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Abstract

This paper presents a comparative analysis of data obtained by in-depth interviews in
the sociological study of gender morality, through the prism of theories on the relationship
between morality and gender. The reference framework of the paper consists of theories on
gender socialization and the learning of gender roles, as well as the theories of the learning
of morals. A revision of theories that deal with the relationship of gender and morality, by
Lawrence Kohlberg and Carol Gilligan, is followed by an overview of several reference
research results in Serbia and abroad. The following section contains an analysis that
includes only selected positions from a broader qualitative research conducted with the
students from the University of Ni§, in order to compare their moral reasoning on certain
aspects of gender morality in respondents of both sexes. Since Kohlberg’s and Gilligan’s
theories serve as a narrow theoretical framework, | use them in the analysis to interpret the
data obtained by an autonomous research on youth gender morals. At the same time, |
attempt to verify the two theories, looking for arguments to support one or the other.
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POJHE PA3JIMKE MJIAIUX Y MOPAJTHOM
3AKVbYUYUBABY Y ITIOJTHOM MOPAJLY Y CBETJY
KOJIBEPI'OBE U T'HJIMI’AHUHE TEOPUJE

AncTpakT

Pan mpencraiba mpuka3 yrnopeaHe aHalM3e Jeiia mojataka J00UjeHuX TyOUHCKUM
MHTEPBjyOM Y COLMOJIOIIKOM HCTPaKMBamWy MOJIHOT MOpana, Kpo3 MpU3My TeopHja o
OJIHOCY Mopaina M moja. PedepeHTHH OKBHp paja YMHE TEOpHje O MOJIHOj M POIHO]
COIMjTM3aLMj ! ¥ YISy POAHHX YIIOTa, Kao M TeOpHje 0 yuerwy Mopaia. HakoH mpermiena
TeopHja Koje pa3marpajy oaHoc moja u Mopaia: Jloperca Konbepra u Kepon I'mmiras,
CIemM TIperyie[l pe3ynTara TNojequHnX pedepeHTHMX ucTpaxuBama y Cpbuju n
MHOCTPAHCTBY, a TMOTOM aHajn3a, Koja yKJbydyje camMo ofabpaHe CTaBOBE M3 IIHper
KBJIUTATUBHOT HCTPAKUBakha ypaeHOr ca CTYIeHTHMA HULIKOT YHUBEP3HUTETa, Y LIUIbY
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nopehersa MopaiHOT pe30HOBama O MOjeIHHAM AaCIeKTHMA ITOJHOT Mopayia KOJ| HCITH-
TaHMKa 00a norna. Kako KonGeprosa n I'mimranina Teoprja ciryke Kao yXKH TEOPHjCKH
OKBHp pajia, y aHaJM3M Cy KopHInlieHe 3a MHTepIIpeTalyjy IofaTraka JOOHjeHUX ayTo-
HOMHUM HCTP)XUBAFK-EM IIOJHOT MOpajla MiaauX. YjeIHO, Ha OBaj HAauMH, IIPOBEpaBaMo
BHXO0BE JIBE TeOpHje, Tpaxkehu aprymeHTe Koju O MOTKPETIIIIN jeIHY, WIH APYTY.

Kibyune peun: Mopai, o, nosHu Mopai, Konbepr, I'nianran

KOHLBERG AND GILLIGAN ON GENDER DIFFERENCES,
GENDER MORALITY AND REASONING

With respect to the attitude that “accepting sociological bases”
contributes to reducing the role of biological factors in the human psyche
in favour of social factors (Osovska, 1971, p. 33), being a sociologist, in
considering the relationship of gender morality and gender | seek and find
a foothold in the theories of gender socialization and the learning of
gender roles, primarily in the interactionist and the cognitive development
theories, and especially the one proposed by Wilhelm Reich (1982, 1990),
as well as the theories on the learning of morals'. The most important
theories for this paper are the ones that deal with the relationship of gender
and morality — specifically those proposed by Lawrence Kohlberg and by
Carol Gilligan. They represent, together with the abovementioned theories,
a narrow theoretical framework: they are used to interpret the data obtained
by an autonomous research on youth gender morals. At the same time, in
this way, I attempt to verify Kohlberg’s and Gilligan’s theories, seeking
arguments to support one or the other.

Lawrence Kohlberg, a representative of the cognitive-development
approach, inspired by Piaget’s structuralism, found through longitudinal
studies of the structures and forms of moral judgment and cross-sections
of different cultures that the development of moral consciousness passes
through three levels, each of which contains two stages (necessarily from

! The sources of morals are of anthropological and social nature, and we learn about
the morals through the process of socialization, in which, according to the authors, the
most acceptable one is the holistic theory. A holistic explanation of the development
of morality was given by James Rest, a follower of the cognitive-developmental
approach to the study of moral development. However, recognizing the shortcomings
of separating cognitive, emotional and behavioural aspects of morality, he proposes a
holistic approach to its study. He believed that these three dimensions are not
“empirical clusters”, or theoretically pure analysis units, and that research shows
multiple and diverse relationships between them, so they should not be separated. He
is interested in both moral behaviour and the circumstances that produced it. That is
why he is trying to figure out what has happened in the mind of a person who has
acted morally in a situation (CrojussxoBuhi, 2009, p. 81).
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lower to higher, without “skipping”, with possible stagnation).? Progress
is reflected in the redefinition of moral concepts and attitudes, so that
each successive level includes a better cognitive organization (because it
incorporates the achievements of the previous levels, makes new
demarcations, and organizes a more comprehensive and better organized
structure) and provides a more differentiated, integrated, and more general
and universal definition (for more, see: Muounnosuh, 2004, pp. 42-43;
Crojusprouli, 2009, pp. 55-60). Therefore Kohlberg concludes that moral
reasoning does not differ significantly in its development from other ways of
thinking (Kohlberg, 1990, pp. 51-63). In fact, he takes the universalist
position, considering that the moral development as he sees it is characteristic
of all people, in all cultures, and that basic moral values are the same
everywhere. He investigated twenty five aspects of morality through all six
stages. Just like Piaget, he was trying to learn why respondents considered
an act good or bad, and what they thought should be done in a situation,
ignoring the content of the opinion. People at different stages may be
voting for the same values, but for different reasons, which points to a
different structure of thought (Muounnosuh 2004, p. 28; CrojusbkoBuh,
2009, pp. 42-44).

