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This paper begins by arguing that the concept of structure

2

employed by political scientists in the anaiysis of belief systems

(i.e., "constraint") is whoily inadeqdate and misleading. Further,

it is argued that constraint is largely a measure of ideological
content“andbthat-its contined use onl& inhibits a truly structural
- L
analys%s of belief systems: f-
The middle ééction of the papegppresénés a'tﬁgbrétical alte?natiVe a

to qonstraint. That alternative is Piaget's concept® of egocentrigm. . -
The basics of Piaget'§ system are.outlined and the role oflegocentrism ¢

in that system is detailéd. The main purpo;é of the paper is to -

provide political scientists with access to a relatively short,

but comprehepsive,;summary énd introductioh éo Piaget's theory

of cognitive devélopment. |

. ’ » ' ’ ¢
The final section of the paper provides guidelines and suggestions

- for operétionalizing the doncept of egocentrism in order td provide .

a valid measure of structure in the analysis 'of belief systems.

L




INTRODUCTION

"Qur capafity to understand polities is directly determined by

thg/adequacy of the concepts at our command. ina&équate and ambiguous

L)
3

coﬁcepts produce inadequate and'ambigpous research. It is therefore
incumbent ugon‘us tovcontinually'cpnfrqnt"even~our'most basic-concepts
to determine the extent to’which tgose‘cogcepts remain useful or

-can be improved. Ipdeed,'the development of whole fields of ihqui%y

can be retarded by failure to periodically examine the basic tools

of rssearch——concépts.
In the case of belief systems, the most serious impediment to

understanding fheir role in the political process is the prevailing

concept of "strucfure" found in the political science literature.

The issue of the structure®of belief systems has played a prominerit

role in political science at least for the last two decades.1 Recently
o~ *

the issue of structuré‘was rfevived,2 and our Journals continue to -

' be "revisited" by the debate.3 In psychology, the structure of “belief
Fsystems has been debated even longer than in bolitical science with

/ " .
some of that debate, most notably around The Authoritarian Personality_

(Addrno, et.al., 1950), spilling over into political écience.g For

the most part, however, political.science has’been relatively insulated
from the psychélogical approach to the structure.of beliefs.5 This
idsulation is manifest by the fact that while there is virtual universal
agreement that ;tructure'is a cogniﬁive component of belief systems,

the oqi& "coénitive" measure used with any frequendy in polipical
science is level of education.6‘Idstead of cognitive measures, the

-
«
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"bread and butter" (Loye, 1977, p. 54.) measure of structure is

. , LS ' .
¥ the degree to which respondents' beliefs conform to traditional ideol-

“

ogies such as liberalism and conservatism. : L
The argument devgloped'herein is that such ideological congruity,
or "constraint", i4s a measure’ of confent; not a measure of structure,

and Piaget's concept of egocentrism is the appropriate concept to
] . 4

. be operationalized as a measure of stfucturé. It is suggested that

&

the term “"structure". be reserved for studies which employ cognitive .

- measures,_while studies which employ measures of constraint should

e v

be limited to analyses of the content of pelief systems. In what -

“follows I begin by demonstrating the weaknesé of constraint as a
measdre‘of structure. I then move on to a thorough presentation -
. _ \

of Piaget's concept of egocentrism,lending with suggestions on how

to operationalize egocentrism in,ordgr to analyze the structure of _

. -

political beliefs.

s

“CONSTRAINT UNRAVELED

o

The debate over the structure of political beliefs has generated

a wide-ranging and voluminous literature since the publication of

“The American Voter (Campbell, et. al.;<1960) and Political Ideology

(Lane, 1962).7 A ‘good deal of that debate\vas over questiongi of

methodology and that aspect of the debate has certainly augmented

.our methodological sophisbication as well as our appreciation of - .
the need for multiple mebhodologieé.8 Less attention has been paid,
howgyer, to the underlying theory wgich links ideological constraint

V4 A i

to cognitive struéture. Rather than recapitulate the methodological
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a

restrict the boundaries within which explanation can_be meaningful?

debate, I intend to demonstrate the theoretical inadequacy of the

.

litkage between constraint and structure. - ' .

.
'

There,'of:course, will always he a less than i@eal fit between
, 7
theoretical constructs and their corresponding operationalized measures.

The quastion is, when do the inadequacies of the measures too narrouly

N .

I shall argue that while educaticnzl level, as-a measure of cognitive

Aeapacity, remains within the boundaries of meaningful explanation,

constraint, as a measure of structure, can produce’ only distorted
. [ 4

explanations. The case for "educational level" as an indirect measure

of "cognitive capacity", while uowhere near the ideal of & direct

scale, is at least understandable and acceptable as long as it remains
- .

clear that the measure is limited, indirect, and approximate. The ‘

case fo; censtraint .as the oﬁerationalization ,of structure, however,

is so manlfestly unfounded and theoretically mlsleadlné?that 1t %5

a wonder that its flame has yet to die out. Perhaps the reason con-

straint has not Eeen extinguished as the measure of structure is

that an adequate alternative has yet tg»be developed.9 Even withaut

such an alternatlve, however, it hardly makes sense to contlnue spend—

ing fmoney and consuming Journal space with studies of the "structure"

~of bellefs, if the "findings" are ultimately uninterpretable.

To be.clear, I am by no means,saying that it is inappropriate
, A . - » -
to study the degree to which public opinion has become more or leas
! i

1deolog£ggl.“’That 1s a perfectly legitimate,.important and interesting

endeavon; What I am saying is that the ideological ndture -of bellefo

is a completely separate question from the structure of beliefs.

-

J
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The continued equation of.%deological constraint aﬁg‘strudture only
’ Lo

blocks the exploration of st?ﬁcturaii&u@stiqns. Ideological, .constraint =«
and the structhre of beliefs are. two separate questions because two

individuals might cor?espond exactly in their political self-identifi-. e

” o

cations and their positions on any numbernof issues, but the strucﬁures .

supporting those identifichtions and positions could be diametrically

., -

opposed., !Eor example, one individual might be a ‘leader with a*highly
abstract, flexible, operatory coénitive structure, while the- second .

individual might be a follower with an imitative, concre?e,‘and rigid
. Kiad i’ B

cognitive structure. 1In short, the same liberal, conservative, socialist

or any other ideological orientation can be cognitively structured \ .
in a variety of ways. Consequently, any attempt to link ideological
constraint to cognitive capacity can 6n1y result in confusion, The

source of this confusion is the fact that-constraint is demonstrably

and theoretically linked to both cognitively complex and cognitively

simple belief systems.lo ' .

Let us begin unraveling the eﬁuation of constraint with‘ftructure
by looking at an already wéll established priticism. Both Lane (1974)
and Bennett (19%5) have convingingly shown that in large part thé
repeated findi?g of differénces in the structure of elite and mass
belief systehs is an artifact of the way constraint is defined;

“First, there has been a tendency to view the
purported mode of belief organization among elites
. as the only meaningful way to organize beliefs.
-~ » This makes the...argument both transparent and
tautologieal. 3econdly, the perceived exclusivity
of universal dimgnsions of judgment has led invest- '
~igators to measure attitude constraint in the,
mass publig¢ in such a way that other modes of
attitude and belief organization would not be
detected even if they existed. (Bonnett, 1975, p. 9.)

v
" .




/ o
) "The.mistake underlying reliance on the~eonstraints .
¢ ‘ *implied by statistical cluétering, scalar ordering, BN »
or acceptance of ah idea cluster by an authorita- ‘ o
. tive elite is based on the fallacious view that
- - : if some people see idea elements properly clustering
in a certain way, others should too. Such 'con-

. : straints' or clusterings refer to neither logicé

' . .por rationality." (Lane, 1974, p. 103.) . i 7

f ¢

For example,)someone who viewed himself on the- extreme left of the

political spectrum might arguwe in favor of disarmament, reduced arms .

sales to third worl? .ountries, and military aid for the Afghan insur-

L]
’

gents. Such a configuration might appegr as a virtually‘random organi-

zation of beliefs, but in fact the'three positions are compatible %

a . »

® /u +if the individuél also subscribes to just war theory (e.é., Walzer,

‘ °1977) and principles of self-determination. «Jhe point here is thalt

- a .
unless we know the justifications for each position, we have no way

e

=S

of determining the relationship of one element of . belief to another.

There simply is no single logic, but a set of logics, as Godel (1931)

pointed out half a éentury ago. Pre-determining a single blueprint ' ‘
‘ for Mwhat goes with what" (Conyerse, 1964, p. 212) necessarily reduces

the likelihood of discovering "structured“ belief systems. °The propar.

question_is nob°"Whét'goes with what?", but how does what go with.

what? In short, if we aré ever to‘advance to a structural analysis

of belief'Systems, the focus must b2 on the connectqfs, not on what

is. connected.

A\second inadequacy ot construint as the operationaligzed easure .

: of gtructure is that, at best, constraint corresponds tq only on

. . L3

LS
of the many-tognitive operations which produce a.structured belief .

-
-
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system. That operation, of course, is.class inclusion. The>s€b~

of \liberal and conservative. beliefé.which are constrained are simply

. -a

payticu}ar members of the general ‘class of liberalism or conservatism.

’

That class can be structPred in many different ways'és.we have already

seen. The point here is that.ﬁhe éognitive operations which produce

>

a structured belief system are far more numerous, and in many ways

for more impprtané (at least in teﬁﬂ% of their potential impact on

1

political behavior), than mere class inclusion. For example, Piaget

held reversibilili& to be among tk~ last and most critical cognitive
p L T

operations to develop. The development of re&ersibility marks the

® 1 ’ ’

watershed between concrete and:bperatory thought. In the political

-

sphere an indiwidual.can hold a set of liberal beliefs which are
either concrete or oberatory, but that structure could net be detected

simply by ascertaining the presence or absence of particular issue

positions. One would have to détermine whether or not the individual

. -

can move from general principles to particular applications and back
: . —_— -

again before a judgment could-be made on the nature of the belief

structure. Such revercibility, then, is essential %o a structural

.analysis. Other types of cognitive operations (besides class inclu-
- € k

sicn and reversibility) that certainly ought to be included in a

, identity, caﬁsality,

’

structural analysis of ideology are differertiation
sariation,. transitivity, role-taking, and perhaps even cengervatioh.

Again, the pdint,is that by limiting the concept of structure to
d

.class inclusion we have too narrowly constricted the cognitive foun-

dation upon which the structure of a belief system i3 buil’c.11 We

have thereby closed off vast areas of further research.

I
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- ‘A third'ina&equecy relate& to”the use_ oé constraint as thé obera— L.
LS s .- . v K -
tlonalization ‘of structure 1s that by Iinklng Mstiructure" to this

Y

single ideological dimension we ﬁave foreclosed the possibility of

.aﬁ; cross-cultural reEEarcn; This is a,ser}ous dcficiency since cross— “a- .
tesd 2, « .

. & ’
cultural resea}ch is most likely to reveallthe factoré which influence .

the develdpdent of bélief sistems. This.iuadequacy can, bg readil§ . ]
-Seen Ef we imagine’the probléms‘one&would encounter in trying to‘ ) ‘ r
- compare the "structure"‘of beliefs iu the'{.S. with the structure
of beliefs in Nepal Chad and Peru. ‘Even if‘we‘were'dble;to overcome ’ -

-~

problenu of translation and question wordlng we could handly be certain ,

. : A
that liberallsm and conservatism (or any other content based measure )
. N } .
mean the same things inT these diverse cultures or are even relevant-
2 - - X L] b

to the cultural context.® Nepal is a particularly telling example
insofar as the "traditional" ideology varies according fo one's prox- . -

e "

imity to theaindian and Tibetan borders.- The problem here is tpat
» - -~ .-

the concept of structurd becomes culture bound when limited to ideol-

ogles deriving from particular »istorical experiences. Cnoss-cultural
' jad . -

comparisons of the "structure" .of belief systems using constraint
]

3

B s \ .
as the measure Qf structure are limited to those cultures with the. ’

v

relevant historical experience. " Insofar as the structure of belief .

\\themu ig rooted in cognitive functlonino, and insofar ags the param-

etirs of cognitive functioning are genetically, wot culturally, deter- . ,
12 . , . - e
mined, " “gghe measures used to tap structure must e unilversally applie-
‘ o a N : - : L
able. . . : -

"

: ‘ . p ]
, A fourth, related, problem with cpnstraint as a measure of structure,

i)

is that it is time bound. Sincd what are constrained are elements
< . . n ’ [ 2
. , .

.




of pre-existing ideologlcal systems, eVen if in addition. to llberalism
I ad

o * and conservatismvmeasures of constraint for all known ideologies™ : ' o
were develpped, we would still Be unable to recognize any newly devel-

. . ) : . o :

. \TH

oping ideological sysRemsa Constraint,is past, ratner than future, . :

.
- oriented, and its use, therefore,\is limited further. { R . -

) LN v .! ", I - . . -'§‘ . M

y The. culture and time boundedness of constraint lead %o a fifth . - . -

- : .
.criticisy wnien on its own should have sounded the death knoil,bf . . .
theﬂequationz const:aint-equa1sfstructure, This e;;ticism grew’ent ‘4 ) h
. ) . v
. of the debate over The Agt%eritanian Personality, and emphas;zes -
- . SN e . v . '
- the necessity of appreeching the structure of belief syetemstwith . ,

~ o .

rmethocfs which are free of any political content. Rokeach noted in . -

. his 1ntroduct10n to. The Open and Closed Mind (¥960) that "g first : ’

P

\ "ethrement it seems to us, is to m@ke amsharp distirnction between
%,

L

tne structure Qnd thevcontent of 1deo£/gibal systemsi" (p. 14, 2) .

