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PREFACE / CONTRIBUTORS

This document contains texts of or notes for
8ix presentations that were made at the 1989 and 1990
annual meetinas of the Midwest Philosophy of Education
Society. This material did not appear in the proceedings
of those two conferences (Document ED 345 987). The
texts by Gutek and Blatz were the bases for presentations
r © the 1989 meetins while the texts by Noel, Goldstone,
Abascal~Hildebrand and Mullin, and Stark are from the
1990 meeting.

The texts of three additional presentations at
the 1989 meeting were pu-lished elsewhere. They are:
Bluestone, Irving. "What Education Can Learn from

Industry." Thresholds in Education (Northern
Illinois University) 15 (February 1989);:; 10-12.

Goldstone, Peter. "Is P.agiarism Stealine?" In Essays
in Academic Ethies, bv David B. Annis, Betty A
Sichel, Robert P. Craie, and Peter Goldstone.
With an Introduction by Arthur Brown.
Knoxville, Tennessee: Societv of Professors of
Education, 1992. 33-43,

Kaplan, Leonard and Alice McCarthy. "Education and the
Family.” Thresholds in Education (Northern
Illinois University) 15 (February 1989): 28-32,

Three presentations at the 1990 meeting do not
exist in written form. These are: Philip L. Smiths response
to Ronald Swartz's Presidential Address and the presenta-
tions bv Mary Abascal-Hildebrand and Richard C. Pipan in

A session on teaching philosophy of education in the'9os.
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An index to the the volumes of the Proceedings

(1977 to the present) is also included along with a
copv of the editor's vita. Please consult page 53 of
this document for a complete list of the ERIC document
numbers of these volumes.
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with his work. A special thank egoes to Father Walter P.

Krolikowski, SJ who has been both friend and colleague.
The contributors are:
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sitv of Toledo and Director of the Writine Center.




THOMAS I. STARK: Professor of Humanities and Philosophy
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Council of the Chicago City Colleges.
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whose most recent publication is: "On the Images
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GEORGE S. COUNTS: PHILOSOPHER OR IDEOLOGIST?

1989 marks the hundred aniversary of the birth of
George S. Counts, a distinguished leader in professional
education. A professor of education at Columbia
University’'s Teachers College from 1927 to 1955, Counts
taught courses in the social foundations of education and
comparative education. He was the author of twenty-one books
and numerous articles on educational issues. From 1939 to
1941, he served as President of the American Federation of
Teachers. He helped to organize the American Labor Party and
then the Liberal Pesrty in New York State. He could be both a
scholar and an activist. (1)

Counts enjoys a reputation in many textbooks in the
history of American education and in scholarly monographs as
the man who in 1732 asked he Frogressive Educatién
convention the question--Dare Progressive Education Ee
Progressive?(2) 1In that same year, Counts broadenad his
challenging guestion and asked American educators—-Dare the
School Build a Mew Social Order? When Counts asked that
gquew.ion which has won him a place in the history of American
education. the United States was in the darkest days of the
Great Depression of the 1930s. Herbert Hoover, the incumbent
President, had waged an unsuccessful re-election campaign
on a platform that called for reliance on the American

tradition of individualism and veluntary self-help. His
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victorious chbllenger, Franklin Roosevelt, presented an
alternative in a still vaguely defined New Deal.

Fifty-seven years have passed since Counts asked his
question—-Dare the School Build a Mew Social Order? These
nearly six decades provide the perspective of time to assess
the meaning of the question 'and the impact of the man who
asked it.

Courts, in many ways, wes a true son of Willa Cather's
Middle Border. Born in 1889 in rural Kansas, his childhood
and youth was lived in an America where the westward moving
frontier of open land had just ended. However, this was also
the time when Frederick Jackson Turner, the American
historian, pointed to the influence of the westward moving
frontier in shaping the American character and outlook. For
Counts, the Kansas youth, the frontier of land had passed but
the imagery of the frontier of new ideas and new means of
social organization remained. When in 1934, Counts, along
with William Heard Kilpatrick, Harold Rugg, and others began
publishing a new journal devoted to social issues, they
called it the Social Frontier. Kilpatrick served as the
chairman of the editorial board and Counts as the first
editor. (4)

After being educated in the public elementary and high
schools of Baldwin, Kansas and at Raker University, a
Methodist institution, Counts came to the University of
Chicago for graduate study in what was still {.e new field of
education. The University of Chicago, where he studied from

1913 to 1916, was then an institution where the progressive
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temperament was a powerful farce. It has been the Univesity
where John Dewey had established the lLaboratory School and
had chaired the Department of Pedagogy, Philosophy, and
FPsychology. Although Dewey had left for Columbia University,
Counts enrolled in courses taught by Albion Small, one of the
founding figures in the new field of Sociology. For Small
and his associate W.lI. Thomas, Sociclogy as well as being a
new academic discipline was a study with a purpose——social
reform. Counts’ major professor was the head of the School
of Education, Charles Judd, an advocate of the science of
education. Counts began his academic career as a scholar who
incorporated two approaches——the use of the statistical
survey and the examination of larger social issues. Hy the
19308, Counts had put aside the statistical analyzes of his
earlier work for the examination of social issues.