Using longitudinal research, Kohlberg found that the level of moral
knowledge and judgment grows with the age of respondents, not
automatically, but in line with the maturity of the subject and the way in
which he or she constructs the operations of moral thinking as an active
participant in this process (Yabapkama, 2009, pp. 380, 386). Kohlberg
named the levels of moral development preconventional, conventional, and
postconventional. At the preconventional and conventional levels a child’s
moral content is determined by culture or particular circumstances, while at
the postconventional level a young man or a woman shapes the moral
concepts, which are clearly defined, comprehensive, and harmonized
(Kohlberg, 1990, p. 63).2 Kohlberg sees the stages of moral development as

2The stages occur in a fixed (constant and universal) sequence and represent
structural units (an organized, consistent system of thought), hierarchically integrated
(lower stages are involved in higher ones, but through a reorganization of thought,
which replaces the previous organization), and each is fairly more adequate than the
previous one (better integrated, with better distinction between moral and immoral
and higher reciprocity in dealing with others) (Mwuouunosuh, 2004, pp. 42-43;
CrojuspkoBuh, 2009, pp. 55-60). In addition, the stages are defined not so much by
age, but by experience, while intelligence, although a necessary condition for the
development of morality, even as highly developed, does not necessarily correlate
with high levels of moral reasoning or behaviour (Crojussxosuh, 2009, p. 60 ).

% Initially, a child (until the age of nine or ten) accepts cultural codes of right and
wrong, but interprets them with the help of the consequences for behaviour (to avoid
punishment, to gain reward) and submits to the authority of the person who imposed
the rules and has the option of physical coercion. The human meaning and value of
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“a successive sequence of different notions of justice”, and equates
morality with justice (CrojuspkoBuh, 2009, p. 51).

Kohlberg as well as Piaget see a child as an active participant in
the processes of interaction and believe that the diversity of experiences
and the nature of the interaction determine the size of changes in the
development of moral reasoning. The child develops moral judgment by
actively participating in social relations and organizing his or her experience
with them (CrojusexoBuh, 2009, p. 53). However, there are indications that
Kohlberg valued the skill of putting oneself in another’s position more
than the interaction itself (MuounroBrh 2004, p. 53).4

The importance of Kohlberg’s work for this research is in his
“discovery” that most of his female respondents reason morally in the first
stage of the conventional level, and the male respondents on the second. With
his associates, among other things, he examined the influence of culture (and
culture-specific gender roles) on the so-called “private speech of the child”
(which in fact has to do with cognitive development, and thus with moral

the act are not in play. At the second stage of morality on the preconventional level,
what is considered to be correct is pragmatically an act that brings benefit and meets
one’s own need or the needs of others, and reciprocity is perceived as an exchange.

At the first stage of the conventional level (between ages nine and twenty) “being
good” means doing what others like, approve of, or what helps them (the aim is to
gain approval and avoid disapproval of others). The acts are then judged on the basis
of the doer’s intention. The second stage links correct behaviour with the notion of
duty and respect for authority; this is where the feeling of guilt is developed.

The postconventional level (which may be reached after age twenty, or may never be
reached) in the first stage introduces the awareness of the relativity of a personal point
of view. It is characterized by the evaluation of social arrangements (as an element of
duty) and the general welfare. The rights and standards set by the society are the
measure of moral reasoning of the act. The second stage is characterized by decision-
making according to one’s own conscience and chosen ethical principles that are
logically justified, general, and stable: universal principles of justice, solidarity, and
respect for the dignity (Kohlberg, 1990, pp. 63-65). In a word: “Behaviour at stages 1-
2 of the development depends on the assessment and prediction of whether a certain
act leads to a punishment or approval. At stages 3-4 moral conduct is determined by
valid accepted social norms, while at stages 5-6 an individual acts in accordance with
the internal principles he or she formulated as a person, which ensure compliance and
consistency of his or her activities in all situations” (Qabapkama, 2009, p. 386).

* There are situations (conditions) that may encourage the development of moral
thinking: encouraging a person to take the other’s position (as a precondition for the
development of morality), encouraging logical thinking through reviewing alternatives
and logical argumentation, and making moral decisions and implementing them in
everyday situations contribute to learning responsibility; pointing out the contradictions
and inconsistencies in behaviour and opinion with discussions about fairness help in
their resolution; exposing views from a higher stage indicates a better resolution of
dilemmas and contradictions and opens the way to a new stage; while respect and
fairness in the immediate surroundings encourage the development of moral judgment
(Muouunnosuh, 2004 p. 28; CrojusskoBuli, 2009, p. 61).
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reasoning) on a sample of nineteen boys and fifteen girls of preschool age
from America and Norway. He and his associates found that gender
influences the “private speech” of children (Kohlberg, Yaeger and Hjertholm,
1968). However, it was shown in another study that the level of moral
reasoning (measured over solving Kohlberg’s dilemmas) of girls and boys
varies with age: at a younger age it is negligibly higher in girls and later it is
significantly higher in boys. Furthermore, the level of moral reasoning in
girls and young women is not dependent on the level of moral reasoning of
parents (of both sexes), while in boys it tends to be the same, but the
tendency decreases with maturation. For this paper it is essential that
Kohlberg and associates found that the levels of moral reasoning in girls
(except at the youngest age) are lower than in boys. The correlation between
age and the level of moral reasoning was 0.32 for girls and women, and 0.51
for boys and young men (Haan, Langer & Kohlberg, 1976, pp. 1205-1206).
Researching the moral reasoning of students in different cultural, social, and
educational conditions, they found that the differences in the levels of moral
reasoning may be related to differences in socio-cultural background and
educational approaches (Bar-Yam, Kohlberg & Naame, 1980). Results of
another longitudinal study have suggested a connection between moral
judgment and age, socio-economic status, education, and 1Q (Colby et al.
1983), which, applied to the category of gender in terms of the socio-
economic status and education, places females in the background as the
marginalized group. Thus, he claims that between male and female moral
reasoning there is an essential qualitative difference in favour of men.

