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PREFACE

[}

[ R

75 This pamphlet, one of‘a series of'four, cootalns a major

~

-paper on moral educatlon and three crlthues of that paper.
\

Y

‘The paper was presented at a. nat10nal Conference on Morel/

Cltlzenshlp Educatloﬁ ‘held in June of 1976 and the crlthues

\ .
were comm1551oned 1ndependent of the-conference. Three other

»

-

major presentatlons at that conference, and accompanylng Ctl*

tiques, comprxse the companlon pamphlets to thls one. Each

K .

'pamphlet sets forth and 1llum1nates one of four theoretlcal

approaches to moral eoucatlon: COgﬂltlve~déGLSlon theory,

"developmental theory, prosoclal theory/research, and values
~th ory. These approaches were selected because it was fedt.

- that they represent areas of research development, ané wrltj

.

ing which have had'the most 51anf1cant 1mpact on the fleld.

Although the serles is COhCElved as a unit prov1dlnq
i

" an overxrview of seﬂected moral educatlon perpseCtlves, each

. Y
pamphlet 1s 1ntended to stand alone as representatlve and

N

Conference Background . .
. o TNT R
The conference at which the.papers were presented Was

‘a hlghl&ght of a 1975-76, year10ﬂ§ planning effort carrled

out by Research for Better Schools (RBS) under- contract with

the Natlonal Instltute of Educatxon (NIF) The conference
[ 3 T

brouqh\\together approx1mately 85 experts representlnq ‘a



“including objeotives,‘af?iliations; and resources..

~ variety of viewpointS'and,interests.' ,;

The primary purpose of the conference (1n aédltlon to'

facxlltatlng an exchange of 1nformatlon across the fleld) was

to develop moral/cxtlzensh1p educa;xon recommendatlons from

: [ P
+as w13e a base as poss1ble concernlng research, development,

&

and dissemlnatlon.g The key'process was one Of jnteraction,

wlth work groups arriving at recommendatlons on the basxs of

o\
the four major 1nformatlonal papers collected in this publl-

cation series, and_work—qroup dellberatlons. The-recommenda—

* [ ]

tlons were. then submitted to NIE and the public.

On the ba31s of the conference recommendatlons,.a coordl—'

~ 4

nated plan of R, D, & D for mopal/CItlzenshlp educatxon.(at

-

that time termed ethlcal cltlzenshlp-educatlon) was develOped

‘which has the endorsement of a w1de and 1nf1uential constltu—

ency. . Work-is 'in progress to advocate and 1mplement that -

plan, - | Vo !
§

In the dast year Moral/Cltlzenshlp Educatxon.and Ethlcal—‘

Citizensh@p Education have merged as a broadly concelved

‘Citizen Education component-of RBS. The front and back mat-

ter of this pamphlet summarizes'aspects of that component,

.['
The Cognitive- Decrslon Approach to Moral Educatlon .

The major paper and critiques in thls pamphlet deal with
L]
the CaniﬁiVEﬁdECiSiOn approach‘to moral education, a brief
: ‘ ' ' : ' T
’
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summary of which follows.w This highiy condensed statement

can portray only the most general characteristics of the rp

have an 1mpact - on educatlonal practlce. A-limited number

&4

cognltlve dec151on perspectlve ' It is 1nc1uded here 31mply

to orlent the reader, not to define the fleld o .

- .

.. The cognltlve deC151on theorists are just beglnnlng to

~

-

of educators are 1ntroduc1ng pr1nc1ples of moral actlon )

&

angd dognztxve deC151on processes in selected classrooms. i

[In addltlon, some promlslng lnstructlonal materlals have

recently appeared on -the market. The coqnitive-dec1sxon

Al

theorlsts flnd ‘their roots in phllosophy and, more spec1fi—

'.cally, in ethlcs, where the process of dec151on mefing and

‘\ > ~
i ~ >~
ihe pr1nc1ples employed in maklng evaluatxons and 3udgments

- -

) .9 .
are researched us;ng‘a process-of loglc, 1ntrospectlon, and

N

hlstorlcal ana1y51s. The assumptlon is made that persons are

*

rational and that they.can be rat10na1 actors To do thlS,.

they must know how -to make dec151ons about moral 1ssoes and‘

'understand the prlncxples oY standards to Juse in maklng those‘

decisions. while there are differences among these theorlsts

#
concerping the. processes for maklng persongl moral dec1s1ons,

A

- they agree concernlng many of the principles that should be

Y

considered. Most often these pr1nc1ples include self 1nter—-
est, consideratlon of others, a regard for reason, a regard

for historical experience,jand cultural wisdom. Thus, the

~educational objective,is'to gnStruct individuals in the

«

iii
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. nature of the prlncigigs_of makxng]moral decxslens and to

teach the Skllls which. w111 enable 1earners to translate the

prlnc1ples and the process 1nta actlon.,“Te ‘date, thexprép o- .

\

nents of this pOSition have béeﬁdprimaril?fphiloséphers.;'Aﬂ'

small number ef educatcrs xn Engiand ,add fewer lh the Unlted

States, have plcked up the ldeas and are dgveloplng materlals

. andfworklng in the schools,_ B ka : -
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"PHE COGRITIVE-DECISION APPROACH TO MORAL EDUCATION:
| © ITS PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS |

3

)Jérrold R. Coombs

University of British Columbia | o - ~  e
A This paper attempts a'qenefél cnaracterization of S s
A\ cognitive decisionists, describes the strengths and .

weaknesses of their approach to moral education,
. and .asSessés the extent to which empirical knowl-
& ©dge is available for the success of this approach. ' .
Cognitive decisionists are identified as those wha' T
. believe that the primary goal of moral education is . T .
. - te teach- students to make and act on rational deci- | ‘ |
L sions about moral issues. Moral reasoning is seen
' as a species.of practigal reasoning, and moral judg-
ments depend on reasons. The educator's job is to
teacp students to make~well-grounded moral judgments., ot
The major strength of the approach. is its ability taQ
distinguish Slearly'between education and indoctrina- -
tion. A major weakness is disagreement- among theo- - .
rists about the standards of ,justifdication that-ap- g
ply, to moral judgment. It.is argued that much of |, ‘
. the empirical work on such phenomena és empathy, al-
f truism, and resistance, to temptation flay not be rele-

o -+ vant to the «cognitive-decision apprioach because it

-

. focuses on behavior without concer& for the underly- =~ -~ .-
« 1ing reasons. Consequently, cardful sifting of the - ‘ /
.- empirical literature is 'advised. . Cognitive decision- -
: ists, it is suggested, should give more attention.to
. the development of teacher—-training materials and to ot
o research designed #o identify specific kinds of inade- T
- quacies inm moral reasoning. , IR o

. g
. ‘ . . . ’

The purpose of tgiS'paper is to sﬁrvey the probiems 7nd
} L p;cSpeét$ of thaf.approach to moral education whiéh is here-

called thé,cognitive4decision\approach. It should be made | —

\

clear at the outset‘thaﬁ this labelAdésignatesino specific - .
H ) . ‘ ) - —— . . .

method or ‘theory of moral education. Rat%er, it picks out a
v e . . ¢ L

) élaSS'of'eduEétional theorists #nd practitioners having a , '

‘

R



common generé}roohception of the goals or“outcomgs of moral
education. Persons taking theapognitgxe—decision approach
- : ’ - . - ) '
believe that moral decisions can and do‘difﬁer.with regard

to the deqree to whlch they are rational or well grounded.
“.o ‘ \ .
e They belleve further that moral dec151on maklng is a complex

-

1ntellectual task whlch can be done well or poorly. Aa,a,

‘ . _ ‘ result ‘of thése beliefs t‘hey take the view that the primary -

& . -

goal of moral education is to teach student§ to make and to

R act on 1nte&llqent or rational de0151ons about moral issues.

For the cognltlve—ﬁe’lSlon theorlst, the development of a
program of. moral educatlon has several clearly dlfferentlated
aspects. The first, andcperhaps most cruc1al, is the task of

‘ desctibinghand justifying a oonceptlon'of what it means_to;be .
‘ : fational in mak}ng morai decisions.'-Theseéond'aapect in-"

L

. . R uogolves éeseribiﬁg the knowledge, abilitiles, diepositiohs;

e sen51t1v1t1es, etc., that one must acquire 1n oyﬁer to make‘
rational moral dec1s10ns- 1t also 1nvqlves justlfylng these'
components as necessary to being ratignal 1n maklng_moral
deoisions.~ The third aapect is the develOpment otaeffedtive_

and moraliy acceptable educational means for ?rodocing the

. relevant components, Far more time,and effort have been de-

voted to the first task than to the otheFE. Thisjis not(sut-
pfising, for if nolconception ofvmorality.oan be jusgifiéd;-
a ﬁogn%éive—degisioh\approac? to_mo;al education makes no

- semse. ¢ ) | | y




¢ ’ .‘ Y , o “"»". ‘
: ' The Cognltlve Decision Approach'

. t
Because O the con51derable dlfferences among cognltlve

,ﬁec151onls§s, it is dlfflcult to %rovuﬂe a descrlptlon of
‘ -
this kihd of approach spec1f1c enopgh to be usefu Conse—

\f
after notlng a-few features of thls perspectzve, I
¢ . 2 - .

quently@

w111 glv more‘Substance to theraccount by outlining the

v1ews of |several of its major flgures. _ -

-preference, or convention. Loglcally they are as much depen—

4

dent on regsons or grounds as are emplrlcal bellefs. Conse-
o ‘ A

T \ A

A quently, moral reasonxng siould be taken serlously Moral

judgment 1s a species df practlcal reason1ng,¢1 €.y reasonlng
:

r
about What'to do.. Practlcal reasonlng invdlves two élstlnct
kinds of reasons: (a) motlvatlonal reasons such as wants,

) \

) .purposes, or rules of conduct and (b) bgslefs about what

actlons will fulflll ™Ne wants, purposes, ‘or rules of con-

'

- quct. The conclu51on of the arguméht is a decision. to act in

a. certaln way, Or sxmply an agtion.f In moral decision, as’
: . . . . ‘ ‘ “. ( ‘
. # - distinguished from other7kinds of practical judgment, the
. L3 ‘ . " ) : )
motivational reason is some moral ideal or pri?ciple.t A sim-

i~
.

ple case of moral reasonlnq mlqht go like this Sigafoos

'He<th1nks he would do so if he were to drive h

1

belleveq that it is wrong to endanqer the lives of others.
zme, since
- .
§ .

he has been drinking-this evening. . The concluslon of hiS“;‘ L
| |  g~,/3 R N , . ) : ¢
11




‘
;.1.Qfeasoning-is.the decision not to drlve home——or !hat it would
| be_wrono'éor him  to drive home.' of course, ‘the reasonrng \ |
leadéog to a mOral conclu51on can ,be complex, but Qur sxmpge
'_ekampieﬂeill serve for now._ NthCE that this sort of moral

V'*wreasonfng is deéuctrve in form. The moral rule or prlnclple

A
- .

serves as the ma;or premlse, and the bellef about. what ful-'
AS

!

fxlls the rule serves as the mxnor premlse, There 1s no.

“1mp11catlon that a person maklng the declslon necessarlly
P

-

(PN

rehearses such reasons to hnizzlf when decxdxng, though 1n

*

‘more. complex cases he may do . /Typlcally the reasons be—

come art1Culated only when someone is asked to explaxn or

justxfy.hls decision.

“Al1l thls, of course, is a very.old story. Still;‘if'is
necessary to repeat 1t here as a flrst s:ep in clarlfylng
what the cognltlve dec151on apﬁroach is all about. Bas1cally

1t is concerned thh teachlng students to make moral deci~-

‘sions ., on Qhe basis of good reasons. Thls 1mp11es\that there-

f -+ are ways of determlning whether the two sorts of reasons
. involved in moral reasoning are goo reasons.' It|ifurther

melles that when there are good reasons both for and agalnstj

taklng an actlon, there afe ways of determ;nlng which 1is tpe

\ 3\‘

‘better reason. It is at the p01nt of Say1ﬁ§ how one deter~
fQ«‘ i mlnes the adequacy of reasons that cognltlve dec;sonlsts

begin to part company Nonetheless-there is some element of .

aqreement, even on thls matter. Remember that one sort of

v " *
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‘teason 1nvo&ved “in- moral dellberatlon is a bellef abcut what

actlon w111 fulflll the moral prlncxple or ldeal.. ThlS , '_e‘f _ >

'bellef may.be an 1dea elther about some emplrxcaL matter of L.

-«

abbgtfthe‘meanlnggof.e term. Obveously 1f elther sort‘of
,belief;is fafge;,it‘dees hot,guariﬁy aé;e gpd@areaeena_ The:ff
meané‘ef ?etermiﬁing;tte ttgﬁh ef~empitiééffbeliete are7weli;
. - ' A . . . LI . «
5feetabliehed,€ This ie‘net~s§y thatgsuchtverificaticn‘is"J‘F\a" ‘v#;"fﬁ
Y ’ A . » . . B . L X ".: A : }

_always an easy matter; it is not! 'Appropriate means for = . - - s

. determlnlng the truth of bellefs abqpt the meanlngs of words. - -
‘are also avatlable, but they are not S0 well known« Menal ' . ,'-‘f

'3educat10n mus t teach people to verrfy thelr relevant emplrl—-

.

cal beliefs and to be clear about the meanlngs ‘of the con—" IR ,
. 7
chpts‘they use 1in moral'reasonlng. On these polnts cognltxve’ ot ’
. h AN , _
dec1sron15ts are in f1rm agreement Carrylng out tbese

tasks, however, requxres a variety af ablllties and under— -
standlngs not pecullar to moral educatlon.3 It 1s at thlS

point that moral educatlon shades into educatlon 51mp11c1ter. . -

gow the moral 1deal or prlnc1ple 1nvolved in gne's rea-

senlng can be ]ustlfled is'a more complex questlon. Stlll A
coqnltlve dEClSlonlstS agreeQ@hat such ideals and prlnc1ples

can be ]ustlfled . My own v1ew is that there are a. varxety of

-

steps to be taken 1n?this attempt, including (a) determining

that the principle is deducible from,a previpusly justified
. S . s T —

principle, (b) determining that the-éoﬂse@uéﬁgg§§g§ everyche
: . : Lo <~

L)

. P
/ ) : : & 4
: . . i ! vl .
LR ' . -
,

LY,




.y adoptlng the, é&thlple wauld not be dlsastrous, (c) deter~‘ B
'_;: mlnlng that one can accept-the mordﬁ*dec1sxons that 1ssue

ffom the prlnc1ple in all cases to which it logxcally ap—- -
~ N h

\plles, and (@) éetermlnlnq that thé pr1nc1ple can. be pub- -

;}*; | llcly advocated wlthout defeatlng the polnt of actxng on

. ."the pr1nc1ple., A complete justlflcatlon of a mcral prlnc1¢

. . -t
R . »ple would also entall showlng that in some senseflt wouid

be rat10nal to adopt the prlnqlple and 1rrat10na1 not. tc

 ‘  adop;_it, ' On thlS poxntt too,. I think cognltlve decxsxon~
iséé»would agree.: Interestlngly, dlqagreement centers not

. 50 m@éh Qh'What pr1nc1p1es are ;on51dered to be 3ust1f1ed'
i;"': “but on how they éan‘gg éﬁo&h’to\ﬁe rationéi; | _
Let us now- fiesh out our account of the cognlﬁjve—deéi—

ki

‘sion approach by lookzng br1eflx<at the work of several
. promlnent‘flgures in the area.  We wlll be concerned w1th*
poth those wﬁo'havg_concentrated malnly on exp}lcatlng the

content of-moraIVeducétipn and‘those who have actually~car— ‘
, *+ " rlied out eddcational programs from this point of view.
Aw . : ' X h e : " .

) Contrlbutlon ei Richard Peters

- -

The work of Rlchard Peters (1963 1972 19741;'being'boﬁh

influential and comprehen51ve, makes a good startlng place.
& ]

In Petersu V}ew, raﬁlqnal morality is conce:ned y;th actlons.

g , or decisions for which theére are reasons. These reasons
derive from personal ideals and 'from three different orders
- of rules governing interpersonal -cgnduct. - The most signifi-

L . ~ - ' T . v . 4 o T~ _‘T“

- R
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S . o i‘ N ;
Eant class of rules are those which Petef% calls fundamental

-

_pr1nc1pLes: 1mpart1a11ty, respect for persons, the cons1d—

eration of‘xnterests, freedom 'and truth-telllng. These

.

- *

prlnC1ples are fundamental because they must  be presupposed ;.

- L ]

by anyone who serlously asks, as Peters asks,'“What are there

SN
_reasons for dolng?"- To put the matter another way, the fun-

B .

t damental prlnclples are presuppos1tlons of belng ratlonal in-

deallng w1th moral 1ssues. The prlnclples determlne what

.,features'of,a s1tuatlon are morally relevant con31deratlons;
i.e., count as reasons in determlnlng moral declslons. One.

‘ -central concern of-moral educatlonf thenl is that students

come to learn these fundamental pr1nc1gles. This-does not
< ok

necessar11 mean that th should learn any partlcular formu-gw
y QY

latlon of the pr1nc1ples but only that certaln klnds of con—‘

siderations are morally reIE5ant.“ Furtheﬂ these fundamental

prlnc1ples must be learned 1n such a wag that they become

_ -operatlve in the students conduct, functlonlng as motlves -

AR

whlch-move them to acts . o | !

!

Rational.morality also involves the use of dhat Peters

calls basic moral rules. These are the rules that, glven the

fundamental prlnc1ples, are neqessary “to any continuing form
‘

of soclal life; they Eelate to the avoidance of pain and

injury, keeping contracts, respecting property, caringifor

N LY

the younq. Just‘as principles must become personalized as

motives, so too must basic rules become personalized as
P Y . ' . ) ) 3

.
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: character traits such as honesty, fairness, and unselfish- ‘
ness.‘ Fundamental prlnc1ples and ba51c moral rules are
) justlfled in all socletxes at all txmes.

-

The thlrd ord of Peters' rules, whlch are referred to

. -
-

o as rules of a more relatlve sort, . are txed to partlcular

[

’-socxal condltzons. -These relatlve rules are ]ustlfled by

‘reference to fundamental prlnC1ples~or b351c rules and the '

.' -

facts of life 1n a ngen soclety. When the facts of socxal

.

