ED 095 999

AUTHOR
© TITLE

PUB DATE
FOTE

. BDRS PRICE
'/ DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT

Piaget and Lawrence Kohlberg concerning moral education within the
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Cognitive-ngelopmental Approaches to

Moral Education: A Social‘tthical Analysis
C Sown B Owvr

In this essay, I intend to view critically the pres-
criptions -of Jean Piaget and his American colleague ) s B
‘Lawrence Kchlberg in their capacity as advisors concern-
ing moral educat;on within public schlools. Both are
currently at th; center of a renaissance of interest in
moral education. Under'tbeir leadership, a number of
ediucators have made imprcssive attempts tolreconstruct
the moral managerial act?vity of the schools on the basis
of empirically defensible generalizationé about -how
chrildren mature. And these eduéafors are emerg&ng with
a %blitical-educational strategy for mo;al education--

a strategy that is hardly neuvtral. When Kohlberg claims,

for example, that those who work with his cognitive-

developmental scheme for moral education are proceeding

PS 007428

on a "natural," not a conventional! or ideological basis, /
he is speaking much! *oo simply.  Piaget's and Kohlberg's.
approaches to moral education are constituted in a series

of empirical gereralizations, ethical assertions, and
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~cause they are ‘assuming such social import
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political étrategies, all.of which hold' together in a

reasqnablykéoherentﬂway,’bﬁt\havdly”in a way fhat con-

stitutes a self-evident ,schenma. The commitments involved

A}

sgstnscrutinyi if only be-

nce, and be-,

A4 .
cause 1in the next few years they undoubtedly will pro-

vide the basis for a considerable amount of research and
: . , | )
* L4 ) [ * ‘ -
institutional experimentalism.
|
To be candid, my few disagreements with Pdaget and ' -

Kohlberg are very @uch in-house matters. 'Although I did

not choose tc follow Piaget' in rejecting philosophy as

a base for investigating the worlds- of childrep, I never-

theleéé was attracted to his agenda, and even to the
methods he employed. In choosing to be a psychologist
rather than a philosopher, Piaget chose a.médel of science
profoundly influenced by his philosophical backgfound. And
it is this joining of philosophical knowledgeability and
social scientific commitment that constitutes his genius.
From my perspective, Piaget's own style reguires, orlat
least suggests, the appropriateness of c;i%icism and deQe-
lopment within both the disciplines that he somehow isg
able to synthesize. "{‘ )
I. The Schools and Moral Plufalisml

Mcst people, I suspect, will readily agree with

LI

- ' [




i»u' Piaget that schools are in the business of encsugéglng - {“i'ﬁl,
moral respectability among children. To suggest “that - |
schools bgerate in thi: capacity is, of course, to say
nothing new, because it is commonplace to acknowledge
that a communlty s educatlonal system functlon in social-

) izing children 1nto at least some of the community's most
fundamental valugé;an@‘ln reinforeing the authority of
other public instiéﬁtions.te.g. the churchés, the policé,
the welfafe system, and thé courts). Schools are moral
managers, not in the sense that teachers and administra-
tors are forced to assume professional responsibility"
gor making arbitrary deéisions on moral issues and for
enforcing these. Rather, schools are moral managers in

the far broader sense that the very task of spending time -

as a viable institution requires that respectability be

[ . \‘

defined and promoted. \

Piaget makes this point when-be likens activity | =
W1th1n social systems, 1nclud1ng schools, to the inter- |
agtlon of players in a game of marbles. qIn order to
interact at all, persons.must be able to develop recipes
. /,qfor behavior, rules, or stable expecfations. And when.
these are violated, the system is disrupted and the tasks
at hand are made far more difficult to achfébe.' A con-
sensus concerning respectability is a precondition of
ordered social activity,

-
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Ironically, as Piaget also discovers, thg‘rules of
the game become much clearer when violations occur,

whether in real life or in aécount° of fictional situa-

tions. The children interviewed for The‘MOPd¢ Judpment -

1]
»

'of the”Chlld for example, are asked to, Peflect on situa-

) tions where rules hcve been broken; andkanly-mn this
. . ;

context do children prov1de'P1apet with clues . concer‘m 34
l theiv understanding of rules and the authority in tcrm" j ‘ /
.of Whlch particular conflicts are to be ad]udlcaféd. Vo /
Piaget's experience apparently coincide® with Fmile 7 \\‘

