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The moral development of the adolescent and adult has been of
great interest to philosophers and educators for centuries, and recently
psychologists have joined them. The idea that we develop in stages

which depend on certain social and- intellectual Serceptions has been

put -forward by the French existentiaiist Simone de Beauvoir. Using a

base of existential philosophy, she describes the stages by which it z

is possible to attain "authentic being", a way of behaviour involving

"

intense awareness of others, deep compassion,-and a need to act moraily’

-

/1 El
at all times. 'Such behaviour requires a constant struggle against

se]f—decept1¢% and laziness, but the reward is the throwing ofT of

1nd1fference and the creation of a meaningful, active un1verse.

Dri Lawrence Kohlberg, using tests on adolescents in many

t

countries}'ha§ come up with a set of stages of moral development quite

[ , .
similar; to Beauvoir's. Although valid criticisms of short-§ightedness

may bf’appljéd to both, these theories offer much of interest to those

concerned-with the hows an& whys of Wora] deve]obment.‘ )
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Le déve1oppement moral de 1'adolescent et de 1'adulte a été

L
1ntéressént aux philosophes et éducateurs our “des siéc1es.’ Récemment‘

/
¢& devient 1ntéressant aussi aux psycho1ogu s. L'existentialsite

1

i

frangalse Simone de Beauvoir éCPIt que nous développons dans des

St $T7
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étapeé, celles qui dépendent de certaines perceptions sociales et in-

te11ectue11es Commengant par une base de 1'existentialisme, elle

e g T 2

dé?rlt les 8tapes par lesquelles on peut parvenir & "1'existénce au-

L)

th@ntique.“ Clest d'avoir conscience des autres d'une manidre intense
f qé constante, d'avoir de la compassion, et d'pvoir un besoin continuel
d'agir d'une’fagon moraie. Ce type d'action exige une lutte constantg
contre la mauvaise foi et la paresse. Mais la récompense, c'est’de

o+
/ /\ rejeter 1'indifférence dt de créer un univers actif qui a un sens.

S PR R PR cot eyt e R

/) / Dr. Lawrence Kohlberg, lhf aussi, s'int&resse & ce dévelopement

| / moral, [I1 a fait un examen, utilisant les adolescents de différents

// / pays' L§§ résultats 1'ont convaincu qu'il y a des étapes de Ta 'crois-
sance, les 51ennes sont s m11arres a ce]]es de Beauvoir. Bien qu'on
puisse critiquer ces deux théorigs avec validité, elles offrent beau-

- -

coup & ceux qui s'intéressent au pourquoi et-au'comment de. la moralité.
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. " INTRODUCTION

The first\concern of this .paper will be to describe the existen-

tial anh]ysis of hé human coqgition, specifically in so far as it leads

to and suggests a t pe f mora1ity I will then exam1ne two developmental
theories of mora] growth\c osely f\qg to the analysis. Modern existential-

ism has had a great 1nf1uénce on many f1e]ds of contemporary philosophy,

\ and French writers\hgzik:::n par icu]ar]§\a(t1cu1ate Although Jean-Paul

artre may be the best n of tpe current E?QQ:: existentialists, his

1oﬁg\stand1ng friend and 1nte11ectua1\k@rtner Simope de Beauvoir has also

N,

made\}mportant written contributions.’ géngzzlprom1\éq his readers a full-
/

scale study of mora]1ty near the end of Being and Noth1n§ness, and' has

p touched on occas1ona11y, but has never devé\bped the theme At th1s
point in his 1i(e, it seems unlikely that he w111 ‘"¥ \\\\
: Mlle. de Beauvoir, however, did turn her att;:;}en to mora11ty

The result was a stimulating book called Pour une MoraTe de‘J'Amb1gu1té,\\\ .
o . N N

published in 1947 and t;5n§1ated soon after as The Ethics of AmBiguity.

fhe existential point of viéw understands moral behavior-as a process of
never-finished choosing, and as éuch sees it in a developmental way.
Beauvoir uses. half of her book to refute untruths and misunderstandings
about existentialism, and then goes. on to discuss the individugl's moral
déve1opment. She posits a set of poss%ble stages, showing her usual love
for wgrds and dgama by giVing them5§11 titles. Each stage in development

AN

bFings the individual closer to autheéntic free moral behavior.
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The idea of stages in moral development is not a new one, but -
‘Beauvoir has gone to great intellectual lengths to descgibe each one and
\\\Fo have them all make sense within her particular philosophical framework.
AN

Coming from a completely different background twenty yea¥s later,Dr. Law-

?

.rence\Kohlberg, a Harvard psychologist, began to develop a Piagetian-based -
scheme o the stages of moral development. Knhlberg is a scientist, and

keenly interested in finding out if h1s hypothes1z1ng has

ot thus be

been ect. He has created a set of tests which at‘tempt to meas‘ure

? moral development. Using them on samples of adolescents from various

% / countries he claims his results tan be assumed for -any population, re-

/ gard]ess of cu]ture and background Mgﬁy have praised his work; many

*

(:Q ,have criticized it. More attention wilT\Qs\?iven to some of the criticism,

in chapter seven. N ) o
What is of interest here is the appareﬁt complementarity of the

stagés of moralt development postulated by Kohlberg and Beauvoir. They

s

use very different terms, but the basic processes of self-other relations

which largely determine morality seem much the same. The epitomes of the
« ¢

moral man created By each author bear a great resemblance t6 each‘other.

R R g

The scientific Kohlberg and the phi]osophica] Beauvoir seem in agreement

on the highest vé1ues known %0 mankind.; She»ca]]s it freedom; he trans-

VI awmaags <

lates it into its practical societal meaning and calls it'justice. Both

v g 1

[

are concerned with the encouraging of dignity and respect for all individ-
uals. The kind of just society Kohlberg looks for would no doubt be made

. . \ -
‘up of the type of aware, self-transcendent individual Beauvoir writes about.

°y -%Wm—mm o g g & ok
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are my own. As for Koh]berg; being a man of science and not at all a Tover

¥

Criticisms of both their\fheories can be validly made, but the impress

of”t?dth still m&kes itself felt on the intellect. 7

F 4

it may be useful to note here that Beauvoir'§ ideas can\be ‘

)

gathered as much from her many novels, volumes of'autobiogrAphy, and
plays as from her few purely intellectual and philosophical essays.
LY t -

Thus 1 havé made use of much of her Qriting: wﬁengver possible, I read

her work in Freneh. The translations of passages from Pour une Morale

of words, his writing is presentfy limited to a large number of somewhat '
repetitious journai articles and lectures. I have made use of as many

as seemed necessary. The two thousand or more pages of Beauvoir's auto-

biography offer excellent insight into the developing thought of Sartre.

In any case, she is quite honest about usiﬁg‘his philosophy as a spring-

board, and frequently assumes tha§ the reader has familiarity with his

»

ideas. >
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Chapter 1: The Sartrean View of the Human Condition

A. Life Without God

It seems to make sense to begin with a look a;SE;E human cond-
jtion as understood by existentia1ists, using the terms and ideas of
,'*Jeén-Pau1 Sartré. Beauyoff, as will be seen,picks up wheré he‘left ,
5 ofﬁ, and in some important ways parts company intellectually with»he;
fellow traveller. " 3
- « The human condition,in Sartre's eyes, is a desperate one. - Life
itself is unasked-for, and comeé as a shock and surprise tq the’coﬁscious-
ness of the newborn. Far from seeing ]ife as a gift, it is seen as a
burden, a difficult passage from nothingness toward nothingngss. Only
(:? by great effort can the individual maké 1ife itself something other than
a ridicu1ous'9rama of alienation and emptiness. There are no rulgs and
regulations, no givens ‘and no God or gods in Sartre's universe. 'Thus (n
. we cannot fall into thé atceptance of absolutes or some idea of ‘the ’
Good, because we do not know that there exisfs some infinite and ?erféqt
consciousness to think up and create absolutes and Platonic ideas.’ O
1 the:cﬁntrary, tpe evidence of 1ife around us makes such an jdea laughable.
There is no way of classifying human nature, or defining it,because each

man makes himself and creates h5s own nature. o .,

'what is shafed; then, as Beauvoir also points out, is the human

*

condition itself. As brief as a lifetimé is, there are nonetheless count-
f ’ |

s less moments to live through, to agonize through, to create and use if

:one is-not to be terrified, nauseated,and bored with them. Life must be

.

(,: .a process of taking and making yours. Beauvoir talks of holding o’nto '

s .
% -~ . “
. \ ®
! - a
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%he past only by bringing it in the direction of the future, filling
it with continuing poééibi11ties of meaniné for the future as well as

present. The holse you did not build, shé writes, becomes yours only

&

when you begin to live in it.2 *There must be an ongoing giving of the

"
-

self to the world, objects and others. , }J
What does the self héve t; give? Sartre has quite forcefully
erased the idea of human naturé. “There is no pre-formed self, no soul, . 4
_no essential yéu. hFhe teachings of the major religions thus brushed

away, Sartre replaces them with his harsher reality.

First, the person comes to exist. Only after existence can he’ L

\ "

go on to:define and create his own essence. ‘fhﬁ§lis barn the famous
idea that hExistence precedes essence." The cbming into consciousness,
the beainning of existence, is‘accebted as a mystery of sorts. There

is no place even here for a creator God; human beings, along with their

Other abilities, usually possess and utilize the ability to procreate.

-

Where did it start, this chain of being§? Sartre seems uninterested;
what matters is the here and now, that we ggg here existing with no

éod to support help, reward or punish us. How can we posit~a uniyversal-
1y valid morality theh? We have ro absolutes to—measure our behaviour

Y

against. We exist singly and separately in our empty wor]d.' Some
writers assuméﬂthat existentialism 1s‘hece§§ar11y amoral because of
its” emphasis ?npisolation and its antf-community feéﬂings.s But to
interpret existentialism this way is to see only part of it. There may
indeed be a skrong distrust of universally valid-decisions, particular-
ly in Sartre's work, but this does noﬁ tota11j'cut out a p1q;e for in-

=3

dividual moral behaviour. v

.f'i

e
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As Beauvoir has explained,the idea that if God does not exist all
v 1s permitted does not make sensé. On éhe contrary, if there were a God
he could pardon and compensate’in this or the next 1ife; since there is ~
not, human sins and efrors are inexpiable. Thus the death of God movemept
Pt leads one not to amorality or immorality, but to total responsibﬂity.4 .

It is now up to each individual person to make it important to be alive,

sl

to exist as an individual. It is the Pesponsibility of the self to make

3

£

not only his own life important and meaningful, but also the lives of his

T et

fellow men, because there is no superhuman agency to do it if he does not.

{
Each- time that we choose something, we are affirming its.value, and it

i T L o o
T :

might be decided that it is good for us because it\is good for all people.
K

(:, This Kantian Qay of choice 1leads t@ a huge responsibility for each indiv-

idual at ever choice and at every moment.

B. The Creating of Values ~ \\

&

Sartre contends that we must create values for ourselves, but we
N %
must repudiate "the spirit of seriousness" which-leads us to consider values

gyt as @ivens and transcendent. Values are never independent of the world. '

L L] ?’?W%W%m@’ﬁmq?ﬁwr AR
°

They can only have meaning when they are drawn from the very midst of human
experience, and personally chosen. There is not an idea or action that is
‘g : simply good in itself, good in the vacuum of a non-experiential context. N

Nor can we assume that an action or idea"is)dbod because it leads. to desir-

able dbnsequenées.5 To do so is to separate the means from the end, the

N

intent from the result,and this is/;o ignore the reality of human éxperience.

Somehow we are to choose certain goals, and reject others, and so assign

c more value to one idea or action thag} to another. .

/ vy u

|
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. he is somewhat romantic and imaginative. Having pushed aside many of

’/ - .

-

Despite Sartre's hard practical view of the wor1d,1n this matter

the more traditional aids in choosing values he leaves the/individual :\
to make these crucial decisions concerﬁing)action on the basis of his .
éonscﬁénce, his own frene{ic mind. (This does not, however, imply any 0
sort of a priori kndwledge of the good, or an inborn sense of iysticé; o ;
Sartre wodld have us rely on c1ear,‘ana1ytic~think1ng and tﬁé~promp£ings
which follow from ¥t. It is a more rational than intuitive conscience ' B
that is refé;%ed to here). fn reading Sartre's work, it becomes clear
that ‘the individual can only choose andhcreate his own values when' he

has accepted the responsibility for doing so and knows what he is doing, e

that is when he has accepted an& wills his own freedom.

This is a most awesome responsibility,for the willing of one'si ) B
own freedom leaves no place for compromisés or easy outs. The burden |

is there, always, to choose for oneself and otﬁerS/ﬁn a mature and wise

way. To know and will oneself as free entails a recognition and wi]?%ng,

of the freedom of“a11 others. ‘Unless all are free to choose, then my

choice is not really free. The interlocking universe allows for no iso-

lation andfseparétion in the field of moral{ty., |

C. The Use and Abuse of Freedom and Awareness

Morality can only be a reality whare there is f(eedom. So liberty
becomes the prime value, the ground from which other values grow. It

is not a quality, it is a reality one lives in. There is an interchange

in Sartre's The Flies between the creator God Zeus and his rebellious son

Orestes. Zeus is_indignant that Orestes is defying his will and is de-

ciding what action to take by himself. He tries to convince Orestes that

1




s
S
.
N N
.
~
3 J : 8
.

- freedom is just another cause, another banner to follow under, anothet
way of obeying someone else. He speaks;
Zeus:....this freedom, whose slave you claim to be..

Orestéds: Neither slave nor master. I am my freedom.

A W Ty TR R AT SRR 1 e

. No saooner had you created me than I ceased to be
. T your's.6
1 ) Yet f}eedom is not necessarily a joyous thing to choose. Ina -
- world Where many men do not think for themselves, freedom frequently
means exile,_an idea that. is reflected in Sartre's plays and in many of

Beauvoir's novels, such as The- Mandarins and The Blood .of Others. The

r

protagonists,pf these bookg are men-and women who tage action, who think
\(:% _ and agonize ov;r their decisions, Qho choose freedom for themselves and
others and are often castigated and left alone a§ a result of their
choices. ;

"History is full of people who have accepted total responsiQi]ity

for their actions, and acted strongly and many times. But to do so takes

tremendous strength. We can only choose freedom when we have accep%ed

. . » .
: the consciousness of it® To broaden ones consciousness, to sharpen one's

A T 13

awakeness, is a neverending task. It is a task that cannot be shirked,

however, as we have only this 11§e to live and are accountable only to
A ' our fellow men here and now. If one accepts the responsibi]ity for all

of his actions and accepts that he makes choices not just for himself but

for alt men, anguish is upon him.

Who can escape the doubts and indecision which follow on the act

(i; of again and again making choices for all human beings? There is always-
i e A S T e e ST T—

B e . © . B
FIRSSTIE S - . R e S PO R, g WY,
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the knowledge that we sometimes fail and err, and thus can destroy

s =

ST

iy

possibilities for others at every moment. The world is thrown at

! our consciousness without rhyme or reason, and -we stumble into it as

-, ¥
ERL - o B

individuals. ' Not being able to break out of our individual- shells of
1 3 " consciousness, Sartre points out that there is always some degree of

alienation for the individual facing the rest of human society. The

other is a threat and 1arge1y uhknowéble, yet nécessary to my self-
knowledge. Furthermore, knowing the 1imitations‘of my own consciousness
I must still makeékise and considered decisid%s for my own life and
thé 1ives of these innumgrable others. '

When the tension and anguish gets too great, the sensitive

(j “ individual may not Rave the courage to deal with it. At times, he -
b - . , .

resorts to subterfuges and deceptions. To avoid anguish, Sartre re-

N
5 TS AT 1T ol T, S AN T T TR

,minds us, we frequently-deceive ourselyes. We act in bad faitﬁ;
: mauvaise foi. We can cheose to play a role, and then can regard our
[ behaviour as determined by that role. If I am a socialist, I act as *

a good socialist should act, and so have done awa& with the exhausting

and frightening need to create and justify my actions and the reasons

7

' ' for them. Bad faith has "infinite explanatory possibilities",” and "

thus can rescfe us‘from a multitude of difficult decisions and thoughts. |

: . The acceptance of less obvious givens or of social/ethnic categories

are other, examples of bad faith.

A Yet there is a catch, It is definitely not the perfect way

ALY

out. ‘We must still choose which role we will play, and decide on the

attitudes that will go with that role, My interpretation of being‘aa

(:z " liberal, or a Christian, or a conservative, might be totally ajffereht

a

N £
o bl s ks BT A LT e
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from yours. N ‘ . ’

So thergiwe are, caught again beneafh the weight of free and
authentic choice and decision. The tension may subside, but never
disappears for the aware individual. /

There is yet another deep source of tension an& afienation
for the existentialist. The aware individual is first canscious
of:himself, Eut only so by defining himself ™ comparison to and dver
against the rest of the world, and the others in the wor1d Sartre4&

term1nology here descr1be$ our re1at1onsh1ps with other .things and

people in tite world. Bedng-for-itself (etre-pour-soi) describes a

(£ ST

conscious being. The conscibuéness is directed toward something
other than itself, and it exists in relation to that somethlng other.
~However, it is a failure in that it is not anythlng 1tse1f It

strains and yearns toward being something in itself but exists as a ‘

lack, "un manque d'etre". Such is the typica1'human Béing. He who

is aware of this lack and tortured by it is a conscious being.
s @
> Being-in-itself (etre-en-soi) on the other hand refers to an
unconscious being. ¥ Such beings exist, but the whole of theia exis-

tence is absorbed in being whatever it is they are. The stone is

<tota11yttaken up by its stoniness -‘and stone nature, its existence

as stone. The being-in-itself has-a pure,‘so1id, concrete existence.
There is'no lack in its existence. It is towards this that the being-
for-itself strives, aithough the véry awareness that allows him to ‘
know his Tack and strive to change it, dooﬁs‘his project from the be-
8

ginning.® So the relation of man te objects is fraught with tension.

1] s

; oS s o.
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N ' . Equally difficylt are the individual's relationships with -
. other individuals. ‘I know that to myself I am subject, the main and

central perceiver of and actor on the world; I can assume that %o

Mr, X, Mr. X is subject. But to me, locked in my own consciousness,Mr.

P gy TSI S o o

X will always beppbjgct. What is worée: I will always be object to Mr.

ok X. Others are ﬁ}ese&t y{th me in the world, but I relate to them far h
¢ . Vi . . !
+ differently than I relate to myself. The other threatens my own freedom - ")

by his existence, possible choices, and possible actions.9 He negates

[P

my'a%tempt at transcendence of myself, my movement towards being-in-it-

e

/
self, by throwing me back onto myself in relation to him. /He too can .
Iy

A\fact and plan, and I rarely am aware of his decisions and p1ans.' By his

‘zé action it is possible that ! will become only a mqg:;Téirected towards
an unknown end. In this way he can take my resbonsi ility from me, or

force me'to unknowingly take part in ‘an action or choice I would disap-

Kl
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prove of if I kﬁew of it. - o

But the picture is not all bleak. There is this lack of similar
perceptions between us, and I will a]wayé be object to others and pheyﬁ
objects to me, but we do at least “shafe the materja] field of reality."