In any case, one thing is to look for differences in morality between
women and men, and quite another is to try to assess the level of morality.
Thus, Kohlberg’s findings are challenged, among others, by Dawson
(Leslie Dawson) and Gilligan. Dawson (Dawson, 1992, according to
Dawson, 1995), as opposed to Kohlberg, finds that female students of
business studies have higher ethical standards than their male counterparts
when it comes to situations that involve attitude towards others (not in
situations concerning the conscience of only one person, though). Carol
Gilligan believes that Kohlberg narrowed the domain of moral to fairness
and neglected the morality of care and responsibility as a complementary
ethical orientation (this may imply that Kohlberg’s levels of moral
reasoning are not culturally neutral). Women do not show less morality
than men, it is only manifested in another way: as opposed to men, who
are guided by rules and responsibilities (ethics of justice), women derive
their obligations and responsibilities from interpersonal relationships
(ethics of care and responsibility), in accordance with traditional division
of labour and roles according to gender. Accordingly, the traits that are
considered desirable for a woman suppress her moral judgment to a stage
“lower” than the stage of the majority of men. The very selection of moral
dilemmas and the way of scoring are influenced by Kohlberg’s male bias,
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Gilligan believes, and his results are the consequence of this (Ctojurskosuh,
2009, p. 114).

Carol Gilligan had a feminist reaction to the teachings of her
predecessor and professor: the existing stereotypes that separate women
and men, attributing emotionality to the former and expressivity and
instrumental skills to the latter, also separate love from work, and represent
the reflection of an unbalanced concept of maturity, separating an
individual from his or her relations with other individuals, which directs us
to the autonomy of the work area, rather than the interdependence of love
and caring. A female experience and construction of social reality is
different than a male experience, and so is their conception of morality”,
which is why Gilligan writes about a “different voice” of women (Gilligan,
1985). The exclusion of women from direct participation in society puts
them in a position of the object of consensus and attitudes imposed by men,
on whose care and support they depend and whose last name they carry
(Gilligan, 1982, p. 67), while different paths of the development of moral
reasoning in genders are the result of different gender socialization and
gender roles of boys and girls (Dawson, 1995).

Gilligan, in search of a possible linguistic criteria for the development
of morality of women, asks whether a female construction of morality rests
on a linguistic structure different from the one used by men and whether
these linguistic structures should be given the same methodological value in
examining the nature of moral development (Gilligan, 1982, p. 70). In
conversations with her respondents, she noted that what they considered
to be morally good was helping people, selflessness, kindness, and respect
for the obligations and responsibilities toward others. She spoke to girls and
women about abortion as a moral dilemma.®

% She believes that women’s sphere of ethics is different than men’s, that they do not
develop the type of ego that men do: inexorable, impersonal, and independent of its
emotional roots, and at the same time they are attributed a lower level in terms of
justice, succumbing to emotions in reasoning, and that they are not ready to face big
challenges in life that require urgency as men are. Of course, all this affects the
modified formation of a female super-ego in relation to men (Gilligan, 1985).

® Namely, birth control and the possibility of abortion permit women to take control
over their own fertility and open up a dilemma about the choices that they make
themselves. A woman can become independent and active. Her identity and moral
reasoning are no longer subordinate to her reproductive function, she assumes control
over it. However, this places her in a conflict situation, because of the traditional
conventions of femininity, especially the moral equivalence of good with self-sacrifice.
Therefore, the conflict, or rather the ambivalence, between the self and the others,
becomes a major problem for women: to be ‘good” — compassionate, virtuous, meeting
the needs of others, or to be ‘bad’ — independent, powerful, ‘deceiving themselves’. The
solution which is to be found should not hurt anybody — otherwise it would not be moral
a one (Gilligan, 1982, pp. 70-71). This is why Gilligan interviews girls and women who
are facing a decision (a moral dilemma): whether to have an abortion or not.
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Through the study, she draws a conclusion that conventions that
shape the moral reasoning of women differ from those that shape the moral
reasoning of men. Likewise, the way of perceiving morality is different
between genders. Women’s design of moral problems produces a problem
of caring and responsibility in relationships. This leads to the development
of moral thinking oriented toward understanding responsibilities in
relationships, in contrast to the concept of morality as justice, which links this
development to the logic of equality and reciprocity in relationships, the
rights of human beings and the rules to follow, which is characteristic of men.
This stems from the fact that the morality of women is connected on a
particular level with their maternal role, which involves selflessness and
concern about beings who depend on them. Therefore, the care for
themselves and their very survival may in this context be interpreted as
selfish. Hence, the care is equated with good, and selfishness with immorality,
even though this attitude has caused (or assumed) inequality and imbalance
(disequilibrium) in a relationship in which a woman is the provider of care,
and the other person is the recipient (which is one of the possible perspectives
of the “ethics of care”) (Gilligan, 1982, pp. 73-74, 85). Women construct
moral problems through the prism of a conflict of responsibilities, passing
“through three perspectives” marked (or rather delimited) by conflicts,
which require a more complex understanding of the relationship with
people and responsibilities. Each perspective carries a critical reinterpretation
of the conflict between selfishness and responsibility. Thus, the moral
reasoning of women develops through three stages, only seemingly
similar to Kohlberg’s stages (characterized and delimited by ‘transitions’
through conflict resolutions — moral dilemmas, similar to other structuralists
who dealt with moral development): from the initial concern for their own
survival (which implies selfishness), through focusing on the responsibility to
others and to the good, to reflective understanding and acceptance of the
principles of nonviolence (non-injury) and the ethics of care (“the concept
of responsibility and care”) as an appropriate prism through which the
conflict resolution occurs in interpersonal relationships. Thus, women’s
concepts of themselves and of morality are closely linked.’

" Gilligan’s scheme of moral development is presented somewhat differently compared to
Kohlberg’s:

a. The original focus is on themselves (own survival) in the first (i.e. preconventional)
level of development. However, the problem occurs in dealing with others. What
about them? Through the transition, the moral concept of responsibility to others is
revealed as a basis for establishing a balance in human relations.

b. With the detection of the maternal concept of morality (which seeks to provide
protection to an inferior and dependent being) enters the second stage, which is
characterized by equal care for others and the good. This involves self-sacrifice. It is a
conventional female definition of good, unlike preconventional selfishness. However,
this relationship is unequal (unbalanced), because the woman is the giver, and others
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Hence Gilligan assumes that Kohlberg’s model of the development
of moral reasoning, developed by questioning boys about moral dilemmas,
is not applicable to female beings. In addition, with her theory of ethics that
has interpersonal relationships, responsibility, and care as central problems
(instead of justice as a concept and the rules of conduct), she is trying to
prove how wrong Kohlberg was in forming his stages of the development
of moral reasoning working with boys and concluding, by applying the
same criteria to girls and young women, that they are inferior (deficient or
deviant (Gilligan, 1985)) with respect to men in terms of the development
of moral reasoning. She also recognized that the development of moral
reasoning is conditioned by a complete maturation of a person, and not
primarily by the development of cognitive skills (Dawson, 1995).
Kohlberg’s model relies on the development of logic (formal thinking), and
Gilligan’s on the maturation of personality and empathy.

