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Reasoning is an important aspect of judgement. The role of intuitive versus rational
reasoning in arriving at moral judgement has been a debated issue. This paper
aims at documenting the current status of research in his debate. Early literature in
the field of moral reasoning is briefly presented. The relative importance of intuition
and reasoning in moral judgement is discussed, substantiated by theoretical
premises and empirical works. The dearth of literature in moral reasoning in India
is emphasised and scope for further research is highlighted.
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There is nothing either good or bad, but thinking makes it so.

Thinking is instrumental in moral judgement. What
might be the nature of the thinking process that
may have such evaluative implications: is it
spontaneous and intuitive or a product of rational
deliberation? While some philosophers and
psychologists emphasize the role of intuitive
morality in humans, others have considered
controlled rational reasoning as crucial to moral
judgment. This paper would selectively review
some of the modern research evidences
pertaining specifically to this debate. In its focus
on moral judgment, defined here as the cognitive
precursor to decision making, the review excludes
the studies on moral behaviour, and hence is
limited in scope. However, in the first two sections,
we would discuss the general outline of
philosophical and empirical concerns with
morality in general to locate the review in
perspective.

Pre-modern Notions of Morality

Concern with Morality has characterized all
civilizations. The major social and religious texts
of ancient civilizations are replete with ambiguities
and conflicts in conceptualizing the morally right
or wrong. Specifically, in the Indian context, such
moral dilemmas have been raised and solved by
the protagonists and other characters of the
ancient Hindu texts like the Ramayana and the
Mahabhéarata. The different Puranas of our country

-William Shakespeare.

raise moral issues that have been resolved in
manners that may or may not be endorsed by
today’s standards. These ancient texts often
include complex justification / reasoning of the
actions, and offer elaborate arguments about
morality, as in the ‘Anushéshana Parva’ of the
Mahabharata. Ancient Indian concepts
distinguished between two types of morality:
Karma (deed) and Dharma (justice) (Smith, 1991).
Since Hinduism is not a single faith, but a system
of interlocking social, spiritual and political
concepts (McDaniel, 2007; Radhakrishnan, 1923/
1996), often the moral issues were enmeshed with
social and political issues or ‘Rajadharma’, or
were concemed with ‘greater good’ defined for the
specific historical moment (Radhakrishnan, 1947).
Example in support is ‘Manusamhitd’, whereas
Canakya’s texts imply the relativity and situational
variability of moral dictums. Other prevalent
religions of the South Asia, including Islam,
Buddhism, Jainism, Sikhism and their derivatives,
as well as ancient religions in Middle East have
their own commentary on moral behaviour and
thought, a study of which would place Psychology
of morality in historical and geographical context.

In the occidental world, perhaps the first
instance of moral dilemma occurred when Eve
defied the rules of the Garden of Eden. The
Sophists of the early Greek world illustrated the
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nature and need of moral conduct. The stories of
the Greek epics, the lliad and the Odyssey, also
revolve round moral conflicts of sexuality and
justification of war or aggression. Since display
of valour in warfare always entails violation of
survival rights of other people, an issue equally
pertinent today, much of moral reasoning has to
deal with justification of aggression. Morality has
always been associated with religion throughout
the world, but when Christianity gained wide
acceptance in the Western world, morality took
a specific shape and influenced much of the
modem literature on moral Psychology afterward.

Early Period of Modern Research on
Morality

As in many other domains of Psychology,
what we now study under Psychology of Morality
is influenced by the Post Enlightenment
scholarship. Of course, the debate between
intuition and rationality appears in Post
Enlightenment scholarship before Psychology as
a discipline was established. Eighteenth century
philosophers, David Hume and Immanuel Kant,
raised questions on use of reason in morality.
According to Hume, moral knowledge is attained
by an “immediate feelingandfiner internal sense,”
notby a “chain of argument and induction” (Hume,
1776/1965, p. 24). This approach, emphasizing
the passionate nature of man and often called
empiricism, was opposed by the proponents of
rationalism such as Kant (1785/1959) who argued
that rationality was more important for moral
actions.

