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ABSTRACT

. The author purports the need to treat moral education
as a serions academic subject and suggests vays educators can manage
it in an intellectually defensible way. Ethical education must avoid
indoctrinaticn, yet it should not be a mere training in phildsophical
ethics. TEe domain of moral education should include four partially
interdependent gdals. The goals are (1) to teach children what are
and are not moral phenomena, (2) to teach children the role of
morality in the development of the personality and in the- .

. organization of society, (3) to help children to become aware of
their own values, and (4) to train children to consider the moral
consequences of their cwn actions. These goals must then be adapted
to the kinds of issues most relevant at the particnlar point in the
child's life. Much research remains to be done®in the field of moral
instruction. Most crucial is the area of early education programs for
"disadvantaged™ children, which would be directed toward moral, as
distinguished from cognitive, education. Other vital areas for future
researcl are: the ‘design of measures of moral development both
reliable and sensitive to change; the instruction of teenagers, as
potential parents, in hovw to teach moral education themsélves; the

'establishment cf criteria for selection of teachers of moral
education; and the imstruction of these teachers in hov to teach it.
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- | am somewhat relugtant to Comment on research needs ih moral
education, and properly so. | am an academic psychologist untrained s
< in either philosophy or curriculum development and evaluation; in '
-, o : i
- trying to comment on research needs in.a substantive area of educa- v
tion, | stand a very real chance of merel? rediscovering the whéel.
. Furthermore;”my own theoretical affinities are closely aligned with
= )
traditional (or old fashionedl\depth,psychology. in this tradition
. a large part of people's values and moral beliefs are thought\to be
unconscious, and moral development is regarded as part and parcél
v of personality development broadly considered. Since education is
. B .
primarily directed toward changing conscious cognitive structures
and since unconscious personality dispositions are hard to modify
by rational persuasion, there is a significant discontinuity between -
: ’ . .
: my preferred theoretical modus operandi and that of most educators. “
Finally, the subject of moral education is very complex; many of the ’
2 .

traditional probiems of political theory and, social philosophy are
’
related t%bmoral edlcation and one ventures into this area at great

rimary defense is that in being a relative newcomer to

2

risk. My

'
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,\his enterpr se | may be less fettered by’ the cc;nven-tional wisdom

‘of the si:bje%t, and possibly able to'see things in-a different per-

spective. !

Th?'logi,cal starting point for this discussion is to try u;
specify the 'tproprlate domaln"of moral education. ‘Actqally it is
a good deal ‘g sier to say what is not in the domlain. There is sub-.
stantial consensus fi;'st of all 'that moral education must avoid any-
thing that smacks of advocacy, indoctrinatton.. poliﬂcal pf‘efer,ence.
and special pleading. ﬁonethele'ss, people*s moral beliefs ar‘e SO
personally itv:portaﬁt and deeply involving that thlelr private values”
are I,l!(el; to influence thei‘,r di(c‘fusslof\s of inorallty»no .ma'tte,r how ¢
hard they try.to pe objective. This consideratior; puts a heavy bur-

den on teachers in pSrtlc'ula.r because it is tantamount to saying th

mpra) education must be, in a_peculiar way, content free. .

Moral education can't be Indoctrlnat_ion, but ,it probably shouldn't -

b;'training ir;'philosophicai.'ethicsf either.” This is so for several

reasc;ns. For one, education in moral philosophy is largely training

in a methodology (i.e., how to use a moral’vocab-ulary). As‘—such this

form of education has no substantive or empir.ical'content;' in addition

we surely mean mere by _mor}alv education than teaching children how cor- -
wrectly to use won.-ds such as "good,;' "rl‘ght,”"land “just.' Secovr,. as ‘
" a}\yone who has taken an underé(a“du'ate phllésophy course knows, fit is

extraordinarily difficult to find persons who can teach ethics effec~

~tlvely. Third, courses in moral philosophy will simply bore most

,




children.
A

o

.What then should moral education entail? “The following‘foOr

\

goé]s represent a distillation of the views on the subject that I
v have'en’clg]nt"ered over the last ten years. -of\e goal, it seems to be,
is to teach cnildren what are and are not moral phenomena. | was ~
forcibly impressed with this problem durvlng‘ my graduate student days
at U.C. Berkeley. That period (‘i9610-1967.) ‘corresoonded to the begln-

nings of the war protest movement.: That whlch l found most disturbing

about the Berkeley Free Speech and anti-war movements was the amount ‘

"\ of nonsense spoken in the name of morality For example,-there were a
nun\b,ea of “sound reasons for opposing the Vletnamese war,\ st of whi.cvh .
could be, framed’ ln terms of national self-interest. But the most fre* )
.quent criticism of the war--that it was immoral--was ngnsensical and
revealed a deep. confu}ion about the neces.sary preoondit'ons for a moral
discussion. As Hall and-Davis (1975, p.17) observe, ''When people who
hol.d different nloral'belief} disagree about what behavior ought to be
allowed or disailowed in their society, the cris?s is a social or poli-‘.‘