; There are many unifying actiofis Tmshis field, planned and unplanned. e
10

overlapping choices. Men may realize their unity without knowing it,
Sartre contends, so that the world is not really as solipsistic a place

as it may sometimes seem. There still remains the problem that I need

" others to know myself, need objects to begome _complete subject. My, ’
definition of myself depéﬁds on what others define me as, and my point -
h /:/ ¥ . 7
QL /
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a of view about myself may change when others' per¢éptions of me

T AT Rge TS

change. Thus I seem to be free as subject in my consciopsness and

ot

perception of the world, yet am.also used as object in order to

attain my own freedom. Beauvoir, as will be shown; focuses on other

possibilities of human 1nterao£10n.
) |
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1Joseph J. Kockelmans, "Sartre on Humanism", ed., Contemporary
European Ethics, (Garden City, N.Y., Anchor Books, 1972), p. 256
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i Chapteﬁ’ét\Simone de Beauvoir

A. Autobiqgraﬁhy . ' -

The basic Sartrean framework and termino]ogy having been re-
viewed, we can now move on to looking at Beauvoir's particular inter-

pretation of the human conditfon. Her personal background accounts for

a great deal of her, early thought, and the new directions her thought’

P

took later in her life reflected gbegific historical situations that she
AN

and her -society were confronted with. \Bgrn in 1908, Simone de. Beauvoir \

had a pleasant intellectusi childhood fu11\of\materiaf comfort and beoks.

v
R Y A AR T

She had her taste of Christianity from early years at a Catholic school
and piou§ motﬂer, but dropped her belief in God éooﬁ\after her closest

(j» . friend died as a young teenagers This had ap unsettling éffect on her

RPN

*relationship with her parents, and was the start of her family prutation

H

as the rebei Actually, S1mone started out feeling quite close to her ~J

parents. She has written, "Any reproach fron my mother, the sl1ghtest

s

/

; frowning of eyebrows, disrupted my security;;deprived of her approbation,

I no longer felt I had the right to.exist".]]
, But her repuﬂiation of—Christianity5fo11erd by her proclaimed

desire to be a philosophy teacher and to stay unmarried, disturbed the
family. Beauvoir herself has noted her stroné push for personal happiness,

which she sees as a possible channel for freedom, and so we are not sur-

B gt S Pty WG OIS (v Y o S de

!

‘ prised to learn that she continued in her atheism and her studies aqainsﬁ’

PN

everyone's wishes. In university, at the age of 19, she met Sartre, and

BT R SRR

from that point on her life has centered aro%nd him. Although they

P

L . , .
never married, they have shared and continue to share a very full intel-

lectual and emotional 1ife. During the time they were both in their |

.o &
¢
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twenties and teaching, she'was in Tove and highly optimistic about ' ‘ .
everythinégg She was at Pthat}point of Kantian optimism where you should
imp]ies you can", she writes/ and where will and.belief coincide at

12 ’

certain moments of choice and aff1rmat10n (KoHlberg“ZOes not seem

© to have moved past this pogition, as will be seen in chapter 6). She ,

: fought stubbornly &t her job and in her private 1ife to achieve the
. !

happiness she wanted so mﬁch She later accused herse]f as ayoung

1

woman, of hav1ng embraceﬁ the bourgeois tenet of agqress1ve 1nd1v1d-

ua11sm, a way of Tife that does not concern others. 13 (As she and

Sartre were quite busy at this point criticizing the bourqeo1s way of
1ife, it is ironic that she was umwittingly Tiving 1t in many ways).

(:r _ When she was 1p her early thirties, the second World War broke -

l' out and hit Fraﬁce hard. Suddenly her comfortable 1ifestyle was gone.
Sartre called up into the army, friends killed, and the suffer1ng of
mank1nd made horrendously ev1dent from firsthand reports of survivors
and the daily headlines. It took this catastrophe to shock Beauvoir .
and Sartre out of their rosy 1nd1v1dualism into solwdar1ty with their )

~__ fellow man, frqn concern for the self (soi) to concern for others (v autre}

“Their’almost solipsistic philosophies changed to becdéme focused on
recogniziﬁg the rights and existence of others. The fact that there ,

was a respbnsibi]ity between the self and. the rest of the Iiving,‘acting

- oy ey — s, "
[y T S St e e ~/‘-,..ﬁ% T SR N RN o N T N ST, A o, RN A

. universe becare clear and began to assume pr1mary importance in thelr
h writings. 14 " |

¥

y , .
Both survived the war, and both were changed greatly. Sartre -

(;3 became quite involved with the French resistance movement during the

war, and they both supported the French left wing movemént,after the war.
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| Lectﬁres,and ravel tours became commonpl ce and Both Beauvoir and -

Sartre published\various items and letters in the press. Sartre was

he more famous of é two, but Beauvoir alsqo was quite busy. Her

writing became more cje 1y ethical, and more focused on makiﬁg sense

out of-Tife for mankind as a whole. She had finally realized that

silénce, inaction and:absenteg1 are also choicés, fatal chofces for

the individual,With a conscio:;ness str%king]y aware of others, Bealvoir T
has written and spoken on her own and also worked/with Sartre for the

last 30 years. She was interested in relating her own éxperien;es\and Y
perceptions to others, to share‘hecﬁown growth as a E;rson, so she. set i
oug_to write a one volume biographys; it turned into~four as her fascin- N
qud readers kept asking her "And %hén whéf happened?" e of her bio-
graphérs‘has noted that a driving force in her I{fe has been™{the need

to feel necessary, and the attempt to juStify her life by participation
in essential activity. ulb ' : o

Despite having 1ived through and shared many of the same ex-

periences of despair and horror during the war, Beauvoir came out of it
aware and concernéd but still hopeful, whereas Sartre became more pes-
simistic than ever. Sartre as already noted, developed the idea of humaﬁ
existence as absurd, and.seems qu1te E;ady to discard many poss1b1]it1es
of individual potential in emogi@nal, ethical and spiritual spheres Yet
Beauvoir, immersed in the anast of 11v1ng,comes.up with a d1ffg:ent set,

pf ideas. -

0

She has been characterized as having a certain naivete, and‘even < 0T
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16 This ability of the individual to act on his/her own,

dividualism."
unaffected by the society and forces around him, is something that
Sartre would likely scoff at. But it is true that Beauvoir has -a def-

inite ‘romantic, at times almost visionary, flavor to her writing. The

* reason for this goes back to her own particular analysis of the human

condition. Agreeing with Sartre's basic observations and definitions,

she comes up with different conclusions. To Beauvoir, the human con-
dition is not absurd butAambiguou§, and that is the key to her more

positive attitude. .

-

.
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B. Ambigufty of Existence
- : . ,

Beauvoir certainly goes along with Sartre in his descriptions

of angst,'desbair, alienation, and bad faith: Beauvoir would Tikely

agree with’Kierkegaard‘s statement that the intensity of our ﬁespair

- increases with the intensity of our consciousness,.]7 and she seems to

feel it to be a human responsibility to ever expand our consciousness

. of self and ot@ers. Beauvoir, however, has a tendency to see both sides

of the coin; perhaps her analytical father and more mystical mother "have

influenced her more than she wou1q 1ike to admit. She has written of the

) .
need to confront the two truths of life, both the gaiety of existing and

the horror of finish{hg existence.18
the aware person,the ambiguity of existence leaves open poséibilities
for love, happiness,'ahd right\action. Life may, at times, be*a thing
we are indeed unhappy tb Jose. A look at Her autobiography confirms
this. . ’

D Beauvoir herself has experienced many warm‘and fu]fii]ing re-

lationships, travelled to many countries, and participated actively

[ :
M h an ,..i_-..‘“.._mwx?

For, despite the diffiéu]ties facing
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in various political activities. Her readers wif] recall the many
pages she has“hritfen delighting over a view from a mountaintop, a
discuﬁsion with a friend, or even a good meal. Yet the faci that she
has Epent hern1ife searéhing for answers and for order sugéests that
she is Jjust as aware of the injustices, sorrows, and ifolation }haf
1%§e invariéb]y brings to the thinking person. It.seems to me that
she has put some of her own early doupts into the mou%h of a young

discontented man in her novel The M;ndarins. In the midst of a serious -

political discussion, where everyone is busy voicing his definite op-
inions and’eager plans for actions, the young man says,_MWhen you begip
asking yourself questions, noihing stands up. There.are a lot 6f
values you're suﬁposed to take as fundamental facts. In th? name of
what? When you get right down to it, &hy freedom? Why equality?
Does justice have any meaning? Why give a aamn about other~peqp1e?"19
It js exac?]y ch ﬁuestigns Beauvoir addrésses herself to;

The amE%gyity of our existence can be described in sets of
paradoxes. OQOut of the seemingly contraﬂictory facts of human life we
create our essence. We each have what Beauvoir calls "the taste of
our o;n 1ife on our 1ips", yet we feel ‘insignificant in the midst of
that mass of others who make up the entire world. To ﬁgnore.them is
possib}e\on1y to certain people, that is onlx to pgqple,at certain
Tevels of thiﬁkiné and herceiving. For Be;uVoir, i;ﬁo;ing others is *, 7,
unthinkable and an impossibility. In the midst of these others, thedzggy
we create ourselves and quractions and thus become individuals. Qufk‘”//

choices, what we do, are all-important to éach of us. Yet we are also

all confroﬁtedwith the certain knowledge that at some point each one \f

v e O ST ——
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' of us will die.?0 s the value of life a]]—imbortant, or is it cancelled

-

out by its unknown length and certain transience} Both, Beauvoir would

probably ansver. th§¢

Accepting Sartre's ideas of -being-for-itself and being-in-itself,
she discusses the failure of the personhto be totally taken up in 1tse1f
o to have the lack of self-consciousness that a stone has. But she goes
one step farther thas Sartre, who sees our yearning forebeing—in,itse1f

as cause for anguish only. Beauvoir writes that in denying d&x,negating -

thé”negation we are affirming existence as positive. As all good 1ang-
‘uage, teachers know, a double negat1ve in English creates a pqs1t1ve

And so3 in knowjng and feeling that I'am not merely not - stone, I am )
making a positi&e if vague’ statement éﬁout what I am.-.To be more ag- ° /

| ~ y /
curate, I am'making a pos1t1ve statement tha% I am. Assuming the fai]u#e i

m
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to ‘exist in the&§ota1, comp1ete1y qnse]fconsc1ousfmanner of a tree,'w#

Lo

/
can yet live out of the anbiguous sitlation of being this lack of total

_ 1 /
being. , R ﬂ . : / .
K \ N e / .
’ Anothgr way to describe the ambiquid4y of our .existence is to.

Btk S

Took at the subject - object problem. Given that we exist as manqué

- e

d'etre, knowing that at some point we‘wi]] cease to function as human . -

-
4

beings, we also have the rest of the wor1d to contend with We have %" e !
- ) already gone over the idea that we need others ,in order to.exist as f ‘
subjects, yet others are objects to us and we wa1] a]ways remain: obJects\
to them.. So, then, are others he]pfu] to our personal growth or des  _
stroyers of 1dent1ty sﬁnce they dg not perce1ve us as subjects? They

are both, and they are necessary to us whether or not we 1ike- that fact

WWYW"%“N’“ TR Aok Gl e A e

The ambiguity of our ex1stence as moral beings fol]ows the same
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, :
pattern. To develop morally in isolation is impossible. We can develop

ﬁora11y only as a result of social interaction, only as a member of var- ~‘E;

&
ious groups. However, as will be examined in more detail later, we are

-~ acting in the most moral wayspossible when we leave behind group judge-

| way of facing up to reality and escaping the temptations of acging out

ts

meats,'ideqs, éﬁd %raditiona] values and learn to devglpp our..own
personal responses. Without the group we are mgra1 imbeci]es,’but we
must break from the group méﬁtality if‘we’a;e to become truly adyanéed
in the ethical realm. Choices must\ultimate1y be uniqug, yet oné's
capacity to choose depends on having begﬁ pant of the typical group

choices before. Genuine personal choice, de Beauvoir contends; is.a

of bad faith.
£

C. Freedom as the Supreme Value ¢

To act in good faith, to make real and vglid‘choices, we nee&
atways to opt for f?eedoml\ Beauvoir is convinced on this point, and it
turns up frequently in her various philosophical writings. It is more

subt1ey sugggsted in her novels, aﬁd one can examine her own life to see
the way in which she be]ie;es such a philosophy can be carried out. She
Lnderstangs freeddm to be the originé] condition of all ju§tification for
existence. It is the creatiné of our fréedom, a continuing process,
wa%ch isathe creating of ourselves and the realizing of our human-ness.
Push{ng ;ast the ﬁ%gaf?ng of the negation, we choose freely if not what

and who we will be, at Teast the directions we wish to go in.

For this reason, freedom is the source of.all other values. In

“acting freely we may also be acting wiseT&, with an interest in peace and " .

. »
s - 3
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co-operation, etc., but none o? these things are possible without
choosing freedom first. Beauvoi} sees freedom as the earth from which
the other values spring up. With no earth, we can/make only imitations ,

of plants and ffowers; opting for peace without freedom,:nﬁ get only

*

an imitation of peace, we act from mauvaise tol. Beauvoir feels that
. <
freedom is not a value outside of me that I decide to adhere to ab-

stractly, rather it is the cause of my real being. Because of this
understanding of freedom 2% the basis for all morality, Beauvoir writes

}hat to want to be free and to want to make the best moral choices is

21

the same’desire. The decision for the former assures the coming

into being of the latter.

Beauvoir points out that being free is not a stage that one

-

can reach and, once there, sit back and sigh’ in relief. Freedom is

never a permanent way of being. There is constant tension as one strives

to be free. It is never fina]]y‘rea]ised, it is a]wayé being r‘ea]-ised.z2

o [

Once mgre, the ambiguity is reflected. We have the possibility of valid

a

‘ I}
moral judgement and action, but we are always struggling to attain it.

[

Itis never attained once-for-all. This continuing struggle is the only

thing that can truly justify the efforts that we make. .Beauvoir seems

. oA .
- to suggest that efforts, no matter how valiant, directed towards other

¢

Endsdw111 ultimately prove to be failures or somehow ineffective.’
Efforts to use one's fiberty can be directed to various péss-

ibilities, depending,;n’the'situption. More will be sa?d/§bout th{s L

later in.the paper. The self thgt strives foc freedom creates progét ,

projects or goals which help us to become ourselves and realize our -

’ [
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— humanity as positive thing rather than as a lack. The continual «
., h nature of the choosing of freedom means that new projects are-always
23

being created, and thus new futures. The free, moral, person always
has an open future, since he chooses and creates its possibilities at
every moment. He.is not locked into unchanging goals, nor does he

follow a cause. The responsibility is aWesome, but allows one the

chance of Tiving fully out of the conditibn of ambiquity that we find

, ourse]vespin.o \
" What is the relation of freedom to other walues? We have al--
<N ready said it is the source of other values, so it clearly stands at-

! the top of any hierarchy,Without it, there wauld be no hierarchy of

: (:;' ’ morality. Being free, being moral, or to use another of Beauvoir's
favorite terms, authentic being, means coheréﬁt/existence. No other
va]uehcan claim tﬁ%t, wr{tes BeauJoir;Mﬁthout freedom we cannot choose,
y but it is assumed that some will courageously opt for freedom and will

, choose. So freedom can lead to the recogn{tioh‘and acceptance of other

) : L

o - values. Beauvoir has written that the only true good is liberty, which

. belongs to the individual and only to him, and takes him above all things

given. This liberty may be beyond our attainment, but we strive for it.%4

The authentic person is one who is intensely aware of th? rest
of the world. Thus the truly moral person acts in an”interre1ated,
interlocking unive se. Beauvoir's description of the world parts com-
pany with the more solipsistic system that Sartre seems to see before

. % .
him. The possikilities for the self have everything to do with the

T AT TR Ou—

. judgements and actions of dthefs. The attainment of freedom has to do .

.
( ¢
.
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C ,

with human Qignity, worth, and ﬁespect.. For Sartre, this is because the
rea1ity of freedom is a process which gives the emphasis tq reasgn,
which he sees as a liberation force from the determinism of the emotions
and pa_ssions.25 He Seems tg conceive of emotion as a clouding and ob- v
scuring sort of energy, and of reason as a clarifying force. Thié would
certainly he]p/exp1aiﬁ his 1ack“of belief in human sofﬁdarit& or poss-
ibi]itieékfor worthwhile and supportive&géoup interaction.,

Beauvoir does not share his bias against emotion at all. She
seems to be interested in the balance of all human energies within each,
indiviﬁqa1 working toagether for moral choice. She has noted about her-

self that she is proud to have both a clear, analytical mind and also v

(i - deep, warm feelings and the capacity for more intuitive know]edqe.26

Although she regards %he former as a typically masculine trait and the
latter as an essentially feminine £rait, she values both equally and is
most happy to find both qualities in any one person.

- v

) . * Freedom is accepted as the foundation of all possible morality.

R

It is'understood as the main source fbr all other values, since without

it none of the other values have their full neaning and effective force.

£
;

fo Tive fréely, since it is a condition of authentic being, is not a
- . static way of life. Rather if is a way that must be chosen contiﬁhous]y.
It is a néceséary condition for that sort of personal déve]opment and
affirmation which has been called self-actualization by the humanist ‘
/7 psycho]&gists. Freedom for the individual cannot be realized until the'
[] _ individual is intensely aware of the needs, desires, and problems of

. others, and then acts from the basis of this know]edgéﬁand understanding
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of the world. In making choices and utilizing freedom, both reason “and

emotion are important elements. fhey should work in harmony together.

If the choosing to affirm onds lack of being, the choosing of

‘freedom and awareness is so difficult, what do we get out of it that

makes it Worthwhile? Why not float along only hal?-aware through life,
follgwing the ideas and values of others? Sartre contends that we are not
truly alive and not comfortable with ourselves when we give in to slch a
way of ]ife. To act from bad faith may be easy: but it is not a fulfill-
ing and satisfying'way to exist. It makes no attempt to deal with the
alienation and angst in a constructive way. Yet, for Sartre, even the - -

continuing attempt to be free does not make other things clear.

In Being and Nothingness hé seems to fiha]]y decide that, even
working from the basis of free moral choice,no other value judgements

are possib1e.27 His basic ethical theory has a nihilistic tinge to it.

‘Authentic being is set up as the only standard of moral judgement, but

1

he does not §0 on to specify what the authentic being should work and
! /

fight for. He does say that one must know that one is free, and thus

28 commitment of this sort is

unite one's whole being in some activity.
all-important. But commitment to what, or what kind‘of activity? Here
Sartre offers no suggestions. One writér has noted that to Sartre the
specific action chosen is not so important as the degree of consciousness

1.29 To know that one's action

that the action possesses of its ideal goa
, G

has been reasonably, clearly, and freely chosen may be more important

than what it is one does. The originality of the act is significant,

but it need not be particularly creative in order to be valuable.

a
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'

Nor does Sartre understand freedom to be a value that helps us

"in our search for self-identity or in our relations with others. Beau-

voir, writing about Sartre, has described his idea that sometimes cir-
cumstances can steal our~individual possibilities away from us, such

that no 1nd1yidua] salvation is any longer possible. Collective struggle

30

becomes the only thing left. Yet how much can one expect from a group

of beings who are, in Sartre's words, only a bunch of "useless passions"?