'llfe change, a prev1ously ]ustlfled relatlve rule may cease\:

- to be justlfled.‘ Peters does not make clear ‘what part these o

‘\

relatlve rules should play 1n mogal educatldn.(»Whlle learn—,
-zng fundamental rules and b351c grlnclples is part of learn-‘
_1ng moral reasonlng, presumably the reIatxve rules are part
_of the content about Wthh we are to learn to reason.
Commltment to personal 1deals 15, for Peters, as much a

goal of moral educatlon as is commltment to rules governxng

*

vlnterpersonal_behav1or. He arques that “to get a boy com-. -~

(mltted to some worthwhlle act1v1ty such as chemistry or en-
glneerlng is no less part of nls moral educatlon-than.damplng
down hlS selflshness (Peters, 1974 290) |
Teaching rules and,ldeals is not the_only‘concern'off
moral education. In'addition to developing the.uotives and
character trarts assoc1ated with fundamental prlnclples and
i ) ~ *

‘basic rules,‘moral_educators must seek tO-develOp those very

- '.- ": ‘ . R . . . ' . . .
general traits of character which relate to_ the manner 1in

[ 2
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”whlch people follow rules and pursue thelr ideals. As ex-

L4 ) T ™

amples of sueh traxts, Peters c1tes 1ntegr1ty. persxstence,

determlnatlon, onsc;entlousness, and con51stency Possess-

1ng these tra ts 1s what is meant by haV1ng character, or’
}

strength of character. ‘ffﬂ "" , . Lot
‘} Hahlt formatlon too has its role to play in ﬁoral e6u~"
catlon.  Not: only is it de51rable that some v1rtues such qs

honesty be developed as hablts, 1t is also necessary that

_chxléren he lntroduced to some - of the basic rules as‘hablts

. of actlon, 51nce chlldren must learn to behave in accordanc

W1th these rules before they can understand the _reasons be-

S AL .

. hlnd them. Pebers sees no necessary confllct between devel-

opilng hablts and deveIOplng reasonlng. Reason is’ seen as

'prov1dlnq a framework foy habit maklng it 1ntelllgent

Peters cautlons that moral pr1nc1ples cannot be learned

in 1solatlon from the content of a moral tradltlon. He con-

'x\hds that "adherence to prlnc1ples must not be concelved as

t

self contalned- it must be COnCElved of as belng bound up-

wit¥ ‘and modifying some kind of content" (Peters, 1974

.
~ - . “* :

p. 288).
- ’
Thls content 1ncludes the various v1ews in a soclety con-

cerning (a) what sorts of act1v1t1es are»worthwhlle- (b} what

obligations and dutles are assoc1ated with various soc1al
roles such ‘as teacher, father, husband, etc., (c) ‘what gen~

eral rules govern conduct between members of a soclety,
* . . .

-~
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 character tfaits are desirable. - ' e

o o ‘ ot IR .
(d) what motivatihg purposes are;acceptab£sg_and‘(e) what -

~ : : :
Contribution of John Wllson : L ,

.  § :
A second ma]or flgure 1n the cogn1t1ve—dec1sxon epproach

is John Wllson (Wllson,,1913a,'1973ba Wllson,fW1llrams, &-'
~ F
Sugarman, 1968).' Wllson, who has wrltten volumlnously on the

toplc of moral educatlon, has many 1nterest1ng thlngs to say
d ~ ‘\ - .
both about 1Es content pna the way "in wh1ch 1t mlght be coh- "

.
?

vducted I will mentlon, however, only what 1 oake to be

Wllson S most‘31qn1f1cant contrlbutlons to the fleld '%15
careﬁul ana1y51s of the components of moral competence,;x e;,p
the knowledqe, abllltles, and d15posxtlons necessaryufor mak~

ihg ratlonal moral declslons, and hls dlscu551on ofdxhe me ns_

of asse351ng these components.

[YORN

Slnce Wllson S conceptuallzatlojlo;Ethe components of

- moral competence is based on Hare s (1963 ; analy51s of moral

reasonlnq, let me cite brlefly the majo& conclu51ons of thls

'analy51s. Accordlng to Hare, moral 3udgments have two por-'

tant 1oq1cal features: They are’ prescrkptlve and unxversa—

1}

«llzable. By prescrlptlve is meant that the functlon of moral

judgments is to gulde conduct, to tell us what to choose and

]

“do.v A partlcular moral judgment is unlyersallzable when it

. commlts one ‘to a moral rule QOVernlng“all cases similar in

€

relevant weys to the case‘belng jqdﬁed. Comblnlng these

. .two features, we'see theﬁ'neking\e”noral judgment ‘entails

~ *
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prescribing universallx,'i.e.,‘prescribing-for,all persons -
in reievantly similar'citcumstanCeS,feGiven these logical

. features of moral juégment, it is a neceSsafy}condition'of
. the ratlopallty of such a judgment that the ]udger lS able”

/;A - to accegt the unlvérsal prescrlptlon 1mpllclt in it.

The components ot competence W;lson Aéentlfles as neces—
. P : .
sary to-maklng ratlonal moral decisions can-be’ summarlzed as

. follows (Wilson, 1973a, §pi 38-39):

.. O

e Having the concept of a 'persoh“

‘.'CIaxmlng Lo use' tﬁxs concept in an overrldlnq, pre-
‘ escrlptlve, and unlyersallzed prlnolple,' -
- : v ' .
'Q;Hav1qg feellnqs whlch support this pr1nc1ple, elther
"~ of a "duty-oriented" or a "person-oriented" kind

- . . . .

e Having the concepts ofjvarious emotions

'--Belng able %n practlce to. 1oent1fy emotlons, etc.,.
- in oneself, whether these are at a COﬂSClQuS or
unconsc&ous level - o , .
‘ « S , ‘ S -
e Being able ‘in practice to ‘identify emotions, etc.,
in other people whether these are at a.conscious or

t

‘unconsc10ﬁ5 level P

'7-‘Know1nq other ("hard") facts relevant to moral deci-
sions - T ,,fff—-—nf B

® Knoglnq the sources of these faots, il.e4, where to
find them out - ‘ :

® "Knowinq how"——a skill elemept in dealing with moral
_ RN situations as evinced 'in verbal and nohverbal com=-
. : : munlcatlon Wlth others

e Being in, practlce relevantly alert“ to moral situ-
ations and seeing them as such

.Q-Thlnklng thoroqghly about such situations

- ok . -~ A




. : . | /’{ | o
. @ Making an overrldlng, prescrlptlve, and, universa~ - '
' lized. dec151on to act_in others' interests, as a S
result of_the forerLng ' ’ ‘

.

° Be;ng suftlcxently wholohearted free from uncon-.
© scious countermothatlon, etc., to‘carry out the
above decxslon, wnen able : ‘ Ce ’

Wllson has done ‘much of the conceptual spadework nec~.

essary for deveLoplng approprlate measures to assess the

degree to whlch persons have vaulred the varxous abllltxesf

and dlSpQSItionS needed for ratlonal moral deClSIOR mak;ng..'
£
#

He makes clear that the assessment of moral competence 1g a

subtle and complex bu51ness-(_ Z5l oL 'mf‘»7@ ifn,(

In attemptlnq to assess human (ratlonal) behavior
. we have to assess 8's reasons$, and the rulesvor:
1“,.pr1nc1ples S follows when. he . performs. the action. ”
This cannot be dane merely by observing overt
physical movement--by just taklng photograghs, as . “
it were. We have to know what goes on in S's SRR
“"head," what "overriding syllogism™ S is 1~ S
lowing at the time It may seem that the re- - '
searcher can ea511y guess (1nduce) +this from S's ~
overt behavior;..and . under certain conditions this
‘may. be .true. But these condltlons are " not easy
" to establish (Wilson 1973a, - 33) »
In this quotatlon Wllson highlights an lmportant'distinction

K2

between cogq1t1vxst and noncogn1t1v15t approaches to assa%\\h

.ment. Cogn1t1v1sts are typlcally as much concerned ‘with
A flndanq out -the reasons behxnd what students do as they are.

\ .
with- flndlng out what students do. Noncogn1t1v1sts tend to

\ -
‘e relatlvely unconcernﬁa with students reasons. Behavior

) . s
is their focus.
A . ~'

Wilson goes on to make some very worthwhile suggestions

-

o



‘Resaearch Problems and Successes ,

'~ Even then there

'\}

" about the ways in which we miqht’attempt to assess each of

the components hé.ha§ identified. Unforéunately, little has
. . . t;\ . N . . . . .

-

"

yet,bgen'déne in following up his spgqestiohs.

So far I have éoftrayed; at leaét-roughky, the‘gene;al

- 4

goals of the_qggnitive—decision approach aﬁﬁ"tbe more épe—' J

LI
- —

" cific components of knowledge, abilities, and dispositidns'iﬁ'_

fseéks to develop. Ideally I\Sﬁduld~n0w 90 on to réview-ghef;

reséarchiéoncefning the best ways to;develdp thesevéomponentsl

and summarize for you our current state of knowledge ‘about

2

" fhese matters. Unfortundtely, itris extremely difficult to

vvvvv

“the emotions of chéf31 7Presdmably;.the‘létge body'bf litf:
érature‘On\gmpathy‘shculd‘terl‘us somethiﬁg abOut~how'this.v

abilityimay be developed. But immediateiy we'runﬂint6 prob~g

‘ . . - . : . ’ . » .
~lems. Researchers.ofteh operationally define empathy in such
a way that it is not clear what-refevancé; if any, it has ¢o

' the ability called Emp. Consequently, one has to do a great

*

‘deal of searching to find qesearch that is clearly pertinent.

“is little whith-speaks‘to the»prcblem of how

P %

,mg'may be "developed in an educaticnai settinq. One‘ndtable
exception is the work of Natale (1972);'who atéemptedgtp in-
cfeaéé.empathy'by~teachihg critical-thinking-skills. (Natale

also provides a useful review of the literature on empathy.)

¢

]

" identify the'réleVaﬁtfliterétdre."Cdnsiderﬂ’for example, the
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sth‘ﬂ | Hls experlhental prcgram-51gnlfxcantly 1ncreased student - a;f
' .performance on at 1east one measure of empathy that could
q." pfauelbly be taken to be a measure of certaxn aspects cf

N Slmllar difficulties are encountered in attemptlng to

o

1dent1fy the research relevant.to the teachlng of the ct

: /

o ccmponents.' Presumably the quy of research on resxstance

-te temptatlon and delaylng gratlflcatlon has seme relevance,-

t .-h‘A;k .

for teachlng persons ‘to dc what they have decxded is the
right. thlng to dc,‘,Presumably the research on altruxsm and

~r
," _} | _helpxng behav1or has scme relevance to cur concern w1th

- - -«

teachlng persens tc adcpt the prlnclple of ccnsxderlng the j)' ”{f

interests of. others.\ S
L ] : 4
But we must beware of maklng-uncrltlcal assumptxons re-

oo~

.

gardinq §uch_relevance. In partlcular we.muet‘keep in mind .
Wilson's caution that useful.research'must emPlOYJaSseasment

measures which take account oﬁ subjects reasons as well'as"

- . N

-behavxor. Much of the research concernlng altru1sm, re51s—”
¢ t o

'etance te temptatlon, etc., dces not do thlS.

*

RQ sum, 1 cannot tell you what we kncw fas a regult’ cf 2

. research) abcut gow to achieve the_ohjectlves of the cogni~--

+

tive- deC1SIOn approach. Findihg out what we‘know_is itself
<

a conceptual and emplrlcal task -of con51derable prOportlons.
My gﬂEss.ls that in the flhal'analy51s, research to date'

has very little to gell us.

. !
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One thiné we do know -as the result of several good re-
search studies of a- very dlfferent sort is that we can suc-

cessfully teach -some - ratlonal moral declsxpn~mak1ng abxlltles

'

in a school setting. Two such studles are worthy.of’mentlon;

eherel Oliver end,sheveg;(léss) devised a curriculum focusing

on discussion of controversial SOCial-values.issues This'
L

cgrrlculum attempted to teach concepts and skllls for analyz—

ing soc1etal 1ssues, as welL_as knowledg(fabout ‘the - 1ssues.-

'Students in the experimenta;'program,had significantly hlgher

v s < v : g .
achievement than did those in-the-controlrgroup“on tests
b .. . ‘. . .
measurlng analytlc concepts and skllls. These analytlc'con—

. cepts -and skllls are bas1cally ones that cognltlve dec1S1on—‘

“

~ists would thlnk necessary to ratlonal dellberatlon about

values issues concernlng'soc1al pollcy " They(xnclude, fof‘

example, the ablllty to dlfferentlate factual clalms from

\

lvalues clalmsgbg?e ablllty to detect and clarlfy amblguous or i

o‘«
¢

confu51ng uses of words,.the eblllty to determine the rellae»

Y i

bility of factual clalms, and the ability. to 1dent1fy partl—
pERY

: cular dec151ons ss\felllng under general values pr1nc1ples.

Ny
Noteworthy also is the woﬁk of Meux, Evans, Applegate,

. Casper, and Tucker (1974) Thls project developed materlelss

to teach a det of abilities identified‘as\relevent-to making

.rational values decisions. Included were abilities related.

‘to identifying and clarifyiné values claims, gathering ahd

)

5 . ' . . . \ . . ‘ . )
. . ] P A . . N -

assessing relevant empirical.claims, identifying thek/alues



”'ple.‘ Judged by paper—and-penc1l tests( students

: \ t 2

i
i

‘standards that‘make“facts'couht as reasons for a values ﬂuagsA

the ex—- -~

!
i

perlmental*program made s1gn1f1cant gains in abllltles re-

ment, and determlnlng the 3ust1€1catlon for a. val::j)pr1nc1—

lated to seve“al of these tasks. ! '

”

>To clalm that elther of the above educatlenal programs
3

had outstandlng success would be unwarranted. Still, even‘ _:

e

‘modest success 1n thls admlttedly dxff;cult project should be

reassurlng to the cognltlve GECISIDnlSt.

Strengths of the Cognltlve Decxslon Approach

AN

The major strength of this approach 1s that lt embodles o
the most ]ustlflable view of theé nature and alms of moral
educatlon. Rlchard Peters, who has carrled out a detalled

analyszs of the concept of educatlon, characterlzes it as

~initiation 1nto worthwhlle knowledge and understandlng-‘

, 'Thegmore recent and morenspecxflc,concept joﬁ edu-
P cation] links such processes with the development
of states of a person that involve knowledge and

b understanding _in depth and breadth, ahd also sug-

gests that they are de51rable. (lest & Peters,
1970, p. 25)

_It should be cIear that knowledge, as Peters is using thé'

term, does not mean mere 1nformat10n. I%ﬂlnvolves ratlonal

“_bellef, i,e., belief supported by evidence that is warranted:

and that is understood by the believer.

. - [ .
In contrast to education, indoctrination, according to

-

*
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ithe éhalysxs of Flew (1966) and Gréen (1964-1965), involves_

-«
y

the 1n1t1aqlon of persons into- doctrlnellke bellefs such tbet
these béllefs are flxed and not held on the ba31s of evx-i'
1 dence. Consequently, new evidence has no effect on the be= '

- , A 3
liefs.~ The ‘reasdn 1ndoctr1n“t1on is condemned almost unlver—

ally is that it does not respect the person as a ratlonal

_f"*

-}_ '{ belng wath the xight to construct ‘his beﬁiefs on the basxs of

«"hls own tests agalnst eXperlence..' E .

¢ ' i

Clearly, then, to 1n1t1ate chlldren into certaln moral
bellefs and- thelr assoc1ated modes of conduct merely because
;they are domlnant.beliefs in the tradltlon of a socxety 1s‘toﬂrA
. shun educatlon and to court 1ndoctr1natlon. On the other
hand; merely helping'children clarify their moral yiews falls

far short of anythlng that could count as educatlon. I1f

* [ ]

educating a peéﬁon 1mpl1es 1n1t1at1ng h1m 1nto just1f1ed oY

ratloﬁal bel;efs qnd the modes of reasonlng by whlch such
- beliefs are establlshed, then a justlflable view of moral

‘education must give pride of place to-initiating persons lnto

. = S : . A N
rational moral beliefs and the modes of reasoning by which
moral judgments are justifted. This, of course, is just what

the'coqnitive—deciSion.approach does. But such a conception

'é of moral education makes serise only if it is possible to )

plicate moral reasoning in such a way as to show that some

‘moral beliefs or sope ways of reasoning to moral conclusi

« R {—

-
\J .,‘\
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3 v
" are more ratlonal than others. Thls explalns why cognltlve—
et

deC151on theorlsts spend so much tlme elaboratlng and defend-A

1ng conclusxons about what counts as be;ng ratlonal 1n mat- b
) o ters of morals.'. f"

Not only does the cogn1t1ve~éeclsxon approach represent

- (-"the most 3ust1f1eble view, of moral educat1on, but it also em—v'

’ .