Although the Swiss psychologist Jean
Piaget’'s theory of moral development is
considered by many as a pioneering work within
mainstream Psychology, psychological research
relating to moral development dates back earlier.
The works of Freud (1923), especially his
conceptualisation of superego reflects issues of
moral concern. Superego was conceptualized by
Freud as irrational and relentless, although guised
under rationality. In 1925, two English scholars,
Macaulay and Watkins, published their study on
environmental influences on development of moral
values (Kay, 1970). Hartshorne, May and Maller
(1929), conducted a five year project called the
‘character education enquiry’ on secondary
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school children and identified several complex
factors producing moral behaviours.

Piaget, in his pioneering book, The Moral
Judgment of the Child (1932), laid the foundation
fortheoretical explanations of moral development,
based on his observation of children playing
marbles. Chronologically, Havighurst and Taba’s
(1949) work on character of school children, and
Gesseland lig’s (1946) proposition of a sequential
nature of moral development are subsequent
significant contributions. However none of these
works became as influential as that of Lawrence
Kohlberg (1969) who extended Piaget’s theory
and attempted to measure moral development.
According to Kohlberg, moral reasoning develops
across six stages which may be categorised
under three levels: Level |: Preconventional
Morality having the two sub stages of i)
Punishment and obedience orientation, and ii)
naive hedonism; Level Il : Conventional Morality
having the sub stages of i) “Good Boy” or “Good
Girl” Orientation and ii) Social-Order-Maintaining
Morality; Level Ill) Post conventional (or Principled)
Morality incorporating the stages of i)The Social-
Contract Orientation and ii) Morality of Individual
Principles of Conscience. These stages are
sequential and universalin nature.

Kohlberg's contribution was notlimited to the
theorisation and measurement of moral
judgements but also in proffering a cognitive
approach to morality as opposed to the behavioural
and the psychoanalytical theory. Kohlberg's
influence dominated the field of moral psychology
for almost a decade and half, inspiring animated
research (Haidt, 2008). Carol Gilligan (1982)
critiqued Kohlberg’s concept as gender-biased.
She argued against Kohlberg's justice perspective
that emphasizes only right and wrong derived on
the basis of only male participants. Gilligan spoke
of a care perspective, which argues in favour of
interpersonal relationships, communication, and
concern for others (Santrock, 2005). Critics
suggest that Gilligan had overemphasised therole
of gender in moral reasoning. Jaffe and Hyde’s
(2000) meta-analyses failed to support Gilligan’s
claims. The obtained differences could be attributed
to the stories of moral dilemma rather than the
gender of the participants (Santrock, 2005).
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Nancy Eisenberg proposed a theory of
prosocial reasoning and argued that dilemmas
like those presented by Kohlberg, were difficult
for children to understand. Using simpler short
stories and on the bases of cross-sectional as
well as longitudinal studies, Eisenberg (1982,
1991) proposed that prosocial reasoning
developed in an age-related sequence, following
six distinct stages. Eisenberg may be credited
as the first researcher synthesizing cognitive,
conative, and affective domains of morality (Berk,
2008).

These earlier stage theories viewed moral
reasoning from a developmental perspective,
examining how moral reasoning evolved. This
developmental perspective has been associated
with the controversy about evolutionary origin of
moral/pro-social behaviour (Wilson, 2012).
Although developmental theories have tried to
establish the development of the moral system
in children, they were silent about its operations
and changes in adulthood. Does exposure to
counter attitudinal stimuli change the way of moral
reasoning? If reasoning is a cognitive function,
then, is moral reasoning under the influence of
any cognitive biases? The early theories failed to
address these issues.

The New Approach to Moral Judgment

Heider (1958) was one of the pioneers who
stressed the importance of reasoning in causal
attributions, by stating that people act like naive
scientists. Fiske and Taylor (1991) challenged this
view and held thathumans are actually ‘cognitive
misers’ who avoid engaging in effortful thoughts,
thereby, often leading to biases. Elliot Turiel (1983)
developed a ‘domain theory’ of morality that
properly distinguished between social reasoning
and moral reasoning. The social conventional rules
are created for the purpose of maintaining social
order and system. Moral conventions, contrarily,
involve the concept of justice. Moral rules are
obligatory and may be impersonal (Turiel, 2006).

The beginning of the present century was
marked by some influential works on morality
which changed the field of moral psychology
considerably. Haidt and Kesebir (2010) righty
stated: ‘Moral psychology is undergoing a multi
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disciplinary renaissance, and social psychology
is one of the central fields in ‘this new synthesis’™
(p. 797). Some of these newer contributions
touching specifically upon intuition versus
reasoning in moral judgmentare briefly discussed
here.

