Given this state, moral and civic education in
the schools becomes a more urgent task. In the
high school today, one often hears both precon-
ventional adolescents and those beginning to
move beyond convention sounding the same
note of disaffection for the school. While our
political institutions are in principle Stage 5 (i.e.,
vehicles for maintaining universal rights through
the democratic process), our schools have tradi-
tionally been Stage 4 institutions of convention
and authority. Today more than ever, democratic
schools systematically engaged in civic education
are required.

Our approach to moral and civic education
relates the study of law and government to the
actual creation of a democratic school in which
moral dilemmas are discussed and resolved in a
manner which will stimulate moral development.

Planned Moral Education

For many years, moral development was held by
psychologists to be primarily a result of family
upbringing and family conditions. In particular,
conditions of affection and authority in the home
were believed to be critical, some balance of
warmth and firmness being optimal for moral
development. This view arises if morality is con-
ceived as an internalization of the arbitrary rules
of parents and culture, since such acceptance
must be based on affection and respect for par-
ents as authorities rather than on the rational
nature of the rules involved.

Studies of family correlates of moral stage
development do not support this internalization
view of the conditions for moral development.
Instead, they suggest that the conditions for
moral development in homes and schools are
similar and that the conditions are consistent
with cognitive-developmental theory. In the
cognitive-developmental view, morality is a natu-
ral product of a universal human tendency
toward empathy or role taking, toward putting
oneself in the shoes of other conscious beings. It
is also a product of a universal human concern
for justice, for reciprocity or equality in the rela-
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tion of one person to another. As an example,
when my son was four, he became a morally prin-
cipled vegetarian and refused to eat meat, resist-
ing all parental persuasion to increase his protein
intake. His reason was, “It’s bad to kill animals.”
His moral commitment to vegetarianism was not
taught or acquired from parental authority; it
was the result of the universal tendency of the
young self to project its consciousness and values
into other living things, other selves. My son’s
vegetarianism also involved a sense of justice,
revealed when I read him a book about Eskimos
in which a seal hunting expedition was described.
His response was to say, “Daddy, there is one
kind of meat I would eat—Eskimo meat. It’s all
right to eat Eskimos because they eat animals.”
This natural sense of justice or reciprocity was
Stage 1—an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth.
My son’s sense of the value of life was also Stage
1 and involved no differentiation between human
personality and physical life. His morality, though
Stage 1, was, however, natural and internal.
Moral development past Stage 1, then, is not an
internalization but the reconstruction of role
taking and conceptions of justice toward greater
adequacy. These reconstructions occur in order
to achieve a better match between the child’s
own moral structures and the structures of the
social and moral situations he confronts. We
divide these conditions of match into two kinds:
those dealing with moral discussions and com-
munication and those dealing with the total
moral environment or atmosphere in which the
child lives.

In terms of moral discussion, the important
conditions appear to be:

1. Exposure to the next higher stage of reasoning

2. Exposure to situations posing problems and
contradictions for the child’s current moral
structure, leading to dissatisfaction with his
current level

3. An atmosphere of interchange and dialogue

combining the first two conditions, in which

conflicting moral views are compared in an

open manner.