" bodies the most defen51b1e vxew of cltlzenshlp educatlon for '
a dynamic'democratic society;‘ To be a good citlzen in such

a socxety, 1t is not suff1c1ent that a person be soc1allzed

glgEO the prevallxng attltudes and bellefs~ he must have the

‘;knowledge and skills to reflect Lrltlcally on the soclety S
'1nst1tutlons and pollCleS and to reason constructlvely with

others in working out better 1nst1tutlons and pollcxes. It*‘
N ,

is the fact of change coupled with- the 1deal of 1nd1v16ua1
part1c1patlon in worklng out social’ po11c1es, and the de--
mand for consensus on Justlf;ed pollcy (not just for copsen-

v - sus), that poxnts to the need for c1tlzens to be educateé in -
) . : o\
ratlonal declslon maklng. o ‘

é-. . -

o Unresolved Issues 1in the Cognltlve -Decis®on Apgroach

Despite.the obvious sttengths of the cognltlve#declslon

' -,apptoach' there'are some very important”issues to be re- : .
. . - : k .
_solved by those who ‘adopt this Vlewpolnt ' %ome of these . }/g

"issues have to do with the conceptual framework w1th1n whlch - ‘11

)cognltlve—dec151on theorlets work; others ere more stralqht-

- forward empirical issues. Let us turn flrst to those whlch




.

| f\gtempt te refute the allegatlon. Scriven (1975) takes peri

"”f;I thlnk we may seek to resolve them. l"_‘

are canceptual ln se‘far as7possible I will indicate how

A

Conceptual Issues | 1' o S S

. . ) ‘ . ¢

Perhaps the most basic challenge to the cegnltlve~dec1—

" sion. posztlen comes Erom those who allege that moral sen—"
% .

t;ments are, like matters of taste, ba51cally nonratlonal

consequently it makes no sense to talk af moral judgments

true, justlfled or w grounded.~ If thls allegatlon
/ A

weye true, it would mean that all vers1ons of ccgn1t1ve~

decisign'theory must ‘be wrongheaded and nonsensical. I_db

not, however, regard thls as a serlous 1ssue, since the

'noncogn1t1v1st allegatlon is obv1ously false. -GaniE}vev

theorlsts differ w:th-regard to -the ways‘in which they at-

" haps- the hardest llﬂ&@ Denylng that there is any basic dlf—
- N\

L] . .
.

ference between'the way in which emplrlcal statements ahd

C - ’ R - I

values statements are jus¢ified, he argues that moral deci-

31ons can be 3ust1f1eﬁ by deduc1ng them from 6ef1n1t10nal

E +

truths together with . emplrlcal truths or by showing. them
. A

tonbe the.best explanation of a given range‘of‘phehomena,
$criven's argament'ﬁrobahly-wosld not'be acceptable.te

the majorlty of cognltlve -decision theorists. However;'there-

'1s another rebuttalef the noncogsgtxvxst p051t10n that makes

‘less strong clalms and would, I thlnk be acceptable to cog-

‘- nitivists in general-. This rebuttal calls attention %o some

‘ -
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~ . + . ' tr
. ~ o . "
- .

very obvxoua facts about our moral llfe -and 1anguage and

pOIntS out. that a noncognxtlvzst 9051t10n can be malntalned )

A

| Enly at the expense of agnorrng these’ facts " We do ask for_,_'

-

~. N
as relevant andrrejeoé others as 1rrelevant* we do challenge

-~

| moral claims by offerlng counterexemples ‘we do ask for and

glve‘moral adV1ce. None of thls would make sense were’ moral

_ commltments merely matters of taste or feelxng and moral

argument merely nonratxonal persuasxon.'

A second issue to be resolved by those taking a cognl— l'

tlxe dec151on approach has to do thh explléatlng the stan—”

dards of justlflcatlon that apply to moral deczsxon maklng. X

We noted earlier that: although cognitlve dee1s1onlsts agﬁée E

that there are standards of ]ustlfrcatron,.they hold very

dxfferent opln1ons about whéf‘the standards are. Consrder,.
) 3
for example, the V1ews of Hare (1963) and Peters (1966,

1972 1974) dlscussed earlxer. Hare, you wlrl)remember,

.
*

L]
| ,regards any,moral“judgment-as fully justified so long as

the Sudger genuinely aooepts'tne eniverSal'presoriptiongimf

plicit in it. Many other theorists aCoept this as‘oqe.stan~

dard of justification'but insfst that it is not sufficfentk

.

fhey peint out tha¥ Hare's’ view would allowras fulry 3us—

tlfled those moral decisions. ordlnarlly taken t be para-
[}

dlgms of unjust dec1s1ons\\_EQL examp}e, ‘the judgment that .

f
one ought to klll every Jewish person one can f1nd would

S AV

and glve geasons for moral clalms~‘we do accept some reasons

- N \'

Tt

]

LS



 be fully justified so long as one could accept a universal -
preScription that‘anyoﬁe should kill Jews;-and,that this

P :sﬁoald'be done_even*iﬁ the  judder himself, or his family or

frxenés, are Jews. - .
Petérs, as we noted earfler, suggests that moral decx—"

51ons are justlfled to the extent that they arge con51stent
¥

with fundamental moral prlnclples and ba51c moral rules.-

-

Thus he sets more. str1ngent requlrements for justlflcatlon

S _than does’ Hare.- He also has a problem ‘that Hare does not:

!
H

ﬁHe must glve some account of how decisions are to be ]us-~'

vtliled when fundamental pr1nc1p1es come 1n69 conflict.

€

This 1ack of aqreement would appear to be a very serlous

.1ssue for those who ‘would deV1se a program of moral education

~using a cognxtlve deC1s1on approach To buxld a V1able edu—

catlonal program, we need to kqow falrly clearly what stan-

dards of ]ustlflcatlon apply to moral dec151ons. It is not

\.
: enough 51mply to know that there are standards.

i

There are several ways in whlch to resolve this 1ssue,
none of}whlch I £ing completely satlsfactory.p One might
_be SO convxnced by the argument in favor of a partlcular

F

theory of 3ust1f1cat1on as to be unbothered by the fact that
1 "
it is dxsputed by other theorists. One might then develop -
~a program of moral educatlon based on the favored’ theory

' W1lson, } thlnk, exempllfles th1s approach Two sorts of .

.dlfflcultxes attend_th;s 'stance. Flrst, the theory may turn
‘ . : - o
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out to be wrong in 1mportant respects. The history of'
v |

Eheorles of moral justlficatxon should cautxon us agalnst

arrogance in thls matter. Second there is the.polxtlcal .

1 .
dlfﬁuculty of gettlng support for an edué;tlonal program

based upon a theory whlch is obV1ously dxsputed
i

B3

gram that does not presuppose ‘the truth of any partxcular

theory of moral justlfxcatlon. Such a program would attempt

to teach students to seek Edequate justlfxcatlons not only

for their moral judgments but also for the very theorles of

3ust1f1cat10n they adopt 1n justlfylng thexr moral 3udgmentsa

In dclng so, they would presumably be taught to gulde thexr 3

search by such genera; consxderatlons of rationallty as open-.

mlndegness, con51stency, and respect for facts, 1oglc, and

clarlty of concepts. ThlS,«I take 1t, is the approach ﬁa~

¢

vored by Sérlven (1975) and McClelIan (1976) ' Although such-

an approach is appeallng, 1t is not at all clear that 1t 1s

feasible. It seems to require that chlldren be capable of

.followinq meta—ethical‘theorizing_such’that'they‘can'make
critical cholces among theorles of justlflcation. If they -

1ack thls capablllty, they may be left at some mxddle level

of justlfxcatlon which is for -them aroitijfy and which may :

perhaps be unjustifiable.
o] o .
A thlrd stance is made 90551b1e by a. fact I mentxoned

earlxer,r i.€.p that cognltlve-deCLSxon theorlsts tend to

N

£

A second possxble stance is to buxld an educatlonal pro— .

bt

“n
-
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agree on the ba51c moral pr1nc1p1es they regard as 3ust1-
v -

fflable.' Most would agree, I thlnk, that, the prlnclple of
nequal con31derat10n of 1nterests is justifiable. Given this
'prlnc1ple, they would probably also aqree that it is possxble

LS

-to 3ust1fy most of the fundamental ﬁ}lnc1ples and.b351c rules
that Peters (1974) mentions. ' We mlght bu1ld a program-ana
whxch these prlncxples are ‘taken at least tentatluely as the

standards for fnstlfylng moral dec1s10ﬁs .We could attempt

'alsc to get students to examine the justlflcatlon for. these |

- principles in so far as they_are able.‘ Students not capable

of meta-ethical reasdning‘wosld_net:in(thls case be left wlth;a

justifying“prinsiples that are themselves’completely unjus-
‘tlfxable. .

A thlrd 1ssue for the gognltlve-dec1s10n theorlst has to

!

do with dellmltlng the area of moral dec151on. Some theq-,
rists have defined moral decisien‘in such a way as to. include
only decisions about’actions_Which may affect_important‘in-

terests of other persons. Other‘thecrists; notably Peters,

: dhave defined the basislpf'moral decision msre‘traadifs‘anus
'  Peters regards beeoming committed to worthwhile actiyities as
paft‘pfvmdral educatisn.' ReSOLGing this issue is‘really.a
matter of deciding how big a taskdto fitﬂunder the rubric of
moral education. The broader conception of moral education
makes it vittually coextensive with eddeatisn in general. |

~ . - 3 -
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My own preference is for the narrower conceptxon, since thlS -
.1n 1tself is lxkely to be a complex and demandxng enterprlse‘_

o cxf we .are golng-to be able,to tell:@ow.well we ate accom-"'}f
-plisﬁing thé taskAof morai'education; we must have a'cleat 3
jconceptuallzatlon of the\components;-the skxlls, abllltxes, ;E:.et
-tgcllnatlcns, etc.f-that are necessary to maklng ana actlng |

- on rat10na1 moral 3udgments. Phis brlngs us to a. fourth 1s—

sue:..What is the most fru1tful way of conceptualizxng these

-components? ‘We have already taken notegof the work of leson _;'ﬁ

).

in:this atea. It should be: cIear, hcwever; that leson s ;s ‘f;éi
“only one. of many possxble ways of doing. thls. Determlnxng
Wthh scheme is best is not a matter to be settled solely by
conceptual.analysxs.. It tequlres empxrlcal 1nvestxgatxon as-
weli"‘ . _ g " S _ ”o"7A . T

Emplrlcal Issues

‘One questlon of fundamental lmportance for the c09n1tive
.dec151onlst concerns the extent to which 1t is possxble to
teach people the knowledge, abilities, and disposxtons that
are constltutlye\of ratlonallty—:a moral matters. - Some op-
ponents of the cognitive-decision approach claim that.you
cannot teach people to think ratlonally about moral issues.
This seems to me-unwarranted. There are those who'qulte
~often decide moral issues rationally, and a great many more
sometimes make rational'moral.decisions; piearly they were
not.all born_withAtherequited’ability.and‘dispositioh.

£

8"’{..,



ey

~

;Somehaw they learned these thlngs. 1f. suéh'things can be
‘flearned".there is at 1east a qood chance that they can be

- taught,r or at least “fac111tated'“ by‘some structured expe-

'

: vrlence .

¥

However, “even if 1t turns eut that some people can be
taught to think rationally abcut moral issues, there still
"“15 the very 1mportant questlon of how many can learn how much

1n*the way of becomlng ratlonal ‘Research bearlng‘on thls iy
.:;;questlon tends to be dlscouraglng to the cognltlve decrs1on-
.1st. The Vgst magorxty of programs,de31gneﬁ to teach‘any
sorts of‘reesqning-abilities have had only very Iimited sucf‘
icesst» Furthe?,,%t.iS‘weil knawn that»not all students; even
in Senier high school, have reached the stage of cognltlve
,develepment thCh Plaget calls the level of formal 0pera—-
'tions. Without achieving this level a'student ceuld‘probebiy
not acquire‘therfull range of rational moral déeisipn-ﬁaking'¥
+ .abiPrties. It is, of.eourse;‘an.Open empiricai question
whether'cengrai meralfreasoning abilities inuelVing formall'.
operations can be taught to‘persons who do not normelly rea-
© son at the'formal:levelﬁ“ But I know of no research evxdence
'&hat would make us ve;y Optlmlstlc about thls p0551b111ty.
ﬁglnally, it should be noted that if Kohlberg s (1971) 1nvar-‘_
_iant—stage theory is correct, students wlll‘be ;ncapeble of
accepting the'eéual-cenSideratien'prinCiple as_the basic .
principle for justifying moral decisions‘unti& tney‘nabe‘ i

/
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'.passed”thrcugh preconventicnal and cenventional Qriehtations.

. S toward 3ust1f1catlon. | SO L ,;;”M e s

vaen these con51derat10ns, it 1s eaSy to beccme cverly fr o

‘:pe551m;st1c abcut the chances cf teachlng ratxcnal mora1~“
declslcn abllltles and dxsp051txons.. We must remember that
o ”teachlng any mode cf thlnkxng is. llkely to be ‘a very lcng and |
) "demandlng buelness, requlrlng many years cﬁ serlcus efforcji |
T not 3ust mcnths.. In my view, . crxtlcal—thznklng prQJects tend
| - to expect tcc much achlevement in too short a tlme.. Demon~,\
'strably, we have been able to educate persons to- ratlonal |
thxnklng 1n mathematlcs, ‘science, hlstcry,‘etc. Bﬁt thxs , -f\“i
has not been accomplxshed quxckf§J' ance mcral'reasonxngpzs‘ |
"every bit as complex and demandlng as these other modes of

| - ,.f,reasonlng, we ought to expect the teachlng cf it to requlre
.fi ]u?t”as ‘much time and.effort.f ng;;‘ |
. 7 rhis still leaves us with the guestion of whethér there
~_iare some‘individuais,}perhaps a large percentage, who cannct

c;ilearn to be ratlonal in maklng‘moral dec1s1cns. Thls‘ﬁay |

well be the case, but it .is not known to be the case. Studf

ies shew only. that many persons have not reached Piaget's"

(4 Tl ~

b stage of formal operatlons and Kohlberg's Stage 6, not that-
people are 1ncapable of reachlng these stages.‘ All we know_
vfor sure is that our current educatlonal means’are 1nsuff1—
ciently powerful. We shculd also beware ‘of acceptlng too

-

EAN " quickly the constralnts Kehlberg s lnvarlant—stage {T&uence
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theory places on a cognltlve dec1sxon program of moral educa—

A

'tlom. It is stlll an open emplrlcal questlon whether élrect
‘teachlng of the prxncxple of equallty and the grounds for

acceptlng it can be effectlve even for persons in Stages l

'throogh 4. .; o

Whu{e we are.on the toplc of the-p0551ble constralnts
efon moral eéucatlon, it is approprlate to note that the cog-
.nltlve-éecxe;o; approach does not regard moral education
as an ell—or-nothlqg affalr. Some 1ncrease 1n a person 5

abilities and dispositions to make ratlonal moral‘dec151onsf

is better'than.oooe; Wilson (1973a) makes this clear in dis-

cussiog:thefwayS'ih whioh components of moral'oompetence‘oen
‘be preseht in persons in'varyingdegreee. Tﬁere:are«some e_
’kxnds of learnlngs, ho&e#er,'thet‘ere oentral to morel comé;
petence, and these must not be eroded. too far, lest we defeat
the point of_the entite.enterprié\h - |
Some critics of the cognltlve decxsloo approaoh tend to
regard it as a paper tlger; it is all very well they say,.
;:to teach people to thznk ratlonally about moral 1ssues but

B surely the goal of moral education must be to teach people.

- to act morally, to be moral. At this- cruc1al p01nt they
allege; the cogn1t1ve—dec1s1on approach lacks real teeth
Ollver (Ollver & Bane, 1971), for example-fhas become dis-

1llusxoned with a strlotly cognitive approech. Studentsnln

his experimental projeotvepparently leerned;to apply rationel

- . . L .
~ ) .
. e .
N .
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thlnklng Skllls and standards as tools for w1nn1ng arguments

e~

~fw1tb others but gave no ejldence gf usxng them serxously in

'maklng meral dec131ons.”.

‘ Such~cr1t1c15m has blte because cognxtlve deClSlinstS ‘
‘ obvxously want people to do what they have decxded is t\Q
;rxght thxng to do. They focus attentlon on acqulrlng moral ,C”l,g

knowledge, or understandxng, because they belleve thlS.Wlll

‘affect what people do. But gettlng someone to understand

gthat x is right does not lcglcalgy entall hxs 601ng x, even

if we add the. quallflcatlon that the understandlng is genuxne
and srncere; (Many phxlosephers e argued for a pesxtlcn
A[1n whlch‘somethlng llke thlS entallment helds ) It.eertainly =
1s posS1ble for cognltlve teachlng not to have,the desired
" influence on aetien. It seems;;then;‘that the cognitivejde*t‘“
cisionist can suppert his position only‘by‘preducing'evidenee'
that cognltlve teachlng 1nfluences actio% | )
.

Cltlng Lnstances in which cognxtlve teac 1 g . has obv1—:
. ously failed to affect action in the desired direct%on,\crrt-
.ics,are wont—to-cdngiude that cognitive teaching by itself
. cannot be effectlve, that we must seek . more dlrect means of'
j1nfluenc1ng actlon, 1nclud1ng such thlngs as changlng affect,~‘
'attltudes sand habits by various noncognltlve means. Some
cognltlve dec131on1sts ‘have themselves argued gor g1v1ng such

technlques a place within an overall cognitive approach. As .

you w1llvrecall, Peters (1974) has attempted to reconcile the

.

28
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' inchlcation of habits with the déveldpment'of téaéon.

ot I thlnk lt would be a very serxous mlstake fcr cognxtlve—

'dec151on theorlsts to accept the charges of thelr CElthS«

) '.Aand move readlly in the dyrectlon,pf 1ncorporat1ng noncognl—

tive technlques thhln thelr prcgrams. Such a move would put
‘them 1noa hazardous p051t10n w1th regard to the so-called

paradox of moral educatlon. That is to say, 1t may 1nvolve

them in the use of manlpulatlve, and therefore immoral, means_'

to promote the ‘ends of ‘moral educatlon. I am nct here cla1m~

1pg that the use of noncognltlve«means tO teachvpeaple tg;do'(

~what they have decided 1is right is always 1mmora1 But Ifdo:'

‘think that thcse ‘who would employ such means bear the@burden
“of proaf and must show that thelr specific efforts are not
man;puyatlvehand thus nothlmmoral.‘. ‘ _‘ | o
The‘point is that we ahoﬁld emplay néﬁlognt&ivemeans
ohly'if it is trha that tggnitive tEathing cannot be Eftec—:
_tiva;~and pénhapsvnct'éven thént But'eveh given_tha‘wQak—_‘
eat-interpretatiah of the claim that cognitive téaching‘hy'
.itself taﬁhatvbe effective; critics of the cognitive¥de!is%on
”apéroach have‘hot established the truth of that tlaima _Sup?

. _ : L »> ,
pose we interpretait in such a way that its truth could be

apptoaches had been trled and-had failed. The matter would
abl , o ‘
still be problematical, for we have sc;tcely begun.to use our

ingenuity and resources to devise and implement cognitive-

hestabllshed by showing that most plausxble cogn1t1ve-dec151on‘

..........
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o dec151on apprcaches to mcral educatlan.

‘lf.ﬂ« e

These p01nts are nct lxkely to persuaée anyone te aacpt
tlon point cf v1ew oﬁéhwénts_more than assurances that 1t

b R 1§‘neither 1mmoral nor knégaite~be 1mposs1ble. Let us see

;flthere are mqae p051t1ve assu:ances tq be offéredgt Itléas
| &i f'3'noted aﬁove that thé\feiationship betwéen kneﬁing what is

.':§~ - " right and 601ng what is rlght 1s not one Qf loglcal entall~

- ment,, 1 want to suggest qow that 1t 15 nct merely a con—.

tingént relatlonshlp"elther; Moral reascnxng is baSzcally
reasoning aSout what to dol‘ To know or understand that
something‘is rigﬂt ié tofhave good reasons ‘for dolng-lt.