Social Intuitionist Model (SIM)

Jonathan Haidt proposed the social
intuitionist model (SIM) of moral judgement. SIM
emphasises the importance of quick automated
processes over slow deliberative processes. In
his acclaimed work titled, ‘The Emotional Dog
and His Rational Tail’ (2001), Haidt challenged
the rationalist trend and proposed that rational
thinking is at the mercy of emotion. The social
aspect of SIMis derived from the fact that moral
judgement is, indeed, an interpersonal process
(Haidt, 2001).

Haidt objectively defined intuition and
reasoning. The process of moral intuitions are “the
sudden appearance in consciousness of a moral
judgment, including an affective valence (good-
bad, like-dislike), without any conscious
awareness of having gone through steps of
searching, weighing evidence, or inferring a
conclusion” (Haidt, 2001, p. 818). Moreover, itis
an automatic process that almost always has an
affective tinge. When these affective reactions are
very strong and adequately differentiated, they
may be called moral emotions like gratitude,
disgust etc. (Haidt & Kesebir, 2010).

Moral reasoning is “conscious mental activity
that consists of transforming given information
about people (and situations) in order to reach a
moral judgement”. Moral judgement is not the
same as moral reasoning. Moral reasoning may
be defined as “evaluations (good versus bad) of
the actions or character of a person that are made
with respect to a set of virtues held by a culture
or subculture to be obligatory” (Haidt, 2001,
p.817). Moral intuition is not a kind of reasoning
but is cognition (Haidt, 2001, p.814).

Haidt, Bjorklund and Murphy (2000) cite the
occurrence of ‘moral dumbfounding’ to support
claims of the dominant nature of intuitions over
rationality. Moral dumbfounding is said to occur
when people fail to give proper reasons or strong
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arguments in favour of their moral judgements. In
an interesting experiment, five stories were
presented to 30 undergraduate participants (17
females and 13 males): one ‘moral reasoning’story,
two stories of ‘moral intuition’, and two about ‘non-
moral intuition’. The participants failed to provide
strong reasons in favour of judgements they made
for stories of intuitive primacy. Often, they stated
very clearly that they had no reasons in favour of
their judgements.

Subsequent support for SIM is, however,
mixed. Therefore, Haidt could not totally ignore the
rationalist aspect and recognized occasional
importance of deliberation. This is called the
principle of ’intuitive primacy but not dictatorship’
(Haidt & Kesebir, 2010). In this context, Haidt
recognised the role of expertise in moral
judgement. ‘Trained and socialised’ philosophers
may successfully reason, even about disturbing
issues. Finally, Haidt proposed two ‘links’ that may
encourage reasoning in moral judgement—
reasoned judgement and private reflection. In
reasoned judgement, logic guides decision. In
private reflection, reflective thinking about the issue
may activate a new intuition. Pizzaro and Bloom
(2003) proposed a third process, where reasoning
may influence prior judgement that shapes
intuitions. The reasoning may be constructed by
either prior cognitive appraisal or by controlling the
information one may attend to. Therole of expertise
is also challenged by Pizzaro and Bloom (2003)
who held that several non-professionals exercise
reasoned judgementin different situations.

Haidtand Joseph (2007) further proposed the
moral foundation theory (MFT) claiming that five
sets of ‘innate intuitions’ guide morality. These are:
Care/harm foundation, the Fairness/cheating
foundation, the Loyalty/betrayal foundation, the
Authority/subversion foundation and the Sanctity/
degradation foundation. These foundations are
innate and evolutionary and are shaped by
experiences during development. SIM may be
considered as a prequel to MFT where the intuitions
are categorised and their cultural differences
explained (Graham, Haidt, Motyl, lyer, Wojcik, &
Ditto, in press). For a more detailed discussion of
MFT, see Renner, Ramalingam and Pirta (2013).
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Haidt's theory had been one of the most
influential works in moral as well as social
psychology. Yet, it has some unclarified issues.
For example, Haidt did not elaborate if intuitions
could be altered by moral training in childhood.
The intuitions are also not measurable as strong
or weak. Do only one or more than one intuition
occurs? How are they selected over one another?
Finally, in real life, situations may arise where
one has to speak against one’s intuitive or original
evaluation of the situation. A lawyer may have to
defend a client whose innocence may not be
convincing. What would happen if the person is
forced to reason against one’s spontaneous
evaluations? Systematic studies are rare.

