). Foreword to the 1997 edition. In J. Piaget (Ed.), The moral judgment of the child (pp. 3–9).
New York: The Free Press.

Author's personal copy
310

L.A. Jensen / Developmental Review 28 (2008) 289–315

Damon, W., Menon, J., & Bronk, K. (2003). The development of purpose during youth. Applied Developmental
Science, 7, 119–128.
Dewey, J. (1930). Experience and conduct. In C. Murchison (Ed.), Psychologies of 1930. Worcester, MA: Clark
University Press.
Dien, D. S. (1982). A Chinese perspective on Kohlberg’s theory of moral development. Developmental Review, 2,
331–341.
Duncan, S., & Fiske, D. (1977). Face-to-face interaction. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Durkheim, E. (1951). Suicide: A study in sociology. New York: The Free Press (Original work published
1897).
Durkheim, E. (1984). The division of labor in society. New York: The Free Press (Original work published 1893).
Dworkin, R. (1978). Taking rights seriously. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Edwards, C. P. (1981). The comparative study of the development of moral judgment and reasoning. In R. H.
Munroe, R. L. Munroe, & B. B. Whiting (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural human development (pp. 501–528).
New York: Garland STPM Press.
Edwards, C. P. (1982). Moral development in comparative perspective. In D. A. Wagner & H. W. Stevenson
(Eds.), Cultural perspectives on child development (pp. 248–303). San Francisco: W. H. Freeman and
Company.
Edwards, C. P. (1986). Cross-cultural research on Kohlberg’s stages: The basis for consensus. In S. Modgil & C.
Modgil (Eds.), Lawrence Kohlberg: Consensus and controversy. Philadelphia: The Falmer Press. (Reprinted
from New research in moral development: A compendium (Vol. 5, pp. 373–384) by W. Puka, 1994. New York:
Garland Publishing).
Edwards, C. P. (1987). Culture and the construction of moral values: A comparative ethnography of moral
encounters in two cultural settings. In J. Kagan & S. Lamb (Eds.), The emergence of morality in young
children. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Edwards, C. P. (1997). Morality and change: Family unity and paternal authority among Kipsigis and Abaluyia
elders and students. In T. S. Weisner & C. Bradley (Eds.), African families and the crisis of social change
(pp. 45–85). Westport, CT: Bergin & Garvey.
Eisenberg, N. (1992). The caring child. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Eisenberg, N., Carlo, G., Murphy, B., & Van Court, P. (1995). Prosocial development in late adolescence. Child
Development, 66, 1179–1197.
Flanagan, C. A. (2003). Trust, identity, and civic hope. Applied Developmental Science, 7, 165–171.
French, D. C., Schneider, B. H., & Chen, X. (2006). Peer relationships in cultural context. New York: Cambridge
University Press.
Fung, H. (1999). Becoming a moral child: The socialization of shame among young Chinese children. Ethos, 27,
180–209.
Gewirth, A. (1978). Reason and morality. Chicago: University of Chicago Press (Original work published 1927).
Gibbs, J. C. (1977). Kohlberg’s stages of moral judgment: A constructive critique. Harvard Educational Review,
47, 43–61.
Gibbs, J. C. (1979). Kohlberg’s moral stage theory: A Piagetian revision. Human Development, 22, 89–112.
Gibbs, J. C., Basinger, K. S., Grime, R. L., & Snarey, J. R. (2007). Moral judgment developmental across
cultures: Revisiting Kohlberg’s universality claim. Developmental Review, 27, 443–500.
Gilligan, C. F. (1977). In a diﬀerent voice: Women’s conception of the self and of morality. Harvard Educational
Review, 47, 481–517.
Gilligan, C. F. (1979). Woman’s place in man’s life cycle. Harvard Educational Review, 49, 431–446.
Gilligan, C. F. (1982). In a diﬀerent voice: Psychological theory and women’s development. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.
Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational tail: A social intuitionist approach to moral judgment.
Psychological Review, 108, 814–834.
Haidt, J., & Graham, J. (2006). When morality opposes justice: Conservatives have moral intuitions that liberals
may not recognize. Unpublished manuscript, University of Virginia.
Haidt, J., Koller, S. H., & Dias, M. G. (1993). Aﬀect, culture, and morality, or, is it wrong to eat your dog?
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65, 613–628.
Heine, S. J., Lehman, D. R., Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1999). Culture and the need for positive self-regard.
Psychological Review, 106, 766–794.
Hermans, H. J. M., & Kempen, H. J. G. (1998). Moving cultures: The perilous problem of cultural dichotomies in
a globalizing society. American Psychologist, 53, 1111–1120.