To have a reason for an actlon is to have a motxve for. doxng

'it. Peters (1974) 1s correct to emphaszze the 1mportance of}

mdtlves in morél educatlcn and their relatlenshlp to prin-

.ciples and reasons;\§Moral“;easqnlng1s suffused with affect'

frdm,the"very.béginniné; Affect ié_not‘sométhing:tackeaéén
to‘the supposedly bold logié of moral rea;oning;' There‘is.

v no mystery about how méral'knowﬁedge motivates. Moral rea-
soning begins in the context of %uman wants, desires, and
interests. Moral kﬁowledge is ultimately akin to knowledgé
of Qhat I want to do when ‘I fuliy un&ersténd the cbnsequénqes'j
of the altérnatives before mé. | 3 |

Cognitiveféecision approaches to moral education have no

greater problem teaching people fto db.the right thing tﬁan‘da

Ly ,-‘? 30
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f a. cognltxve~dec1sxon approach. In chcosxng a meral—eauCa_- .5t,,.



many noncegnltlve approaches. The problem for ‘both arises }'

-ggf:‘ because 1n many cases people are. subject to(confllctlng meti—A

U vating eondltlons. For 1nstance,‘one may be motlvated by
f

-

_-. a .A.‘

11e by ‘his de51re not to.get into trcuble, Our prcblém is to
enable.students to see the nature of'moral reascning clear
so that the motives assocrated with moral decisons are stro g
enough to override other motlves that have not been ratlon-
ally examlned. Notice, however, that thlsadees,notwneces-f
sarily entail abandohment’of the eegnitive-decistoﬁﬂapprbaqh"
What we must ensure is that moral dec151on makxng 1§ always
seen as a genuxne process of decxdlng what to do. We must

never aILow it to be merely an 1ntetleetual game.'”Reasons‘ 
cehsidered,inzdeliberation hust;be §enuine‘motivating;rea—‘

Séns; no£ 5sst considerations generally thought té'be rele-

-

vant.

Recommendations for Research and Deﬁelogment
‘.Elearly, there is much we must learhvif we.are to have
effeétlve moral-education proqrams.: In this section I will“ ‘,
. mention a few kinds of research and development that deserve
high prlorlty | . - B o L]
1. A high prlorlty, perhaps the hlghest, shosld be given
: to the’development of materxals and programs for training ; -

_teachers. It may seem-odd to suggest that we be concerned

31 4
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£ with teacher preparatlon before we - have developeé rellable.

3

‘echnlques and. methods to attaln the varlous moral~reasonxng

S me sl meenend T el e

| ’abllltlef,and élsp051tlons-'the latter are’ usually teken to
. o ~ NS
R ', be prerequlslte to the former._ Stlllf there are good reasons )

for settlng th;s order of prlorltles. These reasons become
. TN
cIear when we contrast our capablllty for moral educatlon

'w1th our capab;lr;y for conductlng hlstorlcal or scxentxflc

-

educatlon..;' . S

I

L We now know qulte a 1ot about what 1t is we want to ac-

complish in- ‘the way ‘of moral educatlon. In terms of goals,#

i

moral educatlon is on falrly equal footxng WIth regard to

‘('_hlstory or sczence educatlon.A But our capabzllty for hlstory
and science educatlon is greater——not because research ‘has
determlnedxthe most relxable and effectlve means of attalning
| the educatlonal objectives 1n these areas. It has not.a But
we do have hlstory and scxence teachers who understand the'
concepts -and ways of reasoning embodled in hlstory and. sc1-
ence as well as the establlshed hlstorlcal ané scxentlflc
‘conclusxons. leen thlS understandlngk teachers can use -
their geheral'knowledge‘cf teaching and leafhing,to devise-e

y‘variety of worthwhile actiygities and methods; 'Now, with re~
gard to moral education we haﬁe no large number of teachers

=+ who are well versed in the concepts}and modes of reasoning
pecullar to the area. = ;. |

Teaching prospectlve teachers a set of procedures and

"z‘

3
.
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standards of mcral reasonlng that they can pass on to thexr:

students wzll not dc, although this wculd‘be better than

:‘ ¥

. ncthlnq What the mcral e&ucatcr needs is’ scme sensxtlve :fs*

’ '} | -
erstandzng cf mcral reasonxng such‘that he can exempllfy

;understandxng 1s llke the knowledge needed by a sc;ence or
-:hlstory teacher. It ig dqubtful that anyone has éver pro~

' duceésany s1gn1f1cant hlstory or’ sclence “as, a result of

e~

T learnlngﬁto follow a reczpe.” It 15-we11 cwn, fcr e ample,
| &

CAw

e

‘ - that descnlﬁflcns cf prccedutes and technxques for dclng ‘sci-

r - |
‘-'ence tend tc be v1rtﬁsll¥sﬁisisif in teachlng persons to 'dc -

sclence. :‘We sheuld ncte, An thleccnnectlon, that moral

feducatlon is not so much concerned wztb teachzng students

-

abcut mcral reasonlng as 1t is thh teachxng students _to do

‘moral reason&ng.

£ A

Oakeshott (1967) makes the pcint thst ]ud nt 1n any

L ~

'ffleld by Wthh he mesns sensxtlve andﬁfru;tful thznklng in a
'jfleld, cannot be taught d;rectly. It ;s 1mparted cblzquely

'nby those whp have it and exempllfy 1t tc students in thelr:

' A

nwork The qcég teacher of hlstory is not the one who merely

2

teaches the ccnclus1ons of hlstorlans or descrlbes “how hls- T e

-
R4

thlanS work Rather, he is the one whc engages us 1n hls—

;torlcal thlnkxng'thh hlm, attun1ng us*tc the fruxtful ques-

tlon, the 1mportant dlstlnctsqns, the wexghting“of a bit 0f¢

t;xnxtlate students 1ntc 1t*1n ccn]ocnt 1nqu1ry.' Thzs -

evidence. Not Is it necessary that this.teaching all be done’
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by a teacher in the flesh* Much can be learned“about scien~:

tlfmc reasonxng, for example, by studylng the ways~1n whlch

}

‘it,tls the real purposefto be served by the study of the hxs-

f

tory of scxence. S S : '.‘\. s
| ‘The problem faced by moral educetors, then, is that we
do not have a corps of teachers steeped in ‘the tradxtxon of

serlous moral reasonlng, nqr have we 1dent1f1ed ‘a body of
L

A

rely upon for conductxng moral educatzon are: analogous to

sclence teachers who know only what scxence they have plcked

-
- -

noted scxentxsts have pursued thelr anu}rxes., ThlS, I take _;

' lxterature exempllfylng such reasoning. -"The teache‘s we must .

up from the popular press, from thezr own problem-solvmng at-fu

tempts, and from debates w1th thelr frxends. Indeed, to. make_

our hypothet1ca1 scxence teachers truly analogous we must *\

suppose as well thatathey exther are unconvxnoed that 1t 1s
possxble to arrlve at well founded scxentxf:c conclus;ons or

Y

" do not’ take sclentlfxc reasonlng serlously as a- way of de—

¥
-

Cldlng whatfﬁo belleve about -the world Moreover, I fear
that the sxtuatlon is only made worse by much of what 1s
currently bexng written about moral educatxon, for 1t often
glves the mxstaken 1mpress1on that by learnxng a few rela-

tlvely s1mple techulques, teachers can make a slgnxf;cant .

1ng students attempt problem solV1ng under the guldance of

FEI . \

- a teacher know1ng llttle about sc1ent1f1c reasontng has not

- . B - J_: . i J - ..

. . a . : <

contrlbutlon to the foral educatlon of thelr students. Hav-"

€



’§fbved-to be a fruitful appreach~to eeaching seiencei_lIt‘
R . ; .

seems unlzkely that havxng students dlscuss moral problems

[

under the guxdance of teachers who' know llttle abeut moral

reasen;ng will prQVe,to be any more ﬁru1tful,
* . What materials and techniques, then, would be'ﬁagth4

'whilevfor pfeparing teachers'ef mcral'educatieh? Adequate

--mater;als for teachlng about moral reasonlng already ex1st,

- bdt there are two ether sorts of materzals whzch nee& to be

developed First, we need'to 1dent1fy or create a-body ef

11tereture in Wthh serlous reasonlng Xbout moral ;ssues 1& -

exempl;fled This llterature should exhszt dlverse kxnds of
N\

just;fyxng arguments, be 1ntelllgxble to persens havzng lit~ :.;f,

tle ‘back&:ound in mcral theory, eov»er a range of dlfferent

sorts of moral 1ssues, and 1nvolve the applxcatxen ef a vari-f--@f

[y

| ety of moral,prxncxgles, .The pu;gose of thxs lltera;ure‘ls

- to give RrOSpective feaChéfS‘e sense’ of the\neeﬁces'ef mbral" Lo
. N -

deliberétien. ‘To maxxmlze 1ts effectlveness, we should also

develop a. gloss for the wrltlngs, 1dent1fy1ng the features af

" the reasanlng contalned in each document.
Seccnd, we neeé to collect a largeanumberﬁof samples
of the moral reasonlng of stuaents.' These sample&,shoald
be analyzed'xn at ﬂeast two ways: (a) 1:~terms of the dis-

'tznctly dlfferent kxnds cf justlfylng arguments used, and

{b) 1n terms of the klnds of ﬁr‘Takes to which students fa

ol . .

Y - : ‘ . . L .
. . . ERRN ' ‘ - N
. . . e .
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v1etfﬁ. Thls sort of materlal is v1tal-iaecess tc it has *the

o
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'same‘imperteRCe for the'prQSpeCtive moral educator as access

to cadavers has for the prospectxve surgeon.‘.Actual‘mbral

A i

e reasanxng\ls lzkely .to ‘be far more rlch and le&tSlfled than

~

examples we could censtruct,_teachers have tc knew how . tqg”‘ﬂ
N partxcxpate constructlvely in: actual moral reasonlng_ 3Sincep
. - .-a:-—v-—-— .

samples of reasenxng cannot be~recorde&—except as they afe;l-

-
-

~ man;fest 1n dlscgurse, we, shall have to use eur 1mag1nat10n

S toNas

L.
=

”j,V.J - to devxse ways of gettxng studente to thxnk alcud abaut moralﬂ:

+ . . . . . S R

questzons. - “_. T
~21‘ Seeend on eur list-of prxerxtxes sheuld be the de-

7-ff,e o veloément of valxd and relxable 1nstruments Eor assessxng thep
R P D4 '
Ty attaxnment of the knowledge, abllltxes* ané éxs

-

!

sxtxons can-/hg

stztut1ve of moral reasonxng. o say that o 'availebie a5~

sessment technxques are 1na6eqeate is to understate the case.;e:,

They are 1ntolerably poor. The dxfflcultxes of such assees~

) a'r

P . . ‘-"
- . i ¢

A ”‘e ,1t wlll requxﬁe a team haylng both phllosophlc and psychomet{t”*

S - rie competence, and such a team is nct easzly put tcgether.- T

-

"Becausé'’ of dlfferegﬁeS of background and traxnlng, phxloso—
'phers apd test developers tend not ko speak the same lan—
guage.. My cwn experxence is that it takes consxderable txmer
effort; and good Wlll before teiy are able to understand one’
'Wancther fully. ( _ , _ S
_ . : - . .

<‘j‘ ~ ~y§; lFlnalng eﬁiectxve methods of teaehlng the componénts

of meral reasonlng is truly a Herculean task Inxtxally we

& .
ks '\

ment were alluded to earller.ﬂ.IE the 30b~15 to .be dene well,;f;u
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must rely.cn the good Sensé~bf‘experien¢eé teacherS”who un—

derstand moral reasanlng and the point cf moral. educatxon.';fé

Probably ourgbest approach to research 1n thxs area is an
-“'xnalrect ane. Slnce there .are many ways in whlch geople gc

B astray 1n thelr moral reasanlng, we shoula determlne thgge

T, +

l-ways whlch are tyPlcal a/// hould teach metheds te check rea—f
mx

Y

sonxng and guard agalnst stakes.‘ We. also Should seek to

determlne what 1t is that varlaus klnds of students fall to_
Jlearn, and why. In other words, our research effb ts- may be

A

most fruxtf&l if they are dlrected ‘toward cases in. whlch
o 'ratlonalxty breaks down. In addxtxon, we shoula seek to

1aent1fy and chanqe more general conditions that 1nterfere.-:'

-

‘:WIth mcral educatron, e. g., the socxal or- authorxty structure_‘gk'

af the“school Qr unlntentxonal cond;tionlng of students by

L ethelr teachers..; N o Pl e ﬂ. A"
One flnal pornt needs to be made about research leadlng
N -X .

«to effective methcds of‘moral educatxon.. Because we,talk ofv“

®

“moral—reascnlnq abxlltxes, we may toc eas1ly fall into thlvir s

‘1ng that we are goncerneé w1th skllls, “i.e.,. performances

-~

that can be learned by pract1c1nq.- We may farget that hav1ng Mr
“an abllxty can be largely ‘a matter of having certaln kxnds of 

qoncepts.aqd knowledge. an51der,‘for example, -an. abllxty
“‘théuth-byﬁmanyrto be essential to moral réasonlng:  1magln«%v

¥ 1ng aneself 1n the SLtuatlon of another SO as to appreczate

- o
‘the consequences that an;actlonuhas for hlm._ 'While there may,

A '

. . *
LI . .

ot
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it seems to be maxnly a matter of possesslng approprxate R

-
v

“possxbly be some elément of sklll 1nvolved in thls

s

A

concepts Eor understandrng the sxtuatlons of others and\

':»knowledge about the other person. Con51der, too, the abll-

3 1ty to determlne when a moral decxsxon 15 called for, x e., |
when 1t is approprxate to take the moral poxnt of vxew- thlS -

sort of abxlzty Seems to depend ;argely onfa set of moral

concepts whach sensxtlze one to the morally relevant fea-

tures of sxtuationsr o "~'.:_ . f‘“ L

- . -

."o

A research program almed at developlng effectlve ways' |

of teachlng;moral reasonlng mxght well begxn by fxndxng out

" what concepts are. crucxal to such reasonxng apd then fzndzng

effective means of teachxng these ooncepts.; e e

¢
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'He explicates and defends the theorethel stance of . this

IMPLICATIONS AND RESERVATIONS' COMMENTS ON
JERRQLD R. COOMBS 's PAPER

Harry's. Broudy R SRR

< University of Illinois

Some questlons are ralsed abcut the hlstorlcal per—
spective of Coombs's treatment of the cognitive-
decision: approach. tg_morel education. The distinc~
tions-bBetween moral experience, practlcal reasoning, .-

and moral reasqning are discussed and their implica- a‘j-"‘

tions for schooling examined. It is argued that the

* current public pressure for moral education is best
‘understood as a desire for the school to undertake ,
moral training, and that the school can do the latter
only under very spécxal conditions. The cognitive- '

- decision approach is defended as provzdlng rational
legitimation for the. ‘school's claxm to- autonomy\xn o
moral educatlon.e x .«

- RN
!

Jerrcld Coombs s paper is a clear&mpr.ehenswe analy-—

sis of the cognxt1ve—deczsxon approach to moral educatlon.'

L

r

approach and goes on to descrxbe and assess the state of

, e
.the art w1th‘fespect to 1mplement1ng 1t‘1n the schoals.

agree with Coomgs\that the clarlfxcation of meanxngs

an bncepts is far ahead of the emplrlcal research needed

fcr‘pedagogy, although Czembs and Mllton Me ux have undertaken”

- a number of the latter 1nqu1r1es with con51derable success.(

]

‘Some of the dlfflcultxes in usxng the cognitlve-dec151on

iappreach in' the schoels ‘have been attrlbuted correctly to .

lack of appropr}ate materxals and some,mi(the classroom

-

41
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‘teacher s lack of sophlstlcatlen in- moral reasonlng. ﬁcw- B
~, N‘

ever,‘the reservatxons I ‘have about the paper may 1ndtcate m

-4.

' why even the analysrs of the dlffxcultles, as well as the
x.' ) = T . P

theoretlcal p051t10n, needs go Be consl red 1n a perspectxvef;

-‘broader than that of moral dlscourse,‘

.- -

Hlstorlcal Persgectxve S o j'.“t 3

- One of my reservatlcns concerns the degree to whxch the -
'authors ‘selected for dlscu551on (Peters, Wllson, Bare) ade-f

qnately represent the ccgn1t1V1st tradztien in. ethlcs and L ng-

-

-

7;mora1 educat1en. If the 51ne qua ncn of the COgnlthISt R
.o pasxtlcn is a bellef tnat mnral deelslons can be defenﬁed

'ratlonally by moral reasonlng, ﬁhen Plato and Arlstotle down

Y B
\53‘ to Kant and W. D. Ress, wzth 1nnumerab1e flgures 1n between,

“Agrd

",i would have to be 1ncluded among the ccgnxtxvxsts. Many of
-these phllosophers élffer as - to hoe.{he moral premlses are
themselves cognized (1ntu1t10n, commen sense, drv1ne 1llum1— ’

nation) but agree that the reasoning from these premlses can‘

‘be not only valid but also an.essent1a1<feature;of.moral

conduct . )
. Tven when pléasure L) accepted.as'the'cnlyy and the only
just flable, motlvetfor actxon, the prudentlal calculatxon
‘of consequences is’ defended as a ratlonal process——at least,
Jeremy Bentham, the archutllltarlan, thought thls,was the‘

i

only way ethics could be ratlonal ‘This expansion of the -
o o o , . J |

‘.. ' ) ) l




>;o' class of coantzvrsts does not. empty the class of noncog-
“‘.nltlvxsts. It is stlll weld. populated by the emotiv1sts,

vs\vf'f.subjectrv1sts, mystles, and relatlvists, both exlstentxal

‘rand metﬂgdologlcal R ?_; 3 _~49‘;f @a‘r'ae“v

R ‘ ' . °

Regardlng moral educatlon, Plato, 1n the Protagoras,

"explored the 1mp11catlons of the quest1on, Can vxrtue he

taught? The currentéeffort to fznd me thods of conduttxng
,hmral educatlon formally was antlcxpated by Socrates S query
.*“‘.as toﬁwhy, 1f vrrtue was knowledge, there were "o speclal—(

‘. _ *
ists to'teach it. And Protagoras s answer——that everyhody

‘teaches vxrtue~~1s highly relevant to whether school& can
,carry on moral educatlon 1f the circumamblent culture 1s not -
already dolng 1t. Furthermore, 1t would be difflcult to find

an. educatlonal theorlst of any hlstorzcal stature who dld not

_have views on.moral education. . _ ' . -
‘ - St : . : o .