4 tical one; when people who hold definite moral principles or values
fail to put these jdeaIS'into practico. the crl's'is is a psychological
or' spi-ritual one; but‘when people don't know what values or principles ) /
\hey htld or how to apply these moral ideals to specnﬂc situations,
the crisis is a moral one." At Berkeley in the late 196b's there was . .

a moral crisis, but it .was quite different from what the students sus-

! pected. K . ’ P




A second goal of moral education, it seems to me, is teaching

o~ chilqren about the role of morality in the development of. personality

.and in the organizaslon of society.” This is a pérfectly.straigﬁt-

7~ forward problem in social studies education; it is a subject that has

t- . £ fe ‘
empirical and non-ideological content deriving from recent research !

in anthrpﬁol&gy and Bevelopmcntal psychology. . We taught this subject

matter at Johns Hopkins with good effect in our_expefimental enrich-

“mént curricula for verbally gifted adolescents (cf. Hogan, et 'al, in
3 ! ‘

— —

.press). Such a curriculum has important intellectual content but its
. i . ¥

side effects are also égjubrious. For ;xamplg, psychologists in their
.professionS{\roles as secu)ar intellectuals regard religion as a kind
of ;yﬁerstfgioysbiénorance that shbuld Qe‘ell@inated (this despite

,the.faét’éhat they often revert to conventional piety 6n the we?kends

tHerebybmanifésting a private'férm of schizophrenié). _With the ‘excep-

tion of William James' masterpiece '"The Varieties of Religious Ex~

. ) <

‘ ,pe{ience,” the psychology of religion is rEgarded with considerable

professional (distaste. In view of the fac\ that humans have practiced
some form of organized religious activity for at least 70,000 years,

perhaps psychology should drop its prejudice and begin treating the

oot . ’ . )
topic with more sympathy (see also Campbell, 1976).

A second valuable side effect associated with classroom discus-

.

sions of the functions of mogrality is to clarify the uses of ethnlcl;y.

"-The official -American mythjhas long been that the U.S. is a melting pot.

_More recently however, social scientists have begun to argue that a

3
¢ .
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e | ‘portlon of the"rootlessqe.ss .anomje, and cl‘vll unrest that seems endimic

¢

! .f‘ in American society is attrlbdtable to the breakdown of the extended

l . femily, the bulldlng block of ethnls sdentlty The spontaneous interest

] - / \

\ \ . * .in this, subject as reflected in, for example Black Studles programs, .

.

testlfFés to depth of the - felt heed. But it ,ls equally apparent -that
the subject must be handled in.a more substantl'v;e way if l,t is to-have
\\ any intellectual e’redlblllty-.' I Tt o

\ A . _Finally, by encouragl’ng.a dlspasslonate examlnatlon' of| the func-
‘\ s
\ ;tlpns of l‘norallty in personal development and soclal orgenlzatlon. it

\ may be posslble to foster a degree of tolergnce for dlvergent moral
\ % religlous “and e.thnlc vlews. Thls tol&nce leads to a breakdown in

. parochlal alligences, and prbmotes the perspectlve that one's own values
L}

are merely one set lsmong mary . One%f -the most lmportadt moral lessons
" for anyone to learn .is the relatl_vuty of valués, the fact that others

- won't necessarily agree with one's own definition of ‘right and wrong.
2 ) This commonplace of moral relativism is the stock and trade. of Anthro-

.p'ol‘ogy and one of the easiest lessons for sophomores to mester. 1t is
botl;vltal apd someth{ng that must,'ultlmately be overcome. That is,, \-)

one aspect of moral maturity is the wllllngness autOncmously to defend

" one’ s values, yet at the same tlme tolerate the values of o,thers This
. entails mastermg and transcendlng the leSSOn of relatlvlsm. . L ‘
’ .A third goal of moral educatlbn conslsts of aldlng ‘a‘chlld in be-
M lcomlng aware of his or her own VB'l:eS\ The process of helplng people
i . .' - to become aware of thelr unconsclously held values and preconceptlons.
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l ' | o | , .
/ . is a tradltlonal goal of both depth }sychology and education broadly o . R
considered. 'The values clarification people and the human potentlal .
movement have bqen greatly interestéd in’ this aspect’of moral edur .” A
cation. Although | agree wuth xhe values clarification movement that