But if Kohlberg was wrong to initially interview only boys®, Gilligan
is also wrong for interviewing only girls and women about the moral
dilemma of abortion, if she already wanted to establish a qualitative
difference between women’s and men’s ethics. She, as well as Kohlberg,
took a big step forward in the study of morality, introducing “a different
voice” of women in the theory and study of morality, and raised issues of
substantive importance to moral philosophy, and thus to other disciplines
that deal with it: if there is “a different voice”, the theory of morality must
take it into account, as well as the associated coherent group of moral
attitudes, introducing the objective and subjective, the impersonal and
“purely personal” into the study (Blum, 1988, p. 473).

are recipients of care. This problem is a prelude to a transition that leads to the third
stage. One should be responsible, not only to others, but also to oneself, while not being
selfish. The criterion of judgment is no longer ‘good’, but ‘the truth’ (the truth is that the
woman herself is a person to whom she should be responsible): it is no longer important
how others would see her, but how she will judge herself and her actions.

c. Now one needs to establish a balance in the relations with other people, to find a
balance between selfishness and responsibility. The contradiction between individual
needs and conventions is now solved under the principle of non-violence (non-injury).
The principle is universal (so one might say postconventional), but it is applicable on a
subjective level through the revision of the intention and consequence of the act.
Postconventional reasoning takes into account the responsibility and the principle of
non-violence (Gilligan, 1985, p. 105).

® In some (initial) studies, Kohlberg personally interviewed only boys, and that could
be criticized, but in other studies he also interviewed girls.



1091

THE RESULTS OF RELEVANT RESEARCH

A group of authors (Murray, Feuerstein & Adams, 2002) state that
there are numerous studies that support Gilligan’s theory, but that there
are also the ones that do not prove it, and some of them have shown that
both men and women combine moral orientations of fairness and caring.
What matters is whether the respondents in the research were presented
with a moral dilemma of public importance, or the one relating to the
private, intimate, life of the individual (it is important whether this is real
or hypothetical). It is clear to a sociologist that the answers of the
respondents of both genders depend on the context in which the moral
dilemma has been raised. Certain studies on the development of morality
concepts show different development structures with two genders.’

Snezana Stojiljkovi¢ (CrojussxoBuh, 2009, pp. 205-209) examined
the possible association between intelligence, empathy, and basic personality
with moral reasoning of adolescents, taking into account the gender of the
respondents. She found that gender does not significantly affect the
development, the process, and the conclusions of moral reasoning of
adolescents, so both boys and girls equally resort to the standards of
conventional and postconventional morality, but she finds some specifics
regarding the structure of sensitive sides of personality and the dimensions of
personality. For example, females take into account interpersonal relations in
the immediate environment more, they tend to affectively and empathically
react to emotional states and the position of other people, and they consider
relationships between people from the point of trust, caring, and mutual
harmonization to a greater extent. They are emotionally more unstable
and emphatically sensitive, which is due to the sensitivity of the vegetative

® First of all, in terms of Gilligan’s theory, “female conception of morality” requires a
way of thinking that is contextual and narrative rather than formal and abstract. The
very concept of morality of caring directs the development of morality to understanding the
responsibilities and obligations. The concept of morality as justice (“male conception’), on
the other hand, links the moral development to understanding the rights and rules.
However, the structural approach of studying the development of morality points to
the possibility that the differences between the sexes later in life diminish, despite the
differences in early socialization and gender roles that are learned through it, because
women, faced with their roles in the business world adopt the masculine conception of
morality, and the results learned during socialization are annulled (Dawson, 1995).
Again, the author of one study (Trevino 1992, according to Dawson, 1995) has
attempted to ‘measure’ moral reasoning and predict behaviour (in the workplace) putting
male and female respondents in six hypothetical moral situations at work. Her findings,
compared to Gilligan’s theory, refute the theory of the annulment of what is learned
during early socialization, because they show that women and men bring different
ethical standards to the business environment. Namely, when women make moral
decisions, they do so with greater consideration of interpersonal relationships and
feelings, but according to the established rules and rights.
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nervous system. This is why women are more prone to moral reasoning
on the basis of fitting into the role of a compassionate and good person
who cares about others (based on the appreciation of the expectations of
others). Their moral reasoning on the conventional level is prompted by
affection and empathy, in the sense that it is determined ‘within’, by the
‘emotional processing’ of the material. Young men, although their moral
reasoning at the conventional level is also largely determined by empathy
skills, which are prompted by the characteristics of the central nervous
system and directed to the outside world and other people, ascribe a little
more importance to the landmarks from the social environment. For them,
both empathy and extraversion contribute to adopting the point of view of
others and positioning in line with the standards set by the social environment,
while this function is performed by empathy and emotion with girls (at the
conventional level). Postconventional reasoning is more conditioned by the
cognitive abilities in boys and girls.

Similar results were presented in a research by a group of authors
(Gibbs, Arnold & Burkhart, 1984, pp. 1042-1043), who examined a possible
correlation between genders and levels, as well as expressions of moral
reasoning, in order to make a progress in relation to studies that relied
exclusively on the levels of moral reasoning set forth by the structuralists.™

It is worth asking whether gender influences the shaping of gender
morality.