& .

i
It is ptec1sely this "First requ1rement" that the discipline of polit-

v -

‘ical science has yet to meét, Just 4s the obtservation that no 1deology
% . - . . - c .

£y

. £ N . ~
s immune-tO‘“pékty-Iinesthinking“ has become 'a part of the discipline:s . -

stock 1n trade, we must now mcwve tq-incorporate?the ccrollary to, y
.r . . “ L. ; , . - e
that observation and recocﬁize the necegsity of shaﬂbly distinguishing..
r
between what we mean by gtructure and wha; we mean by content. The &

. -

former can only be.discovered by -asking “how°", while the’ latter ﬂf
. \ v ' 4 :
: e naa P> 4 > . u
iz a quastion of_ﬁwhdt?‘. o . s v } &/\
‘ Althousti the nucn,)Lty of this*'rirst rwqulr:mnnt" lppllud oplys . .

“»

¢
inally to shudies of authorditarianism, T argue that any study purporting

-

L]

Lo deal with the structn&e of beliefs must separabte shructure from . Lo

~Le

18 . .
content, just as we must separate dependent from independent variables,




. b . . - -

v " As, Rokeach noted in"relation to studie§_of authoritagianism, hclding
all-the "correct" libenal, anti-MgCarthy, anti;pacist, pro-Jewish
P béliefs dois noz automatically ﬁake a peréon non-authoritarian, for
those beliefs can be held in an authorltarian manner:. Again the"
issue {s not what is belleved but how it 1is believed. ¢
Eyen mQre cruglal, however, is that unless such a separation.
is m?de, it ié virtually impossible to ﬁvoid tautology in.any empiric;l

ndeécription of. the functional relationShips betweern. the content and

B - .fghe strugture of a belief systems To use a.well known proposition

¥ (from The Changing American Voter, Nie, et. al., 1976), suppose we

wgpbed~tq know whethe; or not a change in the content of a belief

.

sysﬁém produces_a'dhangé in its sﬁructure. If content and structure

L)
3 *

have not been operationalized suep that théy are clearly separate,

) 2 ‘ @heq we would rio more be able to determin% their relationship than
‘ﬁﬁ'wéuld be under any circumstances %n which dependent and indepemdent .
variables were confounded. Undef such fircumétances, a change in

. content EE§£:produce at least a partial change‘in structure simply

as'a fhnction of the definition of the térms.

i ) The last point to be made by way of constraint's obituary is

» - -

that the way structure has beer defined in political scier.ce producesi
falée, misleading interpretations which fly in the face of what we
know about, the naéure of cognitive functioning in geneﬁél,- Perhaps

1 . . _
t .
_the two most discussed 1ssues pertaining to the question of structure

. #
in the political science literature are 1) the relationship betwegen
political activity and cognitive structure, and 2) the different

helief structures found among elites and followers. In both cases

LN
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interpretive conclusions are based- on measures of constraint, and

- ¢ .
in both cases increased constraint is interpreted as an indication
- .

. of more structured belief sysﬁems.

Since increaseq constraint really means an increase in conformity
te traditibnaliideologies, the- real question is what produces this
conformity. F%om the cognitive point of view, such conformity can
be purchased in at least two Sifferent ways. One way ;s simply the
appropriate gxercis? of class inclusion, an exercise which correctly
subsumes pa;ticular liberal or conservgtive positions under the appro-
priate ideélogical class.  That is, of caﬁrse,”just as politiéal
scientists have interpreted increased const;aint. The "costs" inyolved
here are appropriate knowledgé of the pérticular issues and the under-
lying ideplogical principals, as well as the incentive to idehtify
oneself with the particular iséues and the general ideology. The
second way to purchase confqrmity, however, is completely at odds
with the first and has been virtu;lly ignored in the analysis of
aggregate data by those who employ-constraint as a measure of strucﬁure.
The second way to achieve greater ideolégical conformity is by relying
on authoritative others to proyide the constraint "free of charge".
?Eéé is, constraint can increase without ény knowledge of particular
issues and their relationship to general principles, or wi@hout any

individual identification with the issues or principies. All that

is required is an ldentification with an appropriate Ldeologleal
/

~authority and the "ability" to parrot the issue positions of that

authority. Since a correlate of less developed cognitive systems

13

is unilateral respect for authority,

the likelihood of such an

-

©

J
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identification with authority is quite high among those with less -

.develaoped cognitive systems. Hence, increased constraint can be

interpreted as either more, or 1Q§s_éognipivé sophistication, or

~
both. Thus, the expected relationship between cognition and constraint,
as Bennett pointed out (1975, pp; éu—36), is not a linear relatioffship,
but a curvilinear relationship which produces a "lazy J". Therefore,
Nie, Verba and Petrocik's conclusion that the American electorate )
possessed more structured belief systems in the 70's than in the

50's must be greeted with a resounding "maybe®.

THE ORITUARY . ,

In summéry, constraint is eésentially & meésure,of ideological
content. As a measure of structure, constrain£ is time and culture
bound, can only tap the presence or absence of pre—détermined ideol-
ogieé at best measures only one cognitive operation, and completely
fails to theet the "first reqﬁinement" of a structural analysis:
the sharp distinctién betweerr the structure and the conteht of ideo-
iogical systems. Finally, peCause ofdthe failure to separate stghcture
andccogtent,.consprdint can not be used togdetermine'the exteht to d
which tﬁe public's beliefs have become more or less structured, but
must be limited to determining the extent to which the public's béliefs
have become more or less idological.’ If this terminological and
theoretical distinction is adopted, intra- and cross-disciplinary
communiFation,will be grcatly.facilltqted. At least as important
as better communication, tﬁe adoption of this distinction will make

. k4 .
it glaringly apparent that while we know a great deal about the ideo-

logical character of mass beliefs, we know next to nothihg about

»

| S

~
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‘thelr utrucburqa A whole new field awaits exploration.

Just as no explorer would sally forth‘into the wilderness without

7 . . s . . 3
adequate provisions to insure the success of the journey, social

-

-+ scientists cannot do without.a thggry to guide the examination of

the structure of belief systems. Indeed, it is not becauae we have
emplo&eq inappropriate me%hods that we do not possess a valid body

of knowledge about the structure of beliefs. The failure must be

.laid on the doorstep of theory. The key to this failure is that

Wwe have relied:on ad hoc, unidimensional éonceptualizations of 'structure;
. ‘ e
which 1s to say, we have attempted to deal with the structure of

v

.3 : : .
“political beliefs from a strictly common sensical, political point

;Y nam . .
of view. Thus, we have.fallen victim to the dangers Mannheim warned /

against half a century ago: : .

"Empirical research which limits itself to a par-
ticular sphere--e.g., politics--is for.a long

time in‘the same, position as common sense, i.e.,
the problematic naturz of its theoretical basis
remain concealed because the total situation never
comes into view." (Mannheim, 1936, p. 102.)

To remedy‘the aituation, and to allow the "total situatipn“ to come
into view, we must expaaa our perspective and aevelop a truly inter-
disciplinary approach. We can no longer confine the analysis of

' political beliefs to the political sphere alone, for pdiitics only
pra:igg,bhe content of beliefs. The strucéure of beliefs is provided
by the cognitive system .of mind. Thevnext step in the exploration

of the structure of political beliefs, then, is to provide the most

powerfudl theoretical statement possible of the cognitive operations

%
i

which result in the varying structures which houée our political
beliefs. There is no better place to find that theoretical‘atatement

than Jean Piaget's gene%ic epistémology.
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GENETIC" EPISTEMOLOGY: ~ THE KEY TO THE STRUCTURE OF BELIEF SYSTEMS

Most people familiar with the name of Jean Piaget probably think

of him“as a child psychologist. Even people who might have read

. c .

one or two books by’Piagét; either in undergraduate psychology courseas

or in graduate education courses, would most likely agree with that

categorization. It is by no means an ilibcical conclusioﬁ glven

the fact that Plaget authored no fewer tkan~seventeen books in whlch

the words "Chlld" "children", or "childhood" appear in the title.

- ‘ To call Piaget a qhild psychologist , however, is to miss the major
“thrust of Piaget's monumental work. Although a biologist by training,

¢ the term Piaget no doubt woq}d'haye preferred to describe the disci-

-

pline he practiced would have been "genetic epistemology". Indeed,

< =

all of the studies of childhood cognitive development were conducted
»in order to provide the underpinnings of this new disqiplfhe which
he founded. The first step in understénding Piaget, then, is to
place his work in'thf context of genetic epistemology.

e
Piaget opens GENETIC EPISTEMOLOGY (1970) with the following

sentence: <

2

"Genetic epistemology attempts to explaln knowledge,
and in particular scientific knowledge, on the

g basis of its history, its sociogenesis, and espe-
cially the psychological origins of the notions
and operations upon which it is based." (p. 1.)

N  This statement should make it clear that the purpose of the copgnitiwe
studies was to uncover the psychologlical foundations of seclientific
¢ . .
knewledge. Piaget'sygocus was on the ways in which real human thought

El

' becomes capable of producing scientifip knowledge and he expressed

~




M ’
.

the "fundamental hypophesis" of genetic epistemology as follows:

"There is a parallelism between éhe‘progress made in the logical

and rational organization of’knowledge a;d the corresponding fon@ative

psychological processes." (ibid, p. 13) 1In short, Piaget deconstructed

the mechanismsugf human knowledge in order to answer the central

questioﬁ of epistemology: how does human thoﬁght producg scientific

knowledgé; |

Before goigg.apy further, we might stop and‘ask what possible -

relevance all this has for - political sciepce. If the foregoing analysis

of.thejboncept of structure used in political science is even remotely

on target, thgn it is clear that Qe are in need of an epistemologically

grounded set of analytical categories if we are ever to be reasonabiy

sure that our descriptions of belief systems are at ail meaningful,

let alone communicable across disciplines_in the'socialjsciences.

As an exampié of the potential poweg of clarification genetic-epis-

temology has for political science Qe,ﬂight look at a field even

more‘remote from éognitive development than bolitical belief§: “physies. -

Piaget first studied the developmen? of the chiid's conception of-

time andqspeed on the suggestion 6f Einsgeiﬁ. Piaget was particularly

fond of“;écounting the role of these studies in clarifying problems

faced by two physicists in their attempts to provide an axiomatization
sof Einstein's theory of refétivity; Their problem was'avoidihg the

vicious ecircle in the rélationship botween speed and time. Some

years after Piageb's initial studies the two physicists chanced, upon
™~ -

his wqrk and as a result they were able to introduce into their systenm

- -

independent notions of t{me and speed based oﬁ the ordinal notion

b

- >
H




of gpeed Plaget had discovered in his studies of children. Oimilarly,
<

political sclence can benefit by adapting Piaget's analysis of the
transformations of thouéht in general to the transformations of political
belief's in Barticdiar. For exénplehgif we can document .the ontogenic
sequences through which political éoncepts develop, then we will

have an empirical basis upon which to judge the degree to which mass

*

beliefs are more ‘or less structured.

The mechanisms by which thought is transforméd are the basics
of genetic epistemology. The pirpose of the transformation is to

provide ‘more .adequate knowledge; and genetic epistemology studies

how the transformations move an individual from less to more adequate
systems of knowledge:

"Genetic epistemology deals with both the formation
and the meaning of knowledge. We can formulate

our problem in the-following terms: by what

means does the human mind o from a state of

less sufficient knowledge to a stute of higher
knowledge?" (Ibid, p. 12.)

The answer Plaget gave is that "human knowledge is essentially active.

To know 1s to assimilate reality into systems of transformations...Knowledge, -

then, is a system of transfbrma@}ons that beeome progressively adequate.”
(Ibid, p. 15.) |

Piaget delincated four major periods of intellectural developnent,
each progressively more gdequate than its predecéssor.A In eésenoe,
each perioh represents a transforimational system which processes
parceptual information. It should be- empnasized that each period
represents.a different organization of intelligence. Indecd it could
be said that the field upon which Piaget focused in order to develop

&

senetic epistenclogy 1s the field of intelliguhce, but 1t is his

L]

«»
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peculiar definition of intelligence which accounts for the basic
4

strength of his systems For Piaget intelligence can only be understood
AS 4 biological function: "Intellectual functioning is only a special
éase, a speclal extension of biological functioning." (Flavell,

J1963, p. 43.) As such, intelligence must conform to the basic principles

which underlie bilological functioning in general: ."In Piaget's JT@@,

cognitive development must have its roots firmly planted in biologicai\\\_

growth, and basic principles valid for the former are to be‘found
only among those whi¢h are true of the latter?" (Flavell, 1963,\
p. 36.) The two universal principles of biological functioning are

organization'énd adaptation, the latter composed of assimilation

and accommodation. The whole of .Piaget's theory of intelligence,

or specifically of cognitive development, can be reduced to these

"functional invariants". These functioné are invariant in that they
are present wherever life is éresent,yfrom the siriplest té the most
complex organisms, in every aspect of the organism's functioning.
Intelligence, then, is defined in terms of organization ayd adaptation,
and the indissociable processes of assimilation and accomodation.
Piaget's life work was to trace dut the structural vicissitudes to
which the functional invariants are subject in the course of intellectual
developmeht. It 15 this work which constitutes the dis;ipline of
gengtié apistemology.

