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Educating for Civic Character

Marvin W. Berkowitz, Wolfgang Althof, and Scott Jones

In this handbook, citizenship education is
discussed from a variety of perspectives.

The current chapter' examines the relation-

ship of character education and citizenship
education and will focus on what we
call educating for civic character. The widely
read consensus paper ‘The civic mission of
the school’, as well as many other documents
(¢.g. Patrick and Vontz, 2001), describe civic
knowledge, skills (competencies), and
dispositions (attitudes) as the three core
dimensions of citizenship and hence as the
focal targets of citizenship education. In
Chapter 29 of this handbook, Tan Davies dis-
cusses issues related to the first of this tri-
umvirate, namely civic knowledge and
civic-political literacy. While an important
topie, it will not be the focus here. Rather we
will look mainly at the third component,
civic dispositions, but will also touch upon
civic skills as they relate to what we term
civic character.

In this chapter, we will first offer some ter-
minological clarification. Then we will give
an introduction to the concept of character
and the field of character education. We will
not provide a parallel discussion of the con-
cept of citizenship and the field of citizenship
education, because this volume more than
adequately addresses thal in many chaplers.

We have also done so elsewhere (Althof and
Berkowitz, 2006). Following this. we will
discuss some historical and more recent
approaches to integrate moral character and
democratic citizenship, and, in doing so,
explore the potential of integrating elements
from both domains in educating democratic
and responsible citizens. Finally, we will
address some contemporary challenges to
the integration of character education and
citizenship education.

‘We understand dispositions 1o be enduring
tendencies to act in certain ways. As Flanagan
et al. (2007) have argued, ‘For democracy to
work, society has to nurture certain key
dispositions in the people’ (p. 422). The con-
cept has considerable overlap with concepts
such as character, personality, traits, and
virtues. A moral disposition is a sort of ‘maral
inertia’ It means a person has a fendency to
continue to move in a certain trajectory of
direction (e.g. to continue to be honest
in most circumstances). Nevertheless, for
a disposition to be fully effective, it requires
the capacity to act in those ways; that is for
a disposition to lead to consistent behaviour,
cne often requires certain behavioural
competencies (that is the skills in the knowl-
edgefskills/dispositions trilogy). Ideally it
leads to a sense of trust in one’s ability to act
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according to one’s moral dispositions
(a sense of moral self-efficacy). It is worth
noting the parallel to political efficacy
(Bandura, 1997), that is, a sense of one’s
ability to influence the functioning of a

: government (Flanagan et al, 2007). It is
also worth noting that the very concept of a
stable personality or dispositions (character
traits) is not without controversy (see, e.g.
Doris, 2002).

Both character education and citizenship
education are fields that are awash in alter-
native terminology, depending on disci-
plines and ideologies of authors. We will
call the set of psychelogical characteristics
that molivate and enable an individual
to act as a moral or pro-social agent
‘character’, and the educational strategies
designed to promote the development of
such characteristics as ‘character educa-
tion,” We will call the effective, appropriate
participation in the democratic public
sphere ‘citizenship’, and will use the term
‘civic’ as the corresponding adjective for
the noun ‘citizenship.” Hence, ‘civic char-
acter’ refers ta the part of character that has
to do with democratic functioning (note
that we have chosen to focus on democratic
citizenship, but recognize that one can be a
citizen in a non-democratic society as well;
it is simply not our interest). We consider
the terms civic and citizenship to be
interchangeable in meaning.

OVERVIEW OF CHARACTER AND
CHARACTER EDUCATION

The field of character education, albeit under
different names and ideologies, dates back at
least to classic Greek times in Western soci-
ety. There was a peak period for it under the
name character education from the late nine-
teenth century until World War 11 in the US.
It largely disappeared under that name how-
ever until the 1980s and its current resur-
gence began in the early 1990s. Regardless,
the project of socializing youth in schoals is
millennia old. It has almost always been

understood that the primary socialization of
.youth occurs in the family, but that schooling
is a major contributor to this project which is

necessary for societal survival, especially in

a democracy. In fact, the founders of
American democracy emphasized and elabo-

rated upon this point repeatedly (Pangle and
Pangle, 2000).

