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B ) ABSTRACT . : o
: . ) ' . .'> .. hd .- . . /
Four mo:allzation paradlgms (psychoanalvtlc, L S, -
. .social learning, humanistic, and cognltlve-v'
o developmental) e presented'as explanatory hﬁpotheses
. . fQE the relatibns ip between poverty and schgdl crlmg‘
. The pap takes the positign that no one.paradigm is«
p © .. sugficient ;to account completely for school’ crime. T
‘ Eagh par dlgm is . useful in expla;nlng the moral
. or entationd found ,both within and betwee& 1nd1v1duals
. involgred- in school crime. Recent, work ‘in moral.
.. < edpcation is presented under each of the paradigms
2 . as a source for the prevention and control of school:
_ ‘crime. It is concluded that an awareness of the »
: complexities involved in the moral orientatlons of
.youth is 4 necessary first step in the deyelopment
of broad-based approaches to the prevention and

——

- control of. school crime.
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'or net learned, the content of such standards, and‘the
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 Introduction

.

vt

. .o ~ . s

Criminal~acts committed on school“qrounds are

»
-

actions which violate standards of right or good conduct e
I8 ‘ "
whlch have been\codll%ed into law. 1In this sense, school

crlme is moral actdon., How such standards are learned

. \

degree to which these standards govern hehavlor are

. -

all issues studled by psychologlsts—and

sociplogists o

¥

{ . -
under the rubrlc of morallzatlon theory and research. -

The purpose of thls paper 1s to address the_problem of
school crime from th1s impor :ant perspective on human :
development o ‘ - ' . .

As one surve9s the'lﬂterature on?horalihation -

. theory, four distinctly different posltlons emerge as

fully developed theoretlcal views.~ These views have e

- a

It will be assumed that '

there is no major consensus within the sclentlflc P

paradlgms as ‘somehow "better.,
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fmoral wzll be used

Thus, the opposite

e temms,’., o
ﬁﬁgn it is . CHE )

beliefs Ln an ,

[ - ° T

~Throughout this oager, the term
exclus;vely,za-a descrlptlve sense.
of moral will be’ taken to be nonmoral.
grosocxal and antisotial will “be used-
necessary to talk about: moral actions or:
evaluatlve sense. |

. - ] ' :, . ’




" paradigm will/be presented.

LS -~

communlty cdncernfng the complete syperiority of one .

=5

of these views over the others. Rather than trying td

demonstrate or posit sup’ ority of one of‘these

_ paradigms over the others, and thereby simplify the view

of schoql crime,’ this paper will assume that all four
paradigms have valuable insights to offer the person
interested in analyzing the etiology, means of prevention,
a:d control of sehcbl crime. - The position of this

author is that the orlglns of school crime.are leerse,

and, for thls reason, to analyze it ana rmulate in- “\

formed policy recommendatlons requires al diversity of

theoretical perspectives within one's conceptual arsenal.

Due to the vast, stretch of theoretical terrltory to be _3

mapped in thls paper, only the basic outlines of each

~

This paper will take the position that the school
curriculum, and especially the individual teachers'
classrooms, are key areas for intervention to attack ‘the
problem of school crime. Therefore, unde each paradigm
this‘pgper w%%l discuss the'educational praqtices which
are en%aiiea - The past 10 years have been.unusually
rich ones for the development of moral education theory

and curriculum. This paper will: dlscuss theffmoral educatlon

1 4




implicatidns_of e?ch paradigm and attempt td assess its
poteritial utility fofﬁéealingdwith the complex” issue ‘of

- ¢ . ]
. .- . -
.+~ gchool crime. :

. .
: ’ ‘ (
7

-~

N . The Psychoanalytic Paradigm B

. .. .. " ° . - ; .
. TH@'psychqanalytic_positiép-holds that there exists'
: . J . .
" ‘a.tripartite division of the personality. consisting of

the id, the ego, and the superego.2 The id is the source

P

. : . . R
i of al:/g;ycﬁic energy in the personality_and it:is governed .
“'//;;\y the  pleasure principle.< Its sole concerns are the basic.
instincts of hynger,. thirst, sexual release, and safety.

‘The id iﬁ‘impu;sive, set withiﬁ’E;é suﬁconsbiohs, and
L $ - :
1

constantly clamors for release frggsinstinctual Eéﬁsion.
The cbntrol‘of impulsivity withiﬁ.thql;ersoqglity
S is“relegat;ed’to two separate snbbsyste.ms. The ego is i i
- .. J'govez‘ned Sy the realjty pr}géigge and acts within the - :
1. o external world t§ ackieve the id'é demands consistent

with reality. “Part of it{ role is to give danger .signals
- ' - ' ‘ SRS RN
", 1f any. of our desires conflicts too much with the ¢

v

C "real@ty‘oqtééﬂe." A 2 ‘ ' o '
. - - : . o * '
:J/' l. ‘ "' ) ’ ' : * ' ’ -
. ] L - ./ . T ~ . ) ¢ N
.2 The reader is referred to Hall (1954) for one of the
i best short introdpctipqs to the psychoanalytic ﬁ%radigm. ) ,
. . . . ) B A