Sinee all biologieal’ orgmnisms must interaet with Eheir niviron@cnt
in orﬁur to maintain themsalves, Piugep's theory of intalligenoo

(]

L5 interactionist. The environment interacts:with the organism,

and the orginism interacts with the onvironment. The two forms of

5]




adaptaiicn, assinilation and acecommodation, reflect thig dynamic

interaction: .

2

- "Adaptation must be described as an equilibrium
between the action of the organism on the envirommnent
and vice versa. Taking the term in its broadest
sense, 'assimilation' may be us&d to describe
the action of the organism on surrodhding»objects...Conve sely,
the environment acts on the organism and following '
the practice of biologists, we can describe this
converse action by the term 'accomodation'."
(Piaget, 1960, pp. 7-8.)

lny form of adaptation preswnes?an assimilation to, and accogodation
of, something.lu That "something" is organization. Tn biological
functioning. tée organization is the organism itself; in intellectual
functipning organization is represnted by intellectual étrqstures:
"Intellectual development‘iélan organizational process,' and what
are ogganized are active intellectual operations." (Flavell, 1963,
p.-168.) The vérious stazes in the organization of”mental aberations
represent‘%hg structhral elements of thouéht and the character of these
organizational structures depends on the eqﬁilibri;m between assimi-
lation and accommodation. The samﬁary,term in Plaget's system-which“
describes the state of equilibrium, the egocentric-sociocentric
continuum,- is ‘the key term in developing a structural analysis of
political beliefs. Before elaborating upon egocentrism, however, a
few more expository points must be made.

The‘fpnctional invariants are active tﬁroughout every stapge
and period of life, Indeed in every action of life. Their f;notion
remains the same Pegardlesé of the level of development. What changes
thvoﬁghéut this proéess of development are the ways the functional

v

invariants are structured. For the question of cognitive development,

v’

¢




what characterizes the cognitive structures is the equilibrium betweecn
organization and adaptation at the broadest level, and at the level -
Just below this,.the equilibrium between accommodation and aséimilation.
Egocentrism, as we shall see in a moment, is definad-in terms of
this equilibrium betwéén accommodation and assimilation. The point
% [N
to note here is that since egocentrism is defined in terms of the
functional invariants, and since the functional invariants persist
throusgh each stage of dévelopment, egocentrism itself is subject
to the developmental process and manifests iﬁself ip different ways .
in each stage. |
As mentioned, Piaget marked off four major periods describing
the equilibrated states, or more appropriately, sys’cems.15 Fach
period circumscribes a series of qualitatively different and sv .essively
invariant stages. These four periods are as follows: The g. -ori-
motor period from birth to abo;t age twol6, when language and tﬁe

capacity for representational thought develop; the second period

is pre-operational thougnt in which representational thought is cbn—

solidated from age two to seven; pre-operatory thought is followed

by the period of concrete operations in which the first evidence

of complex, tightly integrated systems of actions appear and trus

Operations (characterized by their reversability) develop betwezsh

the ages of seven to eleven; and finally the period of formal opsrations

~ in which the capacity for abstract, hypothetico-deductive reasoning
&
S ig established between the ages of eleven-and fifteen. Fach of these

kﬂﬁgur periods can Be thought of as different organizétions of intélligéhce,

N . S




yet each period is built upon and incorporates the achievementy of

the preceéaing period(s). The process of development within each

- period is characterized oy -+ number of import:z . shared character-

L

. Isties, and as we move on to a delinecation of these characteristies

we are knocking on the door of egocentrism. First, however, we must

brush off some of thé dust kicked up from tnis whirlwind romp Lhrough

fifteen years of developmént.

. . .
If, as mentioned above, intellectual development is a process

v

of organizing active intellectual operations, what are opserations?-
The building blocks of operations are actions, which form schemas,

which in turn are reciprocally coordina@ed to form operations. Fully

LY

deVeloéed operations‘are'not achieved until the third period of devel-
opment, so we must first focus our, attention on the building blocks:

action-schemas. Sensori-motor intelligsnce 1is practical intelligence.

It is faimed at getting resul ts rather than stating truths." (Inhelder
and Piagetz 1969; p. 4.) This ﬁorm of intelliggnée (knoyshow) obtains *
nesul%s'"by constructing a cémple%rsyétem of action-schemes." (Ibid,

p, 4.) The.basis of these action:séhemgs are our basic actions them-
seivésg Tﬁe'developmental'sequence of schemas are as follows: bullt

upon instinets, or genetically determined behavior sequences - (e.g.,

sucking), we quickly move beyond the specific instinctual megsanes

. through repetition, to generalization, and differentiation-recognition.

“

An example should help elarify the sequence.  The first attempts
by the infant to find the nipple and suck ar: only randomly successful,

but quickly, through repetition, the action becomes solidified imto

s

.. ‘ . . % . ’
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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4

a schemd (Lhab 13, a plan organizing action), and then generalized,
as for instance when the infant suchk. objects other than the nipple.
/ . ’”

Gradually the expanded (serieralized) range of application becomes

_differentiated as the environment demands new forms of accommodatign

for the assimilatary schewa: - “ ) - -

"Repetition consolidates and stabilizes (the

single schemh) as well as providing the neccssary

condition for change. Generalization enlarges

. it by extendingz its domain,of application. And
differentiation has the consequence of dividing
the originally slobal schema into new schemas,
each with a sharper more discriminating focus

» ‘g on reality." (Flavell, 1963, p+ 57.)

Each action-schema ,proceeds through the sane series of repetition-

generalizaﬂion—differentiation, and as developnzat proceeds, single

schemas become reciprocally assimilated (coordinated) to form new
and expanded action sequences in ever-more complex patterns., It

shéuld be ynderlined, for it is fundamental to Piaget's entire conegf-

tion‘of intelligence, and it is the factor which sets him apart from

ot'er theorists that intelligsnce is an active process of eonstructiocn.

While the environment provides certain restraints upon thdt activity,

1t is the organism's activity, generated from within by the organism's
needs, which results in intellectual shvuciunes'(through progressive
accommnodation).

In thesfirst period thess schemas "are made with the sole support
of pebceptton and movemenéb and thus By menns of "a uénséri—motor
adordination of setions without the inbarvontion of representabion
or thoughi." (Inhelder -ind Pllse‘, 1969, p. 4.) AL the eng of the
period the child h;s acﬂie@ed physical mastery of the environaent

; ,

and the entire cycle of duvelopmeﬁt must be repeated on the symbolie

2

. ~

. . ';’l,
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*level, or thé level of representational thought . "Indeed, in‘eéch

succeeding period the ®child must learn again all the basic eélationm-

A

ships mastered in the preceeding period, but from a different perspective

-

on reality. For example, after the Sensori-motor peri03 "there has .

»

to be a long and tortuous redevelopment, as it were, of space, of

[ . .

causality, of time and all the rest on this new symbolic plane."

.(Flavell, 1963,’p.'149.), Development, then, is an'expandingdspiral.

«

At each succeéhing turn in the spiral develop&ent follow§ the same v
trajectory but upon a higqer, expanding: organizational plane;17

It must also be stated that the rate of development is nbt uniform, -~
but véfies with each basic schema. For examplz, the p?inciplé of

conservatioq'of mass preceeds the prinéiple of the conservation of '

welght by dbout two years, yet both operations dsvelop in the same

o

period and employ essentially the same cognitive skills. Each operation
has its own cntogenic history, albeit an ontogenic history which

is generally isomorphic with the history of other operations.

k)
How, then, can we characterizeﬁ?ﬁs ontogknic history of operations?

To do so the reader must hévg'a general handle oqcthe four distinct Nf\\

periods in the development of intellecéual structures. The four different -

[
v

4 -
intellectual orientations to reality can be characterized briefly as o

[

" followss "1) 1In the sensori-motor period reality is primarily a perceptual
affair’ based on the action schemas developed khrbugh the child's interaction
"~ with the.environment and ‘vice versa. Intelligence is "know-how". '

2) 1In the pre-operational period, action-schemas become internalized and .

’ v

capable of being internall&’?epresented in thought, bq;:i:‘ii_sgginélx___.

a staccotic intelligence.. ‘That is, reality is a before-the-eyé, moment-

v
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" "before-the-eye" reality and beglns to move frdm the actual to the .

t-o

, ’ M ) 2./ N . .
o0 . , L

«

to—momeﬁgdreality, a preSeﬁb real;ty with no history or future . Reasdhing \

. . v *
18 "transductlve" ‘There is a minimim of coordination betwegn ‘schemas

=

and a complete lack of reversability; e.g., thé EbiiI?y to move from

, ‘ .
effect to cause, or from cause to effect, and bagk again. Reality appears
as single-frame rather than continuous-frame: V .

"It is a useful and only slightly misleading
generalization about the preoperational child
that he has no stable, enduring and internally © v
.consistent cognitive organization, no system-

=~ 1in-equilibrium, with which to order, relate,
and make coherent, the world around him. His
.cognitive -1ife, like his affective life, tends i .
to be an unstable, discontinuous, moment- to-moment S >t

0

\

one." (Flavell, 1963, -p. 158 ) R - B

v

3) 1In the concnete operational period the child moves away from

\“H

potential, but this iSaqsly relative to pre-operational thought. -
Concrete operations remain rooted in tle actual and each area of
thought is essentially an islet of organization that is unconnected
to other islets. To use Flavell's analogy:

"The stﬁbetures of concrete ®perations are...rather .
like parking lots whose individual parking spaces ’
are not ocecupied, now empty; the spaces themselves
endure, however (as they would not for the pre-
operational child) and lead their owner:to look
beyond the cars actually present towards potential,
future occupants of the vacant-and vacant-to-

be spaces." (Flavell, 1963, p. 203.) .

— .

In short, operations are reversible, cars go in and come out of their

spaces., The child will extrapolate from the the existing to the

potential, but it is a spaclal-case activity. 4) 1In the period

of.formal operations, reality appears as gust one example of all

possible realities.” The child reverses the concrete orientation

from actual to potential and reasons instead from potential to actual,

‘)D-v
-
ldd




concelvinfT reallty as Just a special case of the poss1ble. The adolescent

~—

at the level of formal operations pousesses a hlghly integrated,

-

interlocking system, a system' by which the child easily moves from

one subsystem to another in the course. of solving a problems The

-

essential distinguishing characteristics are, first, that the adoleséent
," .

begins from tHequtrapolation of-the potential routinely, and, second,

&

that formal operational'thought is ‘characterized by operations on operations

r

(wnich in Piaget's,@erms‘arg "second-degree operations", scientific

,operations proper).

We are now in a position to summarize the development of operationt.

Simple actions become ackiqn—schemas which follow the developmental

sequence of repetition, generalization, and differentiation. Schemaz -

’

then become reciprocally aSsimilated, and when these schemas ‘begin
to show the propﬂrty of reversiblllty we can begin to speak of oparations.
Operatlons exhlblt the follow1ng four characteristicsy

"First'of all, an operation is an action'that
can be internalizedj that is, it can be carried
out in thought as well as executed materially.
. Second, it is a réversiblg action; that is, it
. " can take place in one direcSion or in the opposite .
direction...The third characteristic of an operation
is that it always supposes some conservation,
some 1nvariant...The fourth characteristlc is
-+ that no operation exists alone. Every operation .
is related to a system of operations, or to a.
total structure as“we call it." (Piagets, 1970,
pp. 2l- %2.{’ . -
Piaget devotes a tremendous amount of effort to tracing these

. .

basie operations and to’go into hetail would take us far beyond what
is necessary for our present purposes. The pqint to be made%is that

" 3 - )
devplopedrgpliticai beliefs are operations, or in their more primitive

.

form, simply intuitions which exhibit the qualities of pre-operatory
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thought. A belief system is composed of countless numbers of these
operations joined together in particnlar, recognizable patterns.
The character of these patterns is best described in terms of the
kdegree of egocentrism, the subject to which we now turn.