As noted above, character is the set of psy-
chological characteristics that motivate and
enable an individual to act as a moral or pro-
social agent, or, as Berkowitz and Bier
(20052) have stated, ‘the composite of those
psychological characteristics that impact
the child’s capacity and tendency to be an
effective moral agent; ie., to be socially
and personally responsible, ethical, and self-
managed’ (p. 1). Character education there-
fore is school-based attempts to foster the

Table 31.1 Eleven principles of effective character education (Character Education

Partnership)

Creates a caring school community.

L RS

and helps them to succeed.
Strives to foster students’ self-motivation.

o~

Promates core ethical values as the basis of good character,
Defines 'character’ comprehensively to include thinking, feeling, and behavior.
Uses 2 comprehensive, intentional, proactive, and effective approach to character development.

Provides students with oppartunities for moral action.
Includes a meaninghul and challenging academic curriculum that respects all leamess, develops their character

ity that shares

Engages the school staff as a learning and moral ¢

ibility for character education

and attempts to adhere to the same core values that guide the education of students.
9. Fosters shared moral leadership and long-range support of the character education initiative.
10, Engages families and community members as partners in the character-building effort.
1. Evaluates the character of the school, the school staff's functioning as character educators, and the extent to

which students manifest good character,
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development of that set of psychological
characteristics, that is character. The Character
Education Partnership (www.character.org)
has identified Eleven Principles of Effective
Character Education (Lickona et al., 2003);
¢ee Table 31.1. The principles collectively
define character education as comprehensive
school reform that is democratic, empowering,
and based on intrinsic moral motivation.
Character education is a difficult field to
define, largely because it is so broad that it
includes a wide range of perspectives, theo-
ries, and methods. The Character BEducation
Partnership has attempted to be a ‘big tent’
organization (and has largely succeeded in
that goal); hence, it encompasses fairly
didactic and even authoritarian examples on
one end of the spectrum and highly egalitar-
ian, progressive, and developmental exam-
ples on the other end. Some examples rely
heavily on teaching about virtues and charac-
ter, others on relatively hehaviouristic shap-
ing of behaviours and virtues, yel others on
creating school and classroom climates of
democratic empowerment, and so on.
Clearly, if one takes the CEP Eleven
Principles (Table 31.1) as the blueprint,
some of these are more representative of
what they define as effective character educa-
tion. Ultimately, character edutation is that
which effectively promotes the development
of character in students. For this reason,
Berkowitz and Bier (2005a) reviewed the
existing research literature to ascertain what
is empirically known about the impact of
school-based interventions on student char-
acter development. In a review of 69 research
studies of 33 character education programs,
they concluded that character education pos-
itively impacts a wide range of student char-
acter outcomes, plus academic achievement
(cf. Benninga et al, 2003). Furthermore,
effective character education programs
tended to share certain features. They incor-
porated varicus peer interactive strategies
(e.g. class meetings, moral discussions,
cooperative leamning, peer mentoring). They
included substantial professional develop-
ment for the implementing educators. They

intentionally trained social-emotional com-
petencies (e.g., anger management, peer con-
flict resolution). Parents and other
community members were incorporated as
audience, clients, and/or partners (cf.
Berkowitz and Bier, 2005b). Character edu-
cation was integrated into the academic cur-
riculum. Effective programs employed
approximately eight different strategies and
the most effective programs employed nearly
11 different strategies.