. v

one sﬁould be clear about one's moral predgnceptibﬁs, | disagfee in : oo

. two. other respec;s. On the one hand | don't belleQe that simply belng:
aw;re of'one's v%l;es will n;cessarily enhance peésonal development. .
On the other hand | don't believe that all values are equally valu-
able'“People can’ UnconSCIously Subscribe to values: that they ought to
. .
be ashamed of. Thns polnfs up the |mportance of the first goal of '.~;\:B'
moral educatlon--tearning to recogncze the distingunsh:ng features of .t
'
a moral phenomena
~ 3 A fourth goalaof moré! éducation is to éfain,chil&}en to consjider
- ”/ﬁ\\;the moral consequeéfes'pf.theLr actions. ~ Once agéih this goal builds
| on the.achievements.of,thé.preceding task{:‘ learning to recognize
smoral problems; learning ho%)mora11f?“§tructures sbcla! rqlations;
and becoming aware of‘ong's own values. .fhe c;papify and Hispositioﬁ
t§>consider the mofai cénsequénces~of one's actions represents a
further breakdown in 'the egocé;trism of chfldhoodu It is also a more
‘cbmplex'and demanding| intellectual chbre tﬁan merely recoénizing ﬁoral‘
’ eroblems and toleraeiég alter?aiive perspectiQés. It requires.an
~ earnest considerétioﬁ‘of the perspectives of others and of thé immediate

and tong rahge |mplicat|ons of one's actions; it demands an active and

energetnc searching of behavuora) options and alternatiyes Obviously

\
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this cognitive disposition is .related to political maneuvéring and
S & IR i S ; :

.such a disposition will serve the ends of a psyéﬁopﬁth as well as a :g

" “edutation.

1
g

¢

“saint. Nonetheless, it'seems to be an important component of moral

. . . L.

“These four aspecfs of moral éducation seem practical,. non-ideological,
_and caﬁable of being taught wnthout doang partisan lndoctrlnatlon at the
;ame tlme. However, there is :an IMportant quallflcatnon that must be ap-
pended to the foregolng, and .that invo)ves the well known concept of
\readiness " The notion of neadlness assumes a developmental progression
in psychologlcal growth specnflcally, it requires that instructional

ethods be, tailored to the capacities of students at dlfferent develop-

mental pernods In princ:ple this is a sen;lble scheme; the problem is

in ldentlfying the nature of the diFferent periods.

Most.educationql and‘developmental psychologists today adopt sorme
version of the cogéitive-developmental model originally propased by Jean -
Piaget. In the Piagetian mbdel the critical transition'in cognitive
develop&ené‘is from concrete ;o‘formal operations. Haiufe moral thought
is coqsidered possigle only‘for.those children who are also capable of
formal operational thlﬁking. The capacity for formal opérations is the
prereqL{;ite for matur; moral pohdering. This assumption: endorsed
by virtually every develppméntgliét‘of note, puts me in an embarrassing
ﬁosition because | fiqd it untenable. | can only Sriéfly outjfn; my
object?ons'to~thfs Piagetlan as;umption because a critique of the view

.o

is\béyond the purbiew of the present'paper. First of all, the distinction

.8‘
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' / . . ‘
» s - . '

T . ,between céncrete‘ahd foaﬁal operat?ons parallels the hoary distinction
P between concrete and abstract "mbdes of thought But the concrete- ¢
abstract dschotomw on closer analysus can t be rlgorously malntalned

“on elther~conceptual or empyrlcal grounds (possibly because” it doesn't
: A} . . B .

; .
', ‘correspond to any .process in the'mind). For example, the poetlc device
3 . .
- of synecdoche |s slmultaneously both very concrete and highly abstract.

Simp?arly, utterances taken out of context can't be classlfied as con-

1

" crete or abstract. and both of these examples point up the relatlvity
of the djstlnctlon '

» Second, as the existentlalists have argued. moral decisigns have
nothing to do with abstractions; rather, they,have to'do with the actua[
and immediate'problems of real people in specific situations. To think
about these problems in the abstract can be deeply pathological because
it means on the one “hand that one can avoid confront!ng the problems

'directly--thinklng apstractly is a psychological distancing mechanism--
. . .

and, on the other hand, by thinking.about moral problems abstractly,

one dehumanizes the actors involved. A third reason for objecting to
v the conctete-abstract distinction Jis that it is confounded wltn 1Q. As
Keating (1975) has convincingly shown, indices of the capacity for formal -
operations are operationally indistinguishable froh indices of 1Q. And
‘aurely we don't want to argue that I1Q is a preregulslte'for moral maturity.
Finally, thenqioﬁspreao acneptance.of the validity of the concrete-
abstract distinction in cognitive development seems to me to reflect one -

more triumph of French culture in a civilization that seems to have lost

.