¢

EGOCENTRISM: THE MAINSPRING OF GENETIC EPISTEMOLOGY

]

The most inportant concept Piaget has to offer poiitical science
[ o _'in assisting our‘attempts to develop a structurai analysisxof belief.
systens is the concept‘of egocentrism. Egocentrism was the'unifylng
concept oé all'the early seminal studies of reasoning, moral judgment,
language, loglc,, and the concepts of space, movement, causality and
number. Egocentrism plays avnol"in\Piaget—satﬁonght similar to
the role 1libido playag for Freud, or the labor theory of value played
for Marx. The analogy can be extended even furthér; Just as Preud's

|
"Project® and Marx's 1844 manuscripts18 provide basic insights and °

e

entry to their later works the idea of egocentrism provides the
e groundwork for. entry to all of Piaget's later writings on cognitive
- | ‘ ) devélopment, even his more de:ETppedfformulations in which egocentrism,
per se, ceases “to be spoken of witﬁ~;ny frequency. . Even though Piaget
.gradually moved away from falking“intterms of egocentrism in favor
- iof the mere precise language of logical algebra and equilibridm theory,

,{ . —
egocentrism remains the central core of the foundation of Piaget'

3 unparalleled work:s © - ' R

o
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"This tendeney to substitdte mathematical for

verbal terminology is not to be taken as a rejection

of earlier interpretations in favor of new and

different ones. Rather, it is an attempt to

discover (or even invent, whenever necessary)

mathematical striuctures which express the essence e

of these verbally given organizational properties."

(Flavell 1963, p. 181.)
In Plaget's recent publications (1976, 1978) he returned to verbal,
as opposed to mathematical explications, and although he spoke of
egocentrism only once (1973, p. 59) in these studies, it is clear

[

that egocentrism remained the central orgenizing cgncept in his vision
of how tne mind developé. _If now the emnhasis is upon progness "fr;m
the periphery to the center" in‘the development of conscious concept-
ualizetion, it is an emphasis completely consonantlwitn,dindeed the
very essence of; egocentrism., |

It 1s difficult in a short space to fully delineate the concepts
essential to an understanding of Piaget's theory of cognitive development.
He used so many different concepts to look at intellectual development
that as Flavell‘comgented, the choice of any one unifier is almost o
"arbitrary". It is arbitrary because first of all tne model 1is holtstic,
 each part inter-related, but also beeapse many of;the coneepts (e.g.,
egocentrism, equiidbrium, structure, centering,.de-centering, states
and tnansformations, transduction, etc.) attack thebsame problem -
" from a different point of view. Piaget considered the various cdncepts,
in Flavell's words, "as multiple expressions‘of a single cognitive

orientation rather than as a stbing of unconnected attributes.”

(Flavell, 1963, p. 161.) Piaget himself preferred the concept of

egocentrism as a unifier (1954b, p. 50.) and for my own understanding
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of Piaget's ideas egocentrism has acted as the pivot providing access
[ 4

to the rest of his system. 'Consequently; egocentrism will continue

to represent that "single cognitive orientation" which Piaget described

in so many different ways.

"The concept of inteilectual development as a movement from
structured disequilibrinm to structural equilibrium, repeating itself
at ever higher levels of f;nctioning, 15 a central concept for‘Piaget:“
(Flavel, 1963, p. 21.) Each stage and each period mepresents a .dynamic
equilibrium in "a grand equilibration pnooess.“ But what&is eduilibrated?
Simply stated, the equilibfation is between the organism and the
environment on the biological level between self and other, subject

¢

and object, at the psychqlogical, intellectual level. More complexly,
the equilibration is between organization and adaptation which in
turn requires an increasingly more adequate equilibrium between assimilation
and accommodation.

It is the relationshiphbetween asgimilation and accommodation
that is centralfto the definition of egocentrism. In technical terms,
egocentriem,oan be defined as a state of mind in whi ch assimiiation

and accomgéyation are undifferentiated, yet mutually antagonistic

in their functioning. The most extreme form of egocentrism is total

4assim11ation to self, with minimal accommodation. Intless tecnnical

terms, egocentrism is the lack of different\\t;on between self and

other:
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"The initial state of undifferentiation and antag-
onism between the functional invariants essentially
defines...egocentrism. The concept :of egocentrism

is a most important one in Piaget's thinking -

and has been from the very earliest writings

(e.g., 1926). " It denotes a cognitive state in

which the cognizer sees the world from a single o,
point of view only--his own--but without knowledge

of the existence of (other) viewpoints or perspec-
tives and, a fortiori, without awareness that

he is the prisoner of his own." (Flavell, 1963,
p. 60.) . ‘

Piaget described the term in a number of different ways, but perhaps

the most succinct definition was as follows: "Egocentrism signifies

the absence of both self-perception “and objectivity." "(1954a,
The second fundamental way to define egocentrism is as follows.

Egocentrism can be conceived of as the’ preponderance of perception

over conceptualization; or in more precise Piagetian terms, it is

3

the disequilibrium between pénception (an assimilatory activity)

and conceptualization (an accommodatory activity). In infantile‘
egocentrism the primacy (or profound disequilibrium) is absolnte.

In later stages and periods this primacy of perception over concep-

tualization is relative. Infantile egocentrism is absolute insofar

as the objective world must be in direct contact with perceptual

activity for the objective world to exdist for the infant.

As reality solidifies into predictable relationships the child

becomes aware of himself as an object in a world of‘obJects and infantile

egocentrism passes into personal history. The child's perspective

on the physical plane has thus become sociocentric; tnat is, there
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is éoondination and articulation between self and other, and thus

ass;milation and accommodation are differentiated énd articulated: -,
Y Knowledge of‘selé and knowledge of objects are o
thus the dual resultants of the successive differ-
entiation and equilibration of the invariant
functions which characterize sensory-motor development " .
(Flavell, 1963, p. 62.)

Thus,Awith each advance in terms of the articulation and differentiatipn

~ of accommodation and assimilation, egocentrism is diﬁinished. -

Although a simplification, it could be said that egocentrism

" passes through the') same‘ éeher‘al course of development in each develop_-

mental ﬁériod, but %n an attenuated form. Stated differently, each

succeeding developmental stage is characterized by a lesser degree

of egocentricity relative to the preceding stage of by a greater

degree of egocentrism relative to the stage that 1E‘ollows.2o Wha£

is definitive of egocentrish, then, not only in the sensorimotor .

period, but in all its later manifestations, is the degree of undif- o e

ferentiation between subject and objecﬁ, or the preponderance of

perception over cohceptualization."relativé to a differentiation

and equilibrium yet to be achieved." (Flavell, 1963, p. 64.)

This leads to what,“in terms of, the application of egocentrism
to the analysis of political beliefs, 1s the most important point
to be'made'in thi§ exposition.: Egocen@rism appears in successively
attenﬁated form in the beginning of every stage and pefiod of intellect;al.

development. As Flavell pointed out,

"Since it is always a subject-object undifferentiation
relative to a differentiation and equilibrium
< ~yet to be achieved, egocentrism of course reappears
in attenuated form at genetic levels beyond those
- of neonate and preschooler." (Flavell, 1963,
p. 65.) ' ’
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From stage to stage, period to period, indeed contert domain to content

<
3

domain, development is marked by the gradual attenuation of egocentrism,
and'this fact will have the greatest bearing on the subsequent discussion
of egocentrism as it applies to the analysis of the structure of
"belief systems. The importance of egocentrism is that it is.a form
of thought which is not limited to childhood or adoleécenpe, but
2 " .
is found in adult thought as well:
“In our opinion these beliefs have their interest
because the same phenomena reappear in adult
mental life and because the psychological facts -
lead by a series of intermediate steps to meta-
physical systems themselves." (Piaget, 1932/65, p. 75.)
‘Before moving on to the conditions which foster or inhibit ego-
céntrism, there is another way of defining egocent}ism which must #
be explicated, ’Directly related to the disequilibrium between assimi-
lation and accommodation, and the primacy of per'ception over concep-
A

tualization, a third way of formulating¢the concept of egocentrism

is as follows: Egocentrism begins by focusing on the periphery and-

only gradually moves to the center. In the egocen%ric perspective

attention is focused upon the immediately ﬁergeptible, observable
factors to the neglect of the internal regula%ions which produce
what is immediately observable. 1In short, there is attention to
effect, without concern for cause.

To recapitulate, there are three'aain ways -to define'egocenﬁrism
(supplemented by the statements in Appendix A): 1) égocentrism consists
of the disequilibrium between assimilation and accommodatlbn; 2)
Egocentrism is the preponderance of perception over conceptualizétion;

3) Egocentrism describes the state of cognizance which focuses on
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the periphery and gradually méves in the direction of- the center
regions of actions and regulations. In each developmental manifestation
et '

of egocentrism, the goa121of development is a -more adequate grasp
of reality until the éociocentric perspectire in which there i8 artic-
ulation and coordination between the functional invariants and between
self and the environment is achieved:

"We have seen how these successive constructions

~always involve a decentering of the initial ego-

centric point of view in order to place it in

an ever-=broader coordination of relations and

concepts, so that each new terminal grouping

further integrates the subject's activity by

adapting it to an ever widening reality." (Piaget,

1967, p. 69.) :

One consequence of the "eVer-broader coordination of relations

and concepts" 1is an expanded capacity for role-taking activity;22
a consequence which bears directly upon the question of 1deology.
Aé multiple relations come into view moré adequate models of social
causality can be constructed through the ability to place oneself
in the position of another in order to see the world from alternative
points of view. The egocentric thinker sees only one point of view-
-his own--while the sociocentric thinker is able to entertain various
possible perspectives and to jddge how specific actions will impact
upon different perspectives. 1In short, the egocentric perspective
is unidimensional, while the sociocentric perspective is multidimensionai.
This permits more flexible responses to political problems, as well
as an expanded capacity to direct political action effectively.
Corresponding to this greater flexibility 1s the decline of dogmatism

as one moves closer to the sociocentrie¢ point of view. Empirically,

N
¢




itjshould be the case that egocentrism and dogmatism are close associates,
affiliated by their common unidimensional per-spective.23

Egocentrism's relationship to the functional invariants has S

been explicated and its place in the-deveiopment of intellectual
structures located, but I have said 1ittle of the basic qualitiesv
of egocentric- thought by which it can be identified and understood.
In order to apply egocentrism to the analysis of belief systems,
I shall briefly characterize egocentrism as it is found in each of

the four major periods of cognitive development.

M , INFANTILE EGOCENTRISM is characterized primarily by the lack

of object permanence. The lack of object permanence is the result

of reality being assimilated to the self 8olely on the hasis of .the
infant's ownvimmediate sensori-motor-activity. Assimilation is of
utmost preponderance with accommodation at its least progressed state.
sReality is ‘discontinuous and depend ent upon immediate perceptions

\
"In effect, for the newborn child there is no {
space that oontains objects, since there are

no objects (including the body proper which naturally

118 not conveilved of as an object). There is

a series of spaces differing one from ancther

and all centered on the budy oproper..:sbut Shey

lack coordination with zach other. Thus there

are egocentric spaces, we might say, not coordinated

and not including the body itself as an element

in a container." (Piaget, 1973, p. 15.)

It i1s the construction of a concept of the permanent object which
leads to the coordination of the various discontinuous sensual spaces

ol
into universal space containing both self and other/object:

3

"The initial absence of substantive objects, 4
followed by the construction of solid and permanent ®
objects, is the first example of the transition
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from primitive, total egocentricity to the final
elaboration of an external universe." (Piaget,
1967 reprint of the 1940 article, p. 14.)

As, the world becomes substantiated there is a parallel development
on the physical plane’of the child's sense of causality, which is

based on the child's own motor activit#, along with a sense of time

[

which is based on a Sense of speed (which, it turns out, is a primitive °

intuition while time is an intellectual construction). -The goal

*

of development in this Sensori-motor periodsy then, is an awareness

of an objective self and an-objective envir'oninent.24

PRE-OPERATORY, OR’ INTUITIVE, EGOCENTRISM is best understood

as a recapitulation of infantile egocentrism on the level of symbolic,

or, better, representational thought. That is, there 1is the same

" lack of differentiation between gelf and other. This lack of differ-

entiation 1is bést understood in terms of the inability to place the’
self in the position of another, simply because the other's point
of view is only understood (assimilated) from the child's own perspective:

"Piaget uses (egocentrism) to mean the child's
inability to take another's point of view. It

is not a pejorative term with respect to the

child since the child does not take another's

point of view because he eapnot as opposed to

the egocentric’adult who can take another's point '
of view but will not." (Elkind, in the introduction.
to Piaget, 1967.)

The experimental evidence of this inability is quite extensive.??

A concrete example is the young child's inability to distinguish ' .

right from keft from another's point of view. For example, at the

. 4
age of two and a half my son was easily able to distinguish the right
and left parts of his body, and if I sat next to him he could also

distinguish the right and left parts of my body. But? if I faced

w
C!
¢
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are equally suitable for all points of view."

33
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him, he simply "mirrored" his body onto mine Such that my right arm ‘ - 1
is de;ignated as (his) left arm. Piaget has'many documented examples
of this kind of fa-ilur'e to transpose spaﬁial relations (see, in par-
ticular, Piagét andvInhelder, 1956). A typical expe;iment conducted
to test the child's ability to place himselg in the position'of aﬁother ¢
was és follows. When a dollA;s moved around a pasteboard médel of
tbhree diffepentlyvcolored mountains, tPe pre-operative child cannot’
correctly select (from snapshots of ten different pe;Spectives on
the mgdel) which.perspective is that of t?e doll. Iﬁ fact, eagh

change in perspective remains undifferentiated: the child continues

to pick his own perspective as that of the doll's or a random pgrspective,

" "indicating that, so far as the child is concerned, all the pictures

\Piaget and Inhelder,
1956, p. 213.) 1In short, all points of view are a imilated 48 the
child's own individual point of views

"However dependent he may be on surrounding intel-
lectual influences, the young child assimilates
them)in his own way. He reduces them to his .