Other research has demonstrated that
effective character education depends upon
the development of a safe, pro-social, caring
school and classroom climate (Benninga
et al, 2003; Berkowitz and Bier, 2005¢;
Solomon et al., 2001) and a related network
of positive interpersonal relationships
(Howes and Ritchie, 2002 Watson, 2003).
including the adult culture of the school
(Bryk and Schneider, 2002). Clearly,
research suggests that character education is
multifaceted, including didactic, social-
learning, sociological, and constroctivist
methods, This should not be surprising given
the complexity of human development in
general and the multivariate nature of moral
psychological development in particular
(Berkowitz, 1997).

DEFINING CIVIC CHARACTER

We have argued for the centrality of civic
character for democratic society (Althof and
Berkowitz, 2006). As the Center for Civic
Education has suggested in their National
Standards for Civics and Government,

the goal of education in civics and government is
informed, responsible participation in political
life by competent citizens committed to the fun-
damental values and principles of American con-
stitutional democracy, Their affective and
responsibile participation requires the acguisition
of a body of knowledge and of intellectual and
participatory skills. Effective and responsible par-
ticipation also is furtherad by development of
certain dispositions or traits of character that
enhance the individual's capacity o participate in

—————— l"-d
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the political process and contribute to the
!n'althy functioning of the political system and
improvement of society (1994: 1),

But what exactly is civic character? What
comprises the set of dispositions and skills
necessary for functioning effectively and eth-
ically in a democratic society? Under differ-
ent but often overlapping terms, it is defined
as follows. According to the National
Council for the Social Studies (1997), civic
virtue refers ‘to what Alexis de Tocqueville
called “habits of the heart,” that is, a commit-
ment to democratic principles and values that
manifests itself in the everyday lives of citi-
zens. A focus on knowledge and skills alone
is insufficient for the task of civic education.
Civic education must also foster civic charac-
ter in citizens.” Oakes et al. (2000) report on
schools that adopted a middle grades reform
program known as Turning Foints:
Preparing American Youth for the 21st
Century. A major focus of the reform pro-
gram was to entice educators and policy
makers toward developing a positive civic
virtue, which they defined as the develop-
ment of ‘policies and practices that charac-
terize the public good as embodied in a
citizenry that can come together across
differences and solve common problems
in a democratic sphere’ (p. 569), but
admittedly they had trouble reaching consen-
sus on the ‘common, public good." In elabo-
rating on a position paper, Pathways to
civic character, jointly issned by the
Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development (http://www.ascd.org), in part-
nership with the First Amendment Center
(htlp:f!ww_ﬁ:stmcndmentccntér,nrg) and
the Character Education Partnership
(http:/fwww.character.org), Boston (2005)
describes civic character as ‘responsible
moral action that serves the commen good®
(p. 5) and suggests that any reform program
that attempts to develop that end should be
included under the umbrella term of civic
character. He specifically identifies character
education, civic (citizenship) education,
service leamning and social and emotional
learning as programs that develop the civic

character of students by fostering ‘the knowl-
edge, skills, virtues and commitment
necessary for engaged and responsible
citizenship’ (p. 31).

We therefore define civic character as the
set of dispositions and skills that motivate
and enable an individual to effectively and
responsibly participate in the public sphere in
order to serve the common good.