-




- The superego’is the moral dimensioﬂ of the

A\l
¢

' personality, and its role is to bring the.actual- , '

?/{ ' behaVior of the indiVidual into conformity with -

’

‘internalized standards of good or right behaVior.
The superego uses guilt as punishment ang, pride as regard '
. + in order to bring behaVior into°line. The years before

-the 2hild enters school are the critical'ohes for the

~ v

learning of moral behavior according to this View. The
central mechanism is the resolution .of the Oedipal ‘con ‘ictf'
According to Freud, the young Ghild has strong dESqu; E
to possess sexually the opposite-sexeparent.' This ; “ T,

. i WNew

impossible desire is finally resolved by the process oﬁ =

f;e,»; ' identification with the aggressor (in t?e case of boys t
the f ther). This identification involves the’ intro- . )
. q;; :. ¢
ject#on of the father's standards of right and wrong and.uw
forqﬁ the permanent bas;s of the superegoa . " e
. ‘ . . - . :- ; & *
. Poverty and the Learning of Moral Standarxds . & T
.. L . . . ) - . -‘ s‘b . \ ) v .
. -4 2 D 4 :
N There are four possible sources: of breakdOwns in’

social controls within the psychoanalytic fra@ework.?

. v
: In an environment characterized by a lack of resources

3 s
\

Y. . .-~
2 -
- § LI . - .

n

3 Aichhorn (1963)" authored one of the seminal qirks on
juvenile delinquency and treatment from thé psychoanalytic
e ° * | perspective. Eissler (1949) contains a coklection of |
articles on the same topitc. . v
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P “ 0\ -
necessary for the'satlsfactlon of basic needs, these

;. sources are important- factors in the causes of .School
crime. ) . . - "
s (1)' The antisocial suoerego refers to a superego

that has-as standards of approprlate conduct behaviors

-
v

which are :Lllegal and/or generglly called morally .wrong.

.-~ An antisocial superego may be very strong; weakness is
» }
N not the only fault one may. flnd w1th the superego. In

s

thls case, the s1gnals sent Qut for the ego to carry

into actlon entail the breaklng of contemporary noral’

v ’r »

standards ] 1t is easy to see how the poverty env1ronment

leads to the formatlon of the antlsoC1al superego.; The

ghetto envrronment olaces the child in frequent contact,

-~

v

with. lawlessness and act tions whlch do not acknowledge - f”
the basic rights of others. Thifs is especially apparent
- in the models which the child sees controlllng resources.

.
’

The sallence of models such as the plmp, hooker, pusher,

and gang leader, is lncreAsed by the frequent absence of

- -

‘oné or both parents. . : L

° *

(2) ‘In some cases; only a Weak superego has been

- internalized. 1If the‘parent 1s not present or respected

o
L d

< s
P

theri there will not be md#h fear over a loss of love




St internaii}ed. This Wweak superego-may contain either,w
/gs- ,

-~

L ko | -

rosocial or antisocial standards. When the child with,
a~weak perego is placed in temptation situations,‘ S

there are;no internal controls to restrain destructive

impulses. - : Y

.

b

(3) In the case of the weak ego, theﬂproblem ; é&

isn't inheréntly a moral one. fhe problem here is.that
. the ego can t handle the onrush of impulsivitity
it can' t do anything w1th the superego signals.. Eow

s Jdoes the ego reach such a weakenesttate? If the ‘ego

Lhasﬁ't'learned to supply Qeil-being to. the organism,-it

doesn't receigf psychic energy and, as a result, it

- .

reverts to the primitive,-or pleasure-principle, ego,

" The ego must learn the reality‘przncmple if it is to

, T gain ascendancy in the personality -- pain must be

endured in order to achieve assured pleasure later. In,
the poverty environmentg.forg01ng pléasure here and aow
for greater pleas\kéilater hardly~ever pays Qff. The
‘result is that if it hasn't worked for the parents or
'other important figures iﬁ/the chiLd's environment then

R

it won't be paSsed to the child. The inability to contxol-

. L]

" impulse, to cool ik, is one of the, largest causes of .~
. *\.~ *
school crime. For, when the morality of the schodl is at

odds with the morality of the peer gZoup, the school is seen
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[ 34 . ~

) . ¢ o -
.

as an enémy of the, only standard for conduct, that one

_has. Schodls frustrate ghetto youth because the morality

.

of EB& schools is baslcally a mlddle—class morality --

deferred gratlflcatlon" as in work *hard and someday...“"

v”'