_ point of view and therefore distorts them without
realizing it, simply because he can not yet dis-
tinguish his point of view from that of others

*® through failure to co-ordinate or 'group! the
points of view. Thus, both on the social and
on the physical plane, he is egocentric through
ignorance of his own subjectivity...Intellectual’
egocentricity is...nothing more than a lack of
coordination, a failure to 'group' relations
with other “Individuals as well as with other
objects." (Piaget, 1960, pp. 160-161.)

]

The consgquences of this inability to take the point of view
of another is of fundamental importance in defining the over-all

quality of pre-operatory, or, intuitive, thought. Further, the conse-
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quences of this inability car be seen to operate in the political S

e
Nl

. beliefs of adults whose beliefs are structured on an order comparable

to the intuitive thought of the child.ﬁ ‘ : .
"One quality stands out in the thinking of the R
young child: he constantly makes assertions ' ; WY
without trying to sypport them with facts. T.is » .
lack of attempts at proof stems from the character . R
of the child's social behavior...from his egocen- '
‘tricity concelved as a lack of differentiation
between his own point of view and that of others.

It is only vis-a-vis others that we are led to 32
. 8eek evidence for our statements." (Piaget,

1967, pn' 29-)

and, -
"Far from helping the subject distinguish between
his own and other viewpoints; the egocentric
attitude tends to encourage him to accept it
without question as the only one possible."
(Piaget and Inhelder, 1956, p. 194.) '

Both of the above quotations point to ways in which egocentrism
can be operationalized to measure the structure of beliefs, as well
as pointing to important areas that would need to be included in
studying the correlates of adult egocentrism. For example, social
isolation ought to correlate with egocentrism if it is indeed the -
case that evidence is sought only vis-a-vis cthers. In addition,
the failure to entertain alternative vieﬁpoints or to assert, rather

than argue with evidence, ought to prove crucial categories of analysis.

THE_EGOCENTRISM OF CONCRETE OPERATIONAL 'THOUGHT is best conceived

of as the taking of existing reality as the‘only possible reality.
The distinctions here become more diﬁficult and more technical, par=-
ticularly as the child enters the later stagee of concrete operations

in which a fairly adequate logic is operative. Concrete thought
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in its final stagés is loglical and capablé of reversibilityabut
it is tied direétlx to concrete existing reality and the reality
rerxains faiﬁ}y domparémenﬁalized; that ié, reality is a set of subsystems
which have ;ot been redipfocally assimilated into a single over-all

integratedpsystem 6f poSsible ;eaJities.’HThe child is capable gf

forming groupings and groubs, but the use of’lattice structures remains

relatively undeveloped insofar as lattice structures entail all possible

relations among a set of element§ rather than simply the existing
relations.

The esséntial differences betﬁeen concrete and formal operatioﬁs
are two: formal operations are operations on operations (second
order opérations) and are characéerized by being a combinatorial
system (see Piaget aﬁd Inpelder, 1969, p. 113.) It is impo;ﬁant
to note that the logical operations in the early stages of the concrete
period are still tied to €he subject's owh actions. Later when conérete
logic is completed and formal operations beéi;, th? adoIesceqt will
be able to perform the same operations from a hypotheticalpbsi'iqﬂ
without the aid of a concrete "experiment". The adolescent will
understand the underl&iné principles rathe} than simply the overtA

. ’ .
relationships’. The course of development in the concrete period

is to banish egocentric perception in favor of concrete operations:

"It is operations that result in a correction N
of perceptual intuition-which is always a victim

of illusions of the moment--and which ‘decenter' N
egocentricity so as to transform transitqory rela-

tionships into a coherent system of objective,

permanent relations." (Piaget, 1967, p. 46.)
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An example of the egocentrism of the concrete period ‘can be

found in the reaI; of moral reasoning, a ffeld which already has

been shown to bevof particular pofitical rglevance.26 Plaget identified
three basic stages in the conscic sness of ruies. The first is the;
"égbcentric" stage (Foﬁghly, although not completely, isomet}ic with
the: preoperatory period)uwhen rules are not coercive. Adherence

to rules is a(matﬁer of little cdhsequence; each chlld either has

a special set of rules of his own,'or received rules are seen simply

as interesting examples rather than obligatory realities. During

the second stage (which is roughly equivalent to the peribd of conzrete é
oper§t10n§),r"rules are regarded as sacred and untouchable, emanating
”Qrom adults and lasting.forever. Every ;uggested altgration strikes
the child a¢ a transgression." (Piaget, 1932, p. 28.) (This sfage
'corresponds to Kohiberg's stages three and four, the "Good Boy" and
"Léw a;a Order" orientations.) During the third stage (roQéhly corf;s—
ponding to the onseéhof formal operations), "a rule is lsoked upon

as.a law due to mutual consent, which you must respecﬁ if you want.:
td.Be logical: but which is permissible to alter on the condition

of enlisting general opinion on your side." (IQ}d, p. 28.) Concrete
egocentrisﬁ, then,‘is ghe perception'of existing reality as the only /,u
possible reality. .Rules are literally as inflexiblg as concrgte. :

In this case there is the same disequilibrium}between assimilation

and accommodati?n, and between .perception and conceptualization; 7 3
‘1.e., perceived rules are rtile only pqs.shible rules conceivable. There

is also a lack of reveréibility in the EenSe that rules cannot be

changed. A transitory position between concrete rules and rules

>
- .. L ,
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based on mutual consent is the position that a rule can“charige but

&

look brieflyaat adolescent’egocentrism. ’

it 1s not a "true"-rule even if everyone agrees to it.
'The major difference Between concreté and formal qrientations
" toward rules is that in the former only the surface compliance is - .

centered upon,.not the underlylng principle of the rule or the intent -

»of the rule violater*(e;g.z in pnim*tive*law-there'ﬁs often JB accommo-

P

dation for accidentai“homocide--hoﬁocide 1s homoeide), whereas in

the latter attention is focused on thé rule's purpose (the principles
'or propositions), as well xas the individual's intent. In short,
there is a c¢oncept of Jjustice which recognizes the*spirit and not
simply the letter of the law; there 1s a sense of justice which recognizes
the possibility of conflicting laws, pressures, and special circumstanceS°
there is a sense of justice which does not center on the rule itself

but ‘decenters its perspective to include the tontext in which the

rule comes into play.

THE ADOLESCENT EGOCENTRISM OF FCRMAL OPERATIONAL-THOUGHT, as

treated by Piaget is’ not, from my point “of view, entirely satisfactory.
My basic intuition is that Piaget's treatment of adolescent egocentrism
%s too content .oriented and that it will require extensive reformu tion

as more research is conducted. With that caution in mind, let us
- - Y

/

Adolescent egocentrisn is the.result of the burgeoning capacity
of formal thought to encompass all of reaiity. it is, in effect,

a second "Copernican Revolution® Zthe first in the sensori-motor

period) in which reality becomes simply ©f€ rather mundane and imperfect

example of all possible realities. Adolescent egocentrism is the

feme o LY

e




38

distortion of thought assiﬁilated to itself without adequate accommodation
of> reality:

"In accordance with a law we have already seen
o manifested in the infant and the young chfﬁd,
each new mental ability starts off \by incorporating
the world in-a process of egocenﬁrie assimilation.
Only later does it attain equilibrium through
e a compensating accommodation to reality. The
' intellectual egocentricity of adolescence is
comparable to the egocentricity of the infant.
who assimilates the universe into his own corporal
activity and that of the young child who assimilates
things into his own nascent thought (symbolic . e
play, etc.). Adolescent egocentricity is manifested . R
by belief in the omnipotence of reflection, as ‘ . v
though the world should submit itself to idealistic
_8schemes rather thah to systems -of reality. It
is the metaphysical age -par excellence: the self
» : is strong enough to reconstruct the universe .
- ' and big enough to incorporate it...The metaphysical
¢ . "~ egocentricity of the adolescent is gradually .,
. - lessened as a reconciliation between formal thought ‘ _
and reality is effected. Equilibrium is attained = . ‘
when the adblescent understands that the preper
function of reflection is not to contradict ‘but
; to predict and interpret experience." (Piaget,
o 1967, p. 64.)- : L _

-t The,adaiescept, then, operates-with a certain‘dogmaéism and an incessant
jamﬁingiof'reality into hi; own formal categories and relations.
‘There is a certafﬁiélosed mindedness and failure to accommodéte thought
to ngélity. Bu£ once thought accommodates reality, the individﬁal,

. is capable of truly transforming reali?@ (at least on thé plane of
social relations) éhrough the abilityfﬁo dnterpret and predict ?xpérienée.
The manner inhwhich the individual aérives at this position is the

' subject of the next section.

¥
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COOPERATION: THE SCOURGE OF EGCCENTRISM
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COOPERATION:. THE SCOURGE OF EGOCENTRISM
N -

1

There 18 a direct and fundamental relationship between egocentrism

and cooperation which goes to the core of socidl life and has the

most farfﬁeaching implicationms for the organization of society and

<

<% - the development of ;ndiviﬁual.ideas. If to beéin with we dissect
the word into-"co" and "SS;ration"; there 1s an 1nitial 1n$1gpt into
the special 1m§oréance of cooperatioh for Plaget. Cooﬁeration is
a joint opera@ion. There 1is implied in any form of%éopperation a
coordinmation of viewpoints, of ends and means, and requires, thérefgre;
a‘sociocentric, 25~opposed to anbegocentrie perspectivé.‘ The question d
é\ for this section 1s what role coopegatiop plays in the transition

from egocentric to'Sociocentricgthiﬂking.

Pilaget's most extensive formulation of the role of cooperatiop

in the development of mental structures is in The Moral Judgment

'Y

~ of the Child (1932/65), although the issue is reﬁurned_ﬂo in a number .,

of other studies (e.g., chapter 6 of The Psychology of Intelligence’

and the first essay of Six E§ychologgﬁal Studies). The treatment ;
of cooperation in the moral judgment book is directly related’ to ) '1

the findings of four opper stgdies which, along with the book on

o

moral Jjudgment, form the five early classics of Piaget's;éareer.

The Moral Judgment of the Child is a sort of capstone to the work

<

on language (1926), reasoning (1928), reality (1929), and causality
- . ‘ .

(1930), and like all’ capstomes it must bear a direct relation to

the'elemgnts to which it 1s joined while still playing a slightly
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different functional role.

"In this case; the direct relation with the previous studies

was the identification of moral realism which parallels the intellectual

realism of the young child, as well as the fu;ther development of

the ideé of eébpentrisﬁ;- Thevslightly different function was to

turn the focus of attention from the strictly psychological mechanisms
to the related mechanisms of soci«éli zati;n. In this wcirk, more SO
than in the others, biaget is;yarticularly éoncefnédzwith pedagogical
and -sociologiédal questions bearing upon the manner in which the child

is soCialized. Hence, The Moral Judgment of the Child is probabli

the most directly relevant of Piaget's books for political scientists

(as well as being my pprsonal favorite among Piaget's writings)

s

Its relevance to politics lies in the fact that the centr'al focus

4

is upon the relatiOnsﬁib between autho}ity and coéperation which,
- : : v

of course, is of profound importance in the political world. 1In
éddiﬁion, much of political philosophy is concerned with‘judgmenté
of "the Good" (not to mention the central rolé of moral reasoning
for individgallpolitical 3udgment§) and ﬁhergfore paying attention
to the manner in which our topls of judgment are éhapéd can only
aid us in their employment: |

"In a sense, child moralitj throws light on adult

morality. If we want to form men and women,

nothing will fit us so well for the task as to -

- 8tudy the laws that govern their formation."
(Pigget, 1932-65,.pe 9.)

So what are those "laws of formation"?

The core issue expiored in The Moral Judgment of the Child is

the collaboration of authority (constraint), egocentrism, and moral

e
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realism on the one hand, and the collaboration of cooperation, operatory

thought, and moral autonomy on the other. Throughout Piaget's exposition, o

authority is opposed to cooperation, or more precisely, cooperation

1s conceived of as the "ideal equilibrium toward which all pelations L

of constraint end." (Piaget, Ibid, p. 90.) The basic theme (or

law=of,formation)lis that constraint reinforces the child's initial
egocentric perspective and maintains moral realism, while cooperation
weakens egocentrism and fosters moral autonomy. In short, there

are two moralities, derived from two distinct forms of soclial relations:
;a morality of constraint or of heteronomy, and a morality of cooperation,
or of‘autonomy. These two types of morality, deriving from two types

of social relations are not limited to childhood socialization:

. "Social constraint--and by this we mean any social
relation into which there enters the element
of authority and which is not, like cooperation,
the result of an interchange between equal 1ndividuals-
-has on the individual results that are analogous
to those exercised by adult constraint on the
mind of the child. The two phenomena, moreover s,
are really one and the same thing, and the adult
who is under the dominion of unilateral respect
for the 'Elders' and for tradition is really
behaving like a child." (Ibid, p. 340, e.a.)