The Dual Process Model

While Haidt emphasised the importance of
spontaneous evaluations, the dual process model
(Greene, 2007; Greene, Morelli, Lowenberg,
Nystrom, & Cohen, 2008; Greene, Nystrom,
Engell, Darley, & Cohen, 2004; Greene,
Somerville, Nystrom, Darley, & Cohen, 2001)
accommodates both empiricism and rationalism
by incorporating the automatic and controlled
processes as parallel to each other rather than
having a primacy of one over the other. The type
of judgement in context is important in deciding
whether intuition or reasoning is of salience. Two
types of moral judgement are identified:
deontological moral judgement and utilitarian/
consequentialist judgements. Deontological
judgements are concerned with rights and duties
whereas utilitarian/consequentialist judgements
are concerned with the greater good. Intuitive
reasons are more common in deontological
judgements and utilitarian / consequentialist
judgements are guided more by controlled
cognitive processes such as moral reasoning
(Greene & Paxton, 2010).

An fMRI study by Greene et al. (2001) found
that two types of reasoning involve two different
areas of the brain. They employed 60 different
moral versus non-moral dilemmas further
categorised as ‘morally personal’ and ‘morally
impersonal’. Two sets of experiments were
conducted where nine participants responded to
the 60 dilemmas indicating whether the action
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was appropriate or not while simultaneously
undergoing brain scanning using fMRI. ANOVA
conducted on the obtained images reflect the
involvement of different brain areas for moral
personal, moral impersonal and nonmoral
conditions. The limbic system, which is
responsible for basic emotions, is mainly activated
when personal dilemmas are presented to the
subjects. The frontal regions of the brain, known
for its role in cognitive function and memory, are
activated by impersonal dilemmas. However, the
results could not be replicated by Moore, Clark
and Kane (2008) under more controlled conditions.

Greene’s model has also enjoyed some
empirical support. Paxton, Unger, and Greene
(2011) analysed the role of ‘reasoning and
reflection’ in moral judgement through two
experiments. In the first experiment, 98 females
and 52 males (Mean age: 32.53 years) were asked
to complete the cognitive reflection test (CRT)
either before or after responding to moral
dilemmas. The CRT purported to ‘induce more
reflective moral judgement (p.3). Theitems of CRT
encourage rapid intuitive answers to questions,
which apparently seems correct but is actually
wrong. The subjects were randomly assigned to
any one of the conditions. Three moral dilemmas,
developed by Greene etal. (2001) were employed.
The common aspect of the dilemmas was, either
to kill one person or let many others survive or
saving the person at the cost of others lives. It
was hypothesized that since the CRT promotes
more reflection, participants receiving CRT first,
would give more utilitarian judgements. According
to Greene’s theory of dual process (2001)
utilitarian/consequentialistjudgements are guided
more by rational process rather than emotional
or intuitive ones (Paxton et al., 2011). Therefore,
CRT would increase the rational processes,
namely, reasoning and reflection, thereby,
increasing utilitarian judgements. This would then
resultin a decision in favour of killing one person
to save the others. The participants had to
respond either in favour or against the utilitarian
judgement and rate the judgement on a seven
point scale of acceptability. The experiment was
then followed up using slightly modified dilemmas
to rule out the role of CRT in creating a positive
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effect. The results indicated that reflection is
indeed associated with utilitarian judgement
thereby emphasising the role of reflective thinking
in such types of moral judgement.

In a second experiment, Paxton etal. (2011)
explored the process of reasoned reflection by
using two criteria: the strength of an argument
and the time taken for coming to a judgement.
The participants (79 females, 61 males, 2 gender
unspecified; mean age: 23.69 years) read a
passage describing an incident of consensual
incest. The participants were then asked to read
either a strong or a weak argument, supporting
the incest. After this, about half of the subjects
were randomly selected to think about the
argument for an additional two minutes. The
argument remained on screen during this phase
of reflection. Then, the participants rated the
acceptability of the incestuous behaviour on a
seven-point scale and completed some
demographic information and a personality
questionnaire. The hypothesis, that the extratime
for reflection would be influential in moral
judgement was confirmed.