. And, when the schools® frustrate the pleasure pr1nc1ple

RSN

”wasn t my fault, etc.) and a searchafor delzncuency support

operating in the ghetto chlld ? the dynamlc of dlsplaced
aggressxon often occurs and schools become the v1ctuns.
(4) A flnal breakdown of soclal controls may. occur

through the use of edo functions in the serv;ce of ;moulsgz//

defense? Thls phrase,. taken from Redl and Wlneman (l962)

refers to the ego runctlonlng in\a planned attempt to

defend nonacceptable lmpulsl 'ty.f It does this Ln a number

of ways. The most common méchhnisms, are the.use of,

ratlonallzatLOns (he did. lt'flrst he had it comlng, it

through”gang affillatlon or subscrlptlon to a‘dellnquent

code,o_Ample support and‘opportunlty for.these evasions

are available in the povertY'supculEBfe:

. School crime appears’tq be more sporadic and eplsodlc L
£ %

than adult crime, which seems/to S&Emd?%na symptom of a

o
serious personallty<d1sorder. The psychoanalytic N
\ .

perspectlve would expldin this in terms of the sudden .

',influx of psychlc energy that is released during the onset

of adolescence" It is often the case that, even in the

. . N - ? . . X\
© S \ ‘ .
7 -

et - ¢f0 | I
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pzesence ogigellvbalanced lelSlOnS of the personallty, ,

-
T >

\ -

impuls1v1ty will gain the’ upper hand., The suddenly L e

'we\akened ego and superego cannot prov:.de the necessary

contrdls, and what results is the adolescent upset,
¢

N often aggresslve and destructive in nature. 'Schools

LN B

contain the strqngest concentratlon of adolescents in . . -
our soc1ety and requlre of fhem that they be orderly

and hard-worklng. It 1s not Surprlslng, from this pOlnt 25

-

of view, that criminal acts often occur’ on_school graqunds.

¢ v
Py ¢ . .\ . N -

N - 4¢ . \ .\
Intervention, Strategies . _ . PO by

’

) *e

- . » r . ., *
The, therapeutic techniques of psychoanalysis are

* clearly beyond the domaln of schools as.a tool for

combatlng kthe ant1soc1al behavior of school crigz."The

.~

expense and the“flme lnvolved in classlc psychoanalysls

N .

Ve

LI 3

Y .

+ ‘make it too expensLVe and t1me-consum1ng for sghools to

use for a pfoblem on the scale 6f school crime. As & tool

for dealing with dellnquents in spéc1ally devised group - .

_Settings,” Redl and Wlneman (1952, ¢

the possible focus such a'program mig take. Their
"technlques of programmlng for ego support and the cllnmcal .
exploitatiOn of life events show the appllcaballty of ¢ .

psychoanalytlc theory in 1nst1tutlonal settlngs. .

xhe psychoanalytlc concept of the thef%peutlc value ’

624} have sketched-out° -1
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of"self-knowledge -- making conscious what is ' - - >
\ © - . \ . X -

N . « . . S . * F
unconscious,-~.Has been incoﬁporated into'one cuxrently . °

popular approach to values education ih the schools.,
A}

t

o~

v . . ~

[N
.

- L
Values clarlflcatlon, although d *lved from humanlstlc :

psych@ioglcal theory {the thlr aradlgm to be presented),
is a strategy ‘directed at antzsocxal behaé//t which shares '

some of the foc1 af a psychoanalytlc approach to thérapy N
e t‘

Values clarification, as descrlbed by Raths Harmln, IR
L é ” ) *

and Simon - (1966) ,.attenipts to get,the student to analyze .

the sources of his values'(his superego) and'to'accept -

e, . °

as valld only those values whlch he has sreely.chgsen

from alternatlvel and after conszderatlon ‘of, consequences.

v

Thls strategy could be descrlbed as i strengthenlng of -

)

ego functlons and as’ a freelng of oneSelf from 1ntro—‘

jected and unrefiective behav:.oz:é! dynam:.cs‘ N
B

\ ¢ - .
’ .

.. ) A N
~
-
‘
R ..". ’ ’
.
.

. »
N .

'TheVSocial\Learnihg Baéadigm' "N .
T — .

s
LY

1

/ ¢/

4 The most generic thégry from thls pOSlthn is ttie-

"differential association” thedry of Sutherland- (1947). ..
"Glaser's (1956} conception of “differential ldentlflcatLOns
was a signlflcant tmoroVemeht ovef Sdtherl and’ s . ’ .

.__.’ . v

.orlginal.ldea.




K
I
-

. Acéording EN\this theory, individuals come to

behave prosoclally or antlsoelally due to thelr prev;ous

experaences with éhat type of behavror and whether or
)
not they'have been positively relnforced*for suqh‘

behavzors. Ke&'variables in- the learning lof. moral '
standards are the 0pportun1ty td demonsq!kte the desired

behavzor, role models for prosocial ‘or antisodial be-t

haviors;“and the attractiveness, strength, and propinquity
N - 5 .y N .

of the reinforcers. ;o
M L3 .
) . ” Y,

-, 5

Poverty and the Learning of Moral Standards

-
' “ N - . [

There are “a number of factors in the. poverty .