The implications for social structure are obvious and overwhelming.
lSocial infantalization produces a psychology of dependence in whﬂZh
unilateral respect foriauthority is among the most prominent charac-
teristics. |

As long as an element of authority exists in the interaction
between individuals there is, by definition, an imbalance in their
social relations. That is, the authority of one negates the authority

of the other(s), and we cannot speak of "co", or mutual actiong,
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but. of a unilateral determination of action. Naturally, "pure™ cooperation

and "pure" constraint are rare, if not impossible, in actual human
relations, but they can be thought of as’ the limiting "ideals" between
ﬁhich all forms of human interaction fall. This becomes clearer

if we think of cooperation in terms of reciprocity, and reciprocity

as the social equivalent of logical reversibility (the essential

requirement for operatory thought). Reciprocity is based on mutual
as opposed to unilateral respect. The egocentrio child cannot cooperate
because of the lack of reciprocity represented by the failure to
differentiate his own poin} of view from that of others.

"So long as the child does not dissociate his

ego from the suggestions coming from the social

world, he cannot cooperate, for in order to cooperate,

one must be conscious of one's ego and situate :

it in relation to thought in general. And in

order to become conscious of one's €go it is

necessary to liberate oneself from the thought

and will of others. The coercion exercised by

the adult or the older child is therefore inseparable

from the unconscious egoeentricity of the very '

, young child." (Ibid, p. 93.)

' With mutual respect, there is a complete reversibility between

equals, and action is dependent upon mutual agreement rather than
" command; and this is the key to the special role cooperation plays
in the development of moral autonomy and operatory thought. To reach
agreement, that is, to coordinate \_riewpoints, requires an exchange
of ideas, a.differentiation of viewpoints and their integration.
It means that individuals must have a shared system of meaning which

requires a consistency of meaning and a certain "morality" in their

thought--that is, logic ("Logic is the morality of thought, Jjust

as morality is the logic of action." Piaget, Ibid, p. 398.)—-which
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will enable them to cooperate: /

"The obligation not to contradict oneself is

not simply'a conditional necessity for anybody

who accepts the exigencies of operational activity;
it is also a moral 'categorical! imperative,.
inasmuch as it is indispensable for intellectual
interaction and cooperation. And, indeed, the
child first seeks to avoid contradicting himself
when it is in the presence of others. 1In the

Same way, objectivity, the need for verification,
the need for words and ideas to keep.their meaning
constant, etc., are as much social obligations

as conditions of operational thought." (Piaget,
1950-60, p. 163.)

Cooﬁeration,’then, forces upon the child an awareness of the
need to justify his own point of view, to substantiate his perspective
'So that the child simultaneously becomes awaire of both his bwn point
of view and that of the other(s). For this reason, the onset of
true cooperati6n between children and ﬁhe onset of operatory thougﬁt
are contemporaneous developments: '

"The more intuitions articulate themselves and .
end’ by grouping themselves operationally, the

more adept the child becomes at cooperation,

a social relationship which is quite distinct .
from coercion in that it involves a reciprocity . '
between individuals who ¥now how 'to differentiate
their viewpoints. As far as intelligence is
concerned, cooperation is thus an objectively
conducted discussion (out of which arise internalized
discussion, i.e., deliberation or reflection),
.collaboration in work, exchange of ideas, mutual
control (the origin of the need for verification

and demonstration). etc. It is therefore clear .
that cooperation is the first of a series of

forms of behavior which are important for the
constitution and development of logic." (Ibid,

P. 1620) ’ ’

Thus,

~
4 .

r .




— ¥ R w0

-

- T

|
_-
t
E
b
E
|
@
i
|

44

"At about the age of seven the child becomes
capable of cooperation because he no longer confuses
his own point of view with that of others. He

is able to dissociate his point of view from

that of others and‘to coordinate these different
points of view." (Piaget, 1940/67, p. 39.)

a

Cooperation, then, counters intuitive thought; thought, thatﬁis,
characterized by transduction, phenomenalism, animism, finalism,
artificialism, or, in short, egocentricity, and brings‘the child
onto the plane of objective relatiomships. e

"Tt is discussion and mutual criticism that urge

us to analyze things; left to ourselves, we are
quickly satisfied with a 'global', and consequently,
a subjective explanation." (Piaget, 132/65,

p. 194.) '

)

A PRELIMINARY SUMMARY OF THE PIAGETIAN SYSTEM

Although it s a near impossible task, this paragreph, long
though it may oey attempts to summarize Piaget's general perspective
on cognitive structures: The life of the ﬂ}nd is one with the life
of the organism. Organization and adaptation, with assimilation
and accommodation comf)osing the latter, dre common to all forms of
blological functioning, including psychologlcal functioning. The °
functions ire invariant while the structures through.which the functional
invariants operate are variable.ﬁ The, overall tendency of biological
functioning, and hence, of psychological functioning, is toward equil=-
ibrium. The functional ‘invariants operate according to the laws
of equilibrium and transformation as do the structures created through
biological functioning. Throughout, the organism and the environ-

ment stand in-a reciprocal relationship, the one affecting the other.

The organism's activity affectsxthe organism's structur_e27 just as

3
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the structure of thé organism affects the activity of.the_prganism. .' j?%’
Moving specifically to psychological functioning, all fo;ﬁs of behavior® 2?5%
(which for Piaget refér to "all actién directed by the organism toward '  iéf |
the outside world in order to change conditions therein or to change ‘.x;
" their oﬁn situation in relation to these surroundings." (Piaget, 3 C
»
_1976/78, P. ix.) entail two inseparable components and corresponding '.ngg '
o 1

strugﬁures: the affective component which produces the motivating ' o
energy for all behavior and can be reduced, following Claparede,
to need which is always an expﬁession of disequilibrium (Piaget,

1940/67, p. 6.); and the cognitive component, that is, intelligence,

e

which provides the structure of behavior desiéned to satisfy the

need arising from the affective component. There is a constant parallel

" between affective and cdgnitive life, the structure of one affecting

the structure of the other.. All forms of 1ntellectual activity are
built ubo? the organism's activity in interaction with the environment.
Intelligence 1is neither a reflection of the enviromment, nor ﬂ;zital
expressiop of the obganism itself, but a product of the organism '

and the enviromment operating in conjunction; Inteliectual stfuctures

are built up from instinctive, hereditary reflex actions, and gn

thrﬁugh the first motorohabits, which become, in turn,léchemas, opera-
tions, and operations on 6perations. These actions are organizéd

into four successive, invariant, periods, each with a succession

of different structures representing an ever more precise adaptational ‘;

eqﬁilibrium with the environment. The four per;ods are designated

in the following orde:rs Sensori-motor, Pre-Operational, Concrete ‘

Operatidnal, and Formal Operational Thought. Development within
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| each stage and period is rhythmic and ©¢yclical, both on ghe plane
of behavior and the plane of consciousness (which is ruled by the : _ B
"law of conscious realization": consciousness lagsAbehind activity). w
This development is marked by both horizontal and vertical decalage,L
meaning development ;epeats itself on each new plane of»actiéityim‘
or consciousness (vertiéle%decalage) and wit;in each plane (horigontal

+

decalage) development repeats itself in each new domain of activity
(remembering that thought itself is activity, albeit “internalized
and abstract in its most developeqrstages). This rhythmic, cyclécal
' development 1s characterized by movement from tﬁe egocentric perspective
~to a de-centered, sociocentric perspective; or aléernativeiy, from
the periphery (i.e., perceptualvplane) to the cent~r (i.e., the plane
of internal regulations). Cooperation, the mutual regulation of
operations, shakes the child out of the egocentric perspective and
is the most effective means of socialization. Finally, the patterns
of thought found in childhood‘ﬁécur in adult.life. Intgllectual
,develqpmént‘xa not a once-and;for-all affair. In each new area we
“_ confront, the construction of our ideas begins by first assimilating
what 1s offered by our fre;h contact with the environment to our
own egocentric perspective (egocen£ric in the éense‘thét we have _ .
not yet accommodatedithe old to the new), and only later coming to
a more equilibrated perspective on the new. While the. process may
be more accelerated in adult 1life than in childhood, the process

continues to paréllel the cycles of previous adaptation.v Needless

to say, development is uneven. Some areas are highly developed,

“ particularly our cdmpetence in understanding physical reality, and
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others are quite under-developed. There is perhaps no more repbéSentative
area of this under-development’ than our knowledge' of political reality,

to which we now turn. | _ \

PIAGET AND POLITICS

Although ‘it has been.over fifteen years since Merelman (1966)
suggested that Piaget's approach should be applied to the analysis
of political beliefs, surprisingl& few. political'scientists have
acted on the s'ugges't'.ion.‘28 There are no doubt many reasons for this
lack of attention to Piaget's work; reasons which may well include
the formidable terminology employed by Qiéget, yesistanée to.stage
theories, resistance to cross discipliﬁary dpproabhes, the voluminous

-

N writings which must be digested in order to appreciate the full séope

of Piaget's approach, 6r'~‘si;npl._y the fact that Plaget wrote in French
(although most of his work is available in translation). Whatever
the reason or reasons, I believe that progress in the analysis of »

belief systems (as well as in 'che'ar'ea of political ssocialization)

————

depends upon political scientists becoming familiar with Piaget's

wor'k.‘29 In the remainder of this essay I will outline two different

e vmew

paths which political secientists can follow in order to incorporate
Piaget into the discipline. As these two paths are outlined it should
 become clear that tﬂe task is far too large for any single individual

and will require the commitment of a number of years by many researchers

. me— ey T —

before it could be said that we have tapped the tremendous potential

of Piaget's approach to the cognitive dimension of mind.3°

[ ) R

———r

&
o




48 !
. %

There are both long and short term tasks which must be undertaken &

. . , Sy
in order to facilitate the routine use of Piagetian categories in : ﬁ::i
political analyses. Fifst, we shall look at the long term tasks. ‘}%
The primary objective here is te doeument the sequences through which -?§§
various political concepts pass during the course of development . ,f%g
The purpose of these studies would be to szvide a developmental i v;;’
. _ . o L

base~-line against which to measure the degree to which 55} particular

belief system is more or less strucrured. Many of these studies

will no doubt be similar to those conducted by Adelson and his associates,
o ‘
except that they will have to include a wider range of ages and a

narrower fecus en’specific political ideas.31 Indeed, the best procedufe
would probably be to adapt Adelson's island premise to a Kohlberg ‘p
style dilemma which narrowed!;h on the reasoning behind particular { "
political concepts. This would require deveioping a scaling technique
similar to that used by Kohlberg. The follewing comments concern I
the main theoretical perspectives that must be incorporated into
this proposed scaling instrument. Once the Kohlberg type scale is
created and the developmental sequences determined we could then
change to a format that could be used in more tyﬁical survey situatiohs i

- by correlating responses to specific questions with the various conceptualx\,
stages. The result would lead to a limited set of questions that % L
could be inserted in mass surveys t, measure the structurevof political
beliefs; and it would be a measure : ged:on the actual developmental.
sequences to which belief systems'eje subject. i

Since it is fairly clear that e ructure is domain specific,32

broad scale studies of the structure!of political beliefs will depend

4

/ . : I\ v ) .
/ .

3
/ : \




"since the content of responses will surely vary f‘rom culture to cultuf'e,"

" are found in théir particular polity. In short, they will simply i
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ixpon numertus studies of par'ticular' concepts. JFor example, concepts

-of power' law, gover'nment equality, f‘r‘eedqn, democr'acy, comunism,

authority, community, and citizenship, to mention a few of’ the most
notable, will each have to be studied separately, decomposed into ‘
their various schematic and operational groupings, and then measures
will.have to be developed that can disc;iminate the stages'of development
for each concept. Each of these separate-measures might then te

combined into a single scaie’tapping the overall strncture of the ~
belief system. . "

In the process of developing these separ'ate Scales a number

of general characteristics of Vegoce‘ntr'i‘sm will have to be relied
upon if the scales are to be complimentsny. The.over-i-arching concern .
must be the extent to which per'ceptiondominatés copoeptualization. L . |
The maln problem to be overcome in establishing this criterion is ' - 0t

finding some way to avoid relying solely on the content of responses L

par-ticular'ly among individuals with more egocent(-ic per-spectives. - - 8‘
- %

|

|

. ) ] > |

in order to determine the degree of conceptualization. This is desireable |
d . . o - i

Those relying on per'ception to form their political ideas will simply

r'ecapitulate concrete examples of the idea in question as those ‘exalples

describe the idea as it is manifest in their field of perception. e
In scaling r-esponses the pr-oblem will be transposing specific content

¥
into- str-uctur'al categor'ies. While detailing the exact mechanics -

- of devising a scale for coding t'esponses would detain us too long -

“here, it might be helpful to discuss a few of the categories that
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might help discriminate concrete from abstract responses. .
Perhaps the best indicator is whether or not alternative formulations -
of the convept in question are entertained by the subject. Concrete

formulations of political concepts will be unidimensional, Respondents

will proceed as if there is-a "correct" answer, and only one'correct

answer, to a general question such as, "What is the meaning of democracy?",

’
.

or "What is the basis of authority?" 33 As development proceeds,
the subject will realize that {here are many alternative fonmulations
to any single idea, that there 1s the possiPility of choosing from

among these alterhatives, and that one must present logical or evidentialr

-

reasons for making a choice from among the alternatives. Thus, the

presence or absense of alternative formuiations-will probably turn

. . -
cut to be the best single predictor of cognitive structures.: It

should be emphasized, -however, that no single predictor is adequate’ 3
since often the same structural ceﬁggnents are arrayed in very different
structural sxsteﬁs. It is the overall variations in the relationships
amonéxthe various schemas, operafions, and concepts that permit.us
to discriminate differentI;tructural groupings.