However, moral reasoning and decision-
making is more complex than most other
cognitive processes (Rest, 1983). Itis often difficult
to specify the exact process of reasoning or the
mediating factors. In some cases, the conflict of
reasoning and intuition may not be a sufficient
explanation. For example in Milgram’s (1963)
controversial study on obedience behaviour,
subjects continued to administer painful stimuli,
despite knowing the consequences for the victim.
Neither intuition nor reason could explain such
judgment. Thus, it is evident that reading a
hypothetical dilemma and facing a practical moral
conflict may be quite different from each other.
Moreover, these hypothetical dilemmas may be
quite disturbing for the subjects because the usual
conflict is between killing one person and saving
the lives of many (for example, the Footbridge
dilemma or the Crying baby dilemma by Greene
et al., 2001). In an experimental set up, several
actions may be justified; hence it is really difficult
to comment what the subject would do in real life
situation.
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Universal Moral Grammar (UMG)

A third model, often less discussed, is based
onthe works of Hauser (2006) and Mikhail (2007 ).
This model, known as universal moral grammar
(UMG), is influenced by Chomsky’s (1965) work
that proposes an innate moral grammar in
everyone. Moral grammar may be explained as
‘a complex and possibly domain-specific set of
rules, concepts and principles that generates and
relates mental representations of various types’
(Mikhail, 2007, p.144).

Mikhail (2007) proposes evidence from the
fields of psychology, linguistics, anthropology, and
cognitive neuroscience, supporting UMG, although
he recognized their limitations. Since moral
reasoning of children follows the pattems of a well-
developed legal template, there may be aninnate
universal moral code with evolutionaryimplication.
Words representing deontic (what should be and
what should not) is present in almost all natural
languages (Bybee & Fleischman, 1995).
Prohibition of certain acts like rape, murder,
stealing is common across all cultures. Respect
for parents, virtues of truth and honesty etc. are
universally endorsed. This too indicates the
universal nature of moral dictums. Finally,
neuroimaging studies have identified brain regions
involved in moral decision-making (Moll, de
Oliveira-Souza, Moll, Ignacio, Bramati, Caparelli-
Daquer, & Eslinger 2005), although it is still a
debated issue.

UMG is an intriguing construct which may
be considered as a promising field of research. It
has liberated moral psychology from the debates
of relative primacy of reasoning and intuitions. The
innateness of morality has now been addressed
and documented in a few recentworks (e.g. Prinz,
in press). Every culture has certain set norms
and parameters that induce the building of certain
moral systems in some particular ways. It is
difficult to acquire a second set of moral
judgements (Hauser, 2006). These grammars
then, automatically and unconsciously gives rise
to judgements, and conscious reasoning has a
very negligible role to play in this. Thus, if the
same dilemma is presented in two different but
similar versions, then two different evaluations
would arise (Mikhail, 2007).
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UMG then, raises an important question. If
the version of the dilemma is important in the type
of judgement arrived at, then the framing of the
same case by two different lawyers can trigger
two different judgements or lines of argument.
Also, the same news, when written by two different
reporters may actually lead to different evaluation
of the event or issue, in spite of the essential
content remaining the same. These issues open
further research possibilities in moral psychology.

Both UMG and MFT emphasize the innate
nature of morality and describe how experience
tunesit. While MFT categorises intuitions, UMG
inquires about the constitution of moral knowledge,
how they are acquired, processed in the brain,
used, and finally, how moral knowledge evolve in
humans. Unlike the SIM or the dual process
model, it does not debate over the relative primacy
of intuitions and rationales but employs linguistic
analogies to explain moral reasoning.