The phrase ‘sexual revolution’ was coined to describe changes in
gender morality that occurred in the 1920s. It is used to denote a number of
changes over a long period of time (including the famous 1960s, as well as
the assumption that it is ongoing), which represent an overcoming of
traditional gender morality. Changes in the economy (in terms of the
imperatives which are placed), the emancipation of women through
participation in work, a huge breakthrough of knowledge about human
sexuality, the development of contraceptive devices and their widespread use,
the law-permitted abortion, and the emancipation of young people and their
independence make the sexual revolution(s) possible (and necessary). The
sexual revolution of the sixties brought the most good and freedom in

% They found no difference in the levels of moral reasoning among respondents of
both sexes (aged 11 to 21) but that, at the second level of conventional reasoning,
there is a significant difference in favour of girls when it comes to the role of empathy
in moral reasoning and its explanation. They also found that women demonstrate a
greater conscientiousness at conventional levels than men do (in the sense of respect
for interpersonal approval or disapproval, self-esteem, self-evaluation, pride, honour,
integrity, and the like, which is in contrast with Freud’s view that women have a lesser
super-ego). Girls and boys showed almost the same level of responsibility in moral
judgment. Therefore, the authors conclude that there are no gender differences in the
levels of moral reasoning and development, but in orientations toward somewhat
different contents of morality.
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gender behaviour to young people and women, since the indulgence in
sexual relations no longer required a commitment in the form of marriage
(Ehrenreich, 1983, according to Scott, 1998). The feminist movement of
the seventies, among other things, contributed to the acceptance of the idea of
equality between the genders and in gender relations. Contraception and
abortion contributed to the development of premarital and extramarital
relationships, and occasional intimate relationships with no strings attached,
as well as to the increase in births out of wedlock (particularly in juvenile
mothers) and divorces. Numerous studies show that young people are more
inclined to reject the traditional standards of gender morality than older
people (Harding, 1988; Thornton, 1989, according to Scott, 1998).

One study suggests that the gap between the reasoning of the
genders is being bridged through the transformation that accompanies
modern moral dilemmas related to marriage and family (Gerson, 2002). It
focuses on a specific situation of a generation of young people entering
adulthood, who grew up in families with fathers and mothers who ‘broke
the ice’ with gender stereotypes, changing attitudes about work and family
life, and who now live in a society with many non-traditional family forms
that seriously question gender inequalities. Gerson believes that women’s
pursuit of economic independence and the need for greater involvement of
men in parenting and partnership in marriage (the pressure that they should
become oriented toward caring for others)** create moral dilemmas*? (How
to achieve all that?) from which gender moral strategies stem. While the
society, according to this moral dilemma, still divides people into men and
women, into two gender and moral categories, the choice between caring
for others and for one’s own needs, tensions between family and work,
public and private, independence and dedication, young women and men
seek ways to balance their own development and commitment to others.
They cannot, however, rely on offered social gender categories, because
they are too rigid to provide a solution, they do not have an institutional
support from the society, and they face numerous social barriers in the
creation of gender-neutral strategies. Consequently, Gerson asks: how do
individuals choose between the need for independence and the need to
build relations with dedication to others?

The young develop moral strategies that are challenging traditional
notions of gender, making gender boundaries vague with their identical
aspirations. For example, they usually do not believe that individuals
should have to choose between family (commitment) and work, but they

1 One should bear in mind that both sexes are able to choose partners and to freely
enter fluid or short-term sexual relationships, to decide whether to enter into a
marriage and whether to have children (Gerson, 2002).

12 They are of moral nature because others morally evaluate such choices, forcing a
new generation to change or reproduce the prevailing moral codes (Gerson, 2002).
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want to evenly balance those two areas of life, not giving up on any of the
two; they want a community where both partners earn money, because
they see the benefits; they feel that their working mothers had a better
picture of themselves than the unemployed women, and thus were better
mothers; they value family-oriented fathers highly, because they believe
both parents should support children economically and emotionally; many
young men (two thirds) are sceptical of traditional male identity built
around work; over a half of young people do not consider divorce a bad
option, because it is better to be alone than with a bad partner; they want a
lasting relationship with a single partner, and have high expectations of it
(they want a balance between dedication and support, sharing, and
autonomy), but they are aware that this is difficult to achieve. They have
the same ideals, but different outcomes of the adjustment to the fact that
they will not reach these ideals: the majority of men (six out of ten) prefer
‘modified traditionalism’ (counting on traditional privileges, they see
themselves as the sole or main breadwinners, while expecting the woman to
carry the bulk of the household work); women are more prone to autonomy
(before they allow that they themselves and their children economically
depend on others). However, both men and women have largely adopted
the maxim that shows their attitude toward the dedication/independence
moral dilemma: if you do not take care of yourself, you will not be able to
take care of others.

In a great number of studies, some of them show differences in
morality between the two genders, and some of them do not register them
(which is certainly partly to be explained by applying differently ‘set’
methodological instruments). In any case, young generations carry a great
potential for spontaneously balancing gender roles and equal relationships
between the sexes. Whether these opportunities will be realized depends
primarily on the socio-cultural conditions in which the young people live.

The researcher, of course, must be aware of the problems of studying
morality through interviews. Exclusively verbal statements on moral content
can be problematic, because there is a possibility that they have no influence
on the actual behaviour, i.e. it may happen that the respondent does not
express the values that really shape his or her behaviour. The testimony that
we get does not tell us what the respondent really thinks when he or she
finds themselves in a moral situation, and it may even happen that they
accept values they do not understand or whose consequences they do not
understand. He or she can give moral meaning to the non-existing act
(Pharo, 2006, p. 131). Likewise, two can aspire to the same goal, but for
completely different reasons, with divergent motivations (Weber, 1989, p.
214), and this observation by Weber was the inspiration behind this study
for the review of the individual statements of the respondents of different
sexes through Kohlberg’s and Gilligan’s theories.
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RESEARCH RESULTS

The original research from which the results are presented in this
paper is much wider in scope.™ In-depth interviews examined the attitudes of
male and female students of the University of Nis. The research deals with
the sexual morals of young people regarding gender, and only the parts
suitable for a comparative analysis in terms of Kohlberg’s and Gilligan’s
theories are presented here.

Even during the interviews, it was noticeable that, when replying
to individual questions, the male and female students reason seemingly
differently while making moral judgments, even when their opinions are
similar in direction and intensity. The analysis showed that there is a basis
for this observation to be further reviewed with reference to Kohlberg’s14
and Gilligan’s theories as a reference.