Author's personal copy
L.A. Jensen / Developmental Review 28 (2008) 289–315

311

Hollos, M., Leis, P. E., & Turiel, E. (1986). Social reasoning in Ijo children and adolescents in Nigerian
communities. Journal of Cross-Cultural Research, 17, 352–374.
Hurrelmann, K. (1996). The social world of adolescents: A sociological perspective. In K. Hurrelmann & S.
Hamilton (Eds.), Social problems and social contexts in adolescence: Perspectives across boundaries (pp. 39–62).
Hawthorne, NY: Aldine de Gruyter.
Jensen, L. A. (1991). Coding manual: Ethics of autonomy, community, and divinity. Unpublished manuscript,
University of Chicago.
Jensen, L. A. (1995). Habits of the heart revisited: Ethics of autonomy, community and divinity in adults’ moral
language. Qualitative Sociology, 18, 71–86.
Jensen, L. A. (1996). Diﬀerent habits, diﬀerent hearts: Orthodoxy and progressivism in the United States and India.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of Chicago.
Jensen, L. A. (1997a). Diﬀerent worldviews, diﬀerent morals: America’s culture war divide. Human Development,
40, 325–344.
Jensen, L. A. (1997b). Culture wars: American moral divisions across the adult lifespan. Journal of Adult
Development, 4, 107–121.
Jensen, L. A. (1998a). Moral divisions within countries between orthodoxy and progressivism: India and the
United States. Journal for the Scientiﬁc Study of Religion, 37, 90–107.
Jensen, L. A. (1998b). Diﬀerent habits, diﬀerent hearts: The moral languages of the culture war. The American
Sociologist, 29, 83–101.
Jensen, L. A. (2003). Coming of age in a multicultural world: Adolescent cultural identity formation and
globalization. Applied Developmental Science, 7, 188–195.
Jensen, L. A. (2004). Coding manual: Ethics of autonomy, community, and divinity (Revised). Available from
www.LeneArnettJensen.com.
Jensen, L. A. (2006a). Moral reasoning among religiously liberal and conservative Americans: A cultural–
developmental approach. Unpublished manuscript, Clark University.
Jensen, L. A. (2006b). Liberal and conservative conceptions of family: A cultural–developmental study. The
International Journal for the Psychology of Religion, 16, 253–269.
Jensen, L. A. (in press a). Immigrant civic engagement and religion: The paradoxical roles of religious motives
and organizations. In R. Lerner, R. Roeser, & E. Phelps (Eds.), Positive youth development and spirituality:
From theory to research.
Jensen, L. A. (in press b). Immigrants’ cultural identities as sources of civic engagement. In L. A. Jensen, & C. A.
Flanagan (Eds.), Immigrant civic engagement. Applied Developmental Science.
Jensen, L. A. (in press c). Moral development. In R. A. Shweder, T. R. Bidell, A. C. Dailey, S. D. Dixon, P.
J. Miller, & J. Modell (Eds.), The Chicago companion to the child. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press.
Jensen, L. A., Arnett, J. J., Feldman, S. S., & Cauﬀman, E. (2002). It’s wrong, but everybody does it: Academic
dishonesty among high school and college students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 27, 209–228.
Jensen, L. A., Arnett, J. J., Feldman, S. S., & Cauﬀman, E. (2004). The right to do wrong: Lying to parents
among adolescents and emerging adults. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 33, 101–112.
Jensen, L. A., & Larson, R. W. (2005). Developmental horizons: Legacies and prospects in child and adolescent
development. In L. A. Jensen & R. Larson (Eds.), New horizons in developmental theory and research. New
directions for child and adolescent development (Vol. 109, pp. 5–13).
Kagan, J. (1987). Introduction. In J. Kagan & S. Lamb (Eds.), The emergence of morality in young children.
Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.
Kagitcibasi, C. (1996). Family and human development across cultures. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Kahneman, D. (2003). Experiences of collaborative research. American Psychologist, 58, 723–730.
Kant, I. (1949). Fundamental principles of the metaphysics of morals. New York: Liberal Arts Press (Original
work published 1785).
Keating, D. (1990). Adolescent thinking. In S. S. Feldman & G. Elliott (Eds.), At the threshold: The developing
adolescent (pp. 54–89). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Killen, M. (2002). Early deliberations: A developmental psychologist investigates how children think about
fairness and exclusion. Teaching Tolerance, 22, 44–49.
Killen, M., & Sueyoshi, L. (1995). Conﬂict resolution in Japanese social interactions. Early Education and
Development, 6, 317–334.
Kim, J. M., & Turiel, E. (1996). Korean and American children’s concepts of adult and peer authority. Social
Development, 5, 310–329.