3

We are aware of the existence'oﬁ,tﬁése others, as they keep us from what
we most want at times. If I am free, then othersitoo must be; yet others
are not free, and I cannot be free alone since I cannot exist a1oﬁe.
Sartre does seem to suggest that encouraging the freedom of others is

1

va]uable3 s but he never gets to the pbint of offering a set aof second-

) ary values and concrete aims. Nor does he offer much hope about the

possibility of significant re]ationQﬁips between the self and the rest
of the world. '

For Beauvoir, the recoénition and acceptance of freedom as the
supreme value helps us tb determine secondary values, possible actions,
se}f-identity, and our interaction with others. She firmly believes
that the world can be known, ordered, gnd given meaning by the efforts
of sensitive individuals who perceive ghe ambigu%ty of existence. This
meaning comes about ﬁot through refiection in an armchair, but thréuqh
thoughtful involvement in the world of others. Her lack of reliance on
reason, Saftre's fallback, may be one of the things that gives her &

more other-oriented outlook. One writer has noticed Beauvoir's desire

to confront reality in its ambiguity and opacity as an astonishing pro-
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cess, hbt a§f§omething reduced td mere facts to be reasoned over.32
. v
For example, she has written that each of us "experiehces his own con-
science as an absolute. How can severdl absolutes be compatible? jThis
is something as mysterious as life or death".33 She does -seem to fee]

that the following of one's conscience can, in certain individuals,

Tead us to find values which follow from the dominant value of the en-

LY

. . 3 . +
~ couraging of freedom in our own lives and others’ Tives.

Beauvoir's moral.theory, it has been written, seems to be a mix

LY

of Marxism and Kantianism. It is a mix of universality, universal res-

,ponsibility, and the desire of freedom for all’peop]e.34

She has, from
her own evidence in the autobiography, beén -drawn to both Kant and Marx,
as well as to 61her phi]psophers, and she takes‘what she finds valuable
from each. She exhorts us to be moral, to choose freedom. The most

important virtue is to be committed to the freedgﬁ of others, and other

virtues will follow from that one. An example of commitment and action

in her own 1ife would be her strong support of and participation in the

French Resistance movement during the war, and her left-wing political g

-

activities in the post-war years up to the present.

From her books The Woman Destroyed; The B]oqggof°0thers,‘The

Mandarins, and her play Useless Mouths, we get some indications of the

values that seem to fo]]ow from a perpetual comm1tment to freedom Some

of these values are tenacity, honesty, 1nteqr1ty, and a hope for optimism

expressed in outbursts of love and joy. She has put up her own defense

against these who criticize existential ethics in Pour une Morale de

L'Ambiguité. She writes that some accuse the desire for freedom of being

r

a hollow formila that does not propose any concrete suggestioﬁs for ac-

SF
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tion. If this is true, she gpntinues, it is because the word fréedom '
‘\.

. . ' . 3 A *
has been emptied of its own concrete meaning. 5 . .

There is another reasonfor not g%vinq ailistkof specific actions
to follow if one hopes to be an authentic person: the nature of choice
‘and action itself. "The unique moral recommendation of existentialism -
{s the obligation to strugqle and live with.the laceration of conscious-

ness »36

/ s
Such a continuing struggle means that there are not major plans
or universal actions. Instead, solutions and acts must be individual,
practical, and also provisional. The consistency of choice and action

, is derived by each individual only ﬁFom the continual unfolding of actions.

-

v et e W Lot A e

There is no preordained unchanging éame plan., Beauvoir writ?s about

(: this need for continuing attainment, doing always more and different

actions, by commenting tﬁa; paradise must offer new promises or.it would

not be paradise.3? ' ~

R

The individual, then, Freates himse1f by his actions. These

3

R

actions are informed by the dg§1re for freedom, and may .take various
paths and directions. Every new occasion offers itself up to the person

as a clean sﬁeet.w If yesterday I was selfish, today I can choose to be

R

selfish or he not selfish. The freedom to decide, frightening as it

e R

might be, is with us always. A person is not selfish, cowardly, brave,

38

etc., a person just is. (Kohlberg agrees with Beauvoir that we cannot

Y

label individuals in this way. See chapter 6). One can, of course, ’

R A

: choose to limit oneself, by giving up one's freedom to one's past. Thus
since yesferday I was X I can assume that today I must also be X. Such

a surrender of choice is an example of self-deception and bad faith.

C ,, (
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$

To act from good faith takes much more strength, but allows one
td give impprtance and meaning to the world through the identity and
confirmation of the self. ~How,dogs this happen? Only through and against’
others does the self becane“%vident and truly exist. Beauvoir writes,
"It is because my subjé&tivity is not inertia, not a falling back on
the self and séparation but on the contrary a md&ement toward others,
that the difference betweeq others and myself ends and I can call the
other. mine...The bond /that exists between us is something only I can
create. I create it from the fact that I am not a thing, but a project

39

towards the other, a transcendence." To the authentic being, moral

action consists of that which draws me toward others, in projects in-
volving freedom for all. The transcendence of self, that is, the con-

-

stant attempt to become more and to become closer to others, is another

favorite idea of Beauvoir's. Transcendence can be realized through

o

unique and practical projets. ' ,
It is important to Beauvoir that her philosophy be one of thought

and action, reflecting the strange reality of human existence. She

writes that the ambitioﬁ of a philosophy worthy of that name is to

be a mode of life which possesses its own Justification. ‘Fu11 and re-

) ! . 1
sponsible existence seems to be the justification for her moral philosophy.

"Life is, never divorced from philosophy," she c1aims.40 Looking back on

her ‘own philosophical foundations she says that she found Hegel fascin-
ating, but his idea of abolishing one's individual self and merging with
Universal Béing was too tempting to accept, implying as she saw it a move

away from personal responsibility. The detached attempt to see one's life

=
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ih the perspective of‘Histgnical Necessity w&qid be destroyed by

, ' eﬁotion, she fq1t. She tends to feel more at ease with Kierkegaaéd,
J focusing as he does on the living certainty that "I am, I exist."

In his works she found none of Hege]'é Tightening of tﬁé burden of
" - responsibility. For Beauvoir, each person expresses and accomplishes
separately the total human reality. Each person cén jeopardize that
reality as a whole, §nd each has the power to challenge fhose cq]]ect—
{ge decisions which help to form our lives and identi’éies.41 So the

jndividua]'s action are of huge significance, inf]uenging not only his

own self and projects, but the Tives and possibilities of others.

- ‘ 1]S1mone de Beauvoir, quoted in Henry, L'Echec d'une Chrétienté;
(;" (Par1s Artheme Fayard, 1961), p.

1251mone de Beauvoir, The Prime of Life, translated by Peter Green,
(New York, World Publishing, 1962), p. 15

]3Robert D. Cottrell, Simone de Beauvoir, ‘(New York,
Frederick Ungar Publisher, 1975), p. 26

14Anne-Marie Lasocﬂi, Simone de Beauvoir ou L'Entreprise d'Ecrire,
(Netherlands, Martinus Nijhoff, 1971), p. 61 .

15

Cottrell, p. 57

. ]SRené Girard, "Memoirs of a Dutiful Existentialist",

Yale French Studies, Vo. 27, 1961, p. 44

El

) 17¢. W. Waddington, The Ethical Animal, (London,

« George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1960) p. 164
]8A. M. Henry, Simone de Beauvoir ou L'Echec d'une Chretienté,
(Paris, Artheme Fayard, 1961), p. 25 -

19

The Mandarins, p. 180

20pgur une Morale de'L‘A%biguité, p. 12
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Pyrrhus et Cinéas, p. 73

Jolivet, p. 63
26

27

The Prime of Life, p. 369 . 7

Jolivet, p. 66 L

2BCohn Wilson, The Age of Defeat, (London, Victor Go11ancz Ltd
1959), p. 115

ngrances Jeanson, "Simone de Beauvoir" in Kockelman, p. 277

30S1mone de Beauvo1r, Force of C1rcumstance, translated by
Richard Howard, (New York, G.P. Putram's Sons, 1964), p. 242

3]Mary Warnock, Ethics Since 1900, 2nd edition, (London,
Oxford University Press, 1969), p. 136’ )

32Rima Drell Reck, Literature and Responsibility, (Baton Rogge,
Louisiana State University Press, 1969), p. 97 :

33Christian van den, Berghe, Dictionnaires des Idées, (Paris,
Mouton & Co., 1966), p. 78 B

34

M. Cranston, "Simone de Beauvoir" in Cruickshank, p. 176

Bpour une Morale de L'Ambiguite, p. 114

36Jeanson in Kockelman's,‘ Contemporary European Eihics, p. 292
37 '

38

Pyrrhus et Cinéas, p. 4

The Age of Defeat p ]10 ‘

'39Pyrrhus et Cinéas, p. 245 \ N

40L'Existenfia1isme et la Sagesse des Nations, p. 12

N1he prime of. Life, p. 373-74
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- always have a phi]osobhical basis, but are often much clearer and more

R

. thus we cannot explain her emotional emphasis as dérived from her role

‘are most clearly reflected in their novels and‘p[ays. . These writings %

30

Chapter 51 The Development of Beggxgjf{s Philosophy C o

A. Moving Away from Sartre: A Comparison

/

How is it that Sartre and Beauvoir come up with such very
different cohc]usions about mgral choiceé, actions, and behavior
when they start withvthe same basic analysis of the human condition?
Outlook seems tolbe the answer. Sartre has p1acedlhis\fa1th in
reason. Of the two, he tends to be much more of an abstract thinker.
Beauvoir's philosophical works are leQS in quantity than her novels,
autobiograph%da] writinqs: and plays. When we look at Sartre's writing,
there is somewhat mofe of a balance, although the scaigs tip in favor
of philosophical writings. Sartre emphasizes the neﬁative, lacks of
things, what is not there. Beauvoir is a much more boncrete~thinker.
She sees what it is possible to build, what might be there in the future
if not at present. “She has been characterized as more em&tiona], even
in her philogophic;:§§$says, than Sartre. She does shoy more feeling
for the*ffesh-and-blood entities who a;e he; audience, but she is not
gushing or senfimentalﬁ Beauvoir has chosen to never have children;

as creator of life, mother-image, etc.

The ideas of Beauvoir and Sartre concerning human possibilities

! /
enjoyable than the strictly philosophical works. Sartre's focus on the

isolation and aloneness of individuals‘js captured in his play The Flies.

)

Orestes, g-boy who has lived an easy, 1uiurious 1life, yearns to have
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* something happen to him so that he will be a more substantial persdn,

a more aware person. He beéins to take some action. He goes to the
city of his birth, which he has not seen since he was a baby, and finds

the people there wefghted down with sorrow and suffering. Usually we

)

want to share the happiness of others. Orestes pleads that he will be
happy to be able to share even their grief, guilt, and pain. q¥t he

is told, "You cannot share in their repentance,'éince you did not share

42

their crime." Orestes is forced to commit crimes of his own; the is-

~olation of one person from all ‘the others does not make genuiﬁe sharing

possible between strangers, and even infreduént1y between frdends.
Sartre's ideas about the alienation, frustratiﬁn, and hatred ™
between people is probably most clearly shown in No‘Exit. Here, three
selfish individuals find themsel;es in Hell, yet it looks like a poorly
qunishea living room and they wait for the tortures. Soon it becomes
c1e§r that they torture each other, with 1nsinuations; jealousies, and
Wanipu\ation, and.no thumbscrews will ever be needed. Near the end,
one character réa]izes this, and’breaks out’vvith the sad line, "Now [
understand....HeI] is - other people!"43 There is not much thoughtfylx

action in Sartre's plays, and those who are aware and choose freely

usually end up as outcasts.

-
°

Beauvoir, on the other hand, manifests hef more optimistic .
beliefs. in her works. This is not to séy that there are not characters
who hate, despair, and feel alone in her books. There are many, such

£
as the young man in The Mandarins already mentjoned. But there are

characters_ who accept the difficulties and ambiguities and try to create

% - 3
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32

freedom, love, and solidarity. If there is not always a strong note
. / < ¢ .
of hope in her books, one finishes them with at least a belief in human

possibifities and potential. Beauvoir describes love ap that which
"breaks up the da11y routine and chases away bored;;, that borqpom 4\
(ennui) which Stendhal thinks is such a deep evil because it 1s the
absence of all reasons to llve or to die. ik Love can be a mot1vating

force or energy, as it is. for vdrious of the characters in The Mandarins

3

and The\B1ood of Others, in which ‘love and concern force previously
unaware characters-to enter the world of responsibility, decision, and -
action.

In_Les Bouches Inutiles, a small town has been surrounded by its

enemy and its food’supp1ies cut off. The mayor puts out a proclamation
that women <4nd éhi1drén, being "useless modihs“ who are eating up the

precious food reserves, are to be put outside the citydwalls and aban-

" doned to starvation and the enemy. He priyately exempts his own wife,

but is startled to hear her say shg_too is going. Although he feels that
thertbwn as a whole cannot defeat the enemy, through his love for his
wife and her love for others he éradua]]} becomes aware that they must
all survive or die toggther. His responsibility for his wife as other
eiténds to all pthers. The play closes as the~townspeop1e open the city
gate and prepare to meet the enemy and perhaps their death. The love of
which Beauvo1r speaks has been q;scr1bed as "the commun1on of two liber-

e

ties", and thus must be free and conscious, an emot1on which renounces

4 1¢'%s this sort of mutual regard that must

be fought for, cared for, and acted on, rather than the more typical

regard of défensiveness and fear that exists betpeen subject-object
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re]ationships. Beauvoir holds that this mutual régard, the closest

th1ng to a subject - subject re]at1onship, can and does exist.

\\\geauvo1r believes not only in the intimate sort of love between

o two peksons, but also ih a more generalized love and concern that one s

person can hold fhr mankind as a whale. It has been writteny quite

,@ccurate]y I be]iévg, fhat Beauvoir exprésses the emotional side

of moral 1ssues‘through the obvious joy she takes in Tife and her fer-

vent -desire for human justice.46 The value of one's existehce can be
L . 4
‘measured in terms of a morality of choice and action in relation to °

‘- . \
others.. The 1ntroduction to Le Sang des Autres (The Blood of Others) (Z::>

is Dostoyevsky's 11ne, "Fach of us is responsible for everything and
"\/,« /b/(

to every human berhg " The young protagonist of the story, a boy who

has Teft a rich home to become a simp1e worker, is repeatedly struck
-by the isolation of one from the other As he sits in a room watching

a girl he loves d1e, and try1ng to share the experience with her, he

a

thinks, "It is not my death. I close my eyes, I remain motibn]ess, but

I am remembering things about myself, and her death enters into my life,

47

but I do not enter into her death.” This young man'continues tobe - -

troub1?d by his isolation from others but he believes an alternative

does 'exist. He describes it this way. "For years I'patiently struggled

< - ~
3 —

to get there, to the confirmation of that serené solidarity where each

man found in his comrades the strength to impose his own will, without

4

1nfrjngixg on the liberty of aﬂyﬂone person and nevertheleés remaining

responsible for‘himseIf "48

~ Here we find Beauvoir's hope, her a]terna—
tive to Sartre s v1s1on of despa1r hatred, and alienation. b The human

solidarity she speaks of although frequently 1ntroduced in her books

by, characters be10ng1ng to the cunnunlst party (11ke the youth above)

1 N >
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has nothing to do wiih governMent'giructure or class warfare. She o ~

sees it simply as a human potential for all aware individuals. I%“ e
may tend to produce certain political strucfures, but it suggests no
‘ one structure as ideal. MNeither dées it suggest anarchy and nihilism.

It seems to hint at co-operation, respect, and creative action, on the

o A<
part of all directed towards all. "There is more than.one way of uni-

A -
fying the moments of time Ehrough which one passes: by subordihéting

B T v i D

. e, o B X
5 . them- to some specific action, for instance...The cares of personal exis-

°

' tence can be momentarily Tost in the fullness of the universal state,"

she writes. 0+
~

e
b9

g

This has an almost mystical sound to it, reminding us of Hegel

R,

%

(:} ) and the great religions of the East which speék oflébsorption‘of the *

AWt 3 e

many into the one. But Beauvoir suggests this only for moments, and

3 ‘ g 4 .
does not hope for a homogenous group all with the same projects and
s actions. Our liberties are not unified or opposeg; they are separate.

"We situate ourselves in projects, situating others around us. Thus we

create solidarity. But we do not all choose the samé goals because our
50 ' .

g cﬁoices are free." Thus in The Mandarins, two devoted and concerned.

T,

~E . - political figures take opposité stances on the saﬁe issue, both hoping

to encourage freedom and solidarity. 1In Tous Tes Hommes sont Mortels
| . | .

(A11 Mer’are Mortal), the immortal pretagonist sadly watches as yodng Jf

people believing in ﬁove and solidarity go willingly to their death on 5

battlefields, or escape the sanctuary he has so carefully prepared to

-

protect them from the world. L

It should be evident by now w e ir was so drawn to Kant's

ethical ideas. His unrelenting goncern for all, and his interest
2 < - a
& ° » -
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.

in every action.at every moment are her own concerns and 1nterésts.
'But Beauvoir‘has lived through and thought enough 6f'1i%e to be wary
when it comes to generalizing. She usually writes in terms of pSssib-
ilities and maybes.and rarely suggests ‘cancrete actions because she
does not know all the "i%s" surrounding any specific situation. Au-
entic being is a possibility for all of us, but moral HeveTopmenf 1sp
certainly not an inevitability. The process of development that she
describes she contenas is true and’accurate, but that does not mean
that a]& people follow the process all the way to the understanding
of freedom. We can get to the point where we assyme our situation and’

work with it, rather than submissively accepting}i@. Through choice

1ike this we can transcend concrete situations. One's femaleness, pot™

erty, or ethnic background are\a11 examples of situations that.han be
dealt with in this positive and creative-way.

| Beauvoir is an intelligent woman, and ﬁhus has hoﬁ ignored the
many factors that influence our moral development. She accepts that

family, friends, soci-economic background, luck, and even fate may

) effect us. "Mine is a étriking example of how dependent the individual

is upon his childhood," she write§.l But dne can, as an adult, work
with one's circumstances. "My freedom was used to maintain my very
first projects, and it has continually devised and contrived ways of

u5)

B. Ideas on Art and Its Vaiue ~
kY

Her ideas on creativity, art, and human nature are all informed

by her stance on ambiguity and the possibility,of authentic being. Here

o
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again we see Sartre's more negative'attitude_contngsting with Beauvoir's.
Describing Sartre's attitude to writing, and pe;haps tingeing it with her
own thought, Beauvoir says that it involved renouncing being for doing,
making, and iaking act%on. Writing can be seen, as can any creative J i
expressive art, as a rallying cry and a commitment. Sartre did not have -
contempt for literature, bgt rather a strong intention to restore its
true~d%gn1ty. The sense of engagement, of total participatory éommit-i
ment, should be gathered from the writing. We should be able‘to sense
the writer's total presence in what he has written.52 This ;ybe of
creativity should allow us to respond and react to situations without
roles; thus it is an escape from bad faith.
¢ Sartre himse]f,,when he goes to observe and comment on writing,
‘retains his usual clear and perceptive but neggtive tone. He desires
that all literature would be moral, but Hot moﬁa]izing. ’It should not
preach, but help us to understehd and\encouraée us to make free-choices.
"There are walls everywhere - no exits to choose. One invents an exit
and thus himself." The act of writing is a se]%-affirming act of free-
dom. But, he continues, "The world can very well do without 1iterature.