THE ROLE OF CHARACTER AND CIVIC
EDUCATION IN A DEMOCRACY

This still leaves open the gquestion of how
democratic forms of government interface
with the character of their citizens. How crit-
ical is the nature of civic character? What is
the role of government in its formation and
sustenance? The role of government in edu-
cating citizens for democracy traces its
development back to the first western democ-
racy, Athens, However, Plato (1945) believed
that the citizens were not capable and were
too engrossed in their own personal obses-
sions with material greed, a sentiment
echoed by Alexis de Tocqueville (1831/2001)
and the American founders (Pangle and
Pangle, 2000). In order to protect the citizens
from themselves, the state should focus on
the education of those who could cvercome
this obsession and rule through the reason
and moral characte these ‘philosopher-kings’
developed in the schools. Contrary to Plato’s
elitist solution, the founders of the American
democracy believed in the power of educa-
tion to counter such hedonistic tendencies,
along with the checks and balances of the
d_emocralic political structure. This perspec-
tive was originally posited by Plato’s
most famous student, Unlike his mentor,
Aristotle (1962; Krout, 2002) did not believe
the average person to be incapable of devel-
oping the skills necessary to participate in the
Athenian democracy. Instead, he believed
people had a political nature that drove them
to shared ownership in the state. Because of
this, Aristotle believed the state had the
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responsibility to educate people in public
schools so that the citizenry would have the
proper communitarian spirit, reason and
habits necessary to actin a virtuous manner.
These two philosophies have dominated
Western thought as it pertains to citizenship
education, The impact of Plato is seen in the
philosophies of Machiavelli (1513/1980; de
Alvarez, 1999) and Hobbes (1651/1982).
Machiavelli did not concern himself with the
moral character of the state ruler nor its citi-
zenry. Instead, whatever was necessary to
strengthen the state was the correct course of
action. Hobbes believed humanity to be nat-
urally corrupt and, therefore, in need to be
forced into actions that help strengthen the
community. In such communities, education
is only needed for those who will govern.
The philosophers of Enlightenment con-
(rasted with these thoughts. Both Locke
(2003) and Rousseau (1762/1968) devel-
oped the idea that human beings are good by
nature. In the Two Treatises of ( Civil)
Government (1689; in Locke, 2003), Locke
develops a theory of natural law and natural
rights (life, liberty and property) that allows
him to distinguish between legitimate and
illegitimate, tyrannmical government. For
Locke and for Roussean, the citizen will
only tum to comruption because the greater
society threatens these natural rights. In
order to protect themselves from govern-
ment encroachment of their rights, citizens
must participate in the society and in the var-
jous levels of government. Rousseau warns
that once civic participation declines, the
ability to defend against abuses of the natu-
ral rights by govemnment declines as well.
Once there is no participation, there is no
just government. The leaders of the first
experiment in liberal democracy believed
that education was the key to guaranteeing
the success of a society built around the
principles of limited government (Pangle
and Pangle, 2000). George Washington,
Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, and
many others claimed that if America was
to survive, it meeded to develop public
schools that would teach students how 10 be

democratic citizens with proper dispositions
and participatory skills. An enlightened
citizenry is indispensable for the proper
functioning of a republic. Self-government
is not possible unless the citizens are edu-
cated sufficiently to enable them to exercise
oversight; which, on the other hand, implies
that suitable education can develop the
potential in all citizens to be part of the ‘aris-
tocracy of virtue and talent’ that Thomas
Jefferson envisioned instead of an aristoc-
racy of wealth leading the republic.

Alexis de Tocqueville (1831/2001)

observed in the early part of the nineteenth
century that American democracy had grown
strong because of its citizens’ intense partici-
pation in matters of the govemment. The
ideas of educating for democratic citizenship
and participation have remained strong in
America. Dewey (1916/2004) emphasized
the role of schools in developing citizens that
have the proper democratic dispositions and
participatory skills necessary to act for the
common good (also see Boyte, 2003). Many
contemporary authors claim that education in
general and citizenship or demoeratic educa-
tion in particular is an essentially moral
enterprise (e.g. Blades and Richardson,
2006; Gutmann, 2000; Haydon, 1999; Kerr,
1997; Rowe, 1992). In The Merality of
Democratic Citizenship, Butts (1988), for
example, gives a noted listing of core values
of democracy, many of which have a clear
moral connotation, including justice, equal-
ity, truth, freedom, diversity, and human
rights. These values are at the core of what
Butts calls ‘education for civic virtue'
(2006: 14). Emphasizing the moral founda-
tions of democratic societies, Bull {2006)
states, "Civic education is certainty a kind of
moral education in that it promotes and sup-
ports a public morality, that is, the agree-
ments about the principles governing
citizens’ relationships and obligations to one
another’ (p. 26).