Empirical works in India

It may be told with confidence that in the
ancient era, Indian thoughts on moral behaviour
and judgment were by far more sophisticated and
had significant application in everyday life and in
politics, in comparison to those of the Western
world, Pagan or Christian. Relevant ideas may
be extrapolated from works of Dalal and Misra
(2010), Paranjape (1998), Pirta (2012), Sinha
(1997) etc., although direct efforts to record moral
issues from Indian texts are still wanting.
Unfortunately, in empirical research in India, moral
psychology is a relatively ignored field. Yet, it is
one of those domains where a clear distinction
from the West could have been obtained, as moral
acts and moral reasoning are dependent on a
plethora of cultural variables including caste,
gender roles and characteristic patterns of
religious faith that distinguish India from the West.
Some of the earlier empirical works of course
focused on research on various aspects of social
and developmental aspects in connection with
moral reasoning. An early study compared Hindu
Brahmin children of India and Judeo-Christian
families of Chicago; startling differences are found
with regard to their moral reasoning (Shweder,
Mahapatra & Miller, 1987.) In India, violation of
social customs is as bad as violation of morality
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or harming another person. Thus, culture-specific
patterns may have religious and moral
implications. Chousalkar (1986) described the
development of the Indian context of justice on
the bases of analysis of the Vedas and the
Mahabharata. He compared the Indian system of
justice with the view of Plato as expressed in
Republic. Among those concerned with
developmental aspects, Ghosh and Karmakar
(2005) conducted a study on distributive justice
and parent-child relationship of 9-15 year old
(mean age: 12.40 years) students of Kolkata and
its suburbs. They observed that parent-child
interaction as well as maturity is instrumental in
development of distributive justice in children.
Singh and Sandhu (2011) empirically studied the
effect of television commercials on the socialand
moral behaviours of Indian viewers in Chandigarh.
The investigation suggests that television
commercials ‘undermines social and religious
values’ leading to moral deterioration (p.186).
Manhas and Kousar (2012) analysed the level of
morality among adolescents as a function of their
age and gender. Chaghanti (2012) conducted a
study on the moral judgement competence of
Indian university students and found that gender
socialisation and culture may shape moral
competence.

These studies are often piecemeal in nature,
lacking an integrated thoughtful approach to
comprehend Indian socio-political reality in
connection with moral judgment.
Methodologically, they are often adaptation of the
Western techniques with underlying premises
borrowed from the West. Yet, India has its own
mechanism of producing and judging morality/
immorality; the prioritization of moral issues may
be different in Indian cultural identity. For example,
violation of family norm may sometimes be
considered as more immoral than letting down a
friend. The meaning of corruption, disciplining, and
care-giving have its own cultural interpretation,
often tied to religious doctrines, but given a different
interpretation for being usable in day to day life
may be discerned in Indian perspective.

Implications and Future Directions

The present article, though limited by its
narrow focus, may claim to have some
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implications by suggesting directions of future
research. Moral psychologyis still in its formative
stage, especially, in India. Morality may be viewed
as an interdependent construct having four
components: moral sensitivity, moral judgement,
moral motivation, and moral character (Rest,
1983). New challenges to the study of moral
psychology may stem from any of these areas.
Several moral emotions like shame, guilt,
gratitude,contempt, embarrassment, empathy
disgust, anger etc and their role in human morality
are recognised, (Haidt, 2003), although, their
specific roles remain unattended.

In today’s world, when moral standards are
changing and often assuming a more subjective
perspective than a normative or objective position,
the implications of reasoning and intuition in moral
hypocrisy requires attention. Moral hypocrisy
involves assuming moral stance for non-moral
reasons (Monin & Merritt, 2010) or behavioural
departure from one’s original moral standings
(Stone & Fernandez, 2008). Using a coin tossing
experiment, Batson, Kobrynowicz, Dinnerstein,
Kampf, and Wilson (1997) found that although
the participants’ verbal report indicated an
inclination towards fair distribution, given a chance,
many would actually act quite opposite. Are these
departures sudden or deliberated and controlled?

Morality should not be confined to social or
developmental psychology but may be explored
as a multidisciplinary approach with psychology
being one of the thrust areas. Systematic studies
and a comprehensive understanding of human
morality may be instrumental in several areas
such as forensic sciences, corruption
management, and legal sciences. The field of
moral psychology is a green pasture with new
challenges awaiting explorations from
researchers, social scientists, and educationists.

Lastbut notthe least, Indian cultural heritage
expressed through a deep and co-evolving tradition
of customs, literature, philosophy and law posit
an unchartered area for the researcher in moral
psychology. Most of the writings dealing with
morality in Indian culture come from philosophy,
literature or politics, and those within Psychology
are often theoretical and speculative. Indeed, this
itself is a surprise why psychologists in India,
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traditionally concerned with moral issues, fail to
engage on this topic systematically. Well
designed and multidisciplinary experimental and
field research in this domain would unearth arich
arena of indigenous new constructs that promise
to enrich the domain of moral psychology.
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