53

But it can do without man still better: Lest we think art and Lfter—

ature are really significant acts, Sartre is quick to wipe out all their
significance with a sharp comment on mankind.

Beauvoir finds a need for a balance of feeling and reflection.

in order to write. If you feel nothing, she says, you cannot write.
If you are too overcome by your feelings and cannot control them, you

can no longer give them adequate expression. Words "have to murder
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) reality to hold i4 captive;" the most intense and important aspect of -

reality, its here-and-now presence, always escapes words, %

She talks
in her autobiography about what she calls her “trances”, states. of deep

a unselfconscious joy that came to her during moments of great beauty.

* They were usually experienced while outside; Beauvo}r is a great lover

of nature, and has walked hundreds of kilometers around Europe. Yet

these trances, cherishéd for thgir pgacefu]ness, left her too overcome

'by feelings to be able to describe them well. She wanted to hold on to

her trance expériences and still be a writer. Sartre knew of this

A
¥

conflict within her and used to tease her about her trances.

o

If in her own writing there was at timessome sort of conflict,

=
¢ Ao > -

. . she still saw Successful writing (i.e., writers whose books were acts L

-3

of engagement) as a partial solution to tﬁe self-other problem. Through
’ art, there is the possibility that the artist will become alive in ‘the

N hearts and minds of others, and thus become part of their subjecti;ity.
This does seem T1ike a possibility, but it seems to depend-as much upon
the understandfng and receptivity of the reader\as upon the emotijonal

input .of the author.

o The productidh of real, thoughtful, committed 1iferature seems

to be accepted as a gooﬂ, whether of not the audience is inf]uencgd, al-

though he might assume the value would increase in proportion to the

strong influence it has on readers. The consequences of the freely . S
" chosen act can never be known and sometimes' not even accurately guessed

at. Still the art must be created, the change from mere being to act- S

0

ual doing must take place, if the self is to be created. The book is
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written, thrown out into the world, andfas such jt is a éood thing.

Sartre does not give much place in his works to discussion
of the good. If pushed, he might admit fhat being. free was the best
way to be, but simply because it is the only way to actually be, to
realize oneself as existing.

Beauvoir, in an essay she wrote in 1948, said tha£ "it s only
in human relationships of love, friendship, and brotherhood that each
fndividual can find the foundation and rea]izatjon of his being." Such
relationships, undertaken out of free choice by the authentic person,
affirm the value of existence and as such are good..

In that same piece of writing, she opposed existentialism and

its morality to the morality of self—interest.55

Almost 25 years

later, her thinking on the subject had not changed in 'the least. In

the last volume tq date of her autobiography, she,cleérly étated this. .
"According to Solzhenitsyn, the more intensely aware one is of the world
and the more one is concerned with helping others the better one lives.

I fully agree with theig conc1usions.“56

The good is that which expands
and encourages awareness; responsibility, and so free choice and action.

JAny action that fa]]s_into this description can be seen as good.

' Oné of the characters in Les Bouches Inutiles says, "A death freely

1.n57

. '/. oo N .
chosen is not an evi In the same spirit, a monk in Tous les Hommes

sont Mortels saigg as he is about to be burned at the stake for‘heresy,
"There is only one good. It is to follow your conscq’ence."58 For
Beauvoir, what is a conscience other than the promptings and knowledge

of your awareness of the world? Creation is affirmation, even if the

[OpS U
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act created is self-destructive. What is given and merely accepted

is not of value. Beauvoir writes, "That which has value...is never
that which we receive: it is that which we make. If we cannot create,
we must dest?oy, but in same way we must refuse that which is. If not,

59

we are not men." And there are indeed many who are not truly men,

not fully human because they do not take responsibility on themselves -
and choose freely.

C. Ideas on Guilt and Human Nature

/ responsible for my acts. Everything I do changes his situation.

o

Yet for those who do move toward authentic Being and that total
responsibility of one for all, it is not all ecstatic feelings of free-
dom and solidarity. Far from it. In Sartre's work we find the idea
that ypen one becomes aware of existing for® others as an object, awares -
of being seen, there develops a great feeling of shame and guilt. There
is a guilt implicit just in being, being here and now, being an other
who effects the rest of the q;hers. Thus the realization of solidarity
and of concern for others brings to light guilt.

Intertwined with feelings of solidarity and community are strands

of guilt. "I am that anguish which exists alone in spite of myself,"
| 60

cries out one of Beauvoir's characters. We do not feel guilt because
of what we inteﬁtionalty do to others, but at the awareness that even
unintentionally we are affecting others, perhaps interfering with them.
I can do nothing for or against another. The other does things for him-
self. But still I have to deal with my rappori(with him, as I am always
61

Others who are equally aware ﬁhst feel this quilt toward me, but that

¥
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knowledge does nothing to assuage my own feelings. It is an inescap-
ab]g problem.
There can be, one writer comments, at least temporary cleansings

from the guilt of existing and the shame of being. Some sort of atten-
- uating of the guilt is found in common responsibilities, and in the ex-

"alted awareness of human solidarity that Beauvoir describes.” Yet most

of the time the guilt is operating on some level. There is constantly

the need for a witness and for af%irmation from others, vying with the

62

fear of being perceived as object and of being judged. As one of

¢ ' Sartré's characters puts it, " suppose that you're half victim and

u63 Responsible action can help

half accoﬁplice, l1ike everybody else.
(:x . to resolve the guilt, as §uggested, and thus it can at times become of
\ positive value. Much strength and courage is needed to take up the
weighty and sorrowful responsibility of freedom, with all it entails.
- ~ And where afe we to find all this-strength and courage? Is it
part of our natural'human nature? As one might expect from a philosophy
. that contends that existence precedes essence, and thaf man creates him-

self through his actions and choicgs, there is no belief in the type

of human nature faﬁiliar/to us from ancient philosophies and from
traditional religious belief systems. Beauvoir comments that man is
> neither good nor bad naturally. He is nothing at first. It belongs
"to him to make Bimse]f good or bad, according to whether he takes on
his 1iberty or rejects it. Good and bad only appear above and apaﬁp

64 "1 am free," she writes, my projects are

from nature and g{vens.
not defined and determined by pre-existing interests?ss Why aren't.

all people free? Why don't we é]] make the choice to live freely and

/

Y
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The existence of bad faith,ﬂ}he self-deception that aids us
in deciding not to be moral, affirﬁé)the self as nothingness. This
sort of behavior is possible because of the negative feelings and
anguish in man at the real possibilities of danger and failure that

~confront him. Beauvoir does not go along with the Plgtonic idea of
evil as ignorance or error.‘ As we shall see in chapter 6, Kohlberg
does follow this line of thought.

o -

§ To Beauvoir, evil is the not-choosing of freedom,the inten-

0 tional giving in to laziness, impatience, caprice, or cowardice.66

’ Human nature,in the traditional sense, would be seen by Beauvoir as

being the tendency to react in some way to the world. There is al-

2

(t ’ ways the desire to react to the problem of the isolated self, the

desire for self-transcendence. Whether the reaction will Tead to

fear and defensiveness or concern and strength is more determined by

the influence of friends, family, and personal circumstances than by

e w7
<

any p?eordained natural tendencies.

kg

- Despite her recognition of the many failings and weaknesses

§ of men, Beauvoir still has much faith in the future. She does not -
? ’ foresee utopia, but she has respect for individuals and hope that dif-
% ficult choices will be made by many. Several writers interpret her

i
5
e

work as fairly optimistié; one talks about her belief in one absolute

67, 68.

it human nature, that of good will. Beauvoir, one suspects,

would agree that good will is a strong force that men create within

themselves but would probably object to the term "absolute" in con-

- N f

junction with human nature. Her own 1ife has shown much concern and
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and good will, and an outstanding need to be useful. Pity for/others

/

does not concern, her, but observation, explanation, analysis, fand

69

participatiéh'have, and continue to concern her. She does/not look.

down on others, only across to them, although she has strong criticism
for those who do not make the choices for free moral behavijour.
We might note something about her attitude towards religion and

God. Although she is an avowed atheist, she at times refe%s to God

in her writings, both philosophical and fiction. Perhaps khe does thjs

‘because she is aware that God is a strong reality for mani of.her ®
|

readers, and another accepted way of making sense of the %or]d. Her
desire to order the wbrld, to encourage 1ovg and brotherhgod; §9 trans-
cend the self, and to create a significanf meaning to life, all seem
very much in accord with typical religious ethics. Her Frances of )
joy and her moments of losing herself in’the community q# others sound
exceéﬁjngly,much 1ike the descriptions given by firm befievers in the
realm of the spiritual. Perhaps what is most important/are her actions,

not her particular belief system. "In that.case her warfnth, compassion,
J

hope, and participation in society provide a good modell for a follower

of any religion. : : //

42116 Flies, p. 59 /

43No Exit an& Three Other Plays, p. 47

‘ 44Berghe, p. 36

45Genevieve Gennari, Simone de Beauvoir, (Paris,
Editiops Universitaires, 1958), p. 33
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Lo
Syhat is Literature? p. 296 K

Prime of Life, p. 37
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} 56#11 Said_and Done, p. 168
57

Les Bouches Inutiles, p. 132
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60
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q?Victor Brombert, The inte]lectua] Hero, (London,-Faber & Faber,

1961), p. 232
6

Ibid., p. 214
The Blood of Others, p. 78

Pyrrhus et Cindas, p. 331

3Dirty Hands in No Exit and Thrée Other Plays, p. 189
64

L' Existentialisme et 1a. Sagesse des Nations, p. 41
Ibid., p. 214 |

65

%6pour une Morale de L'Ambiguité, p. 49

67 Gei\nari; p. 56
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. ngaches Ehrmann, "Simork de Beauvoir and the Related Destinies
of Woman and Intellectual®, Yale French Studies, Vol. 27, 1961, p. 17
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Chapter 4: 1deas on Moral Development

A: Recent Work and Theories ‘ “

-

As the infant matures to a child, the child to teenager,ghnd
e

. the teenager to adult, infinite changes occur. Various kinds of dev- -

_ elopment happen, at differen§ rates. Many of the changes cannot be seen.

Moral development occurs as one's perception of the world expands and .
is clarified, and it can be notiéed through the evidence®of statements
énd actions.' Factors such as sensory perception abilities and intelli-

gence enter into moral development, but interaction with others is the

*
s

most heeded component for growth.
Moral development, although it may be arrested like any other
sort of growth, is a usual maturation‘brocess in the normal‘human,hind

"which occurs in the presence of others. Concepts of mOrali%y emerge

+only from social experience, such experiences having the power to. trans-

70 Moral

form egocentrici@y into rationality and interest in others.
consciousness is, then,a spe;ia] form of social consciousness. The
awarenedg that one exists not alone Byt in coﬁmunity leads to many ideas.
It certainly leads to a need for co-operative effort, tﬁuth-tellingg
kindnéss, and various 6ther social pract;ces,"on the desirability of

which writers on ethics are agreed and withoui some degree of which no .
W71 |

g

gopiety can 1dng survive.
The point to focus on here is the question of the degree of mo-
ra]fty needed for the survival of a society. ’Many civiltzations through-

out history have shown a  startling lack of co-operative effort and

. truthfulness, yet have survived for some time. But if, like éeauvoir,

Zr
v’

25 R /
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(: we set our ﬁopes somewhat higher and dare to believe that.man can“do
more than, just survive,then we become more demanding. The more awarg'
and socially conscious people we have in a §6c1ety.‘the more moral the
entir; society will be, since each authentic person will work for the
freedom of all others. But, as has already been noted, we do not have a

" checklist of actions that the free man tékes. If we cann&t judde and
evaluate mora]ity\by looking at act{ons taken, how can we? e— ° ‘

‘ The ways of defining and measuring values exceed even the
-number of conceptions of intelligence, that slippery entity which has
Tong eluded many writers of'definitions. Clearly the evaluation of
moral development and action has been of interest to philosophers for
cénturies. More recently, stcho]ogists and scientists have joined the
exploration. Values can be broked down to terminal values, desired
end states of humaﬁ existence, and instrumental values, desired modes

72

of behaviour.’” From Beauvoir's point of view, the two are intertwined.

The instrumental value cannot in any way diverge from the terminal value,

ﬁs might be possible in other ethical systems. (Any action not freely
chosen and not encouraging the freedom of others by its means has no
relation to the desired end state of human existence.)/’ B
For the last 50 years, research i va}ious fields has been

going on to determine whether or not there exist general pattérns of
development. " Since philosophy has long suggested that there are uni-
versal ideals f&r the truly moral person, science has stepped in to see
if there might not be universal patterns of growth in the direction of:

those ideals. Research has also been directed towards attempting to

determine what sort of behaviour and attitudes characterized different
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idea’ of evil, the idea of the child's mentality, and the p]acé of
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ages, what moral controls were most effective at what ages, what re-
lationship exists between moral development and intellectual develop-
ment, and what reasons might be va]ﬁd]y suggested for a theoryyof

sequeniia] moral development. There have been re-examinations.of the

pedagogy in moral development. The psycho]ogists\bestyknown for piégz

neering work on these topics are Piaget, Hartshorne and Mdy, Isaacs,

and Ge5e11.73 ,

Qomparatively recent psychological theoiry has thrown new

. and different light on ancient Greek arnd other classical éthica] theorijes.

The Freudian scheme of the mind has made motives and intentions less’
clear and more complicated. Moral consciousness, it must be admi%tébg
can be deeply influenced by uﬂc0nscious factaors. This makes observation
of moral development much more diffigult. Th7 anciént'phi1osophers

usually set up a whole range of ma]ueé, and Love, Truth, or Beauty

- frequently topped fhe hierarchy. The less important values, it was

- felt, inevitably and\natural]y led one to the higher values. Yet we

know now that the formation of the lowef values depends not just on the
top value, but on social influences along the way, such that develop-
ment is anything but inevitable. . ~

Aévances in learning the;ry have done away w1th‘the Platonic .
notion of evil as ignorahce or lack of gnowlédge. Studies have docu-
meﬁfed the fact that fhosé motivated by selfishness or other deséructive

reasons areooften quite jnté11igent, and far from being ignorant of what

"ought" to be done. Existential ethics, having grown up in the twentieth

4 ﬁ
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-means go against the saving and preserving of human life.

centu}y next to such psychological theories,takes into account the ’

modern views of man and his maturation.
e i |
’ Beauvoir writes that morality is mixture of values and {

pr1nc1p1es, but rather the movement by which values have been dec1dedJ

upon. Mora11ty is man1fested by action and the clear justification o?

actions taken.74 The justification, of course, is the affirmation of

Qa

self and others through freedom. What we must do is eécape from tHe

danger of being sucked into the abyss ‘of indifference.75 Yet the action

we take for the purpose of expanding liberty' is 'important. 'We must’

[

distinguish good from bad in our usage of liberty, Beauvoir writes,
and so determine the secondary‘vaﬂues.75\ After accepting our 1imits)

- ’ - o
_we sometimes do move on to be ablerto choose and act.

!
In Beauvoir's view, moral development includes the auth- - \ '

enticity of and coomitment to both ends and means.- She takes into

account recent work on intention and reasoning, and sees both as signif- \

) {
icant. The ends and means form an indissoluble totality, she writes. !

<
The end -is defined by the means. Action happens as a mixture of ends

&

t

7 b
and means. Sometimes we will fai1; sometimes the outcome will be {
\

horrib]e, but we must always take both into account when we choose.

&

3
)

4
For examp]e, do we k111 one person to save ten others, or do

we let ten.die so as not to betray one? In both cases, ‘the end is one

which will encourage freedom and human digniﬁy. Yet in both cases the

There are no

easy answers to this sort of dilemma. The final choice would be-one which

was akresu1t of reflection and ‘passion, and. even so might not be totally

satisfactory. But we must phoose, as we develop, in accordance with
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B the  sometimes less than ideal situations we find ourselves in. The
situations themselves influence our choice, presentifig different al-
ternatives as they_often,do, different kinds of means to the same ends.

B. Moral Deve]ogment as Process of Social Intergction

We can now look at'mofal development as a process iﬁvoIving
the woriing out of the tension between the self and others, keeping
in mind-;hat change: of circupstance and various social, economic, and
political situations may help or hindér the continuation 0f the process.
Mofa] choice, being free decision-making, is impossible to'see before-

hand. The child, at an early stage of deve]opmen% on all scales, does

2 W e g B RYPETRE U rm
N
~

not contain the adult person he will become.” Vet I do decide what 1 want

to be from the basis of what I have béen. These early decisions are

A
)
»

frequently made without clear reasons, however.

4

1

.

Being free and making sense of the world, processes which
i
happen as the more adult self confronts the world at large, are two
9

sides of the one reality of,exfstence. They both imply theAliason of

i
s

<( one man with all other men. To want to be is to want to be certain of
i / the existence of people by whom and for whom the world is given human

significance. No project Jefines itself except by its interference with

‘
_ather projects.?8 The tension between ourseTves and others need not be
1 ' séen purely as a negative force. \?t is definitely a catalyst bringing

" about the need for/identity fermation and c1arificati§n of values, as

well as an energy yhich can give us the initiative we need to participate.

in the world and attempt to take effective action.

The individual does have absolite value to himself, but he ’ -
']
' SN, ] |
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~ tha] oneness with others for the infant, caused not only by his sim-:

- .l\, ' . 4 9
defines himself through his relations with others. He exists {n the
transcending of his own self, which could never happen unless the con-
cerns and interests of others become known to him, experienced by him,

and accepted as his own.79

My freedom only comes qbout through the

f?eedom of others> The personal interfaces within‘any community pro-

vide the idea formation and opportunities for empathy necessary fo

moral development. : ﬂ -
Let us look more closely at the process of morality as the

working out of the relation betweeﬂ the self and the other. A -chron-

ological survey is useful here. The infant does not experience self

’

aé separate from other. Thé'baby's first discoveries of any imaort

" are that the end of his bed is not the end of his body, that he can

be taken away from the breast that feeds him. There is a feeling of

plistic perceptions but also by this total dependence on others. He

cannot physically survive without the others. The identification of

slightly, although approval of significant others is still extremely

the self as a separate thinking and reacting entity seems to beqin in
early childhood. The self isndiscovered through a continuing relation-
ship of dependence on others. Sel? identity begins to be formed, and
this definition comes from the ideas and expectations bf others.