31t has been conducted for a PhD thesis. The sample included male and female
students of all faculties of the University of Nis (two from each faculty: the Faculties
of Occupational Safety, Philosophy, Medicine, Technology, Civil Engineering and
Architecture, Economics, Electronic Engineering, Mechanical Engineering, Law,
Science and Mathematics, Pedagogy, Sport and Physical Education, and Arts). The
study was of a qualitative nature. Its main objective was to describe the sexual morals
of young people, revealing their views. The next objective was to assess the sexual
morals from a perspective of gender using a comparative analysis of data obtained
from male and female respondents. The assumption of the research is that there are (no
longer) differences in the perception of sexual morality among young members of both
genders, which is a consequence of centuries of unequal position of gender groups and
of girls and boys (no longer) being governed by different ideas and values in their
reproductive habits. The task of the research, therefore, was: 1) a detailed description of
the normative-value structure of the sexual morals of students; 2) a description of their
gender socialization; 3) a description of the reproductive practices in order to unmask
the relationship of the ideological structure and everyday practices; and 4) a description
of their experience and evaluation of sexual morality of the environment to which they
belong, to obtain insight into the level of conformity with public opinion. This information
is required in order to compare sexual morality of male and female students, in order to
verify the existence/non-existence of presumed differences, i.e. to check the assumptions
about the (non-)existence of a double morality for men and women. In-depth interviews
examined the following aspects of sexual morals of the young: the conditionality of
gender socialization by belonging to a gender group, whether belonging to a gender
group influences the attitudes about marriage and the family, the separation/connection
of sexual and reproductive functions, as well as attitudes about braking marriages,
whether belonging to gender groups affects attitudes about sexual maturity, as well as
the conditionality of attitudes about sexual relations in terms of belonging to gender
groups. Therefore, an instrument was made according to this structure and divided into
themes and questions, which can be found in the PhD thesis, in the section about the
theoretical and methodological framework of the research.

M If necessary, | will review their theories, with a due emphasis that Kohlberg’s
theory can be directly proved/disproved only by examining peers of both sexes (in
different age groups), while respondents of both sexes in this study are sometimes
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Thus, there is a noticeable subtle difference between male and
female students in the manner they expressed views about an example of
unusual gender socialization that served as an introduction to the
interview™, which may refer to the use of Kohlberg’s and Gilligan’s
theories. Although there are no significant differences between the attitudes
of young men and women, with both showing extremely negative attitudes,
the intensity of moral outrage over the “confusion about sexual identity”
was stronger in male than in female students. The respondents of both sexes
used the terms typical of moral reasoning, but the male students reported
stronger disgust in comparison to the female students. On the one hand, this
difference could be a confirmation that the departure from gender identity
to the identity and the role of the opposite sex in our culture is more
easily tolerated for women, than for men (Buloh and Buloh, 2004, p. 81).
It is possible that this is one of the reasons why some male respondents
showed visible and intense disgust and revulsion toward the educational
model from the example, while female respondents, even when they
considered it undesirable and bad, were not as dismissive. According to
Kohlberg’s theory, the interpretation would point to a slightly lower level
of moral reasoning among women, whereas according to Giligan’s theory,
it would confirm the tendency of women to connect with the morality of
interpersonal relationships, to give it a personal touch, caring and intimate.
Indeed, before classifying the reasoning of young men into a higher level of
moral reasoning in relation to the reasoning of women (although this is not
specifically about the manner and the course of reasoning, the differences
can be evaluated on the basis of the terms used), what should be
emphasized are the words used by male students (such as ‘shame’,
‘embarrassing’, ‘evil’, ‘nothing good’, or ‘disgust’) concerning right and
wrong — in the impersonal context, and the words used by female students
(“foolish’, ‘stupid’, ‘abnormal’, or ‘shocked’) in connection with right and
wrong — but in a more personal context, which refers to the expression of
intimacy in communication. Again, according to Kohlberg, this would be
an indicator of lower abstractness of female moral reasoning, but according
to Gilligan — an indicator of a different orientation of women. The above

separated by four years of age (and study) and in some cases even more. Therefore,
the notes presented in this paper should not be seen as the ultimate reference to
Kohlberg’s theory or its implementation, but rather as a reference to the possibility of
linking research data with it, and as an inspiration for a possible further investigation
which would be directed by it.

1% A newspaper article about a child whose parents hid the sex from him, so as not to
affect his socialization. The boy was left to choose between the gender roles of boys
and girls. Pet godina skrivali pol deteta, oblacili ga i kao musko i kao Zensko [Five
vears of hiding the child’s sex, dressing him as both man and woman]. http:/iwww.blic.rs/
Vesti/Svet/302704/Pet-godina-skrivali-pol-deteta-oblacili-ga-i-kao-musko-i-kao-zensko
(22 Jan 2012)
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concerns only the statements that are negative; regarding responses that
show tolerance and agreement with the process of socialization, the
respondents of both sexes show an understanding of freedom given to the
child by the parents, and support the ability to grow unencumbered by
gender stereotypes.

The difference between male and female students regarding the
used terms is noticeable in their comments on the use of gender attributes
for the sake of passing the exams and other similar situations. (It is)
wrong, prostitution, greed, pathetic, not good, unjustified (behaviour), it
should not happen — are words used by female students; terms specific to
a bit higher moral reasoning were used by male students according to
Kohlberg: not (going) in the right way, because she uses sexuality (for
other) goals, wrong, inappropriate means, not good, (they should be)
honest, highly immoral. They used the following expressions as well: | do
not have a positive opinion about it, it is not the way (to achieve something),
rude, and expressions used by the female students were: wrong, she sells
herself (for some reason), benefit. Taking into account that the criticized
behaviour pertains to women, this difference could be due to a lack of
solidarity and understanding among the students towards their female
colleagues, as well as their feeling of frustration and grievance since benefits
from such conduct are unavailable to them. Girls may have been a little softer
for exactly the same reasons, which could point us to Gilligan’s theory and a
larger share of empathy in reasoning. On the other hand, according to
Kohlberg, young men clearly show a higher level of moral reasoning, but
only under the condition that we exclude the context of solidarity; however,
from all of the above it is clear that this would not be the right choice.

Some male students as well as some female students used the term
‘function’” when describing marriage: in terms of joint functioning of
partners (a female student), but also in terms of the function of marriage
for individuals and society (a male student). While the female student
sees the functionality of marriage through concrete human relations, the
male student does so through observing the reproductive function of
marriage for the individual, on the one hand, and for the community, on
the other, which is an interpretation in accordance with Gilligan’s theory.