Dlstlnctlve Feature of Moral Experlence _ e

These an1madverszons on the representatlveness of the

authors chosen by Coombs to lllustrate the COQHlthE-dECLSlOH
b A
,approach are ncﬁ merely pleas for hlSthlcal and doctrlnal

v

piety toward our phllosophlcal ancestors. If; as Coombs

-

intimates, the technical sophlstlcation of the publlc school

.-

: establishments with respect to ethlcal theory 1s-not well
developed, then they may very well get the 1mpre551on that

moral educatloh was 1nvented in Brxtaln in the last decade.
N .

*




5

a bandwagon for moral educatxon* in Amerlcan educa

. \ SRR . o
If there is anythlng the publlc schools do not n d it is

'é n,. ig” )

v

norance of hlstory is often the mother -of 1nnovatxon

If the oognltlve—deolslon approach 1s what Coombs de-

<

..sorxbeS} then 1t gzves rxse to another reservatxon.. It has""

to do Wlth thet spec1al feature of experlence that makes it

T

: dzstlnctlvely moral Coombs notes that moral reasonxng is -
“a species of practzcal reasonxng and is. dlstxngulshed by b
. proceedlng from a.moral 1dea1 or. net of moral prlnc1p1es as

‘major premlses.' But thls does not deflne moral. Not all

reasoning from wants, needs, go;I\‘vor even 1deals to<means

of achxev;ng them is moral, Reasonlng ‘on how to get plea—'

sure, power, glory, and money can be logically oorrect and

N

3

practlcally effxcacxous anﬁ yet not moral.

What T have in mznd here 1s expressed by Mandelbaum s

S

observation:

In some choices we feel_ that one of the alternatives
places a demand on us; at we are obliged, or bound

to act for it. This. feellng of obligation: appears as
being independent of -preference, as many of the alter-
natives within our experience do not. Where neither .
alternative has this character, where our choices are
wholly matters of preference or desire, the choice
which we face does not appear as a moral\choxce.
;(Mandelbaum, 1955 50) : :

It 1s perhaps no accxdent that in Coombs's _paper, if

¥ my 1mpre551on is correc;, the words ought, dutz and obli-

gatlon are not mentloned "and the words 1ght and wrong are

mentioned 1nfrequently., Yet it is this quallty of belng

«

¥
A

- e

51

. gy
LI
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'Mﬁylanguage'feruxtswexpressxen. Mﬁch Of ‘the phxlosephlcal

demanded or commanded, as percelved in sxtuatlons that pre~

a7 K
* -

~sent us wlth alternatlves, Wthh has challenged mcral phl—

‘jlosophers and ethICIStS ta f1nd aquoprlate concepts and

4 e ~ -

.;ccntroversy has ceneerned the p0351b111ty»ef derzvmng gre—f'

L~ e

\

'scrlptxens from descrlptlens, i. G deduelng the ggggg~from i
‘ethe 15, but phenomenologlcally the perceytzcn of an is. that
'f1s_already an ought lies at the root of moral erger1ence."

Perhaps,_as;Masdelhaum-cencludes,;KQEi'horai ju&gmenrs-are

grounded in our apprehenslon of relatxcns of fltt1nqness or

S

unf;ttlngness between the responses of a human bexng and the’

;:aemands that inhere in thekslruatlon to be faced“ (Mandel—

b -

vbaum, 1955, 181)
In. any event, for moral education, sen51t1V1ty to such-
_flttlngness and unfxtt1ngness is a necessiﬁy condztxon.

Wlthout it a person rema1ns amoral, as amoral as a. ccmputer

.proqrammeﬁ to execute a wide varlety»eﬁ’reasenlngs-from mer—'

~al prihciples._ WlthOut conflxct between alternatlves havxng

o«

this demand quallty, there is no need for meral reflectlon.f§

Maklng moral_QeCLSxons can be regarded as‘processxng ;he
relatiVely‘unpgocessed raw material of moral experience.

& N

Impllcatxons for School;ng and the Cemmunzug

It 1s this raw materxal for moral reasonlng “that presents

;- a problem for schoolxng qulte dlfferent from that confrontxng

e
N

RS T



oppet_ean ooncentrate; therefore,won the log1eal propertxes

;‘acts, and rules. Agaln, ‘this 13 No 5peoial problem 1n a

to undertake moral reasonzng.

1.4y the formatxon by example, commands, and reinforcements,

LN
o

. RS

the phxlosopher. The latter can take for granted that there

- social. mechanxsms, persons come to be sensxtlve. The phllos—:'

x~; AW

.isen91t1V1ty tﬂ the moral demand cannot he taken for. qranted *i

g N

vaen when 1t does aevelop normally,‘ whaté&er that is taken

e

. to mean, the sedsltivxty 1s to part1ou1ar objeots, persons, Qﬁ}f

Py

- homogeneous commun:ty where the sens;txaatlon xs to the same'

set of ob)ects, persons, acts, and rules. Moreover, in-suoh

" a communzty tﬁ! abxllty of the chlld to generalzze moral

\xtuatlons and to reason from pr1ncxples 1s not oonfounded

by,dzverse gtoups 1n51st1ng on thelr own pr1nc1ples of jus~

o 4

t1f1cat1on. But when a school houses chzléren of hlghly

-

dxverse paregtal groups, ltS flrst problem 1s not the qualxty

of moral reasoq;ng but rather-whether the prlmary sensxthx&i;‘e;

- to the gugh sxtuatxons 1s unzform enough to make .it possxtle

.

That 1s why - moral educatxon presupboses moral traxnxng,

'by 1ndlv15uals and the commun1ty, of dlsposxtlons to respeot -

~a

and 1ntro3eot certazn rules of behavxor, dress, speeoh, and

demeanor.xosiven these dispositions orlsets of habits which

Aristotle thought prerequisite to the study of ethics, moral_.

are moral prxncxples to whloh by varlous psychologxcal and. ;i.f

'of moral reasonlng.ifﬁor the parent and the\sehool however&”,” =



.. n N =T . ' . Ta

« . Tt ‘ . N
N '
¥ . . . . ’.

Ce-

educatxon in Ehe form of moral reasanlng reflnes and justi-

Eles ch01ces by ratxonal means.

)

But in addxtlon Jto be1ng sensxtxve to the ruggs and prln—l”

‘c1p1es of moral cholce, 1ndzvxduals need knawleﬂée about the

- dxfferent values domazns./ health, recreatxonal, economxc,-

. !
[N .

"assocxatxonal, aesthetlc,yzntellectual, and relxglous.- They
need to understand the rénge of these varxous domaxns, thelr

phanomenology as modes of experlence, the means for acherLng
J ' .
them, and, above all thelr relatxons to each cther. Othér—'

w:se moral -reasoning reﬁalns w1thout the content needed to - .

adjudxcate claxms ef particular sxtuatzons and persens upon o/

: : /

ourselves and others. /That is why purely farmal apgroaches ‘
. a R

to moral éduaation, whgther as - exer01ses in salvxng moral dl—it

lemmas or practlce in moral dxscourse, have a poor pr0gn051s

for the kind cf‘results envxszoned by-the.publxc for.maral A

’educatlon (see Broudy, 1961, chaps. ﬁ_ll)

Comxng to some of the recommendatxons in Caombs S paper,

I note the neeé "to 1dent1fy or.create a body of literature"

{

in which serious reasonxng abaut moral issues is exempll—}
fied." This is a sound recommendatlon, but one would have\
tBought that the-literaturé(and‘sociallstudies in-the con-

ventional curriculum ﬁpntaihed a plethora of instances of |

. serious moral reasoning. Inﬁeed moral conflicts and at-

tempts at resolv1ng them constltute ‘the major themes of- Iltﬂ

Yo

erature and history.‘ ‘I‘hat a special pro;;ect 1% need‘ed for -

. .h
iy

Y



teachers who hold the baccalaureate degree tedeentzfy these ',34

themes seems to say semethrng about the teechers, or the A‘Bs

<

o
y .

. degree, or both; If the 1mplxcat1 1s cotnect, then 1t is
ffff‘: ']<J"net-sur§?$s{;g, as Cocmbs ebserves, that teaehers lack a ,;'3;

o - ¢ backgreund in moral thecry and reasonxng. Coombs 1s probahﬁ&
Y : C - . - »,{‘
: rxght 1f by such a defxcxt he means 1neptness 1n the techr

nxques of moral argument- but only technlcal phxlesophers (by

Pe =

trade) have thls speclallzeé Sklll. Just how many of the

speczalxzed le guages\of varlous ﬁxscxpllnes should be mas-- 'mNQX

hers is both a theeretzcal snd practxcal ques- Q'.“

-‘ ~ ey 5‘

tien; There Tare those whe bglleve rhat a geheralxzed versxcn 4
QU.

- o~

of these skxlls can be rﬁgght in. the ﬁorm‘?f\specaal courses

‘}d" xn er1t1¢a1 or sclentxf;c thsnkzng« 'If. so,- then~the develop—
';er f"V‘f. ment~of materlals for hls,kxnd of program 15 the field qﬁ \};

moral reﬁsonlng wcuid seem “to make sense. _ 4
(__fﬁ:--,‘ o Nb less sen31ble 1s the suggestlon thét samples of pu- .
. o pzls‘ moral dxseourse sheuld be gathered._ These weuld pre—‘l

.. < s o~

vxde valuabie dd&a\for research into the’ prceess (loglcal and

L ., :
R PR developmental) of ‘moral reasonxng. Whether 1t weuld make a

-

dlfference rn pedagogxcal strategy is ancther matter, and

whether teachxn%‘chxldren to reason eonxeetly (cr even xntel--- Y

lzgently) about moral 1ssues would maksra dlfference xn thelr ’?

“behav1orsls stlll'another.~ I ne51tate to defen& the thesxs;w

&y -

that phllosophers adept at moral reasonlng behave beEter

than the general run of pedple, but I am convxnced that the»

B N
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-

f.. -
A

- of knowledge and crltlcal standards upon her exper;ence. ~}

N s LN )

‘-schools should not take the respons1b1l1ty fer the reﬁuctlon

”ijf crlme, Vandallsm, and polltlcal chlcanery. The 1mprove«

k ’ N ¢
meﬂt of moral reasonleg is ]ustlfléd f it can be- shown to be

‘a nece;\hry 1ngre61ent of the educated person.

LI we - - . S X __‘

~

{*"”-v Moral Traxnlng versus Haral Eéucatlen-  g ‘"s*

-

.6

If I may be ferngen a\semxjest to xllustrate the é;ﬁferﬁ*}

l‘f

ence between meral tralnlng and moral educatxon;‘l wéuld llke |

toAsuggest Edlth Bunker of TV s “All in the Famzly utterxng

S

' Qfmorel éeczsxons and Coembs ttaczng out the moral reasenlng

. Y . .
.to 3ustrTy them._ deth has excellent moral tralnlng. She

\

-has a clear senseé. of what Ress calls the prlma facie dutles

Twey

';tnot to- 11e,tnct te break premlses, net to 1nf1act paxn need-

- ¢
. .

Melessly, not to steal. In the ordlnary 51tuat10ns of lee her

A

decxsxons are 1mmedzate and xnfallzble, at least .as far as

f

| the vast majerlty of the mlllxons of vxewers are concer&ed

"'Her reasens for the dec1s1ons furnzsh most oﬂﬂthe farce 1n

~
-

~the pregram, ‘but th1s does not dlmxn;sh her meral credlb1l—

<
.

xty, her very tack of soph1st1cat1on “increases lt. Edlth lle

fﬁ

not menally educate ﬁ just as- she is not sc1entlflce;;;/ vf
artlstlcally eﬁucated She cannot reflect wzth the Afesources,

’

2 et .‘ ) PRI

- am qulte ‘sure that Coombs is. morally educated 1 €., not only

"has he hed qood morai traxnlnq, but he Ls also ready to

¢ :
reason about' it. Much as we agree that meral educatlon is

.. . -

L +-L I

«»

~*x.
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~H”fQ7!A . our gaal, it may ngt be amxss te remxnd ourselves that for .

Y L;'

Amost of the constltuenczes clamorxng fcr the scheols to dc[
\ < ' C <“

?samethxng about morals, mdral tralnxng xs about as far as “5' -
& ] .

. ,theywculd‘wantszf schoolsrte_go‘ A.iff 5‘ ;¢ "‘f‘
SR N 'fhe CDgnitiveeneeisien‘Aﬁproéeh LegitimateS“Autoncmy‘Jy;‘;}Tj
A.-- .o - {_ - |
) ... . As I have stated 1 have no quarrel w;th Coombs s recome:

g

*~mendat10ns far materzals, samples of moral dlscourse amnng

e“fgd‘lf's;uden;s, and 1ncreased sophxstlcatzon of teenagers. ﬁl weuld( .

-t

.suggest more attentxen te research on the socxal uondxtlons
,unden\:Z;ch mcral traxnxng and’moral educatxen can tak pla
”ih the hool, espec1ally 1n the publlc school. Thls is

1mportant for the. cegnltlve—dec1szon appreach, as 1t 1s for fﬁ;gj
\, A
,all the athers, because w;thout the steady relnforcement cf

-

- - ‘the communlty and 1ts xnstxtutxons, schools &o not accomplxsh

. much in the way of moral traxnlng and, therefore in the way -of Q
L4 -

~f“mo:al edgeatlan. \In a &orrupt communlty the efforts of the . .

A o i
school i this regard are futile. Furthermcre, céhmunltzes(A
O A e « I

with i gzd“hemogeneous lbyaity to a- ccde Qi conduct may not . kx%

. . .t & T DR 4 ~_~<j.‘., N
e welcome mcral reascnlnq that questzons the applxcatzon ef S
o S thgt ‘code. Communltzes harborlng a wxde varlety of xdeol*z.‘p.~’

-

N

L

> ogies, codes, and value commxtments are also 1n1m1ca1 to e

) : .
moral educatienvbecause.they can pa:alyze‘the school eom-

pletely. All in all, the cognitivist approach is about the

-
Al

~only one on which the school can claim any autonomy,:becausé

~ 7
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.‘ihséfar'és kﬁowledge,.séholatship;fand raticnality-havé any

~ place in morals, the school does have'a legitimation of its’

aythority to conduct moral education. e
) . . . t . : ° ' ‘ 3 ) m .
CoT T e 12 . - ; "”"-*_ o e
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M cocm'rxvs DECISIDN“ AND MORAL SKILL. | {ZOMMENTS on,‘_‘ L
| " JERROLD K. COOMBE'S' PAP,ER S
i' ' - o o Thomas F. Green : B T SRS
R 4,QSYracuse?Untver51ty ,H‘tl/f R  ;‘”#'g__‘¥‘;
AR ”The aqthor ‘suggests that the’ foundatxons far .an ~
feo . adeguate ‘approach to moral or civic educatzon, R
. ‘are less likely, to be discovered in’the develop~ R )
y ment of moral theory than in fhe theory of choice. S
‘s« . The latter generally begins with a concern with - A
- C nonmcral goods "and can be extenﬂed to learnxng I T e
- . " to . fhink about moral matters. Further, no ade- - ‘ SRR :
S gﬁquate apprcach to moral ot ‘civic education can
“escape givinpg serious attentlcn to the problems IR
g of teachxng history. -~ . L
' ' ' : oyt 3 " , .'fm*' _
. Wxthin the scope of 5 tadlo pages, 1t 1s 1mp0551ble ta y
do ]ustxce to many subtletxes and 1mportant poxnts ra1sed _
1n Coombs s treatment of the so-called cognltlve dec131on k
approach to moral. educatzon.'. His review is- faxr and judl— Sk
, ‘ ‘ : he
o c1ous. I haver no qparrel w1th 1t and wlll szmply aﬁd two , =
\ ~ . . . el - BN
or three poznts._rﬂ_ . ("v- " S IR '
| Knawledge of Mcral Development Preregu1sxte 'Ef t _  :yg\;‘fﬁ
oy 3 The cognltxve—decisicn approach,'as Coombs presents 1t, S .
QS derlved from modern meral*theory, whxch provxdes us, ‘as 1t ‘ )
L3 : N
y Pl e . e
- \were, with a map of the loglcal structure of moral reascnlng.
| ‘vWe mayfbarrow a phrase from Blshcp.Butler.and.say that moral.kv:' ) ;:
theary nges us an account of the ratxenal archltecture of i? 'f' ‘ﬁx

1Y

., the’ “moral 1nstxtut10n of lzfe“ {Butler{ 1914,hp. 25), but
NS | " RN

G .




'_it,gellsous élm¢$£ oothing-aobotithe.pfocese:of"ihéucEfOn?;“
into that‘iostitution.e For that we need an understandlng of .
,moral development.: The prxncxpal vxrtue of Kohlberg s work

is tﬂot it prov1oes“us w1th some 1nsxght 1nto that process.
xW1thout such developmental insight the cognxtive—decxsxon_, -t;
'approach to moral educatxon«—however correct 1t pay be ‘as an:
7express1on of moral theory——tends to turn 1nto an educatlonal
program on teachlng moral phllosophy. " No one, I belxeve.‘. ;;,f

would serlously propose that teachlng moral phllosophy is. a

.flt response to the 1ntérest in- moral educatxon, nor th

£

teach1ng the skzlls of reasonxng means that everyone
- , o o &
‘have a course 1n modern 1oglo. . O

e . t

.
.

o Relevance of therature on Moral CholcE'“

LA

© M.