The continuing affirmation ;f the self by others happens through

later childhood. The dependence on others for self .identity lessens
important. If a parent has decided that one of his children is usually

good and the other usually bad, he will likely pass these ideas on to

his chi]drenﬂ intentionally or otherwise. The child is encouraged to

Q‘
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become one with what he hears about himself so as to be the person
others think hé*1s. Various tests have proven this to be true,- even
when.a11 the child has to "1ivg up to" is that he is bad or difficult
to handle. - a

In adoTescencef the defining of the self mostly takes place in
- | severe opposition to othersl In constant opposition to others, the

-

teenager helps himself to become someone diffarent from them. Thus

we have the first stage of aradual independenée. Others are, as always,
needed to react to one and to affirm one's existence iq&hegw0r1d, but
} % the decisi;n of "who am I?" is finally taken in hand more by thé person h
involved than by thosef:::;yfhim. From the total dependence on and a
(: need for approval from oth€rs that the child experiences, the adoles-
cent mers toward independence and definition_by opposition to others.’
This stormy period can resolve itself into a new phase; that of the
mature adult. :
At this time, the awareness of the self and responsibility to

; self expands to include awareness of others and responsibility to the

whole of society. There is the task of the continual giving of meaning

to the world through thought and action. The drive for independence so

; strong in adolescence can, at this point, mellow to an acceptance of
inter-dependence among individuals. The adult's definition of self does —
not rest solely on his own ideas of identity, and he can grow to be

~

- aware of the oneness that exists between himself and the rest-of mankind'.

Clear]y this pattern does not always develop to its fullest.

The fact that we have prisons full of criminals, and reports of the lack

R e S T L LY

r\

of awareness and solidarity among people available every day in our news-

papers, is evidence.that not every child grows up to be an authentic,

BBty vy -
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moral adult. Beauvoir, as has been noted, aé%qunts for this by writing
about the weaknesses and fears of mankind. But the pattern does exist.
Qne psychologist summarizes it by saying that the'grogﬁh of the ethical
sense involves the dynamic of self totally identifying with others,

changing to a social-reference phase, and’ finally to a reciprocal self

and society phase.80

The tension betweenh self qhd parent becomes tension
betwéen self and family, and then “the other" grows to 1nc1uﬁe peers,
institutional figures, institutional laws, adult peers, and laws in gen;
eral. From ado]escencelon, the claims of reason struggle with the claims
of love, and this struggle frequently goes on until death ends it.
Beauvoir writes that the will for freedom develops through,time.

So it is only when the child can see himself in the past. and look to

his future, when the moments of his 1ife become "organized", that he can

’make decisions and choices. It is.only at this point that he can become

81

moral. Before this point, the child is not immoral but amoral. We

cannot criticize him for this lack since he is not yet intellectually,

- perceptually, or emotionally equipped to deal with the concept of freedom,

let alone act on it.

The child passes through life in a state of irresponsibility.
He is thrown into a world he did not make, where he finds absolutes to
which he must submit. Values are there for him, ready-made products. He
believes the real world to be that of the adults, and takes theﬁ as gods;

2
bear in mind the overwhelming dependence of the child on ;du]ts at this

" point. Good and evil and goals exist although the child has had no hand

~

in creating them. 1In this situation, the child is happy. What he does

-

/
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concerns only himself, and his actions have no effect on anyone but

the most immediate members of his family. His very dinsignificance gives
him'security,alonq with the knowledge that the adults who care for him
will maké all the right decisions for him. Such is the picture Beauvoir
paints of the child's pleasant amoral wbr]d.82

But this state of{a¥fairs does not go on indefinitely. At ad- .
olescence begins the push %or independent moral thinking, although it
may only be a switch from following the standard morality of one's parents
to that of one'é peers./ There is also, howeverj a coming to grips with
the transience of life and the certainty of dgath, and the fometimes
gaping abysses between our désires and our actual possibii{ties. The
.ambiquity of existence comes to be felt as real.

When this sort of awareness strikes the teenager, the added
dimension of responsible choice comes into his life. Values must begin
to be created personally. The period of adoiescence is usually one of
revolt, irrespect, and éstonishment. Contradictions and weaknesses in
the worid become obvious to the teenager as he begins to discover himself
and others in opposition. If he realizes thdé his own acts weigh just
as heavily in.the ba]ance‘as the acts of others, he must begin to choose.83
What does he do now that the possibility of freedom has revealed itself?

Assuming his own subjectiviﬁy, will he immediately accept the risks,

tensions, and passion of truly authentic and thus moral existence?

Beauvoir is a realist, so she would likely answer such a question
by saying that some individuals will accept their freedom, but that others

‘will just run from it, try to ianore it, or find sophisticated ways to
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‘tha; categoriie the vari&us ways adults choose to deal with the bu}den

53
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escape 1t. She has developed a set of stages of moral devéIopment

of freedom and total responsibility. We shall start with the least:

courageous person and work our way through the possibiliites she has

L}

written about in Pour une Morale de L'Ambiquité.

F -
70R. Osborn, Humanism and Moral Theory, {(London,
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1959), p. 59

A

7zMﬂton Rokeach "Conceptualizing the Role of Values in Education",
in Phi1lipps, Developing Value Construct in Schooling, (Worthington,
Ohio, Ohio Associates for Curriculum Development, 1972), p. 7 ,

Ibid., p. 47

yi11iam Kay, Moral Development, (London, )
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1970), p. 69-69

74

75Gennar1. p. 29
76

L'Existentialisme et la Sagesse des Nations, p. 92

L'Existentialisme et la Sagesse des Nations, p. 165

“1bid., p. 99 J \@ / -
78Pour une Morale de L'Ambiquité, p.:100-103 '
"9bid., p. 225
800chorn, p. 21

81pour une Morale de L'Ambiguité, p. 38
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Ibid., p. 51
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Chapter 5: Beauvoir's St&ges of Moral Development

A. Inferior Man l T
- The first type of individual i; the sous-homme, the inferior or
sub-man. This person possesses no 1iv§ng vitality at all. He intention-
ally makes sure to keep himself blind and deaf to the world. Inferior

man experiences no love and no real desire. This clearcut apathy show

B e

inferior man's great fear of the risks and tensions inherent in true
existence. He avoids them totally. He refuses the passion of trying-

to become and rests as a complete .manque d'etre, passive to his cir-

NS A e S e e

cumstances. His acts are not personal and unique-results of deep’ thought.
- They are not positive choices at all but rather a means' of fliaht,

His refusal to true existence is, of course, his way of existing:

~

R
-

Inferior man takes refuge in borrowed values, prolomging in this Qay\his
amoral childhood. Since he is at the point where he is aware of the

need for choice, however, he does not share the amorality of the child.

He is immoral. He attempts to hide his indifference by going ailong
ferQent]y with whatever is popular, regardless of what that might be.

He does not consider the consequences and ifiplications of his choices,

AP JOR ¢ A A A B by TSR G

since to do so would mean the acceptance of responsibility. He is too

frightened to do that. He fears anything coming at him which will shock .

o e i e i

him into the agonizing consciousness of self. Thus he is afraid of the
future, and mindlessly rides out the present on waves of popular thought {
and action.84 - .

Inferior man, although he has lived through the crisis of aware-

i RN, I, GOEA ot ey s vimviy -

ness during adolescence, has chosen not to take on any of the responsib-

‘




\ ilities of"authentic existence. He continues to accept the identity

that others create for him, aﬁd the values that are handed to him. He
is totally dependgpt on others for his moral stance. Fear has Stopped
his m?ral devélopmen;. Consequently, this seemingly civilized person
is alienated from his own soul, his own name, his work, even his prop-

§ T ‘erty. Living inauthentically, he need not take responsibility for anyi//ji////////
85

thing,. L
:\ ! [ \
: B. Serious Man \

? One step past the inferior man is 1'homme serieux, the serious

c . man. In order to get rid of the burden of his own subjectivity, the

serious man lToses himself in some object or cause. He believes 19 un-
\

. e

ﬁ

conditional values which will give his own.life and work permanent

values. He may believe in science; in philosophy, in revolution, etc.

e e e v,

\ .
He seems to be involved in the attempt to give meaning to his 1ife, but

it is not a genuine attempt. Serious man ‘reeks of méﬁvaise foi. He

£

willingly gives up his own freedom for the profit of those absolute ends

>

he believes in. However, he has noi personally chosen these ends, in the

true sense of choosing. He has not created them. Serious man accepts

e Sy e SR T

the .sure and certain values of othgrs. He is content to iose himself in

others' values rather than to take uﬁ the difficult questions and doubts

involved in creating hiﬁ own values. Like a child, serious man accepts

IRIAT L g, (e, And o AT

the values of others as givens, but 1ike inferior man, he is guilty,of

immoral behavior when he does so. Serious man sometimes becomes a slave

1 to his cause, whatever it might be, quite forgetting his shadowy knowledge

TR

(:, that human freedom is the final goal of action and should be the only °
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unconditional goal.
Serious man Tikes to.see himself as a member of a group or as ,
an official, ratﬁer,than Just ashgnother person, since he can cloak his
own refusal to be under the existence and values of the partigu]ﬁr cause
or group he is associated with. Serious man does occasionally question
and think over values, but not those of his own chgosing. He may- at
times achieve personé] transcendence through his devotion to a caShal]y,
chosen cause, his di, but otherwise he uses his cauée'as a means of
escape. Cut off from this-cause and its goal, his life loses its senée
and significance.x He then experiences the absurdity of a life which has
searched outside of itself for, the 5ust1fication which must come-from
the insidel?s )
Serious man makes a weak attempf'tq work with the freedom he \\
knows he can make exist. He avoids it, but sometimes appears to be

thinking about it. He, like inferior man, continues to be dependent on

others in society for his morality, -although he at least seems capable -

of genuine devotion to a cause. Without his peers to make the'most im-
portant decisions, serious man's morality collapses.

C. The Nihilist

N\

The morality of the serious man can give way to quite a ﬁif%erent
stance, that of the nihilist. He is a disappointed serious man, oﬁé,who ,
has perhaps realized that without the cause he loves he is nafhing and
can make no decisions. His potency depending on others, he realizes that
individually he cannot be anything atf;1i. He decides, then, to be nothing.

Even this not-being 'is a sort of being, a given. The problem here is

\
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that this individual exists, and he knows that Ee exists. In order to
realize one's not-being, one's negativity, one must constantly contra-
dict all the numerous movements of existence in oneself. But we do not
exist alone. If he is Eo completely refuse his existénce, the nihilist
has to deal with the others he confronts. Their very existenfe means
thqt he is being perceived as exist%ng by them. He must also refuse
fhe existence. of others who confirm his own existence. How can he
refuse the existence of othé}s? Hg_must destroy them. Hence we have
his £hirst for destruction. .

In his desire to annihilate all otqers who might affirm his own

existence he develops a strong will for power. He has come full circle

@t this point and obviously his search for non-existence, not being, has

. failed. He attempts to realize himself as existing by being the one

through whom nPthingness is brought into the world. He is aware of the

ambiguity of existence, but his position understands it wrongly. He is

aware of himself as a lack of existence, rather than as the positive exis-

tence 'of a lack. (The 1atte} is open to possibilities and change; the

. former can bring only despair). The nihilist is certainly correct in

thinking that the world possesses no just{fication. However:, his great

fault lies in forgetting “that.he must create the justification for his

g . ’ 87
and,everyone S existence.

The nihilist is somewhat more advanced morally than serious man. .

He refuses to accept givens, and sees the world fairly clearly. But he

is bent on destruction rather than creation. He has rejected the phase

to the stage of total opposition and supposed independence. He has not

"of morality in which dependence on others js total, but has not yet moved
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yet become aware.of the need to build and share, and fails ifr the need

* that he goes»recognize,that of the destruction of his own éxistence.

D. Thé Adventurer / §

Another way to‘cope with the realization that the world has no
inherent justification, and that our existence is a lack o% true being; °
is to become what Beauvoir calls an adventurer. In some ways he is
closer to authentic being tﬁan‘the nihilist. The adventurer, with his
awareness of ambiguity, hopes for no justificatidﬁ of the world at all.

He accepts life just as he finds'it. He lives complacently. He will

“ join up in a campaign of war, love, or politics with great ardor. The

A}

pdventurer joins up and participates in the fight just for the conquest,

“however, not out of interest in the,goal. The goal does not necessarily

have much value to him. He be]jeves‘in action for the sake of action.
This type of person does indeed use his freedom. He neither depends on
others to make his decigions for him, nor does he confront them in in-
tense opposition and hatred. There is the fault, though, that he is o
indifferent to what he does with his freedom and actions. ;

To use his freedom to gain conquests, he will invariapTy need guns,

2

money, or power. He may need authority to back him up. Thus he too

. eventually becomes a slave. His own freedom has been given up to those

who give him what he needs and he is.1eft with only an abstract sort of
independence. He is a union- of v‘ta]ity and scepficism, with his energy
used in the handiest direction since he doesn't care what it is used for.
Some people might take the adventurer as the hero of existential ethics;/
Camus' Stranger §egrs a close resemblance to this type. However, in
Beauvoir's {anrpretation, existentialism is not solipsistic. So he is

Y )
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not a hero or authentic being. Hé'does not care about thg_consequences‘
of his actions.38 ’ ’

The adventurer has reached the phase of acceptance of others in
his world antd takes personally chosen action. He co—bperates with others

and creates the valqe of action for action's sake. He is more moral

than any of -the other types examined up to this point. But his actions,

although frée1y chosen, lack concern for their consequences. He_has no

interest in the freedom of others, just in his own. He cares for the

- ends but not the means and sometimes loses his own freedom through the .

means he uses to attain his conquests. Solidarity is never one of his
own gba]s. He is aware, but chooses to ignore the need to encourage the
freedom of all through action. = .

1

E. Passionate Man ) | .-

P
r%J’)

The passionate man, 1'homme passionné, directs his activity .

towardf the making of sense in the world. Thus he is more moral than o
the adventurer. Pasgionate man Eccepts objects and causes as absolutes

when they are decided on as valuable by his own subject{ve framework:

Out of his perceptions’ of the<wor1d he peoples it with desirable object§

and animates it with significancg: He hés accepted tﬁe responsibility to

create his own values and to act. However, he wants possession of de-

sirable objects, whether thé;~be animate or inanimate. /He needs desper- -
ately to attain and hold dﬁ,to that which he considers valuable. OQutside

1
of the thing desired, nothing else éxists. His awareness of others s

. shrinks away. Having engaged his life in an'extirior object which can

always escape him in some waxbpaséionate man neWy fully exists.. The

N
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‘others. In fact, others may be in the way. When others are perceived

.dom or situation.

doubts and fears of 1os1ng what he considers of value never let up, S0
he can never totally enjoy h1mse1f ) \

This sort of freedom can only realize itself in sepa;gtion from
others, since safe pgssession of the va]ﬁed i; the end that thisu;ype
has in mind. Althoqgh,it is a free choice, it involves no need for

3
as obstacles, as means, there is clearly no interest shown in their free-

89 Sp fﬁe passionatg man, despite .his accepténce of
responsibility and free choice, is notfan’authentic being. He is aware
of others, and creates his own valués, but does not always opt for free-
dom Furthermore, his craving for possession of what 1s va]uab]g san
put b1m in the position where he treats others as 1nterfer1ng elements.
Solidarity has n; place in his thought of=the good, since closeness
with others would mean that he would have to share h%g valued oéject/
person. 5 : X - :

A The first four stages of moral development ianlQe tfbes who
either follow the ideas of their peers and_the rules of\socuety 1mp11£it1y,
or else violently oppose both but create noth1ng in the1k place. The
passionate man creates his own v?]ues and does not go by\#nstltutional
or societal rules, but' he b;comes a slave to‘his own frégly-éhosen valu-
able. For him, co:operatioﬁ with others and respect for all is eaiilf

forgétten. ; .

, -

E. Authentic Being ) " . B
. The authentically free person is the one who is intensely aware

of himself and others and who is‘continually involved in-the struggle for
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. freedom through projects. He desires an open future, and is not

R Y

ettached to his goals although he is commif%ed)to them. The only
unconditional goal is freedom for 511. He.respect;lthe freedom o
others and helps them to liberate"thanselves in ways that are sbi,ed
: tes. His agts have meaning at all’times. He ac%s‘
in an orderly, thoughtful Qay, whether he-wins-mn*ﬂ%ses'in any pa%t-
12u1ar.situa€ion. The authentic being has concern for all, thus %e

is always interested in both the means and the ends. He is cgnscﬂous

of the means he employs and their possible effects. The truly moral

_man knows: that no person can save himself alone; but that we all de-

9 Thus he works for so]1darity, and co—dper&ﬁes

pend on each other.
respectfu]ly with others even while he makes. his own choices independ-
ent of popu1ar thought and action. * The authent1c being loves deeply,

but without any thought of possession. Clearly he is the ideal ‘1

!

y ) L
- figure of a moral being in Beauvoir's thought. ) i
® |

It might be helpful here to look at the method of making
decisions that the authentic being yses.‘ In each case, peauvoir %xl
plains, the realized and foreseen values should be confronted. The
sense of the act is grasped i terms'of what it consists of and_i

91

terms of its context If this seems somewhat vague as to;gctua

. quidance in makiné value deci ions, it is the best that caﬁ.be done.

Not being able to say what is exact]y a good or bad decisian, we can
at least follow the certain knowledge that persons must a]ﬂp s be

treated as ends 1t themselves, since this is a corol16ry ofna be1ief

in the absolute value of human freedom. The. interior truth gn account

3 vr |
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of which the act is done also counts on the evaluating sheet.gz

Sincedwe are interested in means as well as ends, we can never
classify as good an action based only on the conquestfi?'hﬁ end,

even if that end is freedom. Besides, every end when attained is

a point of departure, and thus’pf ambiguous value, although somet imes

: -
\We can see it as working for the freedom of mankind.%3 Actions. -

~ net objects are the on]y things which belong entirely to us, and "
are thus ours to ¢reate, destroy, remember, or reflect on.

ol
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\paper'assure us that the individual will indeed act in accordance with

63

Chapter 6: Dr. Lawrence Kohlberg

A.. chkground of Kohlbgrg’s Work

Despite Beauvoir's obvigus persoﬁa1 1ntéreét in theorjzing
and creating ph%]osophy, the final goal for her%gﬁ? and all others
is that of responsible action. If the words ahd'idéas do not have ’
an active counterpart of doing in—the world, they lose their potency.

If_ke turn to Took at Dr. Lawrence Koh]beré's studies of moral de-

velopment, we find the same interests. Dr. Kohlberg's ear]iest art-

1c1es concentrated on attitudes and ideas, but he has since changed

his emphasis.somewhat. He seems to feel that the expression of a-

harticu]ar set of. attitudes will usually lead to thgﬁindividual&

acting out_those at%itudes. The reason the problem comes up 1f that,

Dr. Kohlberg attempts to evaluate moral‘develépment in children and

adolescents throughkwritten tests.

[ -

In his tests, individuals are given written shypations to

..reflect on and react to. azse sjtuations are open-ended, and indiv-

iduals must\decide on what is tpe right thing to do~for the characters
1nvolvedi Their*answers reveal bésic values and ways of thinking.
(Havin@‘expeﬁimented with these tests,myse1f, with a group of'SD
adolescents, I feel ‘that they can be quite helpful. They aid students
to c]arify their values thinking, show what students consider to be
1mportant in 1ife, and reflect the way students re]ate to themse]ves,

their peers, and society). But does an answer written Jon a piece of
C

2

what he has written?
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(: ‘ There éertain]y‘does not seem to be any guarantee. After studying
the prob]em; Dr. Kohlberg has assumed a féirly high positive cor-
_ relation between the two. _
‘ Dr. Lawrence Kohlberg, presently working at Harvard Univ-
ersity, Tooks to the Qorks of Piaget for his own stance and psy-
chological framework. Pijaget i; best known for his work on the

development of cognitive skills in the young child. Most of his

work was on intellectual dévé]opment, and he be]ieQéd that skills

e T e
.