Author's personal copy
312

L.A. Jensen / Developmental Review 28 (2008) 289–315

Kohlberg, L. (1958). The development of modes of thinking and choice in years 10 to 16. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Chicago.
Kohlberg, L. (1964). The development of moral character and ideology. In M. L. Hoﬀman (Ed.). Review of child
development research (Vol. 1). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.
Kohlberg, L. (1967). Moral and religious education and the public schools: A developmental view. In T. Sizer
(Ed.), Religion and public education. Boston: Houghton Miﬄin.
Kohlberg, L. (1969). Stage and sequence: The cognitive-developmental approach to socialization. In D. Goslin
(Ed.), Handbook of socialization theory and research (pp. 347–480). Chicago: Rand McNally.
Kohlberg, L. (1976). Moral stages and moralization: The cognitive-developmental approach. In T. Lickona (Ed.),
Moral development and behavior. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Kohlberg, L. (1981). The philosophy of moral development. San Francisco: Harper & Row.
Kohlberg, L. (1984). The psychology of moral development. San Francisco: Harper & Row.
Kohlberg, L. (1986). A current statement of some theoretical issue. In S. Modgil & C. Modgil (Eds.), Lawrence
Kohlberg: Consensus and controversy. Philadelphia: The Falmer Press.
Kohlberg, L., & Power, C. (1981). Moral development, religious thinking, and the question of a seventh stage.
Zygon, 16, 203–259.
Lapsley, D. K. (2006). Moral stage theory. In M. Killen & J. Smetana (Eds.), Handbook of moral development
(pp. 37–66). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Lapsley, D. K., & Narvaez, D. (2004). A social cognitive approach to the moral personality. In D. K. Lapsley &
D. Narvaez (Eds.), Moral development, self, and identity: Essays in honor of Augusto Blasi (pp. 189–212).
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates: Mahwah, NJ.
Larson, R. (2002). Globalization, societal change, and new technologies: What they mean for the future of
adolescence. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 12, 1–30.
Lei, T. (1994). Being and becoming moral in Chinese culture: Unique or universal? Cross-Cultural Research, 28,
58–91.
Leichtman, M. D. (2006). Cultural and maturational inﬂuences on long-term event memory. In C. TamisLeMonda & L. Balter (Eds.), Child psychology: A handbook of contemporary issues (2nd ed.). Philadelphia:
Psychology Press.
Lerner, R. (2002). The ﬁve C’s: Developmental complexity. Paper presented at ‘‘Beyond the self: Perspectives on
transcendence and identity development’’ meeting, Pasadena, CA.
Lewis, D. (1969). Convention: A philosophical study. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Li, J. (2004). Learning as a task and a virtue: U.S. and Chinese preschoolers explain learning. Developmental
Psychology, 40, 595–605.
Ma, H. K. (1988). The Chinese perspectives on moral judgment development. International Journal of Psychology,
23, 201–227.
Mahoney, A., Pargament, K. I., Murray-Swank, A., & Murray-Swank, N. (2003). Religion and the sanctiﬁcation
of family relationships. Review of Religious Research, 44, 220–236.
Mayseless, O., & Scharf, M. (2003). What does it mean to be an adult? The Israeli experience. In J. J. Arnett, & N.
Galambos (Eds.), New directions in child development (Vol. 100, pp. 5–20).
Mellers, B., Hertwig, R., & Kahneman, D. (2001). Do frequency representations eliminate conjunction eﬀects? An
exercise in adversarial collaboration. Psychological Science, 12, 269–275.
Miller, J. G. (1989). A cultural perspective on the morality of beneﬁcence and interpersonal responsibility. In S.
Ting-Tomey & F. Korzenny (Eds.). International and intercultural communication annual (Vol. 15, pp. 11–27).
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.
Miller, J. G. (1994). Cultural diversity in the morality of caring: Individually oriented versus duty-based
interpersonal moral codes. Cross-Cultural Research, 28, 3–39.
Miller, J. G. (1999). Cultural psychology: Implications for basic psychological theory. American Psychological
Society, 10, 85–91.
Miller, J. G. (2006). Insights into moral development from cultural psychology. In M. Killen & J. Smetana (Eds.),
Handbook of moral development. New York: Erlbaum.
Miller, J. G., & Bersoﬀ, D. M. (1992). Culture and moral judgment: How are conﬂicts between
justice and interpersonal responsibilities resolved? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62,
541–554.
Miller, J. G., & Bersoﬀ, D. M. (1994). Cultural inﬂuences on the moral status of reciprocity and the discounting
of endogenous motivation. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20, 592–602.