Durkheim's observation that every social system necds @

-

criminals and occasions for punishment "in order to e
establish moral’ity."1 At least from one perépective,

moral experignce is always a sum-zevo‘game, the aware-

ness of the lines of one's own respectability requiring
that others fail. Respectability is the solution to the
problem of dlvordn s but how can there be a solution to

a problem that has‘not been made maanest? ’In short,.
there is a éocial function for deviance; .groups will |
necessarily program their activifies both to create and )
to deal with deviance, because‘in that'way a group 1s able

to have the best of all possi ble worlds--the stability

necessary for its particular versign of marbles, and the

deviant fringe that constitutes the-spectré of chaos

when rules are violated. It may not be neces ssary for
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theré ultimately to be winners and losers in ethical ‘ ' -
experience} oné can at least hope for a sifuation“where

]

everyone wins. But the need. for deviance andArespecta-
bilityjis anéther'matter; This is the need for demon=-
strating the'paraTeters within which everyoné‘pbtentiallf | \
might be ehhan-ced. . > - 4 | \{}
As far as I am aware,‘Piaget does [not speak about
~tdeviance" or "respectability,"” %ut he might.juSt as well
do so. These are terms that belong to the discussion of
moral judgment when mofality is'viewed_as t%e cons%%tu-
tion of SOCialjorder, ard that is precisely-the view of
.mérality that Piaget assumes. .Differing patfernsmof
moral Jjudgment are differing ways qf.expefienqing and
constituting "fulcs of the gaméiﬁ‘ For Piaget, to épeak
about moral judgmént is to spéak about sociallrulés,

Y @

and the most significant differences in moral judgment

are cstablished in contrasting interpretations concerning
the nature and authority of these rules.

Piaget's assumptions concerning the definition of ‘
. ) AN
morality place him squarely in the functionalist camp,

! 1
but more important, they arbitrarily delimit the kinds_ |

PS 007428

of judgment that will be taken seriously as -examples of
"moral judgment." For example, Piaget (and subsequently,
his American colleagues) apparently do not consider

affective’creative/meditative dimensions «f human
b
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_expevlence as having moral significance, allhough a sub-

stantlal rormanticist tradltlon within the hlatory of -

‘ etblcs has located the essence of the moral life precise=-

'ly there. Likewise, Piaget's view of morality makes

short shrift of important intuitionist theories of the’

moral life, whlch claim that persons mlstakénly 1dent1fy
morallgy with rules, and mlstakenly think that certaln
patterns oi principled reasoning are superior to others.=
Philosophers like H. AI_Prichard, for ex.unple, argue

that it is an error to separate the formal (abstract)

from the substantive (concrete) in ethics. What is
obligatory. is known only in.specific v;tuations where

there are choices to be made.2 Follow1ng ﬁ!hchard, R "
moral educatlon would not have to do with principles .

or with leading children into "higher" patterns of “moral

casuistry. Instead, it would attempt to opén‘children's

.eyes to the vast number of value choices they make and

n

would attempt to sensitize them to the multiplieit& of
-

obligations in their environment. According to Prichard,
youd either ;ee particular instances of obli%ation or you
do not. The problem with childrern, as with anyone else,
is usually one of value bllndnes S, not 1mmatur1ty in
moral reasoning. ‘

In making the game of marbles into a paradigm of thé

-

moral life, Piaget's argument is virtually predetermined,

)
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and, as we shall see, Law ence Kohlberg brilliantly followa

the logic of thlsﬁapgument to its 1neV1tab1e conclusion,

A e e et e — e -

Persons who define morality as social rules wiI&’&névitably
concern themfelves with the orlgln and authority of those
rules, and also with the more abstract principles in Lerms
- ~ of which conflicts can be mediated. Ultimately the argu-
\ ment will be about the shape of'justice. fhere is no
other way to move. A o . A
‘ llot surprisingly, then, Piaget is haunted by the -
problem of moral pluralism and especially by questions

concerning which schemes of respectability and deviance

ougiit to be promoted by the schoqls. In this regard, he

) uses‘Eﬁile Durkheim both as a éoufce of support and as
a foil. He agpees with Durkheim that deviance and
respectab@lié;;arepolitical categories, for the simple
reasén-thét roral judgmeits are social constructions and

grow out of the spirit of a group's collective life.

Moral rules are not rooted in the nature of things’; they

4

. are not divinely omdained; and they are not universally

i\ obligatory. Instead moralivufes are éhaped as persons
- .