]

and abilities in measuriné, usinq’abstract concepts, and spatial

e enr

percepfj§n followed specific patterns of development. The patterns .

g

were linked to age, and.their order was unchanging. Although the

g

~
(:; ages, Piaget suggested have sinde been changed somewhat, the existence
and order of his stages of development have been tested and found to

be .valid over the last forty years. Piaget wrote one book on the . ;

moral maturation of the child, following the same sort of scheme as

N Trigha et § g S e e

he did for intellectual processes. 1t is‘from this point that Dr.

Kohlberg picked up his own work.

He expanded the stages of moral development, detailed the

1

B R

¥

attitudes prevalent in each épd continued on to adult morality. His ~ X
" findings, although scientif#c in nature, are much like those of Beau-

voir. Both agree on/the existence of stages of moral development, which

AL ok A ARRCTIN P e

! can overlap, but which usually foilow along in a certain order. Neither .

writer assumes that progress from immorality to a high degree of

morality is inevitable, but both agree it is possible. Nor does either “ !

one spend too much time thinking over why any particular individual

does or does not become truly Toral. \\ . .
’

1 ’
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We have already examineg Beayvoir's ideas about the amorality
‘0of the child. She does not hold the child résponsible for moral be-

. haviour sinée she contends thaf he is '; yet capable of emotionally
dea]ipg with and realizing the true import of our ambiquous existence,
or the fact of death. koh1ber§ agregs here, although he designates

'certa;7/6?'his stages as those of the child's "morality". He too
feels’ that adolescence must be reached before the 1ndiv1duil can

begin to function with some independence and with a clear awareness

; of the rest of society.
j Kohlberg feels ghat a certain level of intellectual maturity.
must be reached before the child can funétion in a truly moral way.
c In order for consistently moral behaviour at some 1eve15(to occur,
; . ' certain cognitive principles used in moral® judgement must be in oper-

ation; responsible decision-making is impossible for children at
particularly low intellectual 1eve1s.94 There Seems to be a positiye "
correlation between intelligence and morality, so that a cegtain
amount and quality of intelligence serves as a necessary but not
sufficient condition for continuing moral development.

y Although 'Beauvoir does Tiot direct]y tackle the question of
the gélationship between moral and -intellectual development, the kind

of awareness of social realities and the reasoned decision-making pro-

cess she speaks of for the authentic being suggest that she too requires

6 A ST e R B 7 TS A B T+ p

a certain basis of intelliagence for truly moral behaviour. In her -

books the characters who are authentic seem to be endowed with at

Fi

Teast norma]tff not high intelligence.

N
\
( '

Both writers also make note of the fact that childhood exper-
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iences, peers, and socio-economic conditions may help or hinder moraf
development. Kohlberg states what Beauvoir seems to’suggest in her
novels: the middle-class child, exposed to many ideas and sitqatiéns
and not worried about survival,seems to have the best chance of con-
tinuous moral development.95
Kohiberg was among those psychologists who opposed thegeneral-
ly accepted idééifhat there exist vir;qes that Ehi]dren can possess
or  Tearn ta possess. The idea was that qualities such as'honesty,
loyalty, and courage would show up consistently, or never show up,
in any given child. Thus there are good children and bad children.96 :
Koﬁlberg felt that sometimes, in a specific situatio%, a child mighf
be honest, but that in another sftuatiop he might be dishonest. His
brinéip]es and values would determine whether or not that situation
called for honesty. It is impossible to totally predict behaviour
in such a scheme of undersfanding. Beéuvoir certainly agrees with
this idea. She write;, "vitality, sensitivity" and intelligence are
only manners of acting on and with the world, not qualities."97
It might be worth noting here that.Kohlberg and Beauvoir have
very différent opinions on the value of knowledge. Kohlberg is an
avowed Platonist, and so ;Ecepts learning as'a good in itself. Ig-
norance js seen as an evil. Fer Beauvoir, ignorance is less iﬁportant
than are indifference or fear as forces which block growth towards

awareness and freedom. Knowledge may be abused, she contends, since

it may be used for selfish means or in cases of bad faith as well as

for the choosing of compassionate actions.. Kohlberg would likely .,
. .
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disagree that the intentional.abuse of knowledge happens frequently
past the early stages of 1mmorafity.

Kohlberg is ng; the poetic éhd emotional type of person

that Beauvoir is. His writing is clear, factual, and repetitive on,
occasion. His many articles go over the same ideas. No fancy names .
are to be found when he\deﬁﬁribes his stages of development. How-

ever, His first three stages generally correspond to Beauvoir's early

stages, his fourth and fifth to her adventurer and passionate man, and
his last stage to her authentic {Bdividual. The general pattern of
total dependence on others for self definitign, moving eventually } -
to independence mixed with regard for the needs of others, is found
in both writers. ”Kohlberg too accepés the need fOr paying attention
to motives and means, as well as to consequences of actions taten, n
as morality matures.98 What comes before and afteF the act, althouqh
more difficult to get to and know, are also parts of the choice.
K9h1perg's stages of moral development show us how the in-
dividual deals with the'woffd. His testsﬂfor morality are able to
focus on things.sych as how the person-solves problems, acquires,
recalls, and utilizes information, how he reasons, and how he makes

9 From this 1ist of basically intellectual abilities,

inferences.
one migﬂt think that Kohlberg will end up with a more adequate eval- ;
uation of cognitive skills than of moral development. But one is -

necessary to the other, so to an extent there is arp1ace for such an

evaluation. However, the tests attempt to focus on many other abili-

L

ties as well and how they are used. The development of a sense of

»
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reciprocity, the foreseeing of .consequences and rano?e goals, and’
the judging of consequences play a part in the response thé test-
“ taker will give. So does the abilitytfo evaluate, discriminate, and
ﬂadapt to and thus reéolve conflicts. The tgst can‘he1p'us to qnder- \
stand the individuals's powers of empathy and imagination as well.
Kohlberg has written that ethical principles are disting-
uishable from arbit}ary conventiqnal rules and popular beliefs in

form and in content. Thus, fhe process of the development of tnue

T e - -

morality is quite different from the simple inculcation of arbitrary A

EC

E 3

cultural beliefs.]oo The individual must act on his»wor1d,q?ather

LY

-,

than accept it passively,if he is to become an autonomous moral

being. He must, in Beauvoir's terms,strive for subject-subject re-

n

1

N

lationships wherever poésible as a moral adult. To resign oneself

to acceptance of conventional morality which exists ‘as a given out- !

AR E O R LS e e s

side oneself is to willingly accept the self as object in the eyes of

~tay

others.
g ‘ The stages of moral deve?opmeﬁt imply total ways of th{nking
3 for Kohlberg, as for Beauvoir, not just specific attitudes toward

3 particular situations. The stages' do overlap; since we are talking .
.g ‘ - + about human growthycut and dried categorizing is an impossibility. \
i ’Ne tend to grow gradually, not by leaps and bounds, particularly in ’

an area as subtle and complicated as our definition of 6ur own iden-

tity and our relations with the world around us. Changing circumstances

may influeﬁce at any and every moment the direction of our growth .

and/or its pace. - ,

e
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Any individual, at ény given time, is not usually entirely
at one stage of development. Those who are lower on the scale of 4
moral behaviour may catch intimations of more matLre attitudes from
time to time and reflect this in their behaviour, just as the auth-
entic truly moral individual may not always be consistent in his
ability to relate to and understand others. Despite these quali- -
fications, the stages are stii] useful as representations of typical
ways af dea]fﬁé with the world. Each stage can best be seen as a
structured whole ¥nvolving a certain unified treatment of basic as-
101 -

This statement should be kept in mind when

<

pects of morality.
Tooking at Kohlberg's or Beauvoir's uock.p

For Beauvoir, the movement from one stage to the next seems
to have Hepended on several things. Most important is the deg!ee of
awareness that the person possesses. To be aware of the .ambiguity of
existence, with its consequent burdgn of the creation of’values and
total responsibility, is to know a whole new world. The uhconditional
absolute value of freedom can then be choseﬁ, secondary values deter- , i
mined, and personal proje;ts created. The increase in the ability to
recognize, relate to, understaﬁd, and be concerned for others is also,
an important component in development. The Muilding up of éhergy, \

initiative, and strength also facilitates moving from one stage to

N (i i
another, e 5

Probably Kohlberg would generally agree with all the‘abdve'
¥
elements as being necessary conditions for moral maturation. He adds
that movement on to the next stage also involves internal cognitive

reorganization. This is not just the additien of more difficult

& ¢
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con;ent matter from the outside world. -It is a changing of wéys of

thiﬁking, a new awareness which leads to a restructuring of the

person's conception of,self and others. Kohlberg feels that this

internal Eeorganization happens as a result of what he calls cognitive

conflict.]Oz \ , )
When ideas and relationships which are not easily assim-

ilated by the mind strike someone, conflict occurs. The experience‘

or informatjon can be tossed ou;, or the mind can struggle to make

sense of it. If significance is to be created in this situation,

change is necessary. The individual may move himself from one stage

to another. Kohlberg contends that conflicts such as this arise in

situations of social partigipation involving peers, family, and
institutions. Need for new role-taking can eventually lead to a
gqpuine restructuring of thought and action.

B. Kohlberg's Six Stages of Moral Development

Kohlberg's early stages relate to children, and we can re-

cognize shades of Beauvoir's analysis of the state of the amo#a]

103

child. In these early stages, moral value is found in external,

' quasi-physical happenings, in bad actions, or in quasi-physical needs

rather than in persons or general standards. The stage one child is
v

totally oriented to obedience dnd punishment, His motive for doing

something is that he will not be punished if he does it. He accepts

the adult's decision of what is right or wroni, and knows wrong as

“that which is deserving of punishment by adults. Although he is quite

egocentric, he will defer to super%or power or \prestige. He will toe

»




\
. L L Py

.

4 LR Y RNt o e S o Rt L > o

i - wdentnaut

~
v

the line drawn for him by others, and may choose t6 avoid trouble-

. provoking situations to obey adult commands. He Sees responsibility

objective]f; if x action is wrong, that is, one deserving of punishmenf

and you have done it, then you deserve to be punished. The irreg-
ponsibility of the child for any but the.actions in hi; own smail
world is complete, and actions he takes are dictatéd to him as fiqht
or wrong. ¥ | i ’ /
The stage two child continues with a'naively egotist1c51
orientation to 1ife. The right action is tﬁat which instrumentally
satisfies one's own needs. Occasionally the needs of others may also
be satisfied. The needs of the child are still at this point largely
decided on and created by the adult others he is in contact with. He
begins to be aware of the way values differ for" different people,
depending on that person's need and perspective. Gping along with_
what he needs and actions that will satisfy him, with no thought at
all as to consequences and little self-identity, the stage two chi}d

I
one child ref]ects the more adult fear of the inferior man.

is reminis¢cent of the serious man. The fean and obedience of.the stage

At stage two, a simple egalitarianism begins to exist. Having
enlarged his group of others past his own family at this point, the
stage two person desires that others have only what he has, no more,
no less. This almost instinctive desire for common and usually popu-
lar standards 5§ like that of the serious man as well. The idea of
reciprocity begins to develop at this point. *Piaget héd noticed

that stage one children considered‘tellinq lies to be evil because

*
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they would get puni§hed and the Tlies wouldn't help them get what
they wanted; stage two individuals, often around ages 10-12, thought

that 1ies were not good because they showed a lack of cofoperation and ’
104

trust, both'necessary to reciprocal relationships. -
‘At this poipt of moral development, the basis of moral value
shifts. It is now foynd to reside in the performing of good and
right roles, and in tﬁé maintenance of the conventional order and the‘
expectancies of others. The ideas of others continue to play a large
pakt in the affirmation of se]f, although at thjs time the self may
go through a period of infénse negativism that @eauvoir charac;erized
as the nihilist stage. )
For some individuals, stage three ha; a basic "good-boy, good-
girl" orientation. The emphasis is on pleasing and helping others,
but this interest does not spring from & genuine concern for others,
understanding of them, or feelings of solidarity. One helps othe}s
because the éood person, as defined by the family and by the institutional
laws, does so happily. Theré tends to be conformity to the stero-
typical images of the majority.
| Living up to the expectancies Qf others, however, may involve
something other than carrying out a good-bgy rolgl The serious man
geti his pat on the back with the stage }hree person fgr carryipg out
an action even th ough he didn't freely choose it; there also exists
tﬁe type of stage three person who, 1ike. the nihilist, perfgrms the
role of bringer of destruction. As any sociologist will t§11 you,
marginals are needed to maintain conventional order. *The ro]e'of bad *
boy; which is defined by others and thus not a totally original choice,

fits into society too. °
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- Stage four morality gllows some free choice to enter into the
picture. Authority is respected, but the role that the stage four
individual will play to maintain soEia] o;der is more truly chosen.
The specific role is not usually dictated. There is an orientation
to doinqg one's duty and maintaining the social order. The soc{al order
is to be maintained for its own sake, not because it necessarily re-
flects any important goals, much as the adventurer t;kes action for
the sake of taking action, whether .or not itbis good action. The
stage four person, like the adventurer, has some free choice and some
regard for others. He still accepts external authorities,’however,
and has no feeling for mankind as a whole.

He %s not running away from choice and responsibility, as
the early siaqes of Kohlberg and Beauyoir do, but he is not yet
clearly thinking through his actions. Motives may count, but conse-
quences dsn't. The means are not oarticularly important if the end

is considered worthwhile.

As we near the development of mature and genuine morality,

L%

once again the place where moral value resides changes. It is néw

beginning to be found in the conforming of the self with shared or

shareable standards, duties, or rights. The importance of maintaining

the social order has diminished. General mor§1 principles and res-

ponsible action are now possibilities. ‘ B ”
At stage five, a contractual, legalistic orientation can be

noticed. The pers;n‘may act in accordance withi the kules, but does

so recognizing the arbitrary element or starting point of these rules,
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which has been decided on for the sake of: aqreement He sees that

those who follow rules and the social order without be1nq aware are

’fnot-reafly making’their own choices. He accepts the rules, but still

:considers himself responsible for his actions. He has a sense of

commitment. ﬂ1§ duty i; now defined in terms of the social c&ntract;
for his accion and support of x, it is fair'thatrhe in turn receives
y. A |

This inte?est in receiving ang the aware yet somewhat ungen-
erous attitude, reminds us of the pass10nate man, who makes free
choices and acts on the world but is highly concerned with the obtain-
ing and possessing of the valuable. The stage five persoc generally
avoids violating the will and rights of others, but does not make a
specia] campaign of it. Unlike the passionate man, however, for whom
others‘can actually becbme ogstacles, the stage five ingiv%dual has
some interest in the general welfare of the majority as set forth in
the social contract. Neither individual has attained true concern for
all others, and neither acts with this as the absolute goal. *

It is only when we'reach Kthbecg'g stage six that we find
the equivalent of Béauvoir's authentic being. This indi¥%idual's crien-
tation is toward freely chosen principles emcodied in his conscience.
Action follows belief,"and intentionality %s counted as significant.

It should be noted'here that Fohlberd seems co feel that in-
tention almost always assures action. It may be only the stage six
person whose intentions are genuinely his own and swncerely compas- -

P

sionate, but especially in the cases of these 1ndiv1duals he takes a
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. but also to principles of choice involving ;n appeal to logical uni-

,views. "

#

2
1

kaﬂt%an stance. The knowledge of the right and goed; for Kohiberg,
usually implies 1ike behaviour.

The orientation is not only to actually ordained social rules,

versality and consistency. From the stage six viewpoint, the means

b2 ¥
¥ ]

must be consistent with the end. The conscience is used as a direct-
ihg agentl Thus this autonomous moral being creates and.acts respons-
ibly on his own values just as Beauvoir's authentic man does. Matual
respect and trust between all peop]e is taken as a cond1tion of inter-

act1on. and as a goal where it is not yet in evidence.

. The éomp]ementarity of the Two Theories

‘ The stages of moral development suggested by Beauvoir and,
Kohiberg have a definite COmplementarity, as I have tried to showl
Given the totally different bacquound and biases of the two, the

parallels are strikinq I do not know if e1ther is aware of the

other's work. They seem to have come to their conclus1ons totalli
separately, and each seems valid in itself. Kohlberg has the added
dimenswon of testing out his theory, wh1ch gives it add1t1ona1 weight;
yet Beauvoir has not suggested any substant1a1 changes to the thebry
she devised over thirty years ago. I certainly did not expect the ¢
stages to match exactly. But I find that the repetition of tﬁe

attitudes, actions, and goals stated in the same order of development

- are close enough to make them good neiqh%brs Seeing one total]y ab-

“stract and one totally scientific thinker approach the same topic and

leave,it with such similar views convinces me of the validity of their

©
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- ¥ It might be noted here that neither Beauvoir nér Kohlberg
"’ . have much hope for many people reaching the most mature stage of
N moralit&. The process, as we have seen, can be long and arduous,
requiring continuing reclarification and commitment to goals that

. occasionally clash Qith those of the society in general. “Kohlberg N

has reémarked that eachvof his stages.éf ﬁbra]ijudqement represents a

é
E ' step toward & more genﬁineiy and «distinctly moral judgement, that i:.
%l " a judgement more closely in corrgspondenée to genuine moré]ity as it ,
: ‘ has been defined by philosophers. ™ Beauvoir could certainly be ,
% iﬁcluded in this g;oup. ‘
E Yet philosophers frequently deplore the lack of good and !
% (: ‘courageous individuals in the world. Beauvoir seems open }o hopeful
gv, possibilities, but is certainly not convinced that next century will
. see a socigty of authentic beings. Kohlbérg also séém§ to feel that !
many adults willk never reach stages five and six. Earlier resu]té < .
- of tests like Kohlberg's, which attempted to evalugte moral autonomy
and the making of truly moral judgements, had discouraging results.
{ ' Fe& young adults measured up to authentic being, and Kohlberg's resu]ts

seem much the same. 0.

Koﬁlberg and Beauvoir are in ‘agreement not only about the
difficuity of reaching the most mature stage of morality, but also i

-~ . » about the structural changes which lead the person to moral growth.

As might be expected, Kohlberg focuses on details and explanations of

a scientific-psychologica] sort; his ideas do seem to complement *.

Beapvoir s, however, if we look at gtpera1 patterns. The process of ,

moral growth 1s seen as one’ 1nvo1v1ng the development of se1f—1dent1ty

%,5 .
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through, against, and/or for others. The way in which Beauvoir's and

Kohlberg's specific stages parallel each other has already been des-

~cribed. The more general pattern of total identification of self

with others, confirmation of self by significant others, further
\

definition of self as opposed to otherg,and a growing aﬁareness-of
: §
. /
the interaction of self,and society which can eventually lead to
responsible consistent morality - this pattern seems reflected in

both writers. -
(r

Theimportant changes in moral thinking have been accepted
as occurring during adolescence. There is, at this time, a greater
awareness, of moral questions’coup1ed with a greater capability for
dealing wifh them. The world becomes ipcreasingly diéerse apd ﬁess

limited to the adolescent, and if he does not take the easy way out

through bad faith, many difficult choices are inevitable.107 R
/ .