In many Asian countries, the concepts of
citizenship education and moral education
are culturally intertwined (Lee et al., 2004).
Individual character development — a8
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expressed in self-awareness, self-cultivation,
and the ability to maintain harmonious rela-
tions, ‘both in terms of relations with the
universe, and relations with one another in
society” (Lee, 2004, p. 280) - is strongly
emphasized; however, the individual and the
collectivity, are considered to be interde-
pendent and mutually reinforcing. The
resulting understanding of citizenship edu-
cation is less concerned with politics and
more focused on issues of morality, or, as
Kennedy and Fairbrother (2004) state,
‘Asian citizenship education is character-
ized more by conceptions of moral virtues
and personal values than by civic and public
values’ (p. 294). In a recent account of
trends in curriculum development in Asia
and the Pacific, W.O. Lee (2006) summa-
rizes, 'the general picture 1 can draw is a
common emphasis on culture, a common
understanding that civics and moral educa-
tion is a twin relationship, [and] a common
expectation of the development of social
responsibility to be supported by healthy
and positive values’ (p. 13).

Certainly, basic concepts of character and
citizenship differ by culture. However, a
strong focus on the moral dimension of citi-
zenship, and, hence, a strong relation of
civic and moral character, is clearly not spe-
cific to a certain region. Comparative analy-
ses of teacher perceptions regarding the
priorities in citizenship education show that
a strong emphasis on the social and moral
qualities of citizenship is very common
throughout the nations studied (for example,
Davies et al., 2004; Lee and Fouts, 2005).
This concurs with a trend in the US to com-
bine or even integrate character and citizen-
ship education in curricular frameworks,
mission statements and educational practice
(Althof and Berkowitz, 2006).

As will be detailed below, we are not argu-
ing for a reduction of one to the other. When
citizenship only is ‘seen in terms of being a
good person’ (Davies et al., 2004: 371) and
narrowed down to responsible behaviour in
the immediate personal domain, it becomes
depoliticised; the resulting practice of

citizenship education ‘might not help us to
achieve more critical and political notions of
society’ (Davies et al., 2004: 373; also see
‘Westheimer and Kahne, 2004). The fact that
education for global citizenship (e.g., Blades
and Richardson, 2006; Osler and Vincent,
2002) apparently is not advocated strongly
by the average teacher does not prove its
irrelevance in times of economic and
cultural globalisation. Lee (2005) gives a
speculative yet convincing explamation of
teachers’ priorities:
The teachers are the ones wha are facing their stu-
dents every day. They have to deal with behav-
joural problems. They have to cultivate a sense of
responsibility and moral concepts to develop good
citizens among students. That is, caring about the
social, moral and duty dimensions of good citizens
is, as a matter of fact, the day-to-day concerns and
the here-and-now job of the teachers’ (p. 255).

However, there can be no doubt that any lib-
eral democracy calls for citizens who are civi-
cally minded and skilled as well as morally
responsible. Calby et al. (2003) emphasize

that many core democratic principles, including
tolerance and respect, impartiality, and concern
for both the rights of the individual and the wel-
fare of the group, are grounded in moral princi-
ples. {...) The problems that confront civically
engaged citizens abways include strong moral
themes. {,..) No issue involving these themes can
be adequately resolved without a consideration
of moral questions and values., A person can
become civically and pelitically active without
good judgment and a swong moral compass,
but it is hardly wise to promote that kind of
involvement {p. 15).