*\interact within particular sccial systems, and they are

| .
”rplative to *ho§§'sy stems., Dev1ance\ang re pectability

%n schools cannot everywhere be the ame, because\\plld-

hood takes place within such dlsparate social settings ‘\\‘\\\~

W1th such disparate styles and habits of authority. .




| -BEST copt ANLIBLE
1- 8 - -

4

nptions do not threaten -
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Piaget's structuralist ass

- s '

this fundamental aprecdent bith urkheim, In tracidg the
structures of moral judgment that develop as the child
grows in his 1nte11cctugl capac111 ¢ and in social ex- ‘-f
perience, Piaget dellneatcs age-re%atod patterns that.
appear to be cr *oss=cul tural, h;erar&ﬂiégl and invarient.
o .
lie carefully distinguishes, howcver'\between forms. or
structures of moral reasoning and subitant~ve moral
rules) The latter belong to conyentlon. - The substance
‘of the moral life %ﬁ thoroughly éonvenQ&onal, and cannot
be understood apért from the social context within which
,concrete moral rules are generafed andyekforced. .

P_ag;t ang Durkhteim part csppany, hovever, in draw-
iﬁg implications from this doc’%nne of pIU\alLsm for
activities withln schools. In his 1925 stgdy of moral
education, Durkhein had argued that schools \are repre--?
éentatives of the ommunity's shared values.\ Like -
elder; within primitive societies, schools initiate
children into the intellectual and ﬁoral hcritége of
the group. Ov, tc change the metaphor, the schoolmavter
serves as a prlest, who mcd1atcc between society and
~the child.’ |

Piaget accuses Dﬁrkheim and his followers of

committing a simple, but devastatingly serious descriptive

error, They might have - been correct, Piaget argues, if
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only a single association cou” be identified as the school's
sponsor, but schools do not belong to a single, coherent
social system. . "There are no such things as societies qua
béﬁngs,"u who exhibit a singlé, intérnally consistent
body of values. People, including children, do not belong
to é single association, or even to a collection of mutually
‘isolatable associations. éociety is more complex, hold-
ing together a vast number of relations énd world views
(e.g. reiigious, cultural, geograph&cal, economic, racial) -J '

- that both overlap and conflict. Consequently, to turPese
the schools intd'gn instrument for a particular group's
perspective on the moral life is to make schools gub-
servient to‘only part of the child's social world.
WOrsé: it is- to justify the despotiém of a group that is
carable of grasping enough power to make its Q;ll felt
in thre eduCQtith} system, -

Piaget's distinctive contribution to this complexi-

fication of Durkheim ic his point that "alongside the social
relations between children and adults there exist social
relations that apply disfinctly to the groups which children
form ;mong themselves."5 These also must be recognized‘;
as significant groupings within ﬁggiety, whose values im-
pinge on scﬁools.’ Age is avsourﬁe‘of humnan community, A

because persons share a network of. age-related conditions

that elicit common ipages of the worl.. and common moral
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meanings. Among children, fhe population to which he
limited his investigations, Fiagect =ees that persons can
understand each other within age groups, in‘;bite‘of the
fact that particular styles of mor;1 argument are not
reinforced by authorities. Age communitieé function
zinvisibly; they appear to st;ucture the ﬁgﬁium for moral
‘discourse amcng children. The conditions that give rise
to shared images and ﬁeanings may go unacknowledged; but
the consequcnit sense of being understood by one's own age
grogp is testimony to their force.

In the face of moral pluralism, Piaget's prescrip-
tion for the schools ishshockinglyrsimple. His rejoinder

to Durkheim i not that educators4shopld‘work,out a com-
promise among the associations that expect schools to
enbody their world views. Irctead, he argues that”Sphools
should resist adult-imposed moral.rules whenever possible,
because adult constraint is itself a condition for moral
immaturity among cr.ildren. He does not evaluate competi;
tive systems or competitive ctyles of rules.. In fact,
Piaget has little to say about the relative worth of
alternative life styles, except when these are associated
with contrasting patterns of authority and submissiveness,
or with greater or lesser approximations of the ideal of

justice.

His surprising prescription takes the form of two
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ideal types (reminiscent of Durkheim's distinction between
restitutive and repressive laws)--the "tWo-moralities of
thejchild.“v The firsf is characterizad by the authority
and constraint of adults: ?every command coming from a
respected person is the starting-point of an obligatory
rule,"® This pattern leads to a kind of mystical feeling
towards authority, which nevertheless fits perfectily well
with egécentrism. "It encourages behavioral inconsistency
and a preoccupationxwitﬁ the verbal statement of rules.‘

It dafines good onli in terms of obedience, and discourages

an evaluation of thk motives that prompt disobedient acts.