Author's personal copy
L.A. Jensen / Developmental Review 28 (2008) 289–315

313

Miller, J. G., Bersoﬀ, D. M., & Harwood, R. L. (1990). Perceptions of social responsibility in India and in the
United States: Moral imperatives or personal decisions? Journal of Personality and Social Personality, 58,
33–47.
Miller, J. G., & Luthar, S. (1989). Issues of interpersonal responsibility and accountability: A comparison of
Indians’ and Americans’ moral judgments. Social Cognition, 7, 237–261.
Miller, P. J., Wiley, A. R., Fung, H., & Liang, C.- H. (1997). Personal storytelling as a medium of socialization in
Chinese and American families. Child Development, 68, 557–568.
Nisan, M. (1987). Moral norms and social conventions: A cross-cultural study. Developmental Psychology, 23,
719–725.
Nsamenang, A. B. (1992). Human development in cultural context. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.
Nucci, L. (1981). The development of personal concepts: A domain distinct from moral and societal concepts.
Child Development, 52, 118–121.
Nucci, L. P. (1985). Children’s conceptions of morality, societal convention, and religious prescription. In C. G.
Harding (Ed.), Moral dilemmas: Philosophical and psychological issues in the development of moral reasoning.
Chicago: Precedent Publishing.
Nucci, L., Camino, C., & Sapiro, C. M. (1996). Social class eﬀects on northeastern Brazilian children’s
conceptions of areas of personal choice and social regulation. Child Development, 67, 1223–1242.
Nucci, L. P., & Turiel, E. (1978). Social interactions and the development of social concepts in preschool children.
Child Development, 49, 400–407.
Nucci, L., & Turiel, E. (1993). God’s word, religious rules, and their relation to Christian and Jewish children’s
concepts of morality. Child Development, 64, 1475–1491.
Nucci, L. P., Turiel, E., & Encarnacion-Gawrych, G. (1983). Children’s social interactions and social concepts:
Analyses of morality and conventional in the Virgin Islands. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 14,
469–487.
Oser, F. K., Scarlett, G., & Bucher, A. (2005). Religious and spiritual development throughout the lifespan. In W.
Damon & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology. New York: Wiley.
Phinney, J. S. (2000). Identity formation across cultures: The interaction of personal, societal, and historical
change. Human Development, 43, 27–31.
Piaget, J. (1965). The moral judgment of the child. New York: The Free Press (Original work published 1932).
Piaget, J. (1972). Intellectual evolution from adolescence to adulthood. Human Development, 15, 1–12.
Pizarro, D. A., & Bloom, P. (2003). The intelligence of the moral intuitions: Comment on Haidt. Psychological
Review, 110, 193–196.
Rawls, J. (1971). A theory of justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Rest, J. R., Narvaez, D., Bebeau, M. J., & Thoma, S. J. (1999). Postconventional moral thinking: A neoKohlbergian approach. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Richards, P. S. (1991). The relation between conservative ideology and principled moral reasoning: A review.
Review of Religious Research, 32, 359–368.
Richards, P. S., & Davison, M. L. (1992). Religious bias in moral development research: A psychometric
investigation. Journal for the Scientiﬁc Study of Religion, 31, 467–485.
Rogoﬀ, B. (1990). Apprenticeship in thinking. New York: Oxford University Press.
Rogoﬀ, B. (2003). The cultural nature of human development. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.
Rothbaum, F., Weisz, J., Pott, M., Miyake, K., & Morelli, G. (2000). Attachment and culture. American
Psychologist, 55, 1093–1104.
Rozin, P., Lowery, L., Imada, S., & Haidt, J. (1999). The CAD triad hypothesis: A mapping between three moral
emotions (contempt, anger, disgust) and three moral codes (community, autonomy, divinity). Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 574–586.
Rubin, K., Bukowski, W., & Parker, J. (1998). Peer interactions, relationships and groups. In W. Damon (Series
Ed.) & N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child psychology: Social, emotional, and personality development
(Vol. 3, 5th ed.). New York: Wiley.
Saraswathi, T. S. (2005). Hindu worldview in the development of selfways: The ‘‘Atman’’ as the real self. In L. A.
Jensen & R. Larson (Eds.), New horizons in developmental theory and research. New Directions for Child and
Adolescent Development (Vol. 109, pp. 43–50).
Schlegel, A., & Barry, H. (1991). Adolescence: An anthropological inquiry. New York: Free Press.
Searle, J. (1969). Speech acts. London: Cambridge University Press.
Shimizu, H. (2000). Beyond individualism and sociocentrism: An ontological analysis of the opposing elements in
personal experiences of Japanese adolescents. Human Development, 43, 195–211.