Civic responsibility calls for moral respon-
sibility. Morality lies at the heart of civic char-
acter, and education for civic character
necessarily has to address issues of morality
(e.g.. Youniss and Yates, 1999). Democracy
relies on certain procedural rules and political
institutions but it cannot flourish if its citizens
do not hold moral and civic values, and
manifest certain personal virtues — that is,
display democratic or civic character.
Both moral or character education and
citizenship education are central to the devel-
opment of the civic character of citizens that
is foundational to a democracy.
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A SYNTHESIS

Clearly, the concepts of moral and civic char-
acter overlap significantly. Much of what we
call civic character is the same as much of
what we more generically call character.
Lickona and Davidson (2005) suggested that
character education should focus on both, the
moral psychology of individuals (moral char-
acter) and the characteristics of their nature
that support effective performance, in moral
endeavours as well as in other forms of
achievement, such as academics and politics
(performance character). The Character
Education Partnership (www.character.org),
the national character education professional
organization, has recently redefined charac-
ter to include both aspects, having in the past
focused much more heavily on the moral side
of character.

When one defines character as purely
moral characteristics, then it is clear that
civic character only partially overlaps with
moral character, for civic character necessar-
ily includes competencies and propensities
toward democratic forms of communication,
persistence in advocacy and secking quality
relevant information for making civic deci-
sions, etc. However, when one broadens the
definition of character to include both moral
and performance character, then most (if not
all) of civic characters can be subsumed
under the more generic concept of character.

When one moves from the definition of
character to the school-based formation of
character (character education), again the
overlap is substantial but not absolute. We
have strongly argued for the nmecessity of
character (and character education) for a
democratic society (Althof and Berkowitz,
2006; Berkowitz, 2000). This is essentially
the argument for schools to be involved in
the civic part of character that is necessary
for the optimal functioning of a democratic
political system and broader society. If a
democratic society is to thrive, its citizens
must both be virtuous and have the civic
character that motivates and enables them ©
engage in the democratic process. The

R
" [ §

methods and pedagogy of character educa-
tion and civic education again overlap, by
necessity, as their outcome goals (civic char-
acter, moral and performance character)
overlap so strongly. In one of the more ambi-
tious forms of character education, Kohlberg
(Power et al, 1989) relied heavily on civic
processes as he created democratic high
schools in the second half of the twentieth
century, in this case with the goal of promot-
ing individual moral development along with
a just school community.

Acquiring virtues such as personal and
social responsibility, tolerance, or respect
necessitates interpersonal experience and
reflection. Traits of faimess, honesty,
courage, and integrity do not develop in a
social solitude. Civic skills such as public
speaking, problem solving, and consensus
building require practice. Schools can pro-
vide manifold opportunities of practice by
not only providing instruction but also creat-
ing a school climate of care and recognition,
by involving students in meaningful discus-
sions and by encouraging student participa-
ton in community-building activities,
including school governance. Thers are clear
differences however, In both character and
citizenship, the tripartite concepts of behav-
jour/cognition/affect are acknowledged. We
have been focusing on the affective and
behavioural aspects in this discussion.
Certainly, in the classroom, all three compo-
nents must be addressed. A core part of the
cognitive side is knowledge. Knowledge nec-
essary for citizenship is not isomorphic with
the knowledge base for morality- For exam-
ple, democratic citizenship requires educa-
tion in civics, including facts about the form
and functioning of the government. These
topics are not central to moral formation
(although teaching history, law, and govern-
ment may provide opportunities t© explore
a multiplicity of issues of morality in public
life, particularly at the higher grades).

Overall, education and development are
quite robust. That which counts as good edu-
cation (e.g., Marzano, 2003) overlaps with
what counts as effective character education
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(Beland, 2003; Berkowitz and Bier, 2005a)
and effective civic education (e.g. Flanagan
et al, 2007). Teacher-student relationships
and school climate are at the heart of
academic, moral, and civic education.
Nonetheless, style and emphasis may make a
large difference across these three interre-
lated goals of education. For example,
Flanagan et al. report that civic commitments
and a belief in a just society were greater if
teachers were seen as fair to and respectful of
students. Democratically run classrooms
tend to promote the motivation to engage in
public life and a belief in the efficacy of
doing so. Such a democratic, challenging,
and caring environment tends to be at the
heart of both character and civic education,
just as it is at the heart of parenting for moral
character (Berkowitz and Grych, 1998). But
not all effective education has to follow the
same formula. Academic achievement can
occur in more hierarchical classrooms as
long as teachers use effective instructional
strategies, manage behaviour effectively, and
design effective curricula (Marzano, 2-003).