environment whlch make it difflcult for the child to learn
0 . M
standards of moral conduct.whlch &e shared by the soclety

at large.l One factor relates to~the avallablllty and
nature of models for’ behaVLor. Another is the lack of

social’ behav;or and‘ onsequent exlstence of delinqﬁént

-

subcultures. . . fe’
™
It is dlfflcult enough for maddle-class youth

A 4
living in relative affluence to find models worthy of
' emulation: For ghetto youth, Where models.have made
" dt" and fled“to the suburbs, or else are individuals

' Wéo walk on ‘the. edges of lawfulness, the .problem of
emulating prosc;al behavior is es;\blally troublesome.




wi o

To  the: socxal learning theorist, the parents are

[

the'most cons1$tently available. and salient models, as

well as belng primary controllers of relnforcement in-

*
.

the early development of the child.. ' The high incidences

oﬁ'siagle-parent families and families-wi“h both parents

workzng reduce the potentlal power of thlS agency of

N
socialization.

The youth growing.up in a poverty area is confronted

N~;§ith the frustration of know' that, no matter how‘hard‘

he works, by virtue of hls race, language, or level of

academlc skllls, he will never be able to get the ends

that the capitalist system holds before him évery day in

" the media. . This means/ends incoosisteocy creates frus-
‘means and other ends. The creation of tse delitquent

) subculture is one of these alternatives (Cohen, lQS:°
M;ller, 1958) Within the dellnquent subculture, the

yoith can both share the frustration he'Feels and find

tration and aggre;sion, forcihg the youth to explore other

b : ,
" @ sense of excitement. . Status, which he cannot achieve

through legitimate channe'ls, can bé fachieved here. It

L d

is the existence of the delinquent subculture, and its

-~

ability to substitute attractive roles and reinforcers

_for irrelevant or unattractive roles with no payoff,
; e ' ' (
"which creates a social context within which antisocial

»

-

.
e ]



hehavior becomes accepted as the norm and internalized.

Intervention Strategies

‘One of.the'great frustrations of school'personnel S B
is that they generally have so little contro; over the
totaf-environment'that youth experience. Teachers and
administrators are only a few of the'modeis availahle
to ;;uth,'and they can only.reinforce for a very narrow u'
range of présdcial behawjers withif Bhe schools. Given
these limitations, many of the attempts to control school
crile have focused on out-of-school factors. Some out-

f-school programs have focused on the famlly (Blrt,
2956); others, on working dzrectly with gangs (Roblnsoﬁ,'
1960), S ’ ". ~ .

Within the school; it would appear that there are
a'numhen of ways to use the principles of beh;figrist‘ : .
psycholog§,to ‘combat the influence of poverty on the .
learning of moral standards. . '

/

staff and through actlon projects. Both Jones (1971)

Prosocial.role models can be presented through the

and Néwmann (1975) hdve outlined approaches for getting

students lnvolved *in prosocial act;vztzes in the

. . T e
- »

community. . . -
L¢ .. The principles of behavior modification can be Coa T
. * ‘ - . <
- ) a oo I.S ‘ ¢ o : 7: <

’ .
PR

. o &g .= 692 - . - -




-

SN " applied fn the classroem. A plethora of texts have
been puglishedeithin the past few years whlch describeﬂ

) this strategy (MaCMlllan, 1973 Poteet 1973 Blackham

& Silberman, 1975). fhese prooosals for behavior

modification” 1n the’ school face a number of difficulties.

-, First, teachers and schools seldom cOntrol the factors
:. - . \/
. G-‘i'
* - which youth see as important (pOSltLVely relnforclng)

'Second is the dlfflculty ‘of deciding in a plurallstlc
%, society whose concept*of prosocial behavior is to be
P . seleCted for remforcement. Third' is the impossibility»

;of coutrolllng the total envzronment.

;;“a (Skinner, 1962) is not practlcal and probably not de- '
N . - 1."(’
sirable. There is a common=-sense power to the suggestlons

of the beh\ugor modifiers, but ‘when attemptlng to deal
" with practlcaﬂ~soc1al concerns in a complex social

environment the solutions seem to be bey0nd the reach

stdrically, this paradlgm emerged as a reactlon .
i to’ what were perce;ved as two equally unattractive views -
; . of human‘nature. On theyone hand ‘was the dark{fnegatave,
gatholocical view offere§;h§ the Freudians: "-On.the other

hand was the mechanistic View of the behdviorists. -The .

- "

N, R o, B §
. , of mortals. ~ . : <
1 ( - ) P - .
l;'_-- - The Humanf?tic Psychology’baradigm
' R ’ + v, ‘o .o J

Clearly, a Walden II

Y

T RIS CIN
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thet needs are ordered along a
hierarghy pf prepotenci“ When‘the most prepotent needs’

have béen, satlsfled, the next need emerges and presses

: fqr satlsfaetlon. Maslow assumes that there are five -
; R

bé szc needsh which,heve been efqgngequelow:

~k o )

R Y

] . h
NS

. (5) Self-actgelization needs: :The_des;re
o for self-fulfillment, betoming what
one has the potentjal to become.
. - El v ~a
The esteem net¢ Competency, self-
esteem,‘self% hanbement.
The love and belonglngness needs:
Warmth, status, acceptance, approval.
*" The safety needs- Protection from
harm or 1n3ury L Ve

¢

" The phys;ologlcal needs: Basic tissue
needs, i.e., ‘hunger and shir,st,

y oL

N - - |

' : - ! .
According‘to Maslow, the prerequisite of normal -

.