Author's personal copy
314

L.A. Jensen / Developmental Review 28 (2008) 289–315

Shimizu, H. (2001). Japanese adolescent boys’ senses of empathy (Omoiyari) and Carol Gilligan’s perspective on
the morality of care: A phenomenological approach. Culture & Psychology, 7, 453–475.
Shweder, R. A. (1982a). Liberalism as destiny. Contemporary Psychology, 27, 421–424.
Shweder, R. A. (1982b). Beyond self-constructed knowledge: The study of culture and morality. Merrill-Palmer
Quarterly, 28, 41–69.
Shweder, R. A. (1987). How to look at Medusa without turning to Stone. Contributions to Indian sociology.
Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications.
Shweder, R. A. (1990). In defense of moral realism: Reply to Gabennesch. Child Development, 61, 2060–2067.
Shweder, R. A., Goodnow, J., Hatano, G., LeVine, R., Markus, H., & Miller, P. (1998). The cultural psychology
of development: One mind, many mentalities. In W. Damon (Ed.), Handbook of child development. New York:
Wiley.
Shweder, R. A., Mahapatra, M., & Miller, J. G. (1990). Culture and moral development. In J. W. Stigler, R. A.
Shweder, & G. Herdt (Eds.), Cultural psychology (pp. 130–204). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press. Originally published in J. Kagan, & S. Lamb (1987, Eds.), The emergence of morality in young children
(pp. 1–83). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Shweder, R. A., & Much, N. C. (1986). Determinations of meaning: Discourse and moral socialization. In W.
Kurtines & J. Gewirtz (Eds.), Moral development through social interaction. New York: Wiley.
Shweder, R. A., Much, N. C., Mahapatra, M., & Park, L. (1997). The ‘‘big three’’ of morality (autonomy,
community, divinity), and the ‘‘big three’’ explanations of suﬀering. In A. Brandt & P. Rozin (Eds.), Morality
and Health. New York: Routledge.
Sita, L. (1999). Coming of age. Woodbridge, CT: Blackbirch Press.
Smetana, J. G. (1983). Social-cognitive development: Domain distinctions and coordinations. Developmental
Review, 3, 131–147.
Smetana, J. G. (2000). Middle-class African American adolescents’ and parents’ conceptions of parental
authority and parenting practices: A longitudinal investigation. Child Development, 71, 1672–1686.
Snarey, J. R. (1985). Cross-cultural universality of socio-moral development: A critical review of Kohlbergian
research. Psychological Bulletin, 97, 202–232.
Snarey, J. R., & Keljo, K. (1991). In a gemeinschaft voice: The cross-cultural expansion of moral development
theory. In W. M. Kurtines & J. L. Gewirtz (Eds.). Handbook of moral behavior and development: Theory (Vol.
1, pp. 395–424). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Song, M.-J., Smetana, J. G., & Kim, S. Y. (1987). Korean children’s conceptions of moral and conventional
transgressions. Developmental Psychology, 23, 577–582.
Sternberg, R. J. (2004). Culture and intelligence. American Psychologist, 59, 325–338.
Tappan, M. B. (1997). Language, culture, and moral development: A Vygotskian perspective. Developmental
Review, 17, 78–100.
Thoma, S. (1986). Estimating gender diﬀerence in the comprehension and preference of moral issues.
Developmental Review, 6, 165–180.
Tietjen, A. M., & Walker, L. J. (1985). Moral reasoning and leadership among men in a Papua New Guinea
society. Developmental Psychology, 21, 982–992.
Turiel, E. (1975). The development of social concepts: Mores, customs, and conventions. In D. J. Palma & J. M.
Foley (Eds.), Moral development: Current theory and research. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Turiel, E. (1983). The development of social knowledge: Morality and convention. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.
Turiel, E. (1998). The development of morality. In W. Damon (Series Ed.) & N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of
child psychology: Social, emotional, and personality development (Vol. 3, 5th ed., pp. 863–932). New York: Wiley.
Turiel, E. (2002). The culture of morality. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Turiel, E., Killen, M., & Helwig, C. C. (1987). Morality: Its structure, functions, and vagaries. In J. Kagan & S.
Lamb (Eds.), The emergence of morality in young children. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Vainio, A. (2003). One morality—Or multiple moralities? Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Helsinki, Finland.
Valsiner, J. (2007). Culture in minds and societies. Los Angeles: Sage Publications.
Vasquez, K., Keltner, D., Ebenbach, D. H., & Banaszynski, T. L. (2001). Cultural variation and similarity in
moral rhetorics: Voices from the Philippines and the United States. Journal of Cross-Cultural Research, 32,
93–120.
Vasudev, J., & Hummel, R. C. (1987). Moral stage sequence and principled moral reasoning in an Indian sample.
Human Development, 30, 105–118.