In other words, democratic empowerment of
students may be more central to character
and civic education than to academic
achievement; however, research shows that
effective characler education also promotes

academic achievement (Benninga et al.,

2003; Berkowitz and Bier, 2005), Clearly,

more work is needed to understand the com-

plex relationships between school character-

istics that promote the development of

character, citizenship, and academic success.

CHALLENGES TO THE INTEGRATION
OF CHARACTER AND CIVIC
EDUCATION

At the Center for Character and Citizenship
in St Louis, we sce a large overlap and
potential synergy between character educa-
tion and citizenship education. However, we
have also encountered much resistance when
one of the two camps attempls to penetrate

the other. One source of such friction is
simply territoriality. Experts are often protec-
tive of their circumscribed domains of
expertise. Consequently, they become overly
wedded to terminology and labels. It is more
important, however, to remember that the
child is not segmented along academic lines.
It is in everyone's interest to put Humpty
Dumpty back together again after the
parochial academics have disassembled him.
A child's morality is highly integrated with
the child’s civic character. To ignore this is o
ignore human nature. After all, it is a whole
persen standing in the voting booth or hon-
estly filing her taxes, not just the civic or
moral part of the person.
A second source of friction between char-
acter and civic education is prejudice and
stereotyping. Character education has a neg-
ative connotation to many outside its sphere
of influence. Interestingly it is somewhat of a
projective test as those on the more liberal
progressive side perceive it threateningly as a
tool of conservative, often religious, indoctri-
nation while those on the conservative tradi-
tionalist side often see it as a form of libéral
secular humanism. In fact, character educa-
tion is very hard to pin down as it is such a
‘big tent’ field that it includes both of those
extremes and many more perspectives and
approaches that fall between them. This is in
fact a persistent problem in generating
acceptance of character education from those
outside the field. Character education has
grown to such a degres that it includes a
startling range of perspectives, ideologies,
and methods. We hope it is clear that we take
a decidedly progressive and developmental
perspective on the promotion of moral char-
acter in schools. It is this perspective that res-
onates so strongly with civic education as we
have demonstrated. Some, however, reject
the relevance of character education because
they focus on more authoritarian and indoc-
trinative strands, and at times strands that are
largely ‘straw men' and do not actually exist
or are so rare as to be largely irrelevant to
academic discourse. In fact, this has become
a common theme in the critiques of character
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education. Many distinguished scholars have
criticized character education by focusing on
the narrow traditionalist side of character
education (e.g. Kohn, 1993; Noddings, 2002;
Westheimer and Kahne, 2004). We do not
consider this form of discourse very helpful
as it reifies the skewed notion of character
education as solely or largely 2 behaviouris-
tic, indoctrinative, and authoritarian enter-
prise and it makes the integration of related
fields such as character and citizenship
education more difficult to accomplish.

A third source of friction comes from dif-
ferences due to the academic discipline of the
proponent. For instance, much of civic edu-
cation is informed by political scientists and
historians, Frequently they emphasize civie
knowledge as the core of civic education.
Psychologists however tend to emphasize
civic skills and dispositions. Given that many
character educators are psychologists and
few are historians or political scientists, this
divide is not uncommon, Of course, as noted
above, it requires all three components (polit-
ical knowledge, intellectual and participatory
ekills, and civic dispositions) to form the
goals of a complete civic education.

What is needed is a more interdisciplinary
and integrative perspective on what needs to
be developed in children for them to become
effective, pro-social, participatory citizens of
a democracy and what schools can most
effectively do to realize that Integrating
character education and civic education is
one step toward such a comprehensive and
effective approach.
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