If we -are to v1ew moral educatlon as educatxon in the IR

g

skills and dlSPOSItlonS of cognxtive deozsxon makzng, then

¢

~there 'is an enormous body of maggfial and prlnc1ple that
Coombs does not dxscuss because, I soppose* 1t does not cialm

to deal W1th moral cho;cevanﬂ would,not Be viewed in moral-

theory as congerned with‘ooral choioe; I have in mxnd the

3

large body of materlal on ChOlCE deallng w1th rxsk, sklll in -

‘ e’

welghlng margunal galns and losses, strategles of action, and
general problems of evaluatlon. Such oonsxaereglons areJ
seldom-—almosf never——;reated in moral philosophy. They are

‘principlesfof choice more prominent in‘game theory, }n the

54
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economlsts‘ treatment of optlonallty and publlc beneflts, and

[

in certaln aspects of law. Nonetheless, in these quarters we
shall discover principles of choice tgat constltute perhaps‘
the most fundamental elements of CanltIVe deolslon maklng.
To the extent that moral reesonlng 1s central- to moral edu—'
catlon, these pr1nc1ples of cognltlve decxsxon are b351c to
‘moral eduoatlon; If we do‘not regard them_as relevant to

: the conduct of moral re%sonlng, then we ' may have too narrow

a view of what 15 moral or an unreallstlc view of moral de~‘

~—-e

velopment.
Moral 1'dlv1duals ané moral conduct" wlll be rare in any

‘society wher belng moral requxres that one also be herolcr

-~
N

" Few of us are canoldates for heroes Or martyrs. Moral con-—:
duct, in short, 1s somethlng that we are morehélkely to ex—.
peot of ﬁuman belngs when ‘the world we' live in allows us to
be moral W1thout too muoh rlsk Thls ‘is only another way of
saylng that moral conduct is rooted in human interests of a '

nonmoral sott. We all recognlze that hoWever morally oorrect

and phllosophloally sound it may be, no theory of justlce .

w111 prevall in the world unless 1ndlv1duals see the: advanee— |

- ‘ "«

t of 3ust1ce to ‘be in thexr own self= 1nterest (not to be
_*JE

‘conﬁuseﬂ w1th selflsh 1nterest)

» 3 o

~Theory versus Nonmoral Human Interests

v

N Coombs observes that the cognltlve dec131on approach to




N ' . ’ . - v » .

:‘& g ,mcral educatxon«xs not Fotably successful in sultiVating-' ’

moral ccnduct. The loped’skxlls cf moral reascnlng are

R TR 'foften used ta‘make poxnts in. a:gument rather than as’ the

basxs fer.a decxs;cn.to act, He spggests tha: the approach

needs to be trled more tenac1ously. I agree.f But I also

\

suggest that thzs faxlure may derxve frcm the fact -that such -
‘j - ,‘ . .an approach to moral educatzon is not rooted 1n human 1nter-‘luﬂ?
| sts'Qf a nonmcral sart. Instead, it rests upcn a maral o
' O - ‘theory whlch xtself does not begln wn:h a study of human 1n— .

‘terests and dces not 1nclude the prxnclples of choxce used 1n"
¥

. .‘dec1510ns on- nonmoral gooi!mﬁ?.g., saﬁety, secu:xty, f:xend_w_e 5

B

'ship, health). : !j‘

O | .ii | f Moral-Education Principles Found in
| ' skills of Public Choice

'xﬂ*.u ' ’,' ‘ Coembs suggests that a s;rength ef the cognitlve-deci— '

‘ sion approach is that it rests on the prxnc1ples ¢hat con—
'stltute the fundamentals of" c1v1c eéucatzon 'for a dynamxc _
o ’ !

democrat1C'scc1ety. He 1s rlght to the.extent that sueh

-  ='

an agproach offers some hope of an- educatlonal program thatf

Q N o

N transcends mere socxaf&zatlon by 1ncludlng some kind of ra-

tzénal social cr1t§c1sm.. This is an xmportant,‘even v1tal,‘

R 1)
5 : -

"« strength. It provides some ssrspectivé,,far example, within
whicQ;the distinctjve educafional values of respect for
i . : ‘ l .

‘truth, reaSqniﬁg, reasonable‘persﬁai}on, and scﬁolarship méy

¥




e ) oo - : P EE oy

be cultivated. In this respect-the cognitive—dég&iipn ap~

proach has much greater educatlonal value than the merally
,t’) vacuous perspectxve of values clarlflcatlon, wh;ch takes no
. stand even on these central educatxonal values.- .', PR

Still, a cogn1t1ve—decxsxon approach, as Coembs outllnes

" it, will he an 1nadequate feundatlon for civic eéﬁcatxcn._'-f'

Tﬁélﬁg;ncxples of publxc cholce are the pr1nc1ples of balanc—e

~

publlc choxce, accordxng ‘to the Coombs approach, the usual

Ep ctlon of moral reasonlng is not to- determlne cholce but

to exclude morally 1mperm1551ble alternatlves, sa that we '

&

‘are left with a cholce from among the remaxnder., But 51nce

the remalnder are all morally permyssxble, the ch01ce to be

Yo »selected can, hardly be determ1n83 by moral argument. Indeedﬂ

what we seek in a "dynam1c demeqratlc soczety is agreement <

'<

oniwhat to do WIthOUt havan te aqree on our moral be}lefs

7
and prlncxpLes. We, do 1ndeed“seek a secxety in whxéh people

" E

reaeon ‘about publlc cholces*\§But thewreasenxng,employed in
» K

that prccess is moral reasenlng to enly a small extent.

o .

- 'The«twrst'thab I wxsh;go propose ;S-ﬁhlS:‘ Coombs sug-t
-P e : :

qesrs that we shall find the principles of civic argument in

%

S !
the more lxkely pursult is just the other way around We

5 .
shall prebably fxnd the prxnc;ples of moral educatlon {and

perhaps even moral theory) in the skills of public choice -

e

ﬁf‘fﬁ 1nq or adjudlcatlng the cenfllct between nenmeral goods.» In

an extension of the skills‘of'moral argament. "1 suggest that
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~

-jbecause they'deai more explicitly with nonmoral'goods'and'

rest more solxdly on the oon51deratlon of human ;nterests. RS

' Ratxonal publxo choxce involves decxsxons about such matters-

as how mortgages are granted~'whether munlczpal bonds snould'

be tax free, how flre proteotxon, personal seourxty, and . (‘;45
: health services are provrded; how the relatxon of teachers o

[

. fand students should be governed- how the resources of the

commmunzty can be put at the dlsposal of all 1ts members, and i

'hundreds of simllar questzons hawxng to do thhotne‘advance-

_ment and dxstrlbutzon of nonmoral goods. Such questlons, as ,

I have rendered ‘them, are probably not suztable for use in

[

elementary olassrooms. But they do ooour 1n sxmpler and more

elementary form’ at all stages of educatxon. .

 The’ ratlonal model’ for deallnq thh suoh questlons 15 ngt

A\,. /

'7to be found in the- skzlls of argument about moral rules, ‘_”7rfr
e e | |
‘moral prxno%ples, and moral just1f1cat1on of olaxms about St
. R

what is morally rxght and wrong. It is more llkely to be
‘ s

found 1n the’ skxll$ of sensxtlvely balanolng,the confllotlng

,nonmoral goods and\interests of ourselves and others when, L
€ . g '

4

wlthin a social group, we are called upon to decxde what we‘,

A

'should do.< In short, we are unllkely to find the model of -
\ratlonal public ch01ce 1n the cognltlve-deoxs;on approaoh to
moral reasoning about\rlgnt and wrong. On the oontrary, we
are llkeiy to £ind the prlnck\}es of moral development in the

skills and competence requlred for sensxtave and rational
. \ ¥ : .



'.txvate the prznc1p1es of meral

* Thus, moral education remains a cagnxtxve-

requlring déllberatlon about good

o about rith end,wroﬁg.

qulie choice. One ha&lbe extremely adept'at'the highest

skxlls of moral reasonzng, as portrayed in the literature

_outlxned by Coombq, and yet remaxn lnept and e;#ﬁZE?EIE&sand.

'lncompetent in. serving hls nelghber. On the otherﬂhand,.a

person. who is competent in the ratlonal ané soc1al skllls of
<

'advanczng the geed of h?s nexghbers 1s hlghly lxxely to be

skilled in moral reasonxng. Thus we are more llkely to cul-'

\éevelopment by attend;ng to

the ratzonal and soc1a1 competenCe requlred 1n publlc choxce-

through the‘cqltlvatlen of,morel'reasonxng.

b N o Moral Educatlon Skxlls.t ' \'

4

'From such a pétegsg)xve the skills we seek to éevélop in

‘mcral educat1on are less 1nvolved w1th learnlng how to de-

lxberate wQether thls or that is the morally rlght thlng for

. me to do than WIth learnlng ‘to. dec1de whether thxs or that is -

a good thzng (among all conflxctlng gcoés) for to do.

ecxslon appreach
but at the outset 1t 15 placed in aseon ext of publxc choige

nd ev1l much more thin

by

‘The skllls requlred are th'ee'

L

1. If T am to claim that is not a gqod thlng for us to’

do (or a geod way for us to de x), then I must be prepared to

cffef a better way. Thlqblesson is profoundly;xmportant.

A Y

s



' The mere claim that xiE not a good thing to do for is not a

our‘attention. Learnlng this 1esson ent

of many very practlcal skxlls. - ;/-

»

good way to do y) is pe

fectly ccmpatxble thh the claxm that

it .is nonetheless the best thatcwe can de. To clalm that our .f

» -
-

practxces afe éefect1ve, that our secxal 1nst1tutzons are

faulty, ‘even that they do not. emedy mcralfgnznclples very

i

~well; are 3udgments that should ceme as no news to anyone.

]

After all, the world 1s aefectlve, We ourselves are defec-e.

t;ve._ Such crltlc:sm, taken by 1tself without accompanyzng

recognition of a better and workable way,.has no claxm upon

ils learqeng a. great-

2. ;f one offers a better way, ;hen one must be prepared‘

to state what 1nterests (goods) are/or are~h0t advanced by 1t
/ :
ané ‘how the better way balances the conflict. In.short, far

/ .

whom xs the bettex way better?,_Tﬁ;s lesson.ls vital also. .

bust es_tpe evangelical preachefsflearneé 1ong aéo'that_stet—

) . . _/' . o )
ing the faith is a way of strengthening faith, so also perw

¢

suaslvely formulatlng the 1nterests of others buxlds empathy
-and sensxtlvxty and helps to cement the: publlc. Indeed such
an exercise, successfully'carrie& ut, may be taken as\}Q\\
eperatlonal def1n1t10n of empathy. Ie'is a ﬁgral‘emeﬁioe;
although it can be cultxvated through sk111 and attention to

*“
hers. In the context

the nonmoral interests and goods of 2%

of a school community, such an;exercxse would require older

|

PN
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‘Childfen-to‘attena'to the'intéreéts of younger ehildren; thef
lxnks of empathy can. and do extend across generatlons.

“3.‘ One must fznally be prepared to c0nsxder whether the

o o
1nterests advanced or sacrxfxeed ere long run or short run,
l !

broad or narrow, and, flnally, whether they are the sum of \ B 'ﬁf
\ . S

people asklng,"What is goed for me?“ or 'What 1s geeé for

us?‘A Thzs is a lesson(}hat‘gees far beyond the mere xdentxf"
flcatzon and formulatlon of 1nterests and goeds.. It reqeires
thelr’evaluatxon, wexghxng, and balanc;ng. L e

The pursuit of these lessons will promctehmahy?mqrel
Qispositiehs.fhlthcugh they ‘represent a ceghitivéedecieieh'

 approach, they do not do so to the exclusion of attention

. to the moral emotions, and these lessons could not be learned
o A . . o ! . . . . “

in isolation from practice‘and actien..'Furthe:more;;cateful
"attehtiquto'the‘effects of these‘lessdns; successfhlly‘mas-

tered, wall shew that when taken together they constltute a o ,lA“”'

formulatxan of what wa mean by belng mcrally responsxble and
* ) & )
morally cémpetent. ‘ |

L 2 ' Rootedness and Teleoleglcal Viewpolht .

Two flqal observatlons'” Fnrst, to these skills of pub—
lic choice one would have to add another element-—reotedgess.

*

‘By thxs term I mean one's personal sense of plaeement in

t;me, lecale, profession or work, and tradition. It should

be caUSe for serious thought that none of the currently

1

.61
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diSCussedvapptaaches to moral'éducation”qives'Qrominent atff
tention to the nece591ty of rootedness. Yet it ie almost -
unxversally ac@gowledged that sterytellxng, partlcularly as
:1t concerns‘bneis own personel and group hxstery, may be the

‘ mpst powerful pedagogzcal tool ever-develaped.‘ No appteach e

" to moral educatlon that glves only passxngvettentzon to the_'vh
teachxng ef hxetcry can be anywhere near satxsfactory.

| Second the perspectxve outlxned here would be. descrlbed
by moral phxlos;phers as- teleelcgzcal rather than éeontoleg- -

- % ';flcel That 1s to say, 1t ‘is a vxew that qxves prxmary em-‘ l}'ffﬁ
‘ ..~phaexs to- the concept of gooé rather then rxght and tc the -

practxcal problem of securxng human goods tather than fOIIQw—'gr

xng moral rules and przncxples. The dzst1nctzon 1s technx— |

cal and nﬁt always precxsen: It is warth obeervxng, howeve:. ’
~e;;;‘ thet, as far as I know, there are currently no programs of ,[

+ .- moral educat1on based qpcn a teleolcglcal vﬁew of Eth 33-

_Kohlberg (1975} 1s explzext in hxs acknewledgment of workan

from a deantologlcal v1ew of ethlcs, and’ the lxterature re-
"v1ewed by Coombs 15 unlforﬁly deontcloglcal in approach._.
. - There areftwo possible reas%?s for this state of affazrs?
| ‘(a)~Mora1 theérlsts are-generally-agreed on the cléxm.that

any pure teleologlcal appraaeh to moral theory will be the~

oretxcally unsatlsfactory. Therefare, if a program ln moral .

-~

-

education. is to rest upon the most satisfactory approach to

moral theory, it follows that it will not be teleological.

S

®
62

.G8




‘ : . A‘.‘~ «/ .
. e - ' N‘? )

_(b) Promlnent educatorsa e. q.,«Kohlberg, have apparently, - *.A“‘»_wayf
and T belleve qu1te mlstakenly,'supposed that a. te1e01091Cal T
3approach is a- “bag of v1rtues approach and educatxonally w-?;?°i;f';*}”

xneffectlve. But, ds I have already observed, we should dls-""

1ngulsh carefully between moral thgory and moral educatlon,

+ - voy T oo
= R o T e

between the archltecture of “tﬁe moral 1nst1tut1on of 11fe

Aand the process of lnductlon lnto it. Moral qpeory should

< ’ - o
L. £

not be 1gnored! but nelther is'it llgkly to be very helpful

*j1n dlscernlng the course of moral educatlon.' o '.“f_",Jl
» . , | , . . .,. . *
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THE COGNITIVE- DECISION APPROACH EXTENDED: COMMENTS ON _
N JERROLD R. coouss S- PAPER L

. ’;va ,__‘:_ ‘iames E McClellan

| Stagg Universzty of New York at Albany

-
N

“

. -

‘cognltlve-dec1s1

.. The -author Sugqeéﬁs that .the central concern of . the .7

. cation is to ‘imptove' the substantiveW

T oomaral reasonxng-—xn short,,to ground \ag ‘on in clear
recognition of what we want and what ve believe will
get us what we want. The. author poses the’ questlon,.-~
‘What do we g Codmbs and the’ rest of ‘us, want to
achieve through moral/cxtlzenshlp edqggtlon? Those

. in power will inevitably.want to 1@crease\the effec— .
‘tiveness of obedience tralnxng in children. But those
who understand what praetlcal reasoning is will recog-
nize that learners. have freedom to act, and have - .
that freedom in’ measure and’ degree unlikely to be’ -
achieved: in compulsory schools., Such, at leasg, seems.

. to be a logical extension of the cognltlve—declslon
approach as outlined in Coofibs's .paper. The author

. proposes a communlty—besed program of moral/citizen--
shlp education rather than a new currlcular offerxng
in schools. - : \ .- B

- §
*

lity in

\

o Th1s review of Coombs S paper is d1v1ded 1nto three .

-

parts: (a) a beglnnlng, here an overv1ew statement of the'
p ‘

soc1a1 and polxtlcal context - that any practical proposals for.-

[

- moral/cxtlzenship educatxon mustvtakevlnto-account-'(b) an .

-~

_mlddle, here a relnterpretatlon of the cognltlve dec151on ap--

proach v1ewed in 11ght of (a), and .(¢c) an end here a series

-

of-practlcel proposals for moral/c1tlzensh1p.educatlon_ylewed

in light of (a) and (b) ~ ;‘ ‘ . ) o B

. The- 1deds in this revxew are addressed to fellow members

} 2
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‘hjﬂof the eBucational;eatabliSBment When talklng abcut moral/'

Acxtlzenshlp educatlon we are talklng about helplng the

"younqer members of this scczety to be more ratxonal in a -

"'practlcél sense cf the word, 1 e.; W1se and compassionate

in maklng ethxcal and pqlltlcal declslons.‘ The cognxtlve~.'

decxslon approach tc the field beglns Wlth the obvxous fact
. . o & .
~that men and . women in. various txmes and places have dzs-L a

‘coursadnan the wisdom and compa551 f 1ndlvzdual and col~

Ulectlve dec151ons.. Such practlcal dxsc0urse cannot be a
3
ratlonal act1v1ty unless. there are stand!rds agalnst whlch

,contradlctory,claxms can be judged If we can xéentxfy‘the N

-underlylng standards of dlscourse and help cur yaung fallcw

c1tlzens learn how,ﬁo apply them in making 1ndlvidual and

4

‘collective decxslons, then we\*;&l have accompllshed ‘one

(but not all) of our majcr Objectlves in moral/c1tlzensh1p
‘ ]

education. | v o - B ‘

The préceding sentence contains_theﬁgreat truth'af‘thaf

. cognxtlve dec1szon approach to moral/cxtlzenshlp educatlon..