'jg:owth is the satlsfactlon of the przmary needs &

.

phys;ologlcal safety. If thlS essential core of the

‘eperson,gsffrustratéd, de%zed, or suppressed, sickness'

. ey N . . a
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results.

The behavxoral result of thls frustqa@ipn

P

is aggression, hOStlllty, hatred, and d’estructz.venessc

4 o

>

u .

whls or her behavior is characterlzed by such prosoc:al

>

behaviors as accepting self and others ﬁpr.what they

®

. &
are, feelintg an identification with manklnd as a“’ hoLe,

and- having a hlghly develope& sense of ethlcst

lncomplete achlezement of lower needs.

%,

- *"‘ ¢

,be giggéﬁ%o hlgher needs when lower ne

4

i

Poverty and the Learning of Moral Standards’

- A}

\Maslow has said that there are.no sel‘-actualazed j

=

&‘.

The main
barrier standing in the way of selﬁ actuallzatlonglg the

Attentlon cannot )

eds are unmet

individuals in the ghettos In other words, the ghetto

is by deflnltlon a place .where basic néeds are not met.

3

In the presence of such factors as poor dlet and unsafe

sghool and home env1ronment, it is not surpnlsing that

the secondary needs (Love, esteem, and self~actuallzatlon¥’/~

which are essentially prosocxal ln natune, go u&

"or develop

4

;Bnormally If one ‘has no. love’ relat

ittended

lOnShlpS

with othefs, then one.can pasdally harm others or their

s éro'nerty.

'\J

’

’And"if oné's primary needs are unmet,

Ren one

cannot develop\normal loye relatlonshlps, for th lower,

R

-

CIf, on the other hand, the 1nd1v1dual ls self-actuallzed,. £

-

)
v

\

\

Y




’
[ Y

unmet_needs will preempt all others.

* .

Intervention Strategies
AN

‘Bookshelves in education are currently bulging with
books on humanistic, or affective, education.’ They all
share the-hgménlstlc psychologlsts view. of the posltlve
potential for human growth, and most of them view current ‘

'educational practdces as hlnderlng thls development.

"The focus of affectlve educattoy is to address students!
needs to feel good about themselves ﬁnd to feel cared for
by the teacHer and by each other =-- in other words it

-

addresses Maslow 'S - thrrd a7d fourth?needs. Such an .

- approach assume$ that the basﬂc needs are already met’ =
La questionable assumpt}on with youth from poverty '
° ) x

L)

environments. At any rate, the humanistic‘education

.
N I3

' strategy is to create envxronments in the classroom which

y

»

are accepting and loving and which enhance selgdesteem.
- <
+ If this can be ach1 . according to this v1ew, the '

4

antisdecial behav;or one commonly finds would all but , ~

disappear, since when people feel +loved and have a strong'

~ sense of’ self-esteem and worth, there is no place or

»
- . L 2

5

Miller (1976) and Read and Simon (1975):provide
comprehensive overviews of this growing field.

~

13,
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S T reason £0r destructive behavior within their Yives. '
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2 ° v ‘' . - The Coguigive-Developmental Raradégm \47* - o
: ‘4 - ’ ;\ v BY "
‘. " This v1ewﬁhas a muchvnarrower focus than do the L.
-y - -
3 “,.‘.;‘d iews descr;be&(above. Its alm is to explain the

'.1' ¢

AR -f development of structures of moral thought, rather. than\

A
P4

°',;n""t° pres a complete theory of motivation® and behavior. e

f;?.'. The most perSuasive snokesman ‘of the cognltgve-'_ ’ o
,; o developmental view has been Lawrence Kohlberg. . Rohlberg
g n L holds that there is an anarlant developmental sequence ¢

. IV
Sk, o~ .

. oﬁ stages of moral thowght (Kohlberg, 1968,  1969). _ALL S

indlv1duals have the potenth} to achleve the hlghest . ‘."
lft Ty “stage (stage 6), but an lhdLVLBual may become flxated .
: ' AEt any stage. Growth, or oevelopmeht in the structures | ..; o
of one's morel reasonlng, depengs upon the indiv;dual . ;3 -
o ) ) : ", e

encountering moral conflict ego having examples of.

higher-stage reasoning as’ models fog more adequate '

. N - A
L% N - . e Y ’
N . . , I

resolution of the.moral conflict. The stages of moral

development are: *°° . ) ‘ : '/S\\\f
. N T h é .‘ . .