- Finally, if encourages forms of punishment_that are S
punitive and expiatory; the most stern punishment is the
most just, and the punished child is likely to be the
most obedi_:ént.7

The éeéond morality of the child is dominated by
reciprocity, the mutual respect of persons, and the search

) for distributiye forms of justice. Punishment for deviant
behavior ié impoScd, not out of a romance with expiation,
but out of a need to ensure that the gﬁilty party endures
the consequences of his own act. Explanation is considered
mope'profitable than censure. Motives become important
in evaluating the moral worth of an act. And rules are

considered as ways of contributing to the jeneral welfgre.

They are changeable in light of evolving perceptions of
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the common good.

Piaget, of course,'is well aware that his "two
moralities" are models, and as such, they are replicated

only as strains or tenden ies in the real experience of ’

children. But 'in Moral Judgment of the Child his ;rgu-
ment consistenfly is politiqél,‘and his tho mora}éties"
also> assue nonmative status. Moral immaturity is‘related
. to the persistence of adult consfraint and tq/limited
possibilities for reeciprocity. Thus, the enéouragement
of moral maturity depends upon finding wdyg’ih‘wnich
patterhs.of adult constraint-can be interrupted. ?he
) school's strategy for moral education, at least ideally;
\ 13 to restructure itself so that the task of teaching-
'learning does not »roceed within a clfmate~of value° //f
-imposed from outside the clasvroom. Pldget s p01nt is _ !
g reall&kquite radical: he 1dent1fles adult constralnt |
with Durkheim's collective represehtations.‘ And however
complex Durkheim's view of society is made tthugh acknow-
"ledging the multiform character of society, Piaget's point
remains constant. Schools must not a§sume the respon51-
bility for repreventnng the values ?f the Jarper society,.
except for the most funcamental cgﬁsensual values related
to justice--values.that must be ﬁ}esupposed in order for

any social system to operate. To impose, by whatever

means, a broader range of values growing out of the
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community's collective life is educationally unhealthy.
Moral maturation requires opposition to Durkheim's concept

of the scheool's priestly function, and this oppositjen, .
- in turn, requires that educators declare their incependence R
rrom groups who 1ook\to the schools to'embody their biases.
IT. The Scheols as Platonic Republics A

Logically extended, Piaget's line of reasoning leads
'fora virtually sectarian propoSal:' that s<hools éught to
" become parallel institutions, utopian societies, pérticu—

larly as children and youth approach developmental stages'

i

) where they.are capable of comprehending the character

“ - '3 '
. . and requirements of commurity. The suggestion is never
worked o'.t in any detail ‘or with any precision. ‘Indeed,

at the,conciusion,oﬁ Moral Judgment of the Child, Piaget

cqnfgsses his.suspicion of all dogmétic appréaches te | L
edu?ational reform. But the sugggstioh‘is there never-
tﬁeless, weakly, in the -presentation of his biases to=- " -
ward student .government:and the Activity School.
Piaget's sectar%qnism is developed somewhat more
ekténsively by Léwreﬁce'Kohlberg, althoﬁgh even he tends
to sacrifice precision to the vaguenegs of liberal,
democratic rhetoric. Kohlberg.argqes repeafedly that
schools who take théir moral?educétive function seriously
must be in the busin;ss of building P]atoﬁic republics--
. | holistic reconstructions of the educational environment.

)

- &

%
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~Moral educaticn "raises the issue of the structure of the
L

schools," he writes, and "a complete approach to moral
education means, full student participation in a schoql iﬁ

i which justice is a living matter." 1In his essay, "Educa-
tien for Justice:” A Modern Statement of the Platonic
View," Koﬁiberg adds,

All schools need not and cannot be self-
/c©utaLned little \epﬁbllcc in which know-
ledge of the good is to be brought out
‘through love and community as well as
'through participation in a just institution.
Such schools do stand as a challenge to an
educational establishment wRich makes a
pious bow to the bag of virtues while
teaching that true goodness is tested on
the College Boarde. The Platonic yiew
. I've been espousing suggests somefhing -
— still revolutionary and frightening to me if
: "+ not tc you, that schools would. be radically
difrerent places if they took seriously
the teaching of real knowledge of the
good. S . , .