But,lt is a reflexive truth: To falk about moral/c1tlzen~

ship education prasd@péses that we know‘what.sucb standards -

are and that we can apply‘them in judging ideas and beliefs.
That is to.say, we are engaged in practical diacourse; we
- are not merely moving air. Hence we must exemplify the com-

mon moral virtues we seek to help others achieve. (The case

.
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%is‘differ‘nt. of course, with supererogatory virtues—-if

s there be such )

One of ‘the standards that applzes to all practxcal_dls-‘ﬁ‘
qourse is’ respect for context Successful moral/citlzenship
'1eaucatlon 1s Judged, 1n part, by the 1nsxght and accuracy
thh whlch a person assesses the soclal ané polztxcal context

5

| of hlS actlons.. What are thermost sxgnlflcant features pfn— ;9_;
the. context 1ntolwh1ch we nght propose to xntroduce moral/
cxtlzenshxp educatxon? ‘I mentlon only ar few general po1nts

as 111ustrat1ve of the klnd oJ thxnk1ng that would have - to

be pursued in depth in serlous plaénxng for such a program.‘
® . o

"~ Social and Political Context

Ristorical Context o

-y’

- Moral/citizenship education is not'exactly virgin‘ter+
ritory. Any society that has reached ‘the stage of devei- : .
- opment where it can, anﬁ thereﬁore must, take thought for %V

the 'education of its young is a soclety in wnichttheqe are

recurring cells,for, and conferenCes on, moral/citisenship

education. Sucn efforts seem to have the regularlty of sun-
spots.‘ Most Of them accomplxsh absolutely nothing, except )
perhaps‘to_assuage the consc;ence or flll-the time of those‘
‘who'engece in them. o o o "‘ "~§§
.‘Is there any good reason to belleve that thls natlonal

Conference on Moral/Cltlzenshlp Education is. not just one

&
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m‘_' f'e'. ' "e’ﬁi
Y more xllustratxon ‘of the same cyclxcal process° Qo we‘ﬁavé.

skxlls, technzques, materxals, or morale superlor to those

‘of our. predec:essors“a Specxfloally for tth rev;ew- Does

*

‘the cogn1t1ve—dec1sxon appfbaoh glve us a new_ way of conoeiv-
ing our qoals in thzs area, a way that offers a. chance of
succeedlnq where others have fexled'Jr I thlnk the answer to e:, j

the last questlon 1s yes, and I wlll 1ater glve some practl—ﬁ-:
N .

cal examples. But the poing here 15 that the absence of a

;clear—eyed,-reallstlc appralsal of our hxstorlcal settlng

is a gua:antee'of ourefailure to.accomplish anythlng'of.

sigdificance.

Legal Context

The constltutlonal separatlon of. church and state in T

this countty has meent that toéeéhgd;tlonal, i. e., theologi-

.
..

oal, grounding - for morallty is ekxcluded from state—supported

-gchools. f,&nd that has meant that moral educatlon in schools

£

has neoessarlly been tr1v1allzed or behaV1or1zed Such ques—..‘

tions. as, Where do ‘these rules-come fromﬂ or cWhy must I obey
k -
these rules? are answered in practlce by force or. threat of -
<

force. The moral/c1tlzenshlp education thét ‘in fact occurs
in such a context is approprlate for slaves, not for 61tizens
. t
. of a free soc1ety._ Such was not the 1ntent of those who for—

bade " governmental establlshment of rellglon, but it is an'*ﬁ

inevitable outcome.
' \

Ll B
o e
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" The oogn1t1ve-decxslon approach starts from a nontheolog«'

-

ical qroundlng of moral rules and prlnolples. It Qpens the‘

°1egal possxbilxty of a serlous,‘ratxonal program oﬁ moral/

-c1tlzensh1p educatlon 1n state«suppOrted agencxes. It also

opens the door for all sorts of 11txgatlon by those who mlght

clalm that the cognxt1ve—dec1sxon approach establlshes

atheism as a state religlon. The latter vzew is unsound

'theoloqioelly. God did not give us knowledge of qood and

_rlght we earned along thh the obllgatlon to eat our bread

-

evil; Eve ate of that. frult 1n deflance of God's prohzbltxon.

-~

-To teach our ‘young what we know about good and ev11 is a’

salted w1th the sweat of our brows. But 11tlgat1on is seldom

L

,swayed by theological truths.l Any serxous program of moral/

c1txzensh1p ed catlon will brlng profound rellgxous 1ssues

' Political Context

into the classrd W111 we be prepared«—legally as well as’

."intellectually—fto_deal-w1th them serlously and responszbly?

. Every modern nationai state has established its author-

ity to compel sohool attendance.* In en institution based on
compu151on, whatever 1deologloal facade may be put on 1t.‘

moral/C1thensh1p educatxon is fxrst and foremost obedlence

‘trainingffor inmates, In'the-vast majority of cases, 'when

.conferences are called for moral/citizenship education, the

v \
.

. serious political pnrpose \s to make that.obedience train-
drl : . = .

ing more effective,'in particular to make its-effeots longer

Yo
N /
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fM;-v - 2 leStino. What good 1s moral/cxtxzensﬁ;{education‘for.t-he~

masses unless it produoes docxle SUb}GCtS who will follow ‘the

‘\

‘dlctates of duly constituted authorltles? Dlsaffectlon among

\

 the lower orders««workers, chlldren, prlsZDers, crlmlnals,.

-and othe;s--ls usually taken as a signal for more (and more

- ~

-effectlve) moral/cxtlzenshlp educatlon. Those 1n p051t10ns >

EN
Y
]

?”of power can always find seholars,“ partlcularly psyeholo—

ngtS, who ‘are eager to- respood to that sxgnal .

-

S

Fortunately, the cogn1t1ve«dec151on approach cannot be .
ased for such purposes. In fact, I doonox believe that it o
jcan be used at all 1n an~pnst1tutxonal settlng where learnérs‘é
receuve 1nstructlon under . compu151on. Mhatever. may be the "

case elsewhere, 1n moral/c1t1zensh1p educatlon the medxum 15

.

- the message, A typigal classroom, llke a typlcal assembly‘
2 ’ I . -
1ine,voffice,‘or-s oP, is a medlum which says:‘v“These are

| the rules whlch you must obey. ‘If-you do;fyou will be'fe;- S
. . . )
'vi, warded'_lf you do not, you w1ll be punlshed " The message of ¥

g cognltlve ~-decision morallty 1s sxmply nolse in that communl—

‘cationasystem.  It would be futile aﬁd count!%productxve to
introduce it there. R

' -+ Social Context

The major arqument for succeed1ng in school is soc1a1
We ~say to chlldren (and their parents repeat). “If you suc—'
‘ceed-ln-school you can achieve upward socxal moblllty or at

least avoid downward mobility. To succeed it is necessary

L3




cnly that you obey the rules and try tc make 1t appear that

~you have learned some of the materxal presented 1n 1nstruCh-

tlcn. It ls not necessary that you actually learg anythlng,,'

';genulne enthus1asm fcr any branch of knowledge 1s defxnztely
contralndxcated. |

.Does that message to chlldren present an accurate pxctcre

.of the scclal'relnfcrcement.system in the schccl?;-r,‘?bad“-k'

schools, the ansWer'is'clearly no: Class,-racial,\ethnic or

10 blases may - prcduce a system of rexnforce@ént very

-ent_frcm the off;c1al‘success pattern descrxbed. But let us
think about schools which have overcome thoSeﬂextranecus,

,bxases, "good" schools in which thzgﬁessage is a reascnabty.

; accurate plcture cf the actual rei orcement pattern. Can we

.1ntrcduce a prcgram of moral/cltlzenshlp educatlon based on
the ccgn1t1ve—dec1s1en apprcach in such schccls? We can, but
1n ny oplnlon 1i‘would‘be morally abhorrent to dc so.h
Ccn51der,Juan;ta, _The ccgnxtlve-dec151on—based moral/
citizenship education prccram really cameiacrcss’to‘hef} she.
hegan tc uncerstand herself andrher perscnal décisions#in a |
profoundly chanqed‘way‘as a resuht“cf.the_érogram.:‘Anc thus

she finds that she no lcnger wants to play the game necessary

for receiving social reinforcement in the school. But that's

. . K .
the only game in town for Juanita. There are precious few

adults who can live wholesome, integrated lives under suchla.

71 | .
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condition of moral alienatian; it is an intolerable burden

to hang on a chlld. e

or consxder Joanne.‘*She takes mcral/cxtxtensﬁ;p educa-

tion-justvas she takes all other subjects-thrown-gt her; she,

-

gets through 1t or by 1t, and she confxrms already estab~
A

. llshed bellefs that (a) she is no "braxn, - and (b) scheol

_thouqht of our. culture. : S o o .

‘not you actively play to win.

Fsubjects contaxn nothing of any 1mportance to her llf8.

Whatever may have been our 1ntent in prQV1dlng her W1th an

exposure to moral/cxtlzenshlp educatlon, the rssult is 1n—
oculation.. Joanne has been effectlvely sealed o:f from

sxgnxflcant ccntact»w1th the serlous ethxcal and polltxcal

hus lt is wrong, w1n or lose. For thisAréason, I do

¥

not belleve it morally acceptable to 1ntroduce a cognltlve—"

decxslon approach to moral education in any compulsory school
setting, pafticularly bne.rh,Which the typicél reinforcement
("sucgcess’ ) pattern operates. n e o e

The c1tlzensh1p dlmenSLQn of moral/c1tlzensh1p educa-

L.

e,

ool

tion is equally dxfflcult to.xntegrate 1nto a_sccxal—mobllity_

i

system. ‘We- say to Ghlldf?ﬁ\&@ﬁd their parents repeét):. “In

Ahe game of social mobility, each player must cdmpete as an

individualfagainSt all others. And you‘must compete. lAll*'.t

the other players will'treat;yoﬁ as an .opponent whether or
| You may make temporary‘alli—
| ' . . -

_anées——join a team, get married, etc.--but in time all of-

\
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tﬁese mayvbe (and~mest‘mdst-be):broken;ep., You're on your

own in the game Of life."

In geod tlmes we polnt to the advertxs;ng pages and say
‘ ¢
to chleren~‘-'Loek at the grand llfe yau can. have 1f you

i ,
' succeed " In bad times we poxnt to the lines at the unem—

pleyment offzce and say. 'Look what happens if you fail.” - o
.At no txme ‘do we polnt to eurselves and say: ."Let 's leok at'

our fellow c1tlzens, partlcularly those younger c1tlzens en-
trusted to our’ caf%. What can we-éo to help them achxeve a
emore satlsfqug form of collectxve lee, a life in whxch
'coeperatxon replaees competxtlon as the domxnant mode of so- |
cial 1nterceurse?"“ Unt11 we are in a posxtlon to ask that B _{
qsestienzse:ioesiy, we cannotsuse.the cognltxveedecxslen ap-"
_proach eo'citizenship_educaeioﬁ;

'Ecenomlc Context

The econemlc analysls of morel/cxtlzenshlp educatlon,
‘ 11ke that of any other form of educatlon, requxres that we'

 c0ns1der moral/cxtizenshlp educatlon aé both an item of con~‘"

b

-sumptlon and a form of 1nvestment rather lxkencapxtal 1nvest—-
\

ment. Suppose we agreed to have our work force less well

tralned techn;cally 1n*order to devote more tlme and energy

Y

to moral/c1t1?enshig(educatlon. Suppose we had reason, to be-
vlleve that th1$ would result in decreased production. (I
thlnk that we actually have excellent reason for that‘be-

lief.) If we in fact allocated resources so as to achleve



e can be comblned._ We mlght accept a lower rate. of return on -

3 iy

a SN RS S oy

‘ that end at that cost, then moral/cxtlzenshlp educatxon would
: "
be an 1tem of consumptlon thh a calculable prlce. If, how—

 ever, we belxeved that the general dlsseminatxon of this kind’

. of training would'produce a work'force of greater productlv—"

xty than would have otherwxse been the case, then resources ’

“‘"

udzverted from . other: uses and allooated tct moral/cxtlzenshlp

\
educatlon wouldxbe-llke a éﬁgxtal 1nvestment with a calcula—

ble rate of return. (In practxcal cases, ‘the two approaches

tunxtxes for capltal 1nveatment and assign that 1oss as the o

'cost of a partlcular item of consumptxon )

in any case, there 1s a prxce tag. What we do not know,.

-

*soqable for the value recelved But how do we measure the

value of moral/c1t1zensh1p educatzon? To the extent that we

suceeed at 1tf we also effect a reevaluatlon,-often a radlcal

transvaluatlon, of other values in gur socxety.: Moral/c1t1—
| 4 |

’ ‘zenaplp eéucatlon thus ‘becomes, qu;te lxterally, 1nvaluable~

there is nd common currency-ln_whlch we may assign 1t_a worth
to compare W1th the prlce. ‘And'taat oOnclusion-holﬁs'with'
certaxnty if we are talklng abou} moral/cltlzenshlp edccae
tion from the cogn1txve-dec1sxon approach. (For you tech—

nical phxlosophers:A That is also the u shot of John Rawls'

e ” .'

moral/c;tlzenshlp educatlon when compareé with other oppor~:f§}vw”

. but should try to flnd out, is whether that prlce tag is rea-‘MQQ



.[1974] presidential é&dressito the AmerioanfEhilosopoicaI.

Association). . ( o - ' . .

The Nature of Hora;/Cxtxzenshxp Educatlon

Before we oan decxde how much we are w1111ng to pay for
the . moral enterprlse as a whole, we must consxder the prxor

.questlon- What 1s the essent1a1 nature of that enterprzse?

- : The cognxtxve~deozsxon approach to moral/oxtzzenshlp educa—”‘ff_‘"

"tlon is grounded in a reflnement_and then an answer to thet
4prxor questxon. i*want to try to:show as briefly as I"can
f.;_a cognxtxve—decxslon oonceptlon of the moral enterpggse
wh;ch goes just ‘a bit .further than" that of“Eoombs, with par-
'ticular referénce.to-those poxnts where he allows himself to .
be 11m1ted by the formulatxons of Professor Peters.;
Let me Summarize ev%p urther Coombs s summary of the
oognltlve dec151on apprpach. .

T

Goals | ‘ , BT ) . o E -~ w“ -
. : _ L *.

. Cogmbs states'ﬁhat'the primary goal of moral/citizen-

'7ship education'is'“to teach students to make and'to'act on’
Lntelllqent or rs;ypnal de0151ons about moral issues." | In
‘any teaohan cf%xm expressed Ain the form “to teach B to- x"
(McCleJIan, 1976)—~wh1ch is a reductlon of Coombs s state~
;ment-~there is the pOSSlblllty of creating a mxsleadxng

'ambiqulty. Two quite different goals are stated. If you

set about to teach children to make intelligent Qr rational

89
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(henceforth I shall use only ratxonal} 6ec1sxpn$ on morgl

1ssues, you/presuppcse exther thé\ they already know how to

~make ratxenal declsxons--or that you can and wxll teach them

how in the course of, or 1nstead cf._teachxng them to. make

ﬁecxslons on moral issues. But to teach B how to x 1ndl-

“cates that it is a skill we are;afterf ‘F;ne. We w111 come

X
v

back to that Sklll belaw. 5"f

But in. statlnq the goal of maral/c1t1zénsh1p educatlon

as he aees;‘Coombs means more than helpxng students to ac-.
‘quire a sklll such‘as playlng chess, whxch they may use 1f}
1t pleases them to do SO and ignore if thay choese.' He also?\~

' means teachlng a dlsp051t10n or habit of mak;ng rat1onal ﬂe-7

cisions about moral- issues; here-ls.our ambzguxtyf“tt is .

more thén knowing how to make such décisicns;‘it is making'

vthem——always, or at least: mastly, when the occasion calls

for the exerc1se of that skzll. _*

As Coembs seems’ ‘to understand matters, the habit éf mak*
¥
1nq ratlonal dec1sxons abOut moral issues’ can coexxst thb
the hablt cf actlng xrratlonally. That seemlng pdssxbllxty

is forestalled by his’ further remark: and to act on...ra-

tlénal éecxsxans about moral 1ssues. In-tﬁis Casé is there

Ll

a partzcular'Sklll, a. “how to X' correlatlve with "to act

. : . 1 _
on...rational decisions"? Can’ you help persons to learn

.how to act on their degﬁsians? I thlnk Y can, qulte def—

L :
initely; I want to say more %bout this 'skill below.

‘.'

: 3 : ; (
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The phrase and to- act on was put in here mostly to call

ttentlon to the §§ct that what we seek is students‘ acqulsl—'

tion of a habxt or dlsp051txon of actlng rthonally on moral

' -

'izssﬂes. ‘That is what moral/c1tlzensh1p educatzan is’ far, 1£

‘1t is for. gnythxng, agazn, fxne.. Our educatxcnal goal 1n-
. v FE .
,cludes bath a skill and .a habxt—«cr rather, as I shall now

\

try to show, an 1mmense famlly of skills and. habzts whlch,
¢

taken together,.enable one to partlcipate in- the maral enter-
jpr1se:\ét take the moral poznt of vxew serlously. Let us
; kodk brxefly at\these skxlls‘and‘hablts..

 Sk1llS | | | ‘

At the rxsk of oversxmplexcatlon, 1et me summarxze the

complicated notzon of a practxcal argument (the sort-of‘rea-

fsonlng Coombs dlSCUSSGS) as a loglcal relatlon amang three

fpropqsitlcns ordered as premzses and’ conclusxan._ The ques—,_'

?

txon we will have to address is how to qet 3 from 1 amd 2.

l.v_A,knqws that he,wants i—«‘,

2. A beligves.that doing y will get him x.

 From A's perspectivé, the same argument looks like this:
. . . ) . " N . ] * . ) -
1/. 1 want X. A
T

27, Doing y will get me x.

— - - v Ay o —— e i - AGR - ——— - —— T — . - —ar — ma oot et am




— - The hlahkvat 3¢ indicates that what follows 1r and.2X* is- &
| ‘ w ows LT “. 18

J

;h‘ R _not ahother statement"bf eomethiné:goihg on“inVAis mind;
1t 15 A actually doxng Ve The practiEal argument‘enée in.

iR anythzng less——except when somethlng 1nter-

vreasoh;ng “and actlon'te prevent tbe latter

?g,' h"i-_fro happenlng. . _;; '.:" _,;.. - , ,‘.

There are skalls approprlate to each cf the three stages

e 3 a in the practxcal argument, '.5 rs'

\,,
%

Wlth regard to the f1rst premlse, to knaw what one . wants

"‘§ o is to have, warranted true. bellefs abOut what one wants, a.

‘_n h)

— sxgnal achlevement, the outceme of~a serles of complzcateé

L.

1'“1n tasks are (a) dlstingulshlng what one reallya'

<

wants (1 e., wants after carefuI reflect10n cn many thlngs,
1nc1udlng costs) from what one merely feels an impulse t%;
‘ward, and (b) g1v1ng due welght to heth 1mpulse and reflec—-

N _' txon in one S pverall moral ecenomY« - '—\;'

I thlhk that Coombs - melxes (or at least 1ndlcates thatg .
he would concur) that these tasks are” necessary to the moral

Lo o llfe and that success at them requlres the sorts of skxlls'

s

. “._ we mlght dlssemlnate through moral/c1tlzensh1p educatlan.;

wonaer whether he wzll ]eln us in acceptlng these fur-

w ther 1mp11cat10ns.‘ We would accept A' s claim £o know that

'yl

~ k.
N . he wants X ‘only 1f A_has‘some warrant for."I.want"x. And -

L :h :. havyﬂg warréngtfor "I want‘x“ eritails show1ng that wantlng i

/.