The attitudes of respondents of both sexes on the influence of parents
in choosing a partner are virtually the same. However, when it comes to those
who think we should also listen to parents, male and female respondents
explain their attitude differently: she would not want a conflict with her
family or partner due to animosity between them, and he believes that parents
can choose a good partner for him. This, again, is explainable by Gilligan’s
and Kohlberg’s theories. The girl imagines herself as a part of a face-to-face
interaction with parents and husband, while a young man has a remarkable
(even extreme) trust in parents. In essence, both are focused on achieving
a good future life, but the female student considers her family ties very
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strong, and cannot imagine a good life with a partner without their approval.
She expresses caring as a moral quality according to Gilligan’s theory. The
same pursuit of the good life lies behind the male student’s reply, but the
centre of his response rests in his personal happiness with a partner (but the
fact that she was chosen by parents means that she actually suits them).

Male students who have a negative attitude towards the practice of
“borrowing a father™'® show a greater emotional charge than the female
students, since, hypothetically, a man is the one being ‘foisted’ a child
who is not biologically his (and it turns out that ‘his’ woman is not only
his). Their comments and disgust are substantiated by anger towards a
specific person who would make them feel disappointed and hurt. On the
other hand, if we took Kohlberg into consideration, female students with
a negative attitude show a higher level of moral reasoning, since, although
abhorrent of what they regard as immoral, they point out abstract
principles: lie (deceit) and truth, benefit, injustice, good and bad.

When it comes to homosexuals, tolerant girls and those who approve
of homosexuality use terms such as: freedom, (the right to) privacy, and
non-threat (feeling that they are not threatened by homosexuals), while
young men use terms such as an open mind and (lack of) bias. Here,
Kohlberg’s scale would show a higher level of moral reasoning among
girls, since they call for abstract, universal principles, and young men call
for a fight against prejudice. However, the girls seem to do so out of
consideration and caring toward others (the right of others to freedom and
privacy), and stress that they do not feel threatened, while with the boys it
seems that we find an orientation primarily to their own judgment (they
emphasize in the first person ‘I have no prejudices’, ‘I am open-minded’).
This supports Gilligan’s theory.

Permissiveness with respect to prostitution is differently expressed
by male and female respondents. The male respondents believe that
prostitution should be legalized to control (protection against sexually
transmitted diseases) and protect the prostitutes themselves (from
exploitation and abuse), and the female respondents are lenient to people
who prostitute themselves if they are forced into it or treat it as work as
any other. These respondents show different levels of moral reasoning
according to Kohlberg: some are afraid of concrete bad consequences
(sexually transmitted diseases), while others are thinking about the final
status and the protection of prostitutes, which represents a slightly higher
level of reasoning. The views and the arguments given by female respondents
refer to the application of Gilligan’s theory, since they show an understanding
and compassion for people who are, owing to circumstances, forced to do

18 Women from childless marriages in the past resorted to relations with other men in
order to conceive (bhophesuh, 1984, pp. 238-246)
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that type of work. For example, one female respondent put herself in the
shoes of a mother who needs money for her child, and admitted that, if
there were no other solution, she would earn money in this way, while
male respondents did not show this kind of compassion or understanding
for similar specific situations, even though one respondent himself
emphasized that prostitutes are ‘victims of human misery’ (generalized, in
an abstract sense), which is also explained by Gilligan’s and Kohlberg’s
theories. According to Gilligan, the girls show compassion and
understanding as persons, in relation to other persons in a hypothetical
situation, while young men think in general terms. According to Kohlberg,
this may be the evidence of a higher level of moral reasoning (more
abstract), but, according to Gilligan, the evidence of qualitative differences
that cannot be measured on a scale and set to the upper/lower position.

The views of the respondents of both sexes on adultery are similar
and range from a permissive attitude (with a phrase: it is better not to do
it) through a negative attitude (which acknowledges that there are
reasons/conditions due to which it sometimes happens) to a negative and
exclusive — an extremely negative attitude. They perceive it as bad because
it represents hurting other people and use terms such as contempt, betrayal,
deception, humiliation, and immorality,"’ so it leads to a guilty conscience
and contempt as typical moral sanctions. Some students argue for the
negative attitude towards adultery through the bad practical consequences it
can cause (in terms of complications of living with a partner and children),
and here they exhibit lower levels of moral reasoning according to
Kohlberg’s scheme.

The following attitude is also interesting for analysis, as an example of
the levels of moral reasoning — M2:

“I think it is normal for parents to care for female children a little
more (advise them not to marry either too soon or too late), because the
males are in a slightly better position (if pregnancy occurs, the man only
pays alimony and often avoids responsibility, although this should not be
the case, while a girl changes the entire course of her life and is left with
all the responsibility, so she has to be more careful).”

This attitude and the attitudes of some female respondents indicate
the level of moral reasoning that takes the actual consequences of a
particular act, which may be aggravating in life, as a benchmark for
good/bad. Similarly, a male student who mentioned honesty as a moral
category and as an argument for identical upbringing, linked it with a
possible occurrence of jealousy between a brother and a sister due to
different rules imposed, so he essentially reasons taking into account the

Y The moral offense is “the subject’s behaviour contrary to moral norms (more
precisely, its disposition)”. The offense may be heavier or lighter (JTyxuh, 1974, p.
205), but in this case the norm of respect for other human beings is evidently violated.
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specific negative consequences of a different upbringing, and not, as
some male and female respondents, freedom as a principle. In this case,
Kohlberg’s theory could not be applied successfully to prove a higher
level of moral reasoning of males, particularly because the respondent is a
senior student. One female junior student, like him, talked about a ‘rebellion’
of girls due to different levels of freedom that are given to them in
comparison to the freedom that parents allow young men, and believes that it
is a negative consequence of unequal treatment of children of different sexes.
Here, the following attitude may be pointed out for the analysis of the
degree of moral reasoning:

M2: “T would raise both children the same, since | wish them both
a good life and a good marriage. | could not teach them to love, but |
could give them general guidelines that would help them identify the right
person and cope with marriage in a better way. | cannot do too much. |
can only explain to them what is good and what is not from my perspective. |
can point out what is more appropriate to do, but they are independent
persons who ultimately decide what to do.”

The male respondent shows a higher level of moral reasoning.
Marriage, gender relations, and specific situations are subordinated to
more general principles, correctness, and a good life in general. We can
also cite the example of a female respondent Z4: “What is right is right
for both of them”, who, in a laconic manner, expressed a great truth about
the need for equality between the sexes and the desire for righteousness,
which is an abstract category of moral reasoning.