A related indicator of structure 1s the degree to\whi,ch the
concept in euestion is differentiated. This 1is different from the
question of alternativee and separate eategories snould be’used,
but it should also be noted that one form ofﬁdi}ferentiation is in
fact tne ounceptualizetioh of alternatives. gvén so, the reason
we should use separate categories is that even a solitary alternative

can vary between being undifferentiated and highly differentiated.

An example might help to clarify why it is necessery to treat alternative

"

- . . . (
v < 1
.
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. formulations and differentiation separately. ﬂ}t mavaell turn out ‘
that the idea of equality is based on measurable, or perceivable,
_ s .
diE}erences in the early stages of development,iwhile in later:staé;?
. , of development equality is.based on derived noti;ns of equalityv(seel
Lee, 1959, for this distinction) The question ef‘alternatfve fornn- . .
lations concerns the extent to which the idea is derived from diffenent
- - - underlying~pninciples which 'produce different concepts of equality.
The question of diffebentiation concerns the scope and complexity ‘

can. be_ derived from 1) our shared capacity to reason (the Sophista),
2) ‘our shared creation by God (various religious dérivations), 3) ‘\'

our shared species being (Marx), and so forth. Awareness of alternativeg,'

or at least the possibility of alternatives, is a question distinct ,
- . AN

l' - from how complex each derivation might be. Regardless of" the number

.

l of any one of these alternatives. For example, principles of equality

| of derimztions conceived, any one could be related to political,

} . . social, and economic igsues, and each of tnese areas could be further

subdivided andvattached to different'idea complexes. A pe;son subscri?ing
to religions'derivations of equality who sees no other alterndtivé o
way of,conceptualizing equality, might sti}l have.-a highly differentiated
idea of the ways in whicu shared creation produces equality and the
consequences, Therefore, ’alte'matﬂres and diff'erentiation ‘must be-

treated separately and alternatives hust be donsidered a more powerful

discriminating factor in determining the degree of egocentrism.

o

It will probably be useful ‘to use awareness of alternative formulations

e to distinguish period differences, while differentiation can be used

to discriminate stages of development within each period.

v
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A third discrimicating-factor, and one related to the awareness
of alternative formulations ;s”the ability, or lack thereof, to place
oneself in the position of a*other. Both direct and indirect approaches
to this cdimension will probacly be necessary. Indirect measures
might include the frequency with which.individuals spontaneously
place themselves in the position of acother in tryicg to come to
terms with basic political conflicts. Such spontaneocs attempts,
however, will probably not prove to be reliable indicators since
peocle who can place themselves in the position of enother dp not
necessarily do so; and those who do, do not necessarily chanée their
perspective such that it is more closely aligned with the other's
_ persgective, but simply see their own point of view while standing
in the other's shoes. Therefore, direct meascres will have to be \'
developed'in which the sociocentric subjects must change their perspective
as. a consequence of taking the other's point of wview. Such bole-
taking tasks could be incorporated in the Kohlberg-style scaling
instrument.

A-fourtc basic structural inQicator is the question of cacsalicy.
The egocentric thinker, as a function of the preponderance of perception
over conceptualization, focuees on the effect to the neglect of‘the
cause in forming judgments of political events and relationships;
The most ‘egocentric’ thinkers will exhibit a;complete lack of causal
statement_s.3u As development proceeds there shculd be a steady increase
in causal statements, causes should eventuallé pecome interrelated,
’and ultimately reversible. A—numbef of questions could be used to

explore this dimension in the context of Adelson's island premise;




‘political problem and the subject could be asked how the islanders
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€.8.y the inhabitants which to eliminate war or poverty or any other

should go about accomplishing their'goal using probes_designed to

uncover causql,rélationships. Again, the goal is to document the .

dewielopmental sequencs through which concepts of ‘v political causality ey

develop from childhood, through adblescence, to adulthood. These B o

sequences could then be used as a baseline to determine the ways

in which individual structural differences in concepts of political .

[

causality influence bblitical behavior and policy pfeferences. -
A fifth general indicator of étructure_is-ﬁhe relationship between

general principles and concrete ﬁanifestationg, as well as the closely
reiateq issue of inductive and,deductive reasoniné. Here the develop-
mental sequences‘ghould proceéd from a completé lack of prinecipled
sfatements beyond simple classifications of good and bad, through

gradual and laborious inductive process dealing with concrete examples
which may be built up into general principles in later stages on

to an over-emphasis on general principles and a lack of concern for

discrepant examples, and finally to an equilibrated structure in

\

. which the individual reasons equally from gﬁnerai'principle to specific
\exaﬁples and from specific exaﬁple to general principles. In inductive

\hnd deductive terms, the first structures are largely perceptual,

éﬁansddétive, intuitive and assocliative; the seconi\Bquctures follow
AN

inductive logieal principles exclusively and remain at the level

of concrete examples; the third structural sequence involves strictly

deductive principles and a tendency to remain largely at the abstract

level; while the fourth structural sequence involves hoth inductive\\\

I"-“ ) » /:’ . \.
v _ s AN
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and deductive r'eas:oning,,coor'dinated such that the individual has
the abllity to reason in both directions.

Ther'él are other s‘tr-uctur;al indicators which will have to be
dev’el‘opéd and we will have to discover hqw pr'oér'ess in one content
domain influences development in other content domains, as well as
the ways in which'domains are grouped. The examples given thus far,
however, are probably the most important, and surely should ihdicate

the tremendous amount of gor'k that must be done Ain order to move

. ‘beyond the task of developing a scaling instrumeiit to its a;;plication

in the analysis of specific politicai questions. With just these

lfive str-uctur'ai indicators and the dozen or so content domains mentioned
thus far, it will be several years before we have an epistemologiééally
grounded scale‘for' research onl the structure of political beliefs.

In the meantime, ther-? is an altér-native approach which is less adequate

but clearly superior to the continued use of coﬁstr-aint as a measure

‘of structure. Let us turn, finally, to this interim strategy.

The short term alternative to a direct political reaséning scale
involves the use of existing scales that can be useq in coordination
as measurés of cognitive strﬁcture. There a;; at least three scales
of direct relevance to the queéfipn at hand, pnly one of which, however, -
is diachronic, These scales are Koﬁlﬁerg's moral reasoning scale,

N *

Rokeach's Dogmatism scale (1960), and‘gigieri style cognitive complexity
scale (Bieri, et. al., 1966). h}l three sgélgs are structural measures,
but only Kohlberg's is developmental. _Each se;ié\ggs certain deficiences

when used alone, but in conjunction, might be able to‘x’ba.;ance, at

least partially, their individual fauits. Even so, this short term

S
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alternative must be recognized as only a partial, indirect substitute ‘ *i;
for an empirically and epistemologically grounded écale for political o f?‘?

A Bieri st&le cognitive complexity scale 9ou1d be employed to . P ik
tap the complexity of particular political ideas; with each eonceptual A
area measured separately. Sincé, as argued above {pp. 28-29); equal
deérees of complexity can occur at different developmental levels,
Kéhlberg's scéle éould be used in conjunction to provide a "ball
park" estimate of level of cognitive development (insofar as cognitive \
development precedes moral development). Rokeach's scale could be
used in a similar, although not as.precise a manner in that closéd-~

mindedness 13 closely related to egocentrism. ’In'efféét,'eéchrscale

can serve as a partial check on the others. Still, it is unlike}y

that such a procedure could be used ih large scale survey formats,

since a high degree of interpretive judgment must be employed in
coordinating tﬁe scales. In smaller, experimental samples, however,

the scales migﬁt be quite useful aids in the development first of

a political reasoning scale along the lines of Kohlberg's moral reasoﬁing

scale, and later in the develoﬁment of a survey format which correlated

 well with the'réasoning scale and thus could replace constraint ;s

the measure of structure.

CONCLUSTION

The task which confronts us, then, is the deconstruction of political
belief systems. We must uncover the ontogenlc sequences through which
political concepts develop, from schemas, to operations, on to operations

on operations. Once this task 1s complete we will have a basis upon




which to judge whether or not sets of belief systems are more or less
structured.

A major obstacle obstructiné the completion of that task is the
lack of a shared paradigmatic fr;mewor'k and languaée among !pcl‘iltical
scientists and political psychologists. Until that iesnguage énd paradigm
are established it will be next to impossible to coordinate research
across the increlésing compaftmentalization of research efforts within 1 N
the discipline, let alone across disciplineé. Piaget can provide a
majorvpart of the paradigm. If political scientists can le'ant to use
the concept of egocentrism in a precise and shared manner in opder to
‘distingiish between the content and the st‘ructure. ofr. be-ii-e*f‘_s tems, T
then we willl have made a major step forward as a discipline. \

‘\

\
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APPENDIX A .

PIAGET"S USE OF EGOCENTRISM'

"Infantile egocentrism is thus in its essence an undifferen-
tiation between self and social enviromment."

"Egocentrism is by definition the confusion between self E
and the other."

"It is somehow the totality of precritical and consequently
pre-objective attitudes of knowledge."

Egocentrism consists only in taking as sole reality the one
which appears to perception.”

"It 1s the negation of the objective attitude, . 9nsequently

————of logleal—anatysis. It leads on the contrary to subjective

6.

‘s,

10.

llo

’svnthesis."

[}

"Egocentrism ought not to be defined only by the primaoy
of assimilation over accommodation, but by its disequilibrium

~of the two processes, with primacy alternating between one

and the other."

"The thought of the youngAchild was egocentric, not 1h the
sense of a hypertrophy of the self, but in the sense of centra-
tion on his own point of view.

/"
"We call egocentrism the undifferentiation of one S own point

of view and that of others."

"Childish egocentrism, far from being asocial, always goes
hand in hand with adult constraint. It is presocial only.
in relation to cooperation.”

"Egocentrism appears to us as an intermediate between social-
ized and purely individual behavior." ‘

"(The child) plays in an individual manner with material
that is social; such‘is egocentrism.”

1Most of these definitional statements are taken from Piaget:

Dictionary of Terms, >y Antonio M. Battro. ‘

bu




12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.°

20,

"Egocentrism is 6ppbsed to objectivity, as far as objectivity
means relativity on the physical plane and reciprocity on
the social plane.ﬁ

"Egocentrism is an effect characterized by an undifferentiation
between the subject and his exterior world, and not by the
exact knowledge which the subject has of himself: instead

of leading to an effort of introspection or refleetion, upon
the self, infantile egocentrism 1s on the contrary ignorance

of the interior life and ‘deformation of the self as well

as ignorance of objective relations and deformations of things."

"Social egocentrism is an epist@nid attitude as well as purely
intellectual egocentrism; it.is a way of understanding others,
as egocentrism in general 1is an attitude toward objects,"

"One quality stands out in the thinking of the young child:
he constantly makes assertions without trying to support
them with facts. This lack of attempts at proof stems from
the character of the child's social behavior at this age,

1.e., from his egocentricity conceived as a lack of differen-,

tiation between his own point of view and that of others.
It is only vis-a-vis others that we are led to seek evidence
for our statements." -

"Certain features of child morality always appear to be closely
connected with a situation that from the first predominates

in childhood (egocentrism resulting from the inequality between
child and adult surroundings which presses upon him) but

which may iecur in adult life, especially in the strictly
conformist and gerontocratic socleties designated as primitive."

"Egocentrism and imitation are one and the same."

"However deper uent he may be on surrounding intellectual
influences, the young child assimilates them in his own way.

He reduces them to his point of view and therefore distorts
them without realizing it, simply because he cannot yet distin-
gulsh his point of view from that of others through fallure

to co-ordinate or 'group'! the points of view. Thus, both

on the social and on the physical plane, he is egocentric
through ignorance of his own subjectivity."

"Intellectual egocgntricity is nothing more than a lack of
co-ordination, a failure to 'group' relations with other
individuals as well as with other objects.”

"The initial absence of substantive objects, 1s the first
example of the transition from primitive, total egocentricity
to the final elaboration of an external universe."

A




21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

"In accordance with a law we have already seen manifested .

in the infant and the young child, each new mental ability
starts off by incorporating the world in a process of egocentric
assimilation. Only later does it attain equilibrium through

a compensating accommodation to reality. The intellectual
egocentricity of adolescence is camparable to the egocentricity
of the infant who assimilates the universe into his own corporal
activity and to that of the young child who assimilates’ things
into 'his own nascent thought (symbolic play, ete.). Adolescent

‘egocentricity is manifested by belief in the omnipotence

of reflection, as though the world should submit itself to
idealistic schemes rather than to systems of reality. It

is the metaphysical age par excellence; the self is strong
encugh to reconstruct the universe and big enough to incorporate
it

"WYe have seen -how these successive constructions always involve
a decentering of the initial egocentric point of view in

order to place it in an ever-oroader coordination of relations
and concepts, so that each new terminal grouping further
integrates the subject's activity by adapting it to an ever
widening reality. .