v




its Belf-confiden;ef From Descartes to the present fhe.distinduishing ,
- ~ feature of French rationalism and/or structuralism has been the tendency
3 * ) \ ) ‘e

to build obsessively elaborate formal .intellectual models designed to

. .

represent selected aspects of nature, but models that are so “ébstraq}”:' e

. thay they iafely if ever:come into contact with the worlﬂ..-BgtffﬁeiF‘ o .
. . | R

attractiveness has never depended on ‘thejr empirital'meﬂits; rather

the appeal of these models. rests on'ipelf logical orderliness, their 4 /

¢ inclusiveness, their Universality--all aesthetic 'considerations primarily o .

-

" valued by academicians and intellectuals. This of course contrasts at
every point with the major themes in Anglo-American phil&sophy with its

' pragmatic, empirical, and practical orientation. Whatever the strengths
‘e ) X ) '\" - .
‘and weaknesses of t

hese competing views, it is important to réco@nize that.
.
French rationalism or structdralism -is every bit as parochial as Amer};an

concerning the dégree to which Amerjcan psy-
\, ;

s <

chology has gone in .for‘French rationalism, one can gp1y imagine.Charles

behaviorism. Nonetheless,

DeGaulle smiling  in his grave. N '\ -

. What, then, is the critical readiness factor in méral education? ..

Drawing on the lesiéns of depth psychology,” it seems reaSQBable 10 sup-

' pose that children's moral.instruction whould be geared to kinds.of

. A i .\ X S
issues that ‘are most relevant at ‘that point in their lives. (E}Sewhere, . .

.

(Hogan, 1975,'Hogan & Mills, 1976) I have argued that moral development

caﬁ be conéeptuallzed in-terms of certain archetypal pfoblems in devélop-

-

ment. Thus, during ages 0 to 5 children are largely concerned with : R

earning language and the other-arbitrary but Jitarlx !mpdrtént rules of

10
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'thenr culture, during thns tlme moral problems Iargely involve relatlons

-

wrth authority, FromrS to 16 chlldren are preoccdpied with peer group

V-

_statUSE here moral problems revolve around peer relations and the pro=

i

’ s e 5 i -

blems of justice defined. in terms of fairness.” From 0 to.5 the child:*
' ) -."f '

must learn to live with authority; from 6 to 16 it must learn_to live

wuth other people; after 16, however, it must learn to llve wath ltself

These gulde--

—This means developing autonomous guidélines for conduct.

Iines will usually be framed |n terms of a prerexlsting religlous,

political, historlcal or phllosophlcal world vlew--an ideology

' In.a nutshell, then,: this mode suggests that young chlldren need *
to learn about rules and authorlty,:older chlldren ‘need to learn about.

soclal expectations and -the concept of fairness, and adolescents need

to develop an ldeologlcal frame work that gives structure and coherence

‘

to their moral: educarlon. . ; .

We have talked so far about certain reasonable goalt’fOr moral

.

educatton and the problem of readiness. AIT thls was, | belleve neces-
sary in order to set the stage for discussing future research needs in

‘moral education. Avenues of research in this field are almost infinite.

But one area where research is, probably not needed is in the'evaluation

.

of the effects of moral education per se. Such research would not be

helpful because we can safeiy;predlct that it won't Yleld any results.

Trying to evaluate the effects of moral education is like trying to

. o P ]
evaluate the effects of education .in general. It requlres a kind of

1

longitudinal investigation that no one has the time or patience to da,

’

2 .
.
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an¥ ithcan't get funded in ahy casefz But perhaps more importantlyn
thchharéctcr gducation'anuiry of Hartshorng and May gave a pretty
" cI;a(‘indicatégn of what the res;Itsvareviikelyitovbe. Thus,'the __Q
path of wisdom in moral education research may be simply to aésume'.
s .. that it is desirable invand og I;sg)f; that its bos}tlve effects can
be'gomehow tagen for grantea, that itis neceésarf and lmpofgant'on
_its face. This clears thé way to concentrate on other features of

. ‘- ow
moral education.