: S . I. Preconventional levgl o . :
.o : ‘ Stage 1. Punishment and obedience’ . - )
AT - . brientation - :
L - . ) ) Stage 2. Naive lnstrumental hedonlsm v

II. Conventional level .~

y . Stage 3. Good boy/nlce girl morallty.. T s
- s _ of maintaining, good re1at;ons,
T - T approval of others = - -
i ‘ . I I ' . ’
- ’ ’ ‘ ) ° ° p
" _ : «'20 <
. - 697 =~ .




2
, Stage 4. Authority-maintarning,h
. # " - law-and-order morality .
III.  Principled level - -
- Stage ‘5. Morality of contract- an:
. democratically, accepted
- principles. ° »
Stage 6. Morality of individual
- 1principles of conscience

This perspective hiié/y:hat an indivi%ual interprets

-

has or hér env1ronment from his' or her current stage of -

rl

¥,
~

[N

" moral’ development. ?o@bexample, duxing Stage i, right

I3

o«
is determined by powers-— the powerful are: thé detérmmpers

.{"‘

of what,is morallg right A stage l ehild seeing one
child beating up, another perceives the s1tuathog in terms’

of the w1nner having the moralﬁy superior‘p051tion.

~ ~

According to this view, movement to: stages 3 and 4 f§‘a

prerequisfhg\for moral behav10r' since it ig at: these

ce

stages that one girst begins to take the othef s perspective N

into account. However, lt isn't until the principled Er

level that there is congruenCe between thought and action.w @‘
" %'Ex’p‘
Kohlb !s stages tepresent growth in/m/ral reasqping@only.

+ .

+ They do t represent growth in moral action below stages 5

L]

and 6. He makes a crucial distinction between content and

13

structure. Cohtent i% the chozce of right® aétion in a.
situation, whereas structure refers. to how one organizes
I3 s

'his or her thought’.—. the stage of moral reasoning. *Tt

is possible to come’ uplpn any side of‘a moral problem,a

_-any stage.. However, acdording 'tg. Kohlb&rg: (1969), when
4 : 5 Rolloeray Las




"one reaches the prr\clpled level, there is a, congruence

. between thought .and actlon (between structure.and
content). : °, . ° ’ iE

“ . ‘/‘ . . .,

e
°

Accordlng to Kohlberg,,thexporal standards we
- k § ‘o
learn are lnterpreted in terms,of our current level of
\ Al
) g,moral dBVelopment) For example, a stage 2 éhlf% WLlL ,

-

say steal;ng is wrong because yo@ gould get lnto“trouble

>

and maybe not get your allowance, whereas-when the

. r

-

child develops a stage 3- morallty he will. say steﬁlxng
/’\-‘ ¢
lS wrong because good boys don't stéal or he doesn’ t

want to dlsappolnt hls parents, frlends, or t,‘ﬁj

-
v

. ' . g &
Development.of Morali¥
- :"40f .}’ - »
Kohlberg and his assoclates have not’ studled e

- .
o«

Poverty and -t

v

-re,lationship between mor% deveIOpment and soc:.o?onom:.c Wy

. status. Almost~all thelr reseifch has been based oﬁithe
o study.of middle-class rndlviduals.‘ Wh informatﬁqn 17

.

.-f‘ 2 L] N
uavailable would indicate - that socioeconomlc status is ,

posrtively correlated with stage o£ moraL reasoning (Boeﬁh‘
4 1962; and that’ delinquents reason. at’ lower' ages than ‘
nondekinquents do (Fodor,,1972) Kohlberg’129¥6) attrlbut

this to the fact’ that midd&e—ciass children have more i:”

I

opportunity to take the pOlnt of view of the‘more distant,

o »
- %




" institutions.’ o

- A more complex explanation is needed to,account .

-~

R adequately gor the failure of youth in poverty

. environments to develop morally., For ope thlng, the . -

<
e
. P

L

povert environment, with all’ its vrolence and tragedy,

© - - Lis, .not p celved by maest ghetto youth as emgadylng morai
{, S \ conﬂlidt. The reactlon to potentially unsettllng'
5 T ﬂ,situ tions is fﬁmedaate reflexive action followed by . . ‘ §
B 4 ~ ,é;:;i;thergaot'ratronalrzations. ) ;. \ //{ - e j

.
N . - . ~
» ‘ ~

Lo . The Facilitatién of Moral Development - . RS
" ‘ ‘ ¢ N I - PN

»
o

- . -~

) o Kohlberg and hrs ssoclates have produced a.plethory’ _f

o Of curtictlum materlals _and how-to-do-l
. 4

A texts aime? at

. T (Mattox, 1975' Galbralth & Jones, 1976, Kohlberg & Selman,

L 4

194;' Kohlberg & Fenton 1976). . The basrc strategy lnvolved.

ts to present youth with moral cbnfllg; sltuatlons.(moral

.
- -
4 - .