:

Beauvoir notes, 1ike Kohlberg, that during adolescence intro-

spection and the creation of new values frequently are in evidence.

Kohtlberg feels that these new and growing concerns have to do with
i

" the ability to entértain hypotheses or theoretical propositions which

’ depart from immediately observable events. "The awareness of the dis-

H
crepancy between the actual and the possible helps to make the adol-
escent a rebe]."108
It is just such awareness which seems to motivate the adoles-

cent girl in Beauvoir's The Mandarins. Dissatisfied with the plodding

and"sometimes compromising political actions of her sécialist father,

she dreams of immediate and ‘direct action and excitement. True to

’ q

pe i
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stereotype, she ruﬁs off to travel with an older man, leaving bgpind
traditional values in her search for new ones that will give meaﬁiﬁg
to her world. Somewhere past such a stage of anarchistic morality,

X

supjectivism gives way to thought which is capab]é of transcending
one's own immediate experience and consideriﬁq others'points of view.
; To a certain extent there seems to be tacit aareement between

Py

. Beauvoir and Kohlberg that intellectual development enhances fhelab—

P

ility to analyze and criticize, and to have more accurate perceptions
of the world. However, the external environment of the individual
- . interacts with his own internal environment. One influences the other.
Kohlberg writes that value orientations aré related to social class
? (:- | differences, and that the social hierarchy condones varying values for
persons at varying steps on the 1adder.]09 Beauvoir's yoﬁng bourgedis

protagonist experientes this reality in The Blood of Others, in which &

. . A
he finds that his newly-made friends of working class origin question

[

his sincerity and his comprehension of their own values and concerns.”

P : His different social background classifies him in their eyes, and

-

his arduous struggle down the social ladder is not easily accepted by

those born at the bottom.
Both Kohlberg and Beauvoir wrike abéht the development of a
social awareness in the mature individual such that the stage six/auth-

entic man acts with regard to others at(all times. Kohlberg, as noted,

, * has hritten of a reassertion in nisuown work of the Platonic faith in
the power of rational good.”0 Beauvoir too reflects the idea that N
} R f
(; ' awareness and the knowledge of right action is a development of intel-
‘g 9

e
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‘t lectual as well as of emotional potential. In Beauvoir, as has been
suggested, an almost mystical element of spiritual feelings towards
all of mankind is also evident. .
An emphasis on the universal is found in both thinkers. - Moral
judgements, 1Hvolving decisions about the goodness or rightness’gfq_\

~

- S
actions, are not like aesthetic decisdions. They tend to be universal

Jjudgements, inclusive, consistent, and grounded on impersonal or ideal

grounds. The responsibility of one towards all others must never

J
v

be neglected, nor dealt with according to personal and selfish pfé;
fergnces. JThe fact of our existence, our interfqrenfe into the lives
of others must be compensated for by continuous, thoughtful, compas-
1 ": y sionate choice and action. "

Kohlberg has written that}justice represents an ideal equil-
m

D RS

ibrium of social interaction, and certainly Beauvoir's driving

force is towards the goal of human freedom, dignity, and worth, which

i e Ao e AT

can be reflected in any social ondgxkgs justice. Justice requires .
somewhat less personal sacrifice than égg'éﬁﬁtiaugl loving actions for

fréedom of others suggested by Beauvoir, but it ig égsier to legislate

a}d carry out and it sanctions many of the same actions. This central

moral value of justice is not understood as a rule or a set of rules,

but as a way of choosing which wegattempt to follow at all times. It

is a freely chosen and .acted on fdea1. Kohlberg brings up the point

R RE
.

that a knowledge of the principle of justice does not predict virtuous

112

action but at least makes it a possib11ity. In Beauvoir we_find the ¢

same idea: recognizing one's freedom may not lead to acceptance of it

C) ~ iz
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in all cases, but it is a necessary pre]iﬂqhary to free mora]-choice.]13

The problem of the relationship between thought and action has not been
splved, but both writers recognize it as a problem. -

A writer commenting on Koh1berq 3 work has noted that Kohlberg's
stage six moral person follows closely the au;hent1c man described by
Heidegger, and, we may add, that described by Beauvoir too. He possess-
es the "moral skills" of bein§ able to attend to other peoples' feelings,
treating others as ends in themselves, thinking and acting on empir-
jcal facts and conéeqaghces, cémmunicaking clearly, and being able to
formulate universalizable pr1‘ncip1es.”4 ,

Beauvoir's explanation of morality seems to be that it dev-
elops through+the recognition that we create ourselves through others
and that-we act by choosing erojects which make ourselves richer as
persons while showing ou} concern for others. According to.Kohlberg,

morality happens through changes in what is clear and valuable to us,

- such that eventually$the whole world is included and we act by follow-

ing our increasingly other-oriented moral perceptions and decisions.

' In both cases, it is the recognition, acceptance and eventual resolution

, ~

‘qf the self-othgr conflict which afe‘the signals of moral development.

Thelgfgwing awareness of the interdependence of humanity seems to be
the key”f% moral growth, a]though Beauvoir focuses on freedom and Kohl-
berg on cogn1t1ve Maturat1on as the pathst;ead1ng to this awareness

sIt is quest1onab1e whether or not Kohlberg would accept

Beauvoir's statpment that to be free is to be moral. Kohlberg seems

‘to feel that justice can be chosen and administered even in a situation

in which not all individuals are free. In his concrete way, he does

1Y
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not analyse the actions of the individual as having effects on a}]

:5}hers, but just on the specifib society he is involved in. Kohlberg's

-

lTess mature individuals, for example in stages three and four, are less

" wracked by angst and fear thaq_BeauVoir‘s cowards and nihilists. @;auvoir

again here focuses more on abstract and intemal anxieties, whereas

" Kohlberg is interested in the specific and the external. It might be

-

argued that if Kohlberg understooé freedom in the way that Beauvoir‘does,
he would agree that the fFee man would be more Tikely to attain stage
six morality thag any other.
Although the complementarity of these two systems of thought
has been established, one is not necessarily bettef than the other.

Both have their advantages: Kohlberg has specificity, Beauvoir her

. greater sensitivity to individuals despite her ppilosophical tone.

Neither theory escapes some criticism, however. Both have received
much criticism, and some of it seemshto be warranted. Beauvoir es-
pecially has been dealt some harsh words, perhaps because of her audacity
in daring to continue Sartre's line of philosophy, when most people

know her best as a "mere" prize-winning female novelist. ‘ '

¢ N
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Chapter 7: Criticism of Kohlberq's Theory

The tests that Kohlberg worked up to evaluate moral)reésoning
and decision-making abilities Have not been c;iticiged too much. fﬁeir
use, however, and conclusions drawn from their results are anothe}
malter. Kohlberg attempted to avoid any specifically Western biases
in his test. The test situation involves a man who§e young wife is
dying from cancer. .The only available cure is one invented by a
druggist. The man, after trying all ways possible, is unable to
come. up with the amount of money the druggist demands for the med-
ication. He has only half the money, and the druggist refuse§ to
,sell it. The man, desperate at this, point, steals the drug. The ’
perjon taking this test is-asked a series of questions following

from the initial ane: should the man have stolen the drug?

The test has been used in Canada, the United States, England,

“Turkey, Central America, Mexico, and Taiwan. Kohlberg has been

criticized for assuming the univeréa]ity of his theory after test;\in
on]ﬁ these countries. It seems true that most of them operaté under
the 'same dominant social values anyway. Kohlberg, in his rush to. be
scieﬁtific, immediately speaks of his theory as accurate for moral
devé]opment in all cultures and countrijes. -

It is questionable to what extent he has figured ¥n or con-
sidered the effect of the impact of culture on young teenagersxénd
young adu]tg. If a scale of morality is made with Western values

‘

consciously or-unconsciously in mind, then a totally different culture

with different values will come out as a low scorer on Kohlberg's test.
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‘: " The test‘:ill, in Kohlberq's eyes, still be accurate; country X will
simply be categorized as somewhat immoral.
Along these lines is the problem bf class structure. Although
Kohlberg touches on the influence of the socio-ecbqomic sphete, he
does not appear to ASmpensate for it in. the analysis of his test ’ —
results. There is also the difficulty of assuming that one word or
»idea will be understood in the ééaéwﬁay in all cultures. Surely there

are sometimes vast differences in interpretation even in one city or

country let alone between countries. If stealing is considered to

be wrong, the person who steals may be "correctly" puﬁished in one
- ' culture by being_fihed, in another by being jailed, and in another‘by
(: having his hand cut off. If the principle of morality behind all
three punishments is the same and can still lead to such different
actions, then its universality loses much of its real concrete meaning.
Kohlberg has been accused of categorizing and thus falljng
into danger of making morality a static'thing, but he has stated
o that the-stages do overlap. Thus there is a place for change even
within his categories. But this leads to another problem. If an’
immature action is taken, but for mature reasons, how are we to tell
) apart the stage three from the stage five person? What is the import-
- ance of the bractica] consequence of an action? Since Kohlberg eval-
uates moral decision-making, we c’n only assume that 1iie moral actions

!

will follow. He does not show us evidence for his Kantian certainty
0 -,

on this point, since he does not test behaviour, only decision-making

abilities. But there can be a discrepancy between words and actions

N
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which throws Koh]berg's theory into a less valuab]é position, since
- we are all familiar with where good intentions and ideas can lead us.

Qne of my own criticisms of Kohlberg's work, although not a
‘: major one, is that he does too much generalizing of characterutypes. ’
Although the antonomous stage six person soupds complex and interest-

ing, and various types of personalities could fit that stage, this

e GO Ve 15 -

is not true of the lower stages. The immoral person sounds stereo-

© mrg T

typed, and too prediétab1e to be real. Kohlberg's immorality is

é bﬁring. There is not even more than a hint, for example, of the teen-
f aged rebg]]ious searcher for va]ues: Tﬁe emphasig in}stages\two

3 ° ’

% ! throggh four is on the (immoral) yes-man. What of the many other ways

! (:; h in which we deceive ourselves and others? . -

% In Kohlberg's stages there is little of the inersit& of $\
i _ character and thought ihat we find represented in Beauvoir's work.

1

She may be dramatic or poetic at times, but her stages have more ac-.

curately captured the dynami¢cs of creative coping and non-coping

oy Es SO TR

1 " that real people experience'in their moral development throughout ad;\.v

* olescent and adult life. \

’ Beauvoir avoids some of the criticisms directed at Kohlberg
because of her very differenf approagh,style, and interests. She can-
not bée criticised on the grounds that Ehe has misinterpreted scientific
data, since she does not claim to use any data other than her‘own ex-

. periences and perceptions of other people. Beauvoir has travelled

greatly during her life, and known and spoken with peqp]e from various

(:} _ socio-ecgnomic strata, and her observations come froT‘reflections on
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behaviour she has seen-or read about.-’Beayvoir also seems less quilty
of the sort of static stereotyping of man that we find in Kohlberg.

. Her stages, flexiblé 1ike Kohlberg'sf offeﬁ éreater variety. We could
' - fit‘many personalities‘to the type of moral%or immoral characters

vy

Beauvoir suggests in her stages.

Beauvoir does not attempt té persuade us that her theory of

O e

moral development is ab§olute1y and universally true and accurate.

She seems to take\specific historical and cultural context into con-

sideratzgp as an influence on development mich more than Kohlberg does.
She is definitely more concerned with moral action than Kohlberg is,
] although she sees a close relationship between thought and actidn.

P

(3 ) She worries about the consequences of actions taken; Kohlberq seems

P,

o { to look at actions, moral or immoral, in a more isolated way. .

-

£
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Chapter 8: C(riticism of‘Beauvoir's Theory

.

* There are cergain]y valid criticisms to be made of Beauvoir's

" work. One of them she give words to herself in The Blood af Others.

"I knew for ever that one cannot discern the limits of an action; that
15 .
T

She contends that we must, as moral beings, take responéibi]ity for

which one is in the midst of doing, one cannot know in advance."

all consequences of our actions. Yet it is impossible for us to know
all these consequences before the action is taken. Can we, in good
faith, decide to do anything? This particular contradiction is never

really dealt with. It might be assumed thét any action taken, no

R R e i Y

matter how much it seemed to be one that would work towards the free-"

~

dom of all others, tight stil{‘have unknown negative consequences. No

~

-
5

action can be accepted as totally valuable, then, and uncertainty and

doubt continue to pladue even the authentic being. Yet, in some volumes

e

of Beauvoir's autobiography, any doubt of the value of Sartre's actions
seems to have disappeared. The theoretical problems of acting that

Beauvoir sets up are not always felt so keenly in day-to-day life.

v
Ao L S S on

. . Her own criticism of Ethics of Ambiguity, as found in her Farce

of Circumstance, is that her descriptions of the stages of morality

-
2

were too abstraét. She writes that she considers the polemical part to

K]

be valid, including her defense of existentialism, but that her stages

5 ;

To a cer-

" were not closely enough situated "in levels of realitﬁ."l16

ﬁain extent, this seems a valid criticism. Morality, she feels, must

be defined in a4 social context, but Beau?oir's/morality demands a
& -

specific his;brica] context as well, concerned as it is with groups
W
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Her theory made no mention of such §pecifics,
Yy

and not just individuals.

~ élfhough I think that she might condone’ certain actions in one higtorical .

situation that would be totally out of place in another.
Along with this lack of historical specificity, Beauvoif

focuses too greatly on the isolated individual. She seems.'to-lend

all value to the individuaf, although her theory focuses on humanily‘
as a whole and on the possible development of g[ggpg and nations. She
is not a communist, but is enough of a socialist for one tb expect .
slightly less ﬁora] value to be placed on the actions of one persgn

-~

acting alone. Her authentic being sounds like an a1£ruistic hern, but
even he tan dg little without the support and“co-oﬁer&tion of others.
A]fhough she dwells on the cdnstant self-other interface when explaining
the human cond1t1on, some- of her stages pay little attentionth this

dynamic. Authent1c man comes closest to the 1dea1 behaviour, but he

too suffers from lack 'of gnowledge of the consequpnces éf his actions
and from the difficulty of objectifying othng. -

Beauvoir is rather idealistic in assum{nq that authentic man is
a consigtent]y tenable position of morality, given her own admission of
the weaknesses of humanityw Like Kbh]berg,"she does ﬁétfsay what pro-
portion of human1ty she thinks ‘can reach or has_reached authentic being.
She’ seems to have a bias towards artists, however, shown éhroughout her
autobipgraphical work. Perhaps sugh 1dea1;sm was necessary to her, '
since she herse]f,‘aTthough a'teacher for many years, always consider-

-

ed her§§]f a writer first and forémost?' It may be that her own circle

of friends and acquaintances, including asnit“d1d many of the most im-

[ «
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portant thinkers‘jn Western' Europe, gave hgr quite unintentionally a
more optimistic view of human possibilities than that of the“ayeréﬁe
20th century Frenchwomah.

Here in her own life, then, are examples.of things that habe

4 . »
had a great influence on her own development as a person. Yet she ’

doeS'mo%ftake much accouqtﬁof how they influence the moral deve16pmeﬁt

of others. The first factor is that of emotional tendencies. Theq:‘
personality of any individual, psyché]o@ists have shown us, is a

gomplex and frequently contradictory entity. Bﬁt certain tendencies -
show up stronger than others. Beauvoir has,always been both more
practicat and more concrete in her thinking than the abstract and

dreamy Sartre:”ﬁhat accountse%or t&iy difference is a whqle complex '
of factors involving genetic inheritance, family inf]yence, social

o

training, and personal experience. The early years‘1eave one with a’

/

marked tendency towards certain types of reactions and certain ways

~of ©®oping with and expressing fears and hopes. quuvoir‘s fictional

" characters make value decisions for good or evil under the-.strong in-

fluence of their emotions, but she does not write much in her ethics

Ko
a

~

about this sort of influence on moral decision-making.

Nor does she deal with another important experience it seems

o

likely she or her friends knew of, the boss;bi1ity of insﬁiration.‘ .

This too is a highly personal and un%que way of compqehension, which

may not s;rike many individuals, although we might suspect her artist’ ) -
friends would be familiar with,it. Like religious convers{on exper-

iences, inspiration might lead to a fow Tevel of thinking and acting,

) : a#
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even if ig}does not have as its direct source the needs of and res-
LS

ponsibilities to others. These exceptions to the 'rule of moral dev-

elopment’have not been dealt with. |

Beauvoir's belief in freedom as the source of all values is

reflected in all of her works,'and explained in Ethics of Ambiguity.
. - Ve

WithBut it, she contenﬁ;, there is no hora] action possible. It is
an intriguing idea, and is argued'strbng]y. However, i; is no£
totally acceptable because of the way in which Beauvoir defines her
terms. To her mind, freedom consists of a sharp awareness of the
world, 6f the rights ®f others, and of the ambiguity of human exis-

~

tence. There are qertain]y many thinkers, both religious and othe}—'
wise, who would and do,quarée] with her analysis of man as the givér
of sense to his world. '

» To those acceptinq?}mposed order énd set of values, be it f
that of God or of nature, the human condition i; not seen as being
particularly ambiguous. There are not, for other péints of view, the
same problems and anxieties that there are for those following Beauvoir's

- .
. theories and perceptions. Thus there are many people who in Beauvoir's

eyes are not free,,because they do not aécept the arbitrary fact 6$
their existence and do not accept a need for personal and original
sense-making. if they are not free, they cannot possibly, be mora].? The
most virtuous action, if not-taken wiéh freedom as its goal, would be "
‘considered not of verx'g(eat va]ﬁe by Beauvoir. Clearly this view
Jdimits the number of moral actions to be found in our world. It seems

e

more reasonable to accept that the struggle for personal awareness and’

~ °
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. other ideals than freedgm, she discards these

g

freedom is one of several sources of moral action.
. She also contends that freedom is the only value which can
in any and all situations be taken as the supreme goil._ Freedom‘is the ‘
only value she deems safe to use as an ideal. She is afraid that other
values set up és goals might be distortedkjy individua.1 interpretations,
and so only\freedom should be sought unconditionally. Beauvoir does
not give any reason for her belief that freedom alone will stand un-
abused as an ideal.
Although she mentions that the less mqral person will choose
mq%thers as not valuable.
They may indeed be less valuable, but they should be reckoned with.
Beauvoir does not take into enough account the influence of the society”
we live in. It may make thg kind of freedom she speaks of close.to
impossible for most individhals. There(pay be various ileals which
are encouraggd,“e.g.L the in ?Vidua] who‘gets ahead no m&%ter what,

. [§
which work on our brains whether we are conscious of the influence or

not. The consumer society do%s not naturally think of shar1nq and of

&
being responsible to fellow men. The social set-up does not work to -

strengthen altruism and concern;*pr humanity in most,cases, with its

push for personal material welfare and well-being. Beauvoir has ad-

.

mitted her stages are too abstract as they are notfgrbunded in real

historical situations, and comparab1y her philosophy of freedom as.

supreme value is not grounded in the realistic structure of our Western

‘ . -

socio-economics. -
AR

. It certainly does not seem to be necessary to possess Beauvoir's

-1

-
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type of freedom in order to act morally, although freedom does indeed

facilitate such actions. If one is not completely aware of one's

. .
respdnsibility and self-worth, the spectrum of moral action is very
Tikely 11mt&ho but it is not non-existent. The phenomenon of the

right thing béﬁhg done for the wrong reasons has existed and will con-
! tinue to ex@st, and desp1te the 1mportance,of intention, an act done

& ,/
-t T '“—“f‘“’the wrong reasons is still an act of practical consequence for the
3

world. .

e I

Thisumatter of doing the right thing for the wrohg reason

¢

brings up another problem. Beauvoir seems to assume that we.do what

Goa

we want to do, and that wjth encugh luck, courage, and’ struggle, we

s

M

will see our way clear to the understanding of our owh worth and

responsibilities. 1 have already noted her* lack of attention towards .