> Just what Kohlberg's republic would be like is

left somewhat to our imagirnations, although he provides
a number of clues. One is simply his announcement that
he has found such a republic, and that it is thriving in
Rindge, New Hampshire. Quoting from the school's brochure,
which he says aptly deseribes his observation of the
schcol, Kohlberg writes,

The sense of community is most strongly felt

in the weeklv meeting, consisting of faculty,

their families, and students. Decisions are

nade by censensus rather than by majority

rule. This places a responsibility on each
member to struggle to see through his own
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desires to the higher needs of others and the

community, while witnessing the deepest
‘concerns of his conscience. The results of
these decisions are not rules in the tradi-
tional sense, but agreements entered into by
everyon# and recorded as minute81f0

Tlearly, then, Kohlberg is not interested in a republic
dominated by childheod and youth culture, any mor-e than
he is interested in schools that are. dominated bygédults,
or by.the spirit (or spirits) of the larger Socie£y. His
Platonic image is instead dominated by the idea of justice;
which inhibits the imposition of the beliefs of one group !
on énother, and, in fact, one of the school's central
functions is to maintain and communicate those values
which reinforce egalitarian rules-of-the-game. The ideal
“ school is committed to recognizing the equal fights of
lindividuals in matters that concern beliefs.
Kohlbers's agenda is deéigned to transform schools
into communities--that is, to transform schools into groups
that are mutually supportive, méaningfcentering, and value-

integrating. This is quite a contrast to other possible

agendas which suggest that schools should operate as

skills-centers, or that they should eﬁcourage a child's
progress at his own rate of growth on an individua1izeq|
program, or that schbols should themselves be mirrors of
“the rjchness of pultural diversity. Lach of these agendas

may have its place, but in his radical vision, Kohlberg
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- appears to ar%ue that schools ought alsco to be séurces of
.I‘
\

their own life stylec, growing ou* of the interaction of

all persons difeptly invelved in the process, Communities
are not built on abstractions; they emerge over time with-
v o 5
in the- painful process cf arbitrating conflict and of
working out'practical compromises on everyday matters.
There are mahy‘pointsAat.which Kohlberg has‘simply
not taken the time to refine his proposal for a restructured-\
school (e.g. he has not dealt witﬁ implications of cogni-
tive-sgcial cevelopment for age segrogatién in various
farms of deéision-making within the school). Put it is
not fair fo criticize him (and indirectly, Piaget) for
this. Both are far more involved in other dimeﬁsions of
their larger projects. WHgh is disturbing, though, is
hat the logic of their argument carries them in the
di}ection of a kind of educational sectarianism; whether |
cr not it is c¢larified. Not that ideals and visions of ' . T

utopia are irrelevant; not at all! The prSFfém is that

sactarianism breeds characteristic doctrines that distort
»

-~ our image of who man is and the way the social world
works, and, also, doctrines that breed frustration with
the'éhéracter of activities educators ‘must settle for.

The main trouble with sects is that they do not
ancouroge a Spirit'of compromise wﬁrh the powers-that-be,

»~ - and the main trouble with Piaget's/and Kohlberg's

4
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sectarian biases Esfthat they do not allow for Durkheim D
to be taken with sufficient seriousness, Perhaps, for
developmental Teasons,_educators ggghg to resist being .
priests, enforcing thelﬁaldes that_are widely held within
a society. But the fact ofdaiﬁp is that schools are
viewed by grbups yithinxthe community as»powergﬁl vehicles
for the socialization of?children.' In the public sphere,-
thé spirit -of Durkheim reigns, and to resist is a hefoick -
and usually.tragic act.: Where there is an absence of

consensus in a community cohcerning values, schools are "