_éﬁgemmas) and hold classroom disqussions, making sure. "ﬁ

,»—that a broad range of poss le responsés are brought out. ot
. .
The research that the meﬁhod is based on Shows that =
0 'y -
o Chlldren can understand all stages below ahd one-stage

P

s
oo o o R Al pey oy

a

e { A Coe e L

7 s -
Kohlberg and Turiel (1971) present one of ghe«hest

introductions to the educational lmpllcations of ﬁhe

theory. (_._/ . % ‘- . ": ‘ . .

R

"
o At

o
£

-

5
a0,

s
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above their own'stage and-that when children have a _ _
R ‘-choice they see theé next-hlgher“stage as preferable; ) - \J%--:
to the%i own (Rest,QIB*Q). ?husﬁ if chlldren are

"exgosed to moral conflict and the next. highest'stagéf/ ‘ R
e . :
' moral growth will«take place.

. -

. Kohlberg and hls assoclates have also addressed . -
, bl .

the issue of the moral stage of_g/glven env1ronment. 7

In an- effort to raise thé level of moral deVelopment of
A -~ prison inmates, it was attempted to structure a jﬁstlce‘
/. system within a.prison to counteract fhe all-pervasive ol

influence of the preconventlona prison mllleu (Kohlberg,

Scharf, & Hickey, 1971). Th1s problem peints out one - - T \
- ~ . .
of the,ga}er—limitations of the cognitLVe~develo?mental * L

f .’ view &s a potential solution for dealing With school

I
°

crime. Namely, it is impossible to restrqétgﬁsathe' . ' ‘

» g .- ey ) .
child's environment into a’ justl environment. However,. S

attempts have bden made withiid schools to :creates just

A B mini-environments \ : g

.

9 ' The second major problem rs that, ‘even wrth the best

.

of “moral educatlon programs w1th m1ddle-class youth, s

Kohlberg will adm;t it unllkely that most yguth w111 . . '“1:

0 reach the prlnclpled leVel before they graduate from

i s
4

high school Giv that there doesqjﬁ»emerge a c0ngruence

between moral thought and moral action before this IEvefl




ot

+then, as far as sch.ool crime is concerned, there can be

L Y] expected payoff during the school years. a child' at
stage 3 or 4 can Justify the breaking of school wn.ndows
3ust as easily as a_ child at st{age l, and his- moyexnent
from 1 to 3. or 4 is no guarantee of more prosocial ' “

behav‘lor. ' ST T
N . o

‘Sumtmary and Conclusion®™

/ It is well knowh that the environment o poverty <

\ ., -~

does not haVe the Same effegt on all children who - grow ~
4

up in it. (Not all cHildren growing up in’ ghettos ‘
‘a *
commit criminal actions .on schd*grounds ) . ‘; ' j

The presence or absence of moral dispos;.ta.ons— which

either discou.rage Sr encourage school- crime mﬁ\ be ;éx-

" plaineq by. any one: of the paradigms discussed above.

<

Bowever, except for rare cas@s, it is un’J.ike'ly that a.

single paradigm and the learn:u-fg and :no*t:ivlat:.ona].x factors

associated vyith it will account for the full explanation

of a child's moral behavior. It is the. position of this °

pagez\{at no gne paradi’gm will account for all the

variat%pns in }ofal sta.ndards within a single child, 3ust
as nozltone paradigm will agcount for t‘he r\ange of s
variation from child to child
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. L e
@ne plaus:Lble explanat:.on is that the ghett“i s -
a, s A Qg

env:.ronmayt is far frouha\homogeneous env:.ronment, A ' —
hat :.s, .ch:.ldren growzng up,in it _have a w:Lde var:.ety L
- . . .

= _ rmoral ) tandards‘. There can bempo doubt that thJ.s - '

.
.‘i
’

) @erspect:.ve is in some res-pects a valJ. pos:.t:.on. . " '

However, it can ‘be e;aimed that even When we control ’ ' A
\, ‘ ’

I for man these dif eren there is Stlll wide '4 P,
\ ‘A - i ' -
varlat:r.on m theu\uxpa.'ence of cr:.m.mal behav:Lor among = - Uh

g - 4

';‘ . the yougx in addat:.on Gthe@ubtleldlfferjces v - DY el
iens are

%ltﬁxin the env:.romnen:c/ additionad considera

n.eeded to account w? schcol crime in poverty env:.ronm’ents/ A ~
* . A -
At thrs po:..nt, I ‘puld, lﬁ eflylfto dé op the . &

concept of moral- or:..ezrtatlon’,“ ll base tlu.s concept . oLt
AR N

.on the obser ation that individyals respond qulte d:.fferently R

“ .

