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o iic,1ews story on the frong ‘todsy’s Star

e matter of long-standing debate;
schools teach our chj i
" of morals and valu

TF L The booklet presents itself as a “nonreligi
: indeed, it makes no referenge to a higher bej

ments that go beyonditg generally benign
Perate” and “set g good example.”
Some parents.

Besides some quirky bhraseoloéy, several ideas expressed in the },}"“{5{
et could provoke an animated debate,'dep’ending on the be- '
liefs of the reader, For example, Hubbard praises the Civilian Con-

Most distressing to non-Scientologists is the booklet’s mora re].
ativism, summed up by Hubbard’s assertion that, “What is true is
what is tm;. for you. (Emphasis his.) Why then even offer a guide

Which brings us to a'primary point of departure: Should public
schools-teach morality at al] or ig that better left to families and -
church’es?‘_"- AL RE I L e R L AL S
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- Cbhvincing'érguménts‘ can be made on both sideg ;)f this issue..

What both sides probably . would agree on is that, if public schools.
O attempt to address the character of Students, the values that

are taught should be ones that are universally held.

: - . Butcan that be done? .- '

Most organized religions have moral guides for eixcoumgjng

the Character Counts Cealition.

. , . A second such organization ‘is the Center for the Fourth and .-|-{.

ARG L cana .;.K;a,;::;;s;z;:ag_ai;;séa;,f.cérlzsq' Fifth Rs, headed by Thomas Lickona f.
o b » . author of Educating for Character: How Our Schaols Can Teach
[ pect and Responsibility — those are the fourth and fifth Rs ¥

Some school districts have foregone those types -of choices and -
ve.developed their own character curriculum, That, too, would
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Ients that go beyond its generally benign core ideas like “be tem-

perate™ and “set a good example.”’ Those elements may trouble
some parents. . . . . LU0 FULEETR R
Besides some quirky phraseology, several ideas expressed in the o
booklet could provoke an animated debate,’depending on the be--* v
i - liefs of the reader. For excmple, Hubbard praises the Civilian Con- =1
- servation Corps for, “creat(ing) far more wealth than it expended” +
and, while he shows a healthy wariness about government power, -
* he'rejects the value of civil disobedience. {Tell that to our revolu---
. -tionary forefathers:) .- e R IR W e g
- "Mgst distressing to non-Scientologists is the booklet’s moral rel--
<. ativism, summed up by Hubbard’s assertion that, “What is true is.
“what is true for you. (Emphasis his.) Why then even offer a guide
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chools teach morality at all or is that better left to families ard
churches?:- -+~ = *:° T s =

- thvincing' érguments. can be made on both sides of this issue.
: What both sides probably would agree on-is that, if public schools
- .do attémpt to address the character of students, the values that
R are taught should be ones that are universally held.

"' Butcanthatbedone? -~ .

Most organized religions have moral guides for encouraging
youngsters to follow the straight and narrow. There also exists

several non-sectarian alternatives to booklets like The Way to
Happiness. ‘ -

Two such examples are offered by the Jefferson Center for Char-
acter-Education, a Pasadena, Calif.-based non-profit organization
that offers lessons in “common core values” for children through
the'sixth grade. The center’s curriculum was devised 15 years ago
Dr. David Brooks, with recent additions made in conjunction with
the Character Counts Coalition. S :

A 'second such organization-is the Center for the Fourth and |-
Fifth Rs, headed by Thomas Lickona, a professor of education and
author of Educating for Character: How Our Schools Can Teach
Respect and Responsibility — those are the fourth and fifth Rs:;

Some ‘school districts have foregone those types of choices and
have developed their own character curriculum. That, too, would
. be preferable to any program closely linked to any one denomi-
- nation, but saféguards would need to be built into such an effort. A
very. diverse body of parents should oversee the development of a
-~ .+ homemade course on morals, and parents should be permitted to
IR have:thei_r children opt out of any program that they find objec- .
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Even the most well-intentioned, carefully designed program will
. have difficulty satisfying every parent within a school district, for
. the simple reason that we are all unique individuals. And while
o most people, whether they are Christian, Jew, Muslim, of some
other faith or of no faith at all, do share some core values, how
thosé values are presented and how they are applied hold enor-
mous potential to offend. Public. schools should not open them-
selves up to charges that they are infringing on the parents’ right
to determine the moral instruction of their children.
1 Additionally, are lessons in morality devoid of their spiritual
.. . underpinnings even worth teaching? That would provide students

with the what but ignore the why — hardly the intellectual rigor
we should be seeking from our young.

As seems to be always the case in debates surrounding publi¢
schools, the only answer which might satisfy nearly all parents is
one in which they are free to direct their children’s educations.
One ‘cannot object to the character education offered by a par-
ticular school when one has chosen that school from among a va-
riety of alternatives. »

" But our public schools do not deal in choices. They maintain a
captive clientele and must resort to one-size-fits-all programs that
are bound to outrage some segment of the population while at the -
_ ' © same time satisfying others.

70 N Whether Harlingen or other local school districts decide to enter
o \ IR the field of character education, it is important that they do so only

\ by respecting the diverse religious beliefs of the parents and chii-
: dren for whom they labor.