Author's personal copy
L.A. Jensen / Developmental Review 28 (2008) 289–315

315

Walker, L. J. (1984). Sex diﬀerences in the development of moral reasoning: A critical review. Child Development,
55, 677–691.
Walker, L. J. (1986). Sex diﬀerences in the development of moral reasoning: A rejoinder to Baumrind. Child
Development, 57, 522–526.
Walker, L. J. (1989). A longitudinal study of moral reasoning. Child Development, 51, 131–139.
Walker, L. J., & Moran, T. J. (1991). Moral reasoning in a communist Chinese society. Journal of Moral
Education, 20, 139–155.
Walker, L. J., Pitts, R. C., Hennig, K. H., & Matsuba, M. K. (1995). Reasoning about morality and real-life
moral problems. In M. Killen & D. Hart (Eds.), Morality in everyday life: Developmental perspectives
(pp. 371–407). New York: Cambridge University Press.
Whiting, B. B., & Edwards, C. P. (1988). Children of diﬀerent worlds: The formation of social behavior. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.
Wilson, J. Q. (1993). The moral sense. New York: Free Press.
Yates, M., & Youniss, J. (1996). Community service and political–moral identity in adolescents. Journal of
Research on Adolescence, 6, 271–284.
Yau, J., & Smetana, J. G. (2003). Conceptions of moral, social-conventional, and personal events among Chinese
preschoolers in Hong Kong. Child Development, 74, 647–658.
Youniss, J., & Damon, W. (1991). Social construction in Piaget’s theory. In H. Beilin & P. B. Putall (Eds.),
Piaget’s theory, its past and its future (pp. 267–286). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Youniss, J., McClellan, J. A., & Yates, M. (1997). What we know about engendering civic identity. American
Behavioral Scientist, 40, 620–631.
Youniss, J., & Smollar, J. (1985). Adolescent relations with mothers, fathers, and friends. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Youniss, J., & Yates, M. (1997). Community service and social responsibility in youth. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.
Zimba, R. F. (1994). The understanding of morality, convention, and personal preference in an African setting:
Findings from Zambia. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 25, 369–393.