"Far from helping the subject distinguish between his own
and other viewpoints, the egocentric ,attitude tends to encourage
him to accept it without question as the only one possible."

"Each for himself, and all in communion with the 'Elder':
such might be the formula of egocentric play."

"When assimilation outweighs accommodation (i.e., when the
characteristics of the object are not taken into account
except insofar as they are consistent wilth the subject's
momentary interests) thought evolves in.an egocentric or
even autistic direction." .




NOTES

1The structure of belief systems 1s at the center of the Lane-Converse
debate. While the debate was initiated by the publications of

The American Voter (Campbell, et. al., 1960) and Political Ideology
(Lane, 1962), perhaps the most representative articles of the

two sides in the debate are Converse's "The Nature of Belief Systems
in Mass Publics", in Apter, 1964, and Lane's "Patterns of Political
Belief", in Knutson, 1974,

2The revival of the issue occurred most notably with the publication
of The Changing American Voter (Nie, et. al., 1976), although
the issue was being raised even earlier by Bennett (1975), and
Nie and Anderson(1974)

-

3Among the "revisits" are: Nie and Anderson, 19743 Sullivan, Pierson,
+ - and Marcus, 1978; Sullivan, Pierson, Marcus and' Feldman, 1979.

1‘The best summaries of the controversy around The Authoritarian
Personality are Christie and Johoda (1954) and Altemeyer (1981).

5Theré are some notable exceptions to this generalization, among

which are Bennett, 1975; Axelrod, 1973; Best, 19733 and Connell,
1971.

6Examples are Nie, et. al., 1976; Stimson, 1975; Carmines and Stimson,
1982.

7Among the more notable books and articles are the followings
Bishop, G., et. al., 1978 and 1979; Campbell, A., et. al., 1960;
Converse, 1964; Field, J. and Anderson, R., 19693 Lane, 1962 and
1974; Bennett, L., 1975; Merelman, R., 1966; Nie, N. and Anderson,
K., 1974; Nie, et. al., 1976; Nie and Rabjohn, J., 1979; Luttbeg,
N., 1968; Puttnam, R., 1971; Shils, E., 1954; Stimson, J., 19753
Sullivan, et. al., 1978 and 1979; and Carmines and Stimson, 1932.

8Noteworthy methodological critiques are the following; Bennett,
1975; Achen, 1975; Smith, 1980; Bishop, et. al., 1978 and 1979;
and Sullivan, et. al., 1978.

9The appropriate alternative 1s an operationalization of Piaget's

concept of egocentrism. Piaget's work provides the best available

model of cognitive structures and therefore Harvey, Hunt and Schroder's
work (1961) deserves much greater recognition in political science

than it has. Part of the problem of alternatives is that we do

not have an adequate theoretical description of egocentrism which ‘
could be used as the basis for an operationalization of egocentrism. -
A major purpose of the following sections is to provide that statement.

1O.Bennett (1975) provides both the empirical and theoretical substan-
tiations. ,

“




Nie, Verba and Petrocik's defense of their continued use of constraint
- on the grounds that they know of no alternative ideologies that
would explain contradictory respunses (p. 27). The problem with
their approach is the complete lack of any psychologlcal theory
in that psychologlical forces are a central part of their endeavor,
(pp. 6=7). Their approach is strictly political.
121t should be noted that the param&ters are genetically deteﬁmined,
not the variation within the parameters. For more on this issue

see Piaget, 1970.
1SUniléteral respect for authorfty involves a total, uncritical
acceptance of the point of view of authority such that one adopts
authority's point of view whole-cloth. See Piaget, 1932, and
- various treatments by Kohlberg (e.g., 1973). .

1 (

"An example might help to explain how assimilation and accommodation
always occur together, and I shall use the example given by Flavell
(as is true of all the concepts introduced, Flavéll treated them

in much greater detail and no reader can fail to profit from his
exposition. In order for us to eat and thereby maintain ourselves,
we must accommodate ourselves to the form in which the nourishment
we require is found in the enviromment. At the simplest level,

there must be some entry to our organism: the mouth. When we .,

open our mouths to allow food to pass we are making an accommodation,
Jjust as when we move our jaws to chew the food. But simultaneously
we are assimilating the food, preparing it for digestion as it
passes through the mouth and as we chew. In addition, our digestive
process must accommodate the foods' specific chemical and physical
properties in order to assimilate it. Thus, through the assimilative
process of nourishing ourselves we must simultaneously accommodate
ourselves to the nourishment: "The organism must accommodate

its functioning to the specific contours of the object it is trying
to assimilate." (Flavel, 1963, n. 45).

15Thér'e is some question as to how one should exactly divide the
system since concrete operational and formal operational thought -
e are both forms of operational thought and therefore sometimes
are thought of as forming subperiods of a single period. Even .
though the difference between 'sensori-motor and pre-operational
thought is greater than between concrete and formal thought, it
still makes sense tp think in terms of the four-fold division
portrayed here. On this issue'l am deviating from Flavell who .
- treats concrete and formal operations as subperiods of a single Y '
operatory period, rather than as periods:proper.’ Piaget himself, Lo
in 1962 distinguished intelligence in terms of "four great periods ‘
in the de¥elopment of intelligence". ;

]

\
. * 2 i
11Th@ criticism developéd here should demonstrate the futility of
\
|




16Ages are all relative, the point is the order of succession, not

the precise age at; which the child develops the various structures.
If ages were absolute we would be dealing with maturation, not
the construction of 1ntelligence and environment could be ignored.
17This is a point Vygotsgy also makes: "Development, as often happens,
proceeds here not in.a circle but in a spiral, passing through
the same point each new revolution while advancing to a higher
level." (Vygotsgy, 1978, p. 56) .
18Fr'ei‘1d's'“Pr'o,ject for a Scientific PSychology", which is also referred
to as "Psychology for Néprologists“, in which Freud hoped to discover -
the neurological’ basis oﬁ; psychological phenomena, can be found
in the Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of ‘
Sigmund Freud. The 1844 manuscripts can be found in Karl Marx , -
and Frederick Engels: Collected Works, Progiess "ublishegs, Moscow, .
volume 3, pp. 229-346., - \ ] . -

5
t .
19Per'haps this is an appropriéte place to say egocentrism does not . .
mean narcissism and the reader is advised not to think of egocentrism
in the terms in which it is éften used in common parlance. In
Appendix A I have compiled a 1ist of quotations in which Piaget
employs the term egocentrism which may help to round out the meaning
of the term. Specifically because of this confusion between the
"scientific" use of’ terms ‘and "popular" use of terms, Piaget,
referring to the development of representational f£hought ‘and the
symbolism centering on the self’, commented:

.3

Bl *

"We no longer call it 'egocentrie', as one of
us once did, in deference to the criticisms from
: many psychologists who are still not familiar ,
T with«the practice in the exact sciences of using - . .
' a term only fn accordance wifth the definitions
proposed, 1rrespective of its populgr meanings
and associations." (Piaget and Inhelder, 1969,
° p. 61). .

After absorbing this slap on the hands, perhaps we might prepare
L ourselves to employ the scientific practice. Thus, in-vdeference ,
to Piaget, I continue to use egocentrism as he developed the term; t -
. but not without some sense of conflict. I generally advocate
i using -terms easily communicable to the uninitiated. My main reason- _
' ing on this is that the findings of science must be made accessible ’
l to the nonsperialist public. But since Wwe have a perfectly adequate \
substitute in common use--narcissism--
for the use to which "egocentric" has come to be put, perhaps
we migh® exercise a leadership function by proliferating a distinc-
‘tion between narcissism and egocentrism--the one an affective
} term, the other a cognitive one.
|
|
|
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20Fort a definition of stage which applies well to Piaget's concept.
see Habermas ¢ 1979, pp. 73-75. The reader 13 cautioned however
that in the second characteristic Habermas (or his translator)
refe's to stages as "irreversible". Surely it should read "invariant"
since there can be structural deterioration; e.g., see Feffer, . . -
1967, and Looft, 1972. For other treatments of "stages" see Kohlberg, '
1969, or Inhelder, 1953.
1Ther'e is a tendency among some interpreters of Piaget (e.g J Flavell)
to treat development in-a teleological manner; that is, there
is a pre-defined goal toward which development proceeds. Tha\', Y
is not my interpretation and it is not how I employ the word "goal". . v
The "goals" are simply the empirically identifiable equiTibrium L
points of a particular stage of dgvelopnent. To my way of thinld.ng--
and T believe it was Plaget's also--evolu‘t:lon is an open-ended o t.
process, even if the functions of adaptation’ and organization s
remain invariant. Thus, ‘for example, in the. area of moral reasoning
there need not .be simply three stages (as in Piaget's system) ‘
or six (as in Kohlber'g s refined system).. As others have sug- P’
gested (e.g., Fishkin and Habermas) there seems to be now developing ;
a seventh stage. The reason there can be no end state is that :
"progress"--thaf is, change--is insured by the dialectic between . BT
assimilation #nd accommodation. “While stages, systems and structures :
have a certain strength, the seeds of transformation--inadegquacies/lattice
vacancies (see C. S. Smith in J, Wechsler, 1978)--are contained
within'each structure, propelling the organism, or the organization
of intellect, to ever finer resolutions of, or adaptation to, L e
reality; while rea&}ty itself is infinitely expandable and changed ~ '
itself by qur activity. Much of this can be accounted for in k
Godel's proof. At any rate, there is no static, fixed goal to
development irt any teleological sense.

<

22For’ mére on role taking, see Feffer, 1959, Feffer and Gour'evitch,
1960; Feffer .and Suchotliff, 1966; Cowan, 19663 Flavell, 19663
Flavell, Botkin, Fry and Wright 1968' Kohlber'g, 1971; and Rotﬂenberg, .
1974. '

23Since"dogmatism ‘as measured by the D scale'ls synchr"?:nic and egocen- .
trism is diachronic, the exact correspondence will be difficult '
fo establish; but there should be a correlation, for example,
between svage four, law and order orientations on Kohlberg's scale
. of moral reasoning and dogmatism.

2uSee note 20 above. k LS s

. /
SThe best compilation of research on Piaget's theory is Modgil, /
S., 1974.

260ne‘ example is the research on student activists during the sixties
and early seventies. See Fishkin, Keniston, and McKinnon (1973); . o
Haan, N. (1968); Kohlberg, L. (1964); and patterson, J. (1975).

A
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27For' example, the Baldwin effect on the level of evolution--see
Piaget, '1976/78. El
v28Again, there are exceptions. See note 5 above. It should also
be remembered that I am speaking of political scientists, not psychol-
ogists.
2nge,gradual legitimatlion over the last ten years of political 2
psychology as a discipline along with the establishment of the Inter-
national Society of Political Psychology, Yale's Psychology and '
Politics program, and the proliferation of political psychol ogy
courses should help this needed process.
30 Nafurally I would be happy to hear from anyone already working
1A the area or interested in doing so. .

31 See Adelson's "The Political Imagination of the Young Adolescent"
Daedelus, vol. 100, for the best summary of his work along with
Adelsdn and O'Neil (1966); Adelson, Green and O'Neil (1969); Adelson
and Beall (1970); and Gallatin and Adelson (1970).

32See Ward (1981) and Wason and Johnson-Laird (1972). “3:?

33Natut'ally, younger subjects will not be able to adeguately respond
to such general questions and we will probably have to develop
alternatives to the typic;l‘interview situation. Such alternatives
* might include the use of dolls or games. If we were exploring
the idea of equality, for example, a child could be presented
with a Eroup of dolls and asked to explalin how the dolls would
decide a question such as how.a jar of candy should be divided.
The experimenter could probe at each stage whether or not a deeision
could be reached by other medans, which means was best,-.and so
forth. We would then have information not only on preferred methods
of decision-making and distributions of resources; but ‘how many
alternatives and what kinds-were entertalned. I suspect that
the modes of decision-making, the preferences and the number of ¢
alternatives entertained vary systematically across different
age groups. '
3“For examplé: the following statement 1s from Lane's interview
with Kuchinsky, one of the subjects interviewed for Political Ideol-

ogy. The response is to the question which opens the interview
asking, "What are the most impor'tant problems facing America
today?":

e




"Well, problems today I believe, uh, we have a lot of
) - ' problems today, and. us, in this country concerning the A :
i} other side, uh, which I think, this country's really
gone over-board gn a lot of-things. I mean in throwing
, ’ . a lot of moneyL-a situation which is hurtingfus &uite
' “a bit hepe. I mean, which I think the working class .
of people should be getting a little more here than
they're actually.are. I mean, night at- this time, even
now, ah, I mean, ah, which is, ah a tough situgtion ;
~here right in this development itself. I mean, we're ¢
even going up in the rent and'stuff like that. It's
‘really hurting an awful lot:of people......"

L4

* $

~

. The resgonse goesyon without any attention to causal relationships. .
* It 1s simp.y a ‘recounting of what appears to perception in the ‘ )
process of eyeryday life. . A . : "

< -
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