ST L WAZ © Dam e WD et pek ST H I

those external social, factors that 1nf1uence our value percept1on, -

and "towards the individual emotional factors that 1nf1uence our ex-

pression of our values. ' But she also forgets about, or chooses not
.o o D ,
to do more than mention, our frequent difficulties in control]ing our
) , -
actions We do not do everything we wish to, and we are rarely free
- 4

to do'all we wou]d because of our human weaknesses. She lists off

o R g i e A
-~

. some of them, but does not qo'on to suggest how- or if they can be dea]t 0

v

with. In her books some characters are simply stronger and moce com-

4

passionate then others. Yet 1f she will not accept a theological _ ) .

: basis for their better condition in life and be)ter understanding of y
it, she ought to suggest something else. Human nature, as has been -

(:‘ ‘noted, she says has possibilities for good gﬁ@_evik{\wiui if evil tend-

s
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‘ encies exist, it would seem the part of a writer ¢oncerned with moral
action to suggest how we might cbmbat them. This is not exblicitlw .
/ done. ’ ¢ ’ R
. . ‘ i
. Beauvoir's .stages of development are by no means inya]idated\ ﬁ
. . L) jgé.
by this criticism, but her "free man" and her assumptions should be S ﬁ?é
) examined more carefully. It seems she has limited him too much to o
being an artificial created figure who holds her own philosophical E‘
~ &
-views, and cannot include other traditionally virtuous models. ! %&
3! i - 47
) & ,
. k -
B} e - R
115 i ¢
e The Blood of Others, p. 63
3§ ’ . .
(: ]16Force of Circumstance, p. 67 ‘. i ’ .
4 \
o \ "
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Chapter 9:
A.

The Prob]ems of Freedom :ﬁ'

Choos149 Va]uab]e Actions

»

o If we go a]ong with Beauvoir's idea of authentic beinq as

3
the most moral way to exist, there are various problems to confront.

"The move toward morality is the move “toward genuine: free choice, which

4

The com-

~

we might imagine would be personal and varied in character.
plexity of humanity seems to assure us a variety of ‘interpretations of
that which would serve to moveltheindividual and his society towards -

freedom. free choices will

How can it be assumed:that individuals'
_perfectly mesh with the furthering of freedom for mankind as a whole?

‘If:choices do not further this goal, they are not all that moral after

a]].

~

point of perception and awareness of authentic Being, the one is the

Beauvoir attempts this reconciliation by saying that at the

~ same as the other. That is,thdughtful free choice aﬁﬂ consequent action
on the part of the individual cannot help butffurthed‘the cause of human

. /
Her lack of historical context here is helpful to her angu--

4

ment, since facts and specific ‘cases might show otherwise.

B

freedom.

Her-inter-

/ o

pretation seems possible but not inevitable.

How does- Kohlberg deal with this problem? He seems to feel

that the autonomous moral agent will have as muchfrespecf for others

>

as for himself, and will therefore in making individual choTce§ at

least do nothing to interfere with the freedom of others. This seems

a more realistic approach. Kohlberg's belief in justice as the supreme

vaJue allows for personal choices and actions which, although highly

moral, may not be overlj helpful to the furthering of justice‘bn the

)
o

o

e

»
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_morality of all ind%vidda] actions.

.and frequently the most moral. ' ..

) # ! . v
large scale. As has been noted, however, his acceptance of justice .

as the supreme value seems somewhat culturally determined, and

" therefore may not be the most usefyi measure for evaluating the

-
¥

Koh]bgrg comes in for the same criticism as that given to | :
Beauvoir: he has not shown sufficient attention to those social.
and cultural factors that 1nﬁ1ugnce us. Nor does he, any more than ,
Beauvoir, account clearly fdf our own problems in doing all that we ]
wish we céulé. ' / : . S
Beauvoir is partZFuT;rly concerned with the pjgctica1’con-

sequences of actions, as' well as with their intentiéns. What kind
§

of action,on projet is, éccepted as being valuablé in the movemeht

towards human d1gn1ty, so]1dar1ty, and freedom? Is moral action
only poss1b]e for tHose possessed of artistic and ph1losoph1ca1
tatents? Beauvo1n;actu5§ﬁy goes into more detail cancerning the

personalities and concerns of the immoral or less moral than she

s

does for the aqﬁhenﬁic man. The characters in her riovels and plays
here again should be kept in mind. These fictional and semi-fiction-
al cha?acteqs help give specific form to the abstract ideas in her

Ethics of Kmbiguity In her books we tend to find mostly art1sts,

writers, and po11t1ca11y inclined figures portrayed as the most aware
In other writing,-she is 1ess discriminating. "True 1iberty
15 that which rea11zes itself by a positive proaect 117 In a tone
n

thﬂt Kohlberg wou]d probab]y go along with she writes, "when action
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pis a 11v1ng rea11ty, when one be11eves*1n its goals, the word justice

118

has a mean1ng Our projects, if they are td be important and merit

"our time and effort must affirm the depth of the wor]d and the’sing-
< ular rea11ty\pffour own lives. They must havg as thelr q1t1mate
significance theiquest of freedom. In her -idealistic vein, she writes

"

) . - that, “It is on1y from the moment of cho1ce gn that reality has va]ue,”9

_she does not 11ke to Openly accept that reality may dictate cho1ces in
- some situations.

N

B. Creativity and Violence

- WOhthwhi1e projects dre those that lead to new possibilities, )
_new ideas, and hew toﬁmunication. She uses the examp1es of work in the
(3_ , f1elds of sc1ence, industry, art and culture, invention, and philosophy.
¢ These f1e1dsla11 seem to have great potgnt1a1 to move in creative and .
. positive ways toward greater sensé-makihgyof the world and so toward
: ’ freedom. Sometihes,‘hOWever, negatité action is necessary, such as

120

violent tevoldtion. -As we might expect, Beauvoir contends that

g / . ) . . .
~ violent action which coimes from an increasing awareness. of oppression
.k on the part of an ihdividual or group is moral action. In such a case,

Yo abstain is to be an accomplice .to greater vio]enge and theé abuse of- -

LN . - o
»

- - .. °  freedom. ) : N .

S

' RN L
. Beauvoir is not.here condoang violence across the board, nor

is she suggest1ng that being free means being able to do what you feel

S
¥

] . like, "To be free i not to be able to do what one wants; it is to be
able to pass the given boundsﬂtowards an open future. You oppress me
if YOu:throw me in jail, not if you keep me from throwing my neighbor in .

i
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12] Elsewhere she writes, "Respect for the freedom of others is

jail."
not ‘an abstract rule: it is the first condition for the success o% my

w122

efforts. Surely others must be treated respectfully. It is t?

those others that Beauvoir and her fellow writers called out.

Although Beauvoir no Houbt hoped to reach individuals from élf

1

, backgrounds, it,is unlikely that she does. Her novels had and have '

great success, Hut even those who read Tong novels tend to be of a

\

certain class. Needless to say, her philasophical warks have attracted
a much smaller audience. She herself has revealed a certain bias ébout
what it is Qorthwhi]e to do in her frequent praise of the kind of writ-
ing whiéh reaches out to others.' She once wrote, "In any activity there

can be freedom, and particularly in intellectual ac;ivity, because

n123

there you find little place for repetition. Projects which open up

ngw possibilities for thought and action, which are ori%gted to growth

and the-future, aré the most valuable kind to Beauvoir.

>

If we are truly aware, we wil[ know'that even the most care-
fully thought-out and executed project, and the new ideas that spring
up in its wake, will nat make mufh difference to the world as a whole. |,
Stil1l we must continue to thinﬁ? choosé, and act, to live a life so

committed and so justified that we can continue to cherish.it even when

124

all our i]]uéiqu have been lost. The interaction of the hopes of

the individual and the complex world they grow up in is reflected in

»
Beauvoir's statement: "My 1ife has been the fulfillment of a primary

design; and at the same time it has been the product_%nd expression of

125

the worTd in which it developed." The coming to grips with freedom
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demands the constant creating and carrying out of active, thoughtful

’ \grojects, even in the face of their frequent failure. The qhoicé and
» . the acting 9ut from the choice is essential. ’ T
' 4
3

M perghe, p. 176 L , A ]
M81p4d., p. 170 : '
]lgL'Existentialishe et la Sagesse‘dés Qations, p. 91
12055, une Morale de L'Ambiguité. p. 116~118
2 bidz, p. 131 B
122P .

(2, yrrhus et Cinfas, p. 358 i

’ F
]238erghe, P. 20
12800ttre11, p. 145 - \,
125011 said and Done, p. 30 SR
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% Chapter 10: Conclyding Rehqus : J

A. An Appreciation‘and Criticism of Beauvoir and Kohlberg

During the course of my research and thought on this thesis,

) vie TR e L e

I came up with more objections to the ideas g¥“Beauvoir than I had

imagined I"would. NeQerthe]ess,~I think she has madé a valuable and

Meaav W A

]

thought—provoking‘contributidn to ideas about moral development. Her

o

<

' ' diption of the
' W

hgcan condition is frightening, but clearly written.
g—cannot say it is wrong,,since no one individuals interpretation of
3 J R \

" - existence based on experience is any more right than another's. Ac-

cepting Sartres ideas and presuppositions, she then moves on to add her

owﬁ. I find her focus on the po§§ibi1ities of sehse-making and value-

creating, with its hopeful tone, an assurihq response to Sartres neg-

/ ativism. Beauvoir may be justly accused of ideaﬁism_in the almost

mystical human'so]idarity that she wants us all to be in touch with,

but her belief jn loving action is coﬁcrete and real; Her concern for

human responsibiiity anqggignity is admirable, and her own 1life shows

ample ‘evidence of her beliefs. ¥

- I am not totally in &ccord with Beauvoir when it comés to her
idea of freedom as the supreme value. Her idea of freedom, invo]vingc
as it does an inténse awarenels of fhe world and an acceptance of total .
responsibility, is clearly beyond the intellectual and emotional cap-

. " acities of many people. Yet she sees it as an essential 1ngred1eﬁt to
moral behaviSpr, and diégounts as moral any actions taken that did not

have freedom as their ultimate goal. (It might even be argued that this

(: . kind of freedom is only possible for those of a certain socio-economic
} Lo, a3
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class who have the leisure to consider such problems.) It also gives '
1ittle credit to those who acéépt a different set of values that they
have not personally qreated. Here again, if Beauvoir insists on free-
dom as the source of all value. many valid actions lose their moral
character. ¢

What I find more va]uable in Beauvoir s work is the way in which

she has taken her 1dea of freedom as the supreme value and worked it

through in respect to the moral development ‘of the 1ndiv1dua1 Although

one may not agree with her world view, ‘her exgyineﬁion of morat devel-
opment seems quite valid. She has recognized that the child exists in
a state of émora1ity until he Jis capable of certain perceptions and the
taking oﬁ of heavy responsibilifies. After this point, she focuses-on ‘
vaﬁious stages or social structures that the growing person expefiencés.
The change in the bredominEnCe of ocertain values seems rea]istic; and

her descriptions of the compromises and deceptions that we emply are

- very accurate. The general movement from total dependency on others,

to partialgdepehdepcy on (and .identification through) others, to rebel-
lion, to an eventual choice and acceptance of interdepenaence is given
support in her work. "The moral beiné is, at bes;, the aware and gl-
trulstic mature soc1a1 being ‘
Beauvoir's use of stages has been cr1t1c1zed However, to con-
ceive of moral development as occurring in stage; is not a new 1éea.
Neither is it an idea for which there'is no evidence.; Stages ao not
imply +inevitable progress, nprAquick and isolated breaks in growth.

There need be no inference of the inevitability of moral developneﬁt.
. 4
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HWe p1of‘§tages in intellectual and physical growth.without assuming )
that it is inevitab]e Neither Beauvoir nor Koh]berg 15 50 SUper- ‘ .

ficial as to assume 1nev1tab1e deve]opment, although both might wish

it were so. Staghs are a shorthand for the discovery that moral
development, 1ake other kinds of human development, happens 1n fa1r—
1y distinct comp1exes of,attitude and behavioyr.

"This 1dea does not. tota11y discount the possibi]ity of re-

ko

e

t E . . ligious conversion experiences, which sometimes result in an 1mmed—
jate jump in moral awareness. An intense realizatioeﬂmayiproduce
_ ; ’ speeded-up development. However, most people will never have ‘such a
réelizatjon but will proaress moreopainstaking1§ through the stages -
(}’ R of social interaction andodevelopment. _. . )
‘Oun.expectations must di‘fer\for individuals who are at dif-

4 ferent levels of thobght. Even the yword levels, connoting perhaps
| a ladder of progress, is *inaccurate, since Beauvoir notes that the
stages are gradually grown intol They'donnot exist alone. The authen-
tic man\ma&'s1ip 1ﬁto,attitudes and behaviours befitting a less respon-
sible stage. Pe;haps we use the word stages because it gives us a more
valid tool to use in tﬂe eko]oration of humanlgrowth‘than other less
flexible or more vague“stru;tures,or térms. It is not enough to say
that Gandhi was different from Idi Aoin in his moral development. .
There do exist, various studies and mony writers have.conyinced me,

complexés of moral thought 1nvo151ng certain sets of values and consequent

behaviours.” Such complexes follow each other almost: invariably in a

ES
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certain or&er, and although they leave roéﬁ‘for further questioning
and research, the sfage idea is a valid one in this field.

Dr. Lawrenqe Koh1ber§ is'obviously one of thé researchers who
has influenced my ideas. His philosophical basis is nowhere exp1ainéd
in the sort of detail that Beauvoir's is, but his goal also seems to
be towards human dignity and ;esponsible action. He accepts justice
as the suprgqe va]ue'rathﬁr than freedom, and base§,hjs thought on
psycﬁoﬂd@ica1 testing and gcientific objectivity rather thap on phil- ‘.

»

'rosophical analysis and subjective reflection.

If Beauvoir's moral man i; one who has escaped from indifference
and fea#,“Koh1berg's moral man is one who haé“esc;ped from ignorance
gﬁd fear. Despiteathege diffgrenceé, Kohlberg is genefgl1y supportive
of the self-other pattern of identity and mota1 growth mentioned above,
and his finalﬂdescriptipn,of the moraﬁ'pe?son is almost igentica1 with
Beauvoir's authentic being.~ Kohlberg also fee]s"that the idea of stageg
of moral deve{opméht is a sgund'one, and has foaﬂowed in the footsteps
of high1§ respected psycho1pgists in his attempt to sups;antiate his,
claim. He has-not totally sucéessfu11y,proven the universality of his
harticular Qalues hierarchy, but he has given much evidence in support

of the_stages idea. The fact that two thinkerg{ with backgfounﬂs*and

presuppositions as different as Beauvoir's and Koh1bérg’s havg inde-

&-;pendeﬁt1y come: ctose to having th same. understanding of moral growth "

is'in itself a supportivé fact,'qiven the scholarity and h@rd continu=-

ous work of these two.’

L)

It should be clear that I.have criticisms of both Beauvoir and

“\
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Kohlberg. Kohlberg should attemp% to account for hi§ necessaPily ¢
Western biases, and continue his testing before he proc]aims the -
; universality of hi§ theory. He sh?u1d also attempt t; deal more
; clearly egd to a g;eéﬁer extent with the problem of intention vs.
§ action if he wants his theory to have mor%”practical application.
Beauvoir, it seems to me, in her zeal to ex%]ain freedom as
. ' the supreme va]ug anq source of value, has become blind to other
. possible interpretations of human growth. Her {nsistence on personal
| total responsibility has led her away from closer examin§tion of the
spiritual outward-reaching dﬂ%ension of humanity; the picture of free-

N dom and responsibility she'ho1ds up is indeed an awesdme and fright- //

¢

ening one. She is certainly correct in her focus on the need for .

~
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compassionate thought-.and action, and her concern with personal res-

B S

s 3
ponsible decision. "Each man decides the place he occupies in the

world,-but he must occupy one; deciding not to is also occupying

s

,oné."]26 But sheidoés not offer much i the way of concrete Suggestions.
» Part of the problem with her work i§ that it gets too abstract
\‘for its oWn good. She writes that we must accept total responsibility
for our actions, and thus for their practical consequences as well.

Yet since, as she admits, we can never be sure of those consequences,

[

where does this leave.-us? It leaves us, as always, in a state of am-

2t R e

- biguity, but it also may leave us in a paralysis of indecision. And to

not act is the Heginning of death and meaninglessness. Perhaps if_

b

Beauvoir had‘1essened the severity with which she demands our awareness

L

and knowledge, there could be more considered action. . As she herself

~
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suggested, a more specific morality, one Todged in a particular histor-

ical context, would be more helpful.,

B. * Possible Direction for Further Thought ’ f”’“\

Finally, both Kohlberg and Beauvoir might be criticized for
not having been clear enocugh about some of their assumptions. Neither
has dealt c%?p1ete1y with the problem of the strong influences wh’ich/é,b ‘i\\ ¢

the ideals, social roles, and unspoken values /Of Oyr society have on

us. Kohlhgrg's justice may be as inaccessilfle as' Beauvoir's fregdom

bec§use of socio-economic factors. In the same way, human nature
- . ¥ a
itself can Timit our moral development. Kohlberq assumes that inhtel-
tectual development is the path to virtue, ignoring emotional and

personality factors. Beauvoir hedges on this point, admitting We at

-

times do sgruggle‘with Burselves, but explaining why %his -

happens or how %t can be successfu11y)deq1t with. She

motivation for moral growth a partial mystery. ©-

" It is, however, clear in Beauvoir's work that she has under-

taken her study of moral developmqnt‘in the hopes of encouraging greater

awareness, thought, and concerned action. This interest is laudable,

and if her stages and Kohl%erg's are less than completely accurate

and not totally philcsophically grounﬂed, nevertheless.they offer inter- °*

esting directions for the understanding of moral behavioJr and continued’ .

research in this field. " \ : ’
‘ Moral development needs to be more c1ear1y‘understood'in a wo;ld

where crime, des;ﬁuctive anti-social behaviour and apathy increase yearly.

1f we can know more about how and why morality develops in some cases”

-
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and not in others; we may have important information for psycho1og¥sts,
sociologists, and ‘educators. It seems possible that the stage theories
have some“ré1evancy to more accuratg explanations of motivation, and '
may clarify the kj;ds of social interaction we_ can expect from differ-
ent individuals, If Beauvpir's. Kohlberg's'and other theories are
studied with an emphasis on the problem of the relationship between -
moral judgements and moral action, we may find concrete suggestiors

and practical applicatigh for the encouraging of foral behaviour.

o

126

Pyrrhus et Cingas, p. 263 .
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