» ' .
not exempted from.enfording life styles. Instead, schools

are unavoidably placed in the position that Piaget and

v

 oh1berg want to avoid: a situation where educatorslﬁﬁét
make political judgments about wha@ will or will not wash
with the public, and what costs may or may not be involved
in taking risks. Kohlberg is correct in showing how .
teachers often untginkingly,enforce dominant‘l;festyles

e ]

through administrative practices in the classroom. But

those same teaéhers: o.. reflection, will probably choose

to continue these’pr¢ctices, not out of dogmatish,‘but

as the necessanyzeonéitigﬁ ﬁgp the educational enterpr%se.
Frankly, my own bigses make me very uneasy with an

educafional sectarianis@ that equates socialization into

the life styles of dominant communities with adult authori-

}‘ 4
tarianism. I agree with Piaget and Kohlberg that moral
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maturity requires the ability to transcend and to criticize
. . : .
conventional behavior. PBut critical self-t?apscendence
does not rcquiré even an implicit rejectioﬁhqf man's nature
¢ :
as an animal who is defined by his group loyalties, and .
by his identification with tangible communities. The ability
even to speak about morality assumes communities that are
able to provide the common.language and perspectives’
necessary, for comqynication. Communities need institutions;
in fact, comnmunities are, by definition, aggregates of
. mutually-reinforcing institutions. One would expect that
theseYwould enibody conventional images of deviance and
raspectability. Schools carnot, and probably should dot,
be vieﬁed as cultural islands, shaping their own life
. styles apart ffomlthe cpnvehtional ccmpromises ;haf allow
.for social order in the larger society. ’
. Children shculd not be encouraged to pretend that
they can start on the first day of hictory in shaping new
forms of respectability and cdeviance within schools. e
What they need to find out, in one way or another, is
that the'patterns of respectability and deviance which the
schools represent are themselves pelitical artifads.
They are shaped within a process that is at leastftolerably
fluid--a process in which various associations with differ-

ing forms of power compete for the ability to impose theiv

world: views. Recognizing the fluidity of this process is .
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a healthy moment of transcendeﬁce. It is a moment that
allows for affirming the dignity of one's own cultural
identify and for aqrealistic assessment éf what it takes
to affect school-énforced convent;onality. Piaget and
Kohlberg ought to ﬁe commended for their desire to whet the
appetites of children for justice, but they arefwrong'in-
thinking that this should be accomplished within schopls
that are artifically protected from the larger commun;ty's
politicél compromises (of which the character of the
schools is an expression),

Piqgét is correct, of course, in arguing that
children's socigtiéS”Oﬁgﬁt to impinge on .the values of
the school. Inrfact, fhey do, if on%y througﬂ the limit-
irg power of the child's abilitv to comprehend or not
comprehend what teachers are saying, and iﬁ‘the'child's
overt expression of his own sense of fairness. .Still;
political realisn’ is not taught by pretending that children
are mofe povwerful than they are. For many, many reasons
children's societiss (age-related communifies) are not
dominant in any society. To be sure, it is to the ad-
vantage o7 all concerned that children be enéouragedlin',
- the development of cog?itive apd leadership skills, and
society is usually willing to carve out spheres in which
children can take the initiative. But these spheres are
carefully maihtained within acceptable boundaries of

respectability, which children can and should sense.

re
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They aléo should be helped to recognize that'fhese
boundaries are changeable, yet Piéget's and Kohlberg's
sectarian visions do not lecad to this kind of recognition.
VIn their anti-authoritarian orierntation, they would give
too.much to children, and thus encourdage an insensitivity
to the way in which the political world works. 'They would
tdrn the school inte a parallel, isolate world where justice
is automaxicall& celebrated by teachers, and where beliefs
are not imposed by one group con another. In so doing,
they would create a mini-world wifhoug sin; and while
perhaps that Is an admirable aspiration, it is frustrating;
ly out of joint with the social world that man has in-

¥
habited since Eve imposed her dietary beliefs on Adam.

IIT. The Less-than-Ideal Republic

Kohlberg has the good sense to recognize the diffi-
cu}ﬁy of his own sectarian leanings, and, in faét, spends
mucﬁ of his time in delineatisng outlines for moral edu-
cation among children that are anything but sectarian.
He makes thiélimporta?t move when he advocates a set of
procedures that he calls a "way station"--a second-best
-strategy in moral education. At the leasé: he is taking
poral educaticn from the sphere of governance to that,of
a formal teaching-learning; situation. In Kohlberg's ideal

|

republic, as in Piaget's Activity School, moral education

1s a form of democracy within which problems that matter
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in the school's life are worked out. But in the less-than-

ideal situation, the grist of moral education is a series

of conflict-oriented stories. Students are exposed to
higher'patterns of moral jﬁdgment within free-flowing

discussions, and movement upward through more mature stages
purpertedly occurs because students are attracted to the

highest stages.they can comprehead. What might have becﬁu
genuine social conflict in Kohlberg's ‘deal republic be-

comes verbal argument concerning fictioi 1l situations, the .
;takes being considerably réduced. :