We conclude that, although the data was not gathered in a way that
would allow a direct verification of Kohlberg’s theory, it seems that girls
do not reason at a lower level than boys. The results of Kohlberg’s research
should probably be attributed to the instrument used. Individual differences
(which are sometimes large even among the members of the same sex)
should be attributed to the environment (family first), so Gilligan’s
explanation is more likely. In fact, both girls and boys strive or not strive
for moral goals at an approximately equal level when asked about the issues
of gender morality. Sometimes there are no differences, and sometimes they
appear in the manner of reasoning, not in the final goal (response): both
sexes often give the same final answers, only the arguments or terminology
of explanations are sometimes different, because girls tend to give priority to
interpersonal relationships and care. Therefore, we conclude that, in
accordance with Gilligan’s theory, we can speak of different ‘voices’ of girls
and boys, rather than of different levels of their moral reasoning. Another
question is whether this is indicative of a need for further investigation of
the assumptions that men and women actually function differently in
qualitative terms, but with the same result: both sexes are ultimately
socialized for the continuation of the species (in a way they are shaped by
their culture), or, in other words: people’s urge for the continuation of the
species is socialized with the same outcome for men and women.
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POJHE PA3JIMKE MJIAIUX Y MOPAJIHOM
3AK/bYUUBABY Y ITIOJTHOM MOPAJTY Y CBETJIY
KOJIBEPT'OBE U THJIMI'AHUHE TEOPHUJE

Cagyma Pepuh
VYuusepsuret y [Ipumtunu ca cequmrem y Kocosckoj Mutposuiy,
dunozodcku pakynret, lenapTman 3a counoiordjy, Kocoscka Mutposuma, Cpouja

Pe3ume

AyTOpKa, Kao COIMOJIOT, TPAXKU M HaJla3l YIIOPHUILTE Y TeOpHjaMa O TMONHO] U POIHO]
COLIjaNIM3ALMjH M YYCHY POAHUX YIIOTa, NPE CBEra HHTEPAKIMOHUCTHYKO], KOTHUTHBHO
Pa3BojHOj, Kao ¥ TeopHjaMa O yuery Mopaina. HajsHauajHuje TeopHje 3a OBaj paj Cy OHe
KOje pa3Marpajy ofHoc 1oja 1 Mopaia - Jlopenca Konbepra u Kepon I'mimran. Konbepr
U CapajHULM Cy MPOHAIUIM Jia je HMBO MOpPAJHOT pacyhuBama KoJ AeBojunna (OCuM y
HajMimaheM y3pacTy) HIDKH, Hero xoj aedaka. OHM Hamase Ja BehwHa mHeroBux MCIHTa-
HHLIA MOPATHO PE30HYjE Ha MPBOM CTa/I1jyMy KOHBEHIIMOHAIHOT HUBOA, 8 UCITUTAHUIIN Ha
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npyroM. Crora Konbepr TBpau ma m3Mel)y MyIIKOT M XKEHCKOI MOpPAJHOT pacyhuBama
HOCTOjM OMTHA KBAJIMTATHBHA PasiMKa, M TO y KOPUCT MylIKkapana. Heka of meroBux
UCTpaKHBamba MOKa3yjy Ja HUBO MOPAJIHOT pacyhuBama JIeBOjUMIIa U Je4aKa BapHupa ca
crapomhy: y paHHjeM y3pacTy je 3aHEMapHBO BHIIM KOJ JEBOjUMLA, a Y KACHHjeM 3Ha-
YajHO BHIIM KOx nedaka. Vcrpaxyjyhu MopanHo pacyhuBame ydeHHKa y pas3midUTUM
KYJNTypHHM, JIPYIITBEHUM M BaCIIUTHUM YCJIOBUMA, IPOHAIIUIN Cy Jla Pa3IiKe y HUBOAMA
MOpaJHOT pacyhuBarma MOTy OMTH HOBE3aHe ca pa3iiiKaMa y COLMO-KYJITYpHO] 3anehuHu
1 BacmuTHUM npuctynuMa. Kepon I'miuran cmatpa na je KonGepr cysuo nomeH mopai-
HOT Ha MPaBHYHOCT, a 3aHEMapHO MOPATHOCT OpUTe M OATOBOPHOCTH Kao H0j KOMILIe-
MEHTapHy MOpAIHy OpHjeHTalnujy (0BO Moxke 1a uMmIummimpa u aa KonGeprosu HuBOM
MOpaJHOT pacyhuBama HUCY KyNTYpHO HeyTpaiHH). JKeHe He HCIoJpaBajy Mame Mopal-
HOCTH Of] MyILKapalia, Beh je UCIoJbaBajy Ha JPYTH HAYMH: 32 PA3NHKy O MyIIKaparia,
KOJH ce pYKOBOJIE TIPABIIMMa M Jy>)KHOCTHMA (eTHKa MpaB/e), OHE CBOje 00aBe3e u OAro-
BOPHOCTH H3BOJIE M3 HHTEPIIEPCOHAIHUX OJJHOCA (€THKa OpHre W OArOBOPHOCTH), Y CKJIa-
Iy ca TpaJULHOHAIHOM IOJIHOM IIOJIEJIOM paja U ynorama. Tako 0COOMHE Koje ce cMa-
Tpajy ToXKeJbHUMA 32 JKeHY ITOTHCKY]y HeHO MOPAITHO pacyhiBame Ha CTaIujyM ,,HIDKH
on BehWHCKOT cTagujyma Mymkapua. HakoH aHanmmse craBoBa JOOMjeHHX TyOHMHCKAM
WHTEPBjYOM y HCTPAKUBAY TOJHOT MOpaia MIIAJHX, 3aKJbYdyjeMo Jia ce, Y CKIIaay ca
I'mraHMHUHOM TEOPHjOM, IPe MOYKE TOBOPUTH O Pa3IMUIUTHM ,,IJIaCOBHMa” JIeBOjaka U
Mitaauha, Hero O pa3JIMYuTOM CTEIICHOBAY HUBOA FBHXOBOT MOPAJIHOT 3aKJby4YHBama. Pe-
3ynrare KonbeproBor HeTpaxuBama BEPOBATHO TpeOa MPHIICATH KOPUIINEHOM HHCTPY-
MeHTy. [Ipe O ce Morie HHOMBHIAyaTHE pa3iuKke (Koje Cy TOHEKaaa BENMKE U KOJ TpH-
TaTHHKA UCTOT I10J1a) IIPHIMCATH OKPYKEEbY (HajIpe ITOPOANIHOM).