»s

. ig consistent yith a wholedconceptual‘scheme——roughly, the

ot
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speaker's=self—cohcept;"In this'er&cial respect, knowing
what one wants-is ekectly like khewing a basiC'theory-(ac-
1]

qulrlng a structure, a Plagétlan mxght say) “in any other
breneh of scxence.. And the skill is exaetly the same as Ehe
skill;ineoleedfiﬁ leernzngato get ebcut in any_other_braneh_.
'Wef scienee. Will'CoemesFecmesthat'far_wtth the cognftive-
dec1sxon ;pproach° | |
If so, we mlgnt as well invite Copmbs to accept the rest\
' of the ergument- The functlen of prxnc1ples in know1ngxwhatf\\~\k
one . wants is nethlng more nor less than the functxon of | |
Z_princ1p1es in any other branch ef scxencel Prln¢1p1es help
us\keep out reasonlng clear and straxght. ThEy help to-

-

organize paptlculars, They provide the logieal structure

‘,‘within\which'we eaﬁfﬁndenstaﬁd the relation of eaeh of‘the I "G

oo o IR . . . ' o " e
parts to all the others;’ Any principles-which'serve that

. [

"functlon dlstlnctlvely in practlcal argument—-l ef, whlch

L

'-prevxde the logical structure w1th1n which we understand the '

-

"relatlon.ofwant;ngilt:[the whole of our valuat&pnalnllfe”‘

&

(the whole patterh of o rvpractieal reasoning)——we may call

~

‘meral principles. Wlll Coombs 56 that far? L - "-
o . ‘,» . .

(We know . that we have $¥ong. «smce parted company ‘'with R. B

-~ » ‘ .

S. Peters. But we must not tarry to try tofset all that

.stralght rlqht now.w'Let uSﬂsave it for -some other occasion

P

 when more space. and time are available.) ; . B

The practlcal upshot is that learnlng moral pr1nc1ples is B

» 7

’

» R
N .
‘\
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helief aboutvwhet action one might take to get x? A person

' ého says, “I'kncw that I'want Xx," in that strcng sense of

-

formally identical with learninq baSiC.COhcépgs and their ap-

pllcatxons 1n any other branch of scxence.'

“To’ return to the premlses of our practlcel argument. Can

-

" one want ﬁ, knaw that one wants x (as ‘contrasted with merely'

feeling a gpstt;ve_impulse“towerd X)., and yet'hct.have any .

want, would be expected to’ have at 1east 1magzned ‘the condi-
,tions under whlch he or she would act to get X. TO say-"I,;'

kpow I want-x, but I.cannot even«1magine,act1ng td get x"

4

, 1ndlcates an 1mpulse toward X but not a4 want 1n thxs strOng

Nb

sense’ Thus Premises 1 and 1' in the strong sense entail

that A believes there is at least some 1mag1nable~x which
will get him to X.

But Premlses 2 ahd 2' are not merely entaxlments of .

]

" .Premises 1 and 1:, The second-sa&—q&\:remxses ties general

.‘f(ﬁaet) to specific (action); they joindmajor premlses to

lconclusigh!. Tﬁare is a distlnctlve.sklli’ln.mcrals‘es

in the rest of'science;ahd mat%ematics:v that of recogniz-
. . o \ .

ing when to use what more general theorem in solving par-

‘ticular probléms; all of which leads to the last stage.

With regard to the third elefent in practical reasoning,

let us first consider thevwholevargemeht from'the“peint of .

view of the'external observer, i.e., as in 1, 2,...3. There

is a distinctive skill in kneﬁing how tO'explaih actions as
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‘ ‘1 - ‘ : . . . o . . . . .
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h éonclusions in praetical'reasening. When we recognize 3 . . .
as a valld step. “from l “and %2 {as we must ln, say, hls ri-
cal and psychologlcal explanat1on), we do SO because we rec-

. ognlze 37 to be a valig deduction.from l' and 2r from A's

persgectxve. It comld not-be'the other way around for 3 ' _ E,. g
does not follow from 1 and 2 by deduct1ve logzc alene, no

'matter w;th what detall one spec1f1es the texture of A %\
wants and bellefs 1n 1 and 2. (Malcolm,_Note l), Whereas
we ﬁo say (and mean it) that, givem a Suff1c1ently detaxled N }

account of hls or her wants and beliefs, A's action fellgws ' \

logxca\l from 1 and 2, we do not.say that it follods nec¢c--

~essarily. Between the flrst two premises and 3' there is

. ’c,

a personal eléhent, that of knowxng how to draw the. proper

‘conclusipn, the skill of‘actlng.on one's wants and bellefs.

But if A is to leann hdw‘totdraw 3 frcmell and.z', he . | R
: B . I |
or she must practlce that sklll And 3, please recall, -

« L

©is an actlon, not’a.statement. And that means that A must
"~ be free to act on his or her wants and beliefs, The iny

reStriction that can be placed‘en A's freedom to act while .(VQ

" ‘A is learning the skllls of practlcal reasénlng is that A s

wapts and’ bellefs must be consc1ously held. \ghe force of ?i

s
can in the preceding sentence is abscolute. It is a loglcal

AN
"presupp051tlon of acceptlng Arlstotle 's, R. S. Peters 's, and’

the commonsense dxstznctlon between practlcal and’ tﬁ%ﬁretl*t
cal reasoning, Sucb an exten51on‘of the‘cognxtlve-declsxen

81




'conclu51ons to a practlcal syllogxsm~~cannot be t”

Habits = .

]

praetical'reasoning, even'if not'exactly‘entailed by the

definition of practical reason as reason which eventuates in’
action. - ® N .
. ' : Fa

"Thus we have seen a variety. of skills required in.praetié

cal reasoning as viewed from>the-cognitiVéféecision-Stand~.

Poiut.'fAt\least'one of the skills—ihoWZto draW't'eiProper’

under oondltlons which guarantee that a learner can act

ﬁreely[as-the argument seems to’requlre,.~ o o ,»ik.
Here the case is open and shut. The only way A can de-
. < . - ) . . : : .o

‘velop the habit of acting on rational deoiSionS'is by exer-

cxse or practlce, i.e., by actlng on those decxszons that

seem rattsnal to him,

’Slgafoos Revxsited h. - - R | .J?o

. We mlght go further 1nto the methods, materlals, etc.,.

,that could be. developed in a cognltxve—dee151on approach to

moral/c1tlzenshlp educatlon - Let us lnstead contrast ‘the
) r . -
foreqoxng extensxon of the cognxt1ve~de0151on approach Wlth

.~Coombs s story of the noble ngafoos-who refuses to drxve-’

- home after drinking. The moral ‘issue arises when Slgafoos

discovers that'he' as . drunk enough and wants t4 go home. .

Driving wlll get hlm home,
<.

any other actlon he mlght

’t‘

he reallzes, more qulckly than

ake.' But he is also aware that

1)

[}

appfoach woul'd seem to be fequired~of éoombs by‘the log{c'of,

ht exceptﬂ

2. 0~ L



"driving will endanger others. He holds to the moral prin-

ciple, logically intefreléted.with many,qﬁ%erﬁprincipies(
‘that he ought not acﬁ:sd‘as to endaﬁéer'the-lives.of others.
\

" As Coombs’ says, the example is sxmple, but it 1llustrates how
-.prjpc1ples affect de51res.\ Slgafcos does not really want to - ;
‘drive home, though»he experlenqes an 1mpulse:to do 50.  If he

has the good»seﬁse4he seems to‘héve,-sigéfoos has éf:angeév
'altérnatiQe meaﬁs of tranSPOrt and-}é‘néw safely in-be& “ .
_ sleeping it(oif. RN |
This simpié little étéry élSo’iliqs _ates.how Petéré '  ‘,§ {.;
started off on the'wrong foot, ‘The‘moral enterprisé doés not _'$3

" begin with taklng serlously the questlon-' fWhat aré'there 

,reasbns for dOlng?" Anyone who took that qﬁestidnhséfiogsly:.
could net even begin to let us'know; he or she would be in a
catatonlc coma.‘ The human crganlsm, thank God and the

evolutionary process, is an active entlty that can flnd

-
;reasons for doing just abouflanYthings The worléAand one's SRR
ihnef states interact so as. to provide plentévéf feésenf(‘
'Gitected-actions, more than?anyoﬁe—ééh actuall?lpétformaJ Thea . ,Y“
.question which Peters t;kes as prlmary never arises in prac— o
_thE. Starting off wrong, Peters never ‘catches up. r

| Tbe seridus‘question\is: Are there adequate reasons to- .
~organize®our lives by principle;father than impulsé? ihdeedh' B _ "Q

'there are.' In fact, what we seek in the'moral;enterpriée'is

i
t

to adopt and act on those principles which,-takén as a whole,

. o o
L -~ 4
-
. ‘_ v . o
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"of our;soelety.

.to bring them under conscious coutrol Sg we must set ép

«ﬂsponses to changes-—demographxc, technological, etc.--in our

e

RS N
N &

wlll nge us the klnd of llfe we want to llve. If we cannot
1ust1€y our moral prlnclples on, that Crxterlon, then we had

better forget all about teachxng them to the younger memberse
. ) : ‘

r

1 ‘
‘ .‘f_ R Practlcal Proposals

Pmact(cal suggestlons for advancxng the cause of moral/

- i -

c1t12enshxp education can be classxfleé in two categorxes.

-

(a) those Wthh can be put into the exxstxng machinery for

research, development, and dlssem1natlon, and (b) those:

\whlch requxre the establxshment of. qulte dlfferent soclar‘

arﬁangements..

Proposals Relatlng to ‘the Exzstlng_Machlnery of B .

.. Research, Development, and Dissemination

The moral life is" a 11fe of actxon—cum—reflecé\\n, en"

. Halternatlon of thlnklng and dolng and thlnkxng about what

is done and what is to be done. The proble . hepe and now.

 wlth 1ntroduc1ng chlldren to the moral llfe 1s that we have

)

created an enrlronment so hostxle to life that we cannot al-
3 .

A-ldw chlldren to act f:;e}y on thelr 1mpulses and thus learn

arranqements such that chlldren s 1mpulses are cdntrolled

, by others. As a soclety, we never really thought the is~- ‘ -

sue through and decxded‘to handle chlldren in that, manner-

ther, we establlshed agrangements con!.ived ad hoc as re-

-
-

s ‘ «
Lo : o *

-
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way of life. But the destructive effects of such arranqu

| ments are immense. They strlke most severely agalnst mcral/

c1tﬁzensh1p educatlcn because freedom to act is a necessary
} .

‘condition for learnlng to make and ‘act on ratlonal decxsxcns..“

Is ‘there anythlng concrete we can daﬂig;mlnlmlze the_v
destructlve effects of our social structure on personallty,

selﬁ—control, pOlltlcal acuteness, and so fcrth° The best'

-

,

ally we have is the 1maglnat10n of chlldren. Perhaps we-

can develop methods and materlals cf 1nstruct10n which - w111

(a) enable\chlldren (of all ages) to thlnk 1maglnat1vely and

'creatlvely about the world they would want to live. 1n, and
(b)——here is the d;fflcnlt part-«make'sure they have reasonf
“ably safe opportuynities to‘discipline their imaginaticn,:tc.

act responsibly, and to accept:—that is, snfferiané enjoy——.

-

the consequences of their actions. SN

The nearest thlng to any such program that I‘have seen

is 4hs _Philosophy for Chlldren program bUIlt around Llpman s

(1971) dellghtful llttle book, Harry Stcttlemeler s Discov~-

. exy. The depth and rlchness of E‘Fman S wrltlng,are clear,
marks of its self-conscious commitment to the highest stan-

. ) - . . . )
dards of philosophical worK. The artistry comes in prepar-

.iné-materiale that satisfy these philosophical standards apd

at the sameﬁggme capture‘and enliven the imaginaékcnﬁof

&

“children.

Cw
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On N:f the frxnge beneflts of- 1ntroduc1ng phllOSDpthal

materlal nto prlmary and secondary schools is that chzl—”

| dren come to believe that they can. understand thlngs in a

7”rat1ona11y satxsfyxng way and thus come. to expeet and demand

-_ratlonal1ty in the rest of the1r world. To make most effee~

tive use of these materlals, we need men . and women who are

‘themselves dlscogerlng the joys .and turmolls of the self-

consolous 1lfe to be teachers of phxiosoohy to chlldren.

Wllllam Heard Kllpatrlck (1926) sald that the only great

teacher of phy51cs was the person who lzved phys1cs. That

,may oY may not be true. - What is true 1s that only a person -

who is trying to llve the consc10usly reflectlve moral_llfe

- can teach chlldren to part1c1pate 1n that enteﬂgplse.

There is. a great deal to bg learned from values clarl-
flcatlin, transactlonal analy51s, and a verlety of other

technlques whxch can help chlléren (ané the rest of us) dis~

cover what we want and fe]e not want. In usxng such technlques f::

in the classroom, here is only a thln margln between being

do&l ;glﬁlne, devoted to busywork, and belng SO intlmate

.and personal as to 1nv1te burlesque and rxdlcufe. Efﬁect1ve

teachlng is found only w1th1n a thin margzn. - In real l1fe,

.where persons can eot cooperat1ve1y to ach1eve common pur—

poses, such problems with self dlscovery techniques do not
arlse. What we need are creative ideas for smuggllng in real

freedom:for-children to act., Can we aocomp&xsh thls‘thhoutg

al

., 86 | o
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,ereating'more'prohlems'forwour schqu§~thah-we can ‘handle

-

' pol1,t1cal].y'-> o
‘Proposals Relatlngfto Establlshment of - o ‘;$f‘ «f\
'Nontradxtlonal Soczal Arrangements : ' _' . o

_ Interestznq p0531b111t1es arlse when we 1ntroduce ‘the.

concept that ties moral and c1tlzensh1p educatlon<1nto ohe: . .
thxng- the cohoept oﬁ communlty. ‘A communlty can be de- 5‘. '
.flned as a group of people whose ex1stent1al 1nterests and
welfare are closely linked together and who ‘act toward one -
another in common recogn1t1on of thelr exxstent;al Lnter-gtl b
vdependence. Moral/c1tlzensh1p edhcatlon 1n such a‘group N

'helps the new members acquzre those hablts, 1lls, and de— | ‘{_-]'-

.s1re5'wh1ch guide the conduct of life W1thin thdt group. In
- a decent, well ordered society, chxldren achi _etmoraltand
,C1txzensh1p competence just by grow1ng up “Md taklng a suc-
cessnon of communlty roles.A‘ o

But merely decent, well- ordered commun1ties can . be xnte&-_"*
Iectually dull and splrltually stultxfylng. As educators,-we"
insist that moral/oxtlzensth educatlon must have a crltlcal,
reflectxve moment that marks it as dxstlnctlve from mere so-
elallaatlon. -Can we develop experlmental communltles where
children can learn ‘the hablts and Skllls of - maral/C1t12en;.o‘ Lg
ship competehce_naturally, i.e., by grow1ng 1nto that compe-
tence and at the same time,learhingdto:appiy to‘morale the

same critical - intellect appropriate to any other” branch of

-

4 . . . B D < L ¢
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‘science? I do not know. But we ought to sét asiée-sizable
“ equnks of money to try toifind'ost-whether'such'cqmmuhities-‘

are possible. Let. me.suggest some places to lock.

-

Ethnxc communitxes. The survxval and then revxval of

' ethnxczty in Amerlcan lee 1s among the mest strlklng soc1o-

N

log1qgl phenomena of our century. If moral pr:nclples are

unlversal thelr appllcatlon 1s aIWays partlcular.z And chxlé,ﬁ

‘dren come to 11ve comfortably WIth unxversal pr1nc1ples oqu
| aftet gettlng acquaxnted with them in 1ocal, hemey. community
‘settxngs.

Would some ethnlc communxtles be w1111ng—-glven certaln

| ]1egal and f1nanc1al benefxts—~to undertake the total educa«e
tion of thelr chlldren, 1ncludlng tbelr 1ntroéuctxon to the"

;msral entarprlse—-all through that communlty s dxstxnctxve

«‘- -

3ethn1c ‘heritage? Could we- work qut guxdelxnes for subsl-

‘ dlzlng such ventures to assure that the cognztlve—declslon

4

S rather than the catechetlcal approach is taken'teward the

b‘e‘\

.ftéachlng of{meral and civic virtues? Could we muster enough

- politicai power te grant such communitiés some relief from
. v \ o $:

the unlform school code—~1nclud1ng rellef from,compulSory

v;school—ettendance laws? | The Amlsh case illustrates a prln—'
: _ L
ciple'that may be extended by legxslatlve or adm1n1s§7at1ve

measures.

.

One requirement We should make absolutely 1nflex1ble.“ o

()

Social sc1entlsts,pr psychologlsts allowed in to study such

88
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eemmunities,weuld(be-limited te‘those who are fully?aeceptead

« .

members there. . ‘ o e

"Intentional communities. The last\decade‘haé seen a re~

. vival ef interest in intentional'communities, foflcning‘a

,century of dxslllu51enment resultlngxgrom the well-pub11c1zed

'fallures of the 19th-century utoplan ventures.' As any reader‘

of The Whole Earth Catalog (1971) knows, the'tecnnologlcal

‘and social bases for such communities are 1mmensely stronger

today than a'eenturyﬂagoi‘ With a minlmum of flnancaal'aub- s
. sidy and legal relief, an 1ntent10nal c0mmun1ty ceuld under—:
take . the educatlen of 1ts chlldren-based onvtheedistlnctive

-

prxncxples by whlch the adults in that communxty organlze'

.

their llves. Agalng the eognltxve-decisxon approach g;ves

us 'a. crlterlon by whxch we can distinguish an educat1ona1

. ’

from an 1ndoctr1nat1ve ccmmunlty. ..

We nght 1nt§yest the Department of Defense in estab—-

-

lxahlng and s;:izing eaucatlonal communltles that can sus—'
taln themsel% in the wxlderneas thhout dependence on the

glant industrxal plant of the natlonl which cannot be de—';

T v "~

. “ynb
fended agalnet attack Fer what we have learned about an.

LI

-enllqhtened eth1ca1 and polltlcal llfe—-wnat we have here
cal%ed the coqnltlve-dec151on approach to moral/cxtlzenshlp
educatlon—*ls dlstlnctly worth preserv1ng somewhere, even if

the rest of th1§ society perlshes.‘
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