Kohlberg thus retreats from th;_;;:;;;I;; dream of

a radically restructured séhool, and becomes an advocate,

at least in the.sphere of moral education, for a school

that is cut off.the liberal welfare model. 'The task.

ceases to be the political one of working out compromises
and becomes one of moral therapy, with the teacher, who

possesses the "secret" knowledge of developmental stages,

serving as thercpist. The'thrustlof the welfare model

in America, of course, has always been ameliorative,

directed toward recducing the punitive treatment of deviants
“eby the judiciary, pnlice, and the welfare agencies, as
well as by educational institutions. But, in spite of its
liberal orientation, the welfare model remains, by defini-

tion, paternalistic. The agenda gets set by experts.. In

moral education, these experts must have training in the
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cognitive-developmental tradition and must possess knotr- -
ledge about the moral judgments of children at various
stéges.

As Kohlberg is aware, his second-best strategy -
lecaves alone the overall structure and administration of
the school. It does not touch the processes within which
deviance and reépectébility are managed--processes that
usually occur haphazardly under the pressures“of main-
taining classroom order and providing the conditions fof
formal learning. Thus, Piaget's two moralities can be

s

exﬁected to collide within thelgiﬁssroom, and even to
receive a certain legitimacy in their collision. The
classroom situation typically suggests in powerful, but
unacknowledred ways, the respectability of what Kohlberg
calls the "bag of virtues'"--honesty, willingress to defer
.pleasure, unwillingness to cheat, respect for elders, and
sc on, while at thebsame time, the teacher-as-moral-
educator may verbally be suggesting that moral choice is
more complex. The situation is not compounded of ignorance..
It actually is functipngll Movemenit upward within the
stages of moral judgment does seem to be possible within
the schizophrenic classrcom. Likewise, the ghettoizing
" of moral instruction allows for the school to proceed with
its necessary ac%ivity of appeasing dominant groups within

the larger society through rei:ﬁgreiﬁgyﬁcceptable patterns
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of moral judgment and behavior. What suffers is consis-
. tency, and the risk is large that the teacher as class-
R room administrator will be more clearly perceived than -

the teacher as moral educator. Certainly the classroom

administrator has more sanctions at his disposal.

My larger point is that in his second-best strategy,
o
Kohlberg has compromised the radicalism of Piaget's initial_

logic, and, indeed, his own intuitipns,about the require-
ments of effectiQe moral education. Froﬁrané perspective,
Kohlberg's éompgcg}Se is healthy, because his sectarian
visions are fingily rot politically feasible in the public
arena. But now, to éréué the other side, I believe that
his work is‘curreptly being hurt by Qgs willingness to
accept toc little--by tte velucténce gf Kohlberg and his
associates to consider, in the context of political realism,
how much and what kind of resfructdfing'in public education
is possible. As a socinl ethicist,\; am not in a position

. to comment on how much more work is either ﬁéssible or
.desirable in further refinement of the Piaget-Kohlberg
typoloéy of stages as the basis for moral education. But
my feeling is that, at least pragmatically, the increased
value for schools of a more sophisticated structural typo-
logy may notﬁjustify an extended period of labor. At times,
a return to the original gross generalizations of.the

fathers may yield more useful insights.
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What is needed, I b2lieve, is to devote the same
empirical attenticn to ways in which changes in classroom
administration and organization can alter moral judgment
that Kohlberg gave to ways in which moral judgment is
affected by participation in discussions about moral con-

flict, Piaget's Moral Judgment of the Child has effectiie-

ly been extended by Kohlbefg and others in investigating
with more precisign the relationships among aging,

cultural factors,ﬂand patterns of moral reason. But one

is almost shocked to find the impressive political dis- . .J
courseqof Fiaget beirg left to the vagiest kind of
rhetoric.

/

The liberal is always in a paradoxical situation:
‘
attempting to affirm the basic soundness of institutions,

while at the same time attempting to embody as much of the

\

sectarian, fadical agenda as possible within~éociety's
institutional life. As representatives of an educationally
liberal tradition, Piaget's American colleagues find them-
selves facing just this paradoxz. Their problem is to be ————
realistic about the political constraints on muralkeduca-
tion, but to draw also on Piaget's radical judgment of
educational establishments. It is this latter dimension
of Piagetf&ﬁ‘liﬁéraliSm that presently needs development.
It is there, in the utopian vision, that the agenda for

the next era is to be found. —_
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