There are five areas of re;eéich in méral education that geeﬁ
particularly pressing and lmporiant at this point in our ;ducational
‘. history:—The first of these | regard as the ﬁost crucial. ,A}tﬂbugh
soﬁe psychologists have recently questioned the_notion that early ex-
_perience is criticai for later development, .it is hard to believe .
that human development represe;ts a major exception to one of thé most
fundamental regularities in biology. If we can assuﬁe that cﬁlldren
come into the world ready to absorb and then use éulture, then moral’
education shéuld have its greatest impact on the youngest children.
Prac;icallf speaking thoFe children in greaéest need of moral edu-
cation are those from fa&ilies who feel aliénatad or estrangé; from
the mainstream of our cqlture. These families are typically referred
to as disadvantaged. Tﬁere Haé been a sizable effort'ma@e to enrich
the early cognitf@e devélqpment of disadvantaged children in| terms of

programs -falling under the.general title of Project Headstart. There ' -

has also been a sizable effort made to evaluate the effects of Project

’ 12
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" Headstart itself, which effects have been routinely‘assessed' in terms
of 'ch;onggs in 1Q scores.

\-, .
classroop performance and persistance in school are as related to atti-

But there is solid evidence ta indicate that

tudes toward authority as they are to 1Q scores. More importantly,

these attltude‘s ought to be more eastly modlfled than 1Q scores. It

seems to me, then, that one vltal area for reseorch in moral educatlon

is to evaluate the consequences of existing Headstart progl‘m for their

llnpact on moral as dl\stingulshed from cognitive development: At the

‘ same time it should be useful to begin dehloplng early education prb-

. grams designed explicitly to foster moral development. | don't want

-

measures of moral devel.opment that are.slm‘ltan_eousl rcllable yet

‘ to speculate on‘the‘content of the variouseprograms; rather | want only

to make the polnt th?t a version of Project Headstart directed toward ]
- * a -

moral education would hove the same or posﬂbly a greater lmpact ‘on

L s
academic performance than the priginal verslon, but it would in addi-

tion hit at the roots of delinquency--a problem not soluble by cogni-

tlvely oriented educational treatment... e )
. * .

A second research toplc thct has long been ignored ls designing

-

sensitive to change. There seems to be an inherent tradeoff betv.lelep

v % 1 N . i
'rell,bi)lty as defined in classical test theory and measures that are

sensitive to change.. There is nothing about the mth&ntllcs. of reli-

ability estimation that makes this true, rather it seems to be an

ce
.

‘empirical truism. The problem is, | am sure,-iolubl!o If it is given

the requisite attention. ~ , .

»

-




A-third area of research cdncems how t.o teach téenagers to
teach.moral .educatior). Teenagers are the next éendrit’lon of parents.

, if th'e_famj ly lin America hag 'broke';\ down, and if adults are no longer
sire of thelr{yal,ues, add if morality. is no ‘longer bglng effectively .
taught in theAhome and 1f the schools a're' going to become lnvolved
lnMnI education, then a number of social Ills can be addressed
slmultaneously by self-consclously preparlng late adolescents for one
‘of the most impoftant tasks of adulthood. That Is. educators can
begin to fill thd gap in the brocess\of gultunl transmission by
teaching poten;'hL parents how to teach morality. Add as was dis-
cussed above, this can be done in a non-ideological, non-ddctr!nalrc'
manner that is consistent with the b;nslc but sometimes lr;irticulate,'

-values of the A.merl»ean public.

A fourth area of feéearch that follougs from-all the foregoing con-

cerns how to. select teachers 'to do moral education. This only becomes

a researchable tpplc 'lf one accepts the view th;‘t it is rdas’o;nble

fdr teachers -to..s;;eclallze, and th;t some people are more effec?lvg

at tunsdlltt!"ng certaln. materials ‘than others. In many, if not’ wps’t,_

academic settln97 this will be a useless distinction because budget .

limitations wll!dlctatc staff size. still,, lt is useful to consider °
» how in prlnc{ple. one would select tedchers who are partlculquy

nel! sulted to do moral educatldo . a .

The ﬂnal avenue of researqh concerns how to teach teachers to

do moral’ eduatlon. . As thls symposluw suggests. noril educatlon is’

- » -
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both too broad and’ye.t in some ways too specialized to be done effec-
fi_vely by, for example, simply providing social ‘studies -teacher; with
two or three lesson plans. Teacher preparation in this area ‘shou'ld.
be taken as seriously as it is in_any other stinda;d academic subjeqt.
Moral education is a vitally important topic, and the fact that
it is being taken s'erious‘ly after all these years reflects a recent
change in the zei‘tgeist of.AmeHca‘n education. But we educator; must
approach thé subject cat;e_fully', critically, and analytically to insure

that it is handled .in an intellectually defensible manner, and that

" we don't'leave ourselves open to the charges of propagandizing for

our own‘ particular political biases. The task is as difficult as it )

is important.
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