' . to_the exper nce o ome: &ayéfrespond T

T reflexJ.Vele some thbvug \/llx

_and ot'hers haps on ‘an Lo / .
emotlpnal levél. I would infer from 'ths.s at. each in- . Coe CT

B . q o .
-, dividual's ‘moral ’behava.or cdn be most adequatgly expla:.ned <
2 on 4 U
£ v by. referring to a particular oara%.:.gm of some combinatlon . -

: _ Thus, W.’Lth some deligxquents, psychoanalytlc tA

. . ‘ ) . N
- concepts c ncern:.ng superego factors are most powerful | - “.:
T ) R ' ;o
N in gxplaming ben v:Lor, ‘with others). such factors as need 5

“y

L,f' . ) . I S W 3

25~ T
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.éatistaction/ structures of moral geasoniﬂg, or delinquent

subcultures might be most-powerful If we_ add to the

? S

congept of moral orientation'the view that there are
1:three dimenSions Within which morality is learned --

' fknowledge, feeling, and conduct (after Brown, 1965) -

< e

,nested witnin each of the orientations, the ccmplexity

in#olved in the explanation of moral behavior is readily

~—~ . . 39 s A, i
tha \\_ o ~ %

apgarent.' The ,view presented at this point now holds -«
ﬁ(L addition to knowing the dominant orientation of

mdralizatibn for an- indiVidual, we also-need to examine the

,m(
“.\

'differential learning that has gone on wi in each of the

R y~..

‘ . Y

§n5ions, J U 'q S

IS

'.:-‘;.‘ .

(’f‘ the damenéion ‘most salient from the psychoanalytic
orient&tion is. feeling. ‘Guilt ‘and sham® and how the

l.q \‘

ego neact to them are the ‘primary causal agenbs in _
determinigg moral action. ‘The social learning orientation

A f L}

se the conduct dimenSion as most saiient, that 18\ the
R . .

~\ 2
.shapiﬁrﬁof behaVior through selective reinforcEment
' 7

. ~

.o

p)
(operant conditioning) s the primary factor in determining
S

the moral nature offthe individual. "The bumanistic

O T A Ay ]
i/ A
opnay 40z
H N DTN
p
. .

,

Y e ¢

DETIN

orientation has always stressed the affective side of

: \,.‘:;;\.-;\:\\-:}‘ TR

man “Mozal action, according to this paradigm, is },'
s&',é: .

primarily'the résult of. feeling associated with need

*




fulfillment. If needs are unsatlsfled (be they primary
"‘oz secondary), then thE inherent goodness is frustrated

and the positlve atfect that comes' wzth oug humanity ’ j

is'not allowed to operate. .The cognltlve-deVelopmental N

. orientation is prlmarlly focused on the cognitive -

-

dimenszon, that is, how one reasons: about moral sltuations T

is the key varlable. . )

The final determlnatlon of whether an action will be T

ra -_—

prosoclal or antisodial’is the' result of a complexifhter- . L

- .

action of learnzng across’ all three dlmenSLons wzthln

one's- orlentatlonis) - Thug,-in add%FIQP to‘knowzng_the -

- ——

general envzronment in wﬁlch the moral behavior has been'
learned and, hence, the domlnant paradlgm, one also

needs to take into account the zmpact that that envzronment

-

has had on the three different dzmenslons of morallty.

«

Not all dlmenSLons are equally salient to all 1nd1v1duals.

~

Behavzor ln a particular sltuatlon is the result of complex

interactlon between affect, knowledge, and previously

.

learned behavzor,patterns.' ‘

L

. \7‘
For example, a youth is out wzth friends and is

challenged tokbreak intp' the local school and trash the
interlor. Bis behavzor wlll be determlned by the inter-

actions among his cognitive perceptions about the rlghtne

-

or wrongness of the prooosed action, whether or not he has
., o N H . .

v

: ' 2 ) )
b 8 .
»! < ’

-'705 -, |
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the weights

" condugt, or only knowledge, Wlll Be*successful only

internaljzed antisocial actions of this type into .

habitual’ behavzor patterns and the feellng states . A
associated w?th ‘such actidns. If all the.dlmenSLons’ . -

are cdnsonant,:then.the predltion oéhbehaéior‘is.;athe;\f 0 ’ Q}
simple. However, if there is some dissonance (e.gt, he =

hds done this bhfore many times and has been reinforced.

LI

for it by his{peers, but this,time is feeling quilt), -~ ;

then the prediction of his actionms becomes more complex -

_(»

o
- * L4

and more impfspise. His basic orientation will determine = -,
to be attached to each of the dlmenSLons.u
In concluszon, to understana schoolfczime“reQﬁif*sv

[ ' ! -

understandlng the broad range of ccmplexlty involved -

in moralization. UnldlmenSLonal programs aimed at only .
e R

as the programs accldently deal Wlth tie other dimenSLons. .
For programs almed at the control of school crime to- be% -\n:x
successfg!? it is necessary to add:ess the complexlty of ] |

moralization head.on and bulld programs that deal w1th”all

-

the d1mens;ons on which learning has taken place. These .

Ce ¥ .
programs must be‘widely based énough to address the

* "

differentlally based moral orlentations of the 1ndividuals "
likely 40 be lnvolved in' gchool crime. . -~

- t

The many ways- that moral behavior is acquixed and

the ma,ny d:.ff;erent levels and orientations ‘from which .-

N .

‘y . . .
f >

<

:.:~ 29 - B )
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