Son of the Middle BRorder and inheritor of the
progressive academic tradition, Counts brought with him still
another scholarly dimension-—comparative education. As the
associate director of Teachers College Internatiocnal
Institute, he specialized in Soviet institutions and
education. By the early 1930s, he had traveled 5,000 miles
through the Soviet Union, a nation in the throes of a great
social, political, and economic transformation. (5) The
product of Lenin’'s Bolsheviks, the new Soviet regime had
survived Civil War and international isolation. Counts was
much impressed by what he saw in the Soviet Union in the
early 1930s. The Soviets, under Josef Stalin, had embarked

on the first of the five year plans designed to reconstruct a
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backward agricultural economy and society into a modern
industrial giant. The Soviet leaders, Counts observed, had
correctly recognized the power of organized education as an
instrument of cultural transformation. While his own country
seemed to be unable to come to grips with the Depression, the
Soviet were making great strides forward because of their co-—
ordination and centralized planning.

These, then, were the elements that Counts brought with
him as he asked his guestien--Dare the School Build a New
Social Order?: a frontier spirit and heritage, a progressive
higher education, skills of sociological analysis, and a
international perspective.

When he asked if educators dared to build a new social
order, Counts certainly had moved from educational theorizing
that was strictly school-centered. By the early 1930s, he
was concerned with education’s relationship to national
social and economic policies. As we look back on Counts at
this important stage of his career, we might ask was he a
philosopher of education? Was he an ideologist? Or was he a
skilled orator who was admirably skilled in posing leading
rhetorical questions?

In his works that followed shortly after Dare the 5School
build a New Social Order?, Counts wrote about philosophy of
education. He urged educators to join with the progressive
forces in the nation——the labor unions and the farmers’
organizations—-—in creating a philosophy of education that
would be bold, purposeful,; and transforming. Rather than

presenting his audience with a philosophy of education, he
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was calling for the creating of a public philosophy of
education. Such a public philosophy of education would guide
the establishing of genera{ educational purposes, shape
educational policy, and define the contours of curricular
development.

Did Counts’'s call for the creation of a public
philosophy of education make him a philosopher, or was his
role something other than philosopher? In probing this
guestion, my goal is not to establish a criterion of what
identifies a person as a philosopher bhut rather to seek to
examine Counts’'s behavior as a professional educator in the
crucial decade of the 1930s and early 194Qs. Lawrence Cremin
in his definitive work on progressivism in education, The
Transformation of the Zchool, identifies certain stages in
the development of progressive education as a movement. In
the first stage-—-from about 1890 to 1920—-Cremin tells us
that progressivism in politics, literature, conservation, and
journalism was a general movement that encompassed an
educational impulse as well. In its formative decades,
progressive thought and action were interwoven. There was a
central focus—-—-the reform of American life and institutions—-
that united leading progressives such as Robert LaFollette,
the Wisconsin Governor and Senator, Jane Addams, the founder
of Hull House, and John Dewey, the pragmatist philosopher and
educator. For Cremin, the first period of progressivism
presented a generalized and somewhat integrated focus. (&)
There were efforts by some progressives to develop a general

public philosophy as distinct from but not antagonistic to

s 12




academic philosophy. For example, Herbert Croly, editor of
the New Republic, in The Promise of American Lite, sought to
articulate a progressive public philosophy. Walter Lippman,
too, was working toward tHe expression of what would be his
statement of a public philosophy. Among the early
progressives, there were those who believed that the nation
needed to be guided by a set of policy statements thgt they
referred to as a public philosophy.

Cremin, then, writes that after World War I, especially
during the politically conservative decade of the 1%920s,
progressivism in education tended to lose its its broad
political and social orientation and became a school-oriented
philosophy. The 1920s was the period of the child-centered
schoal with its emphasis on liberating children from
repression and conventional schooling. The Progressive
Educational Association, founded in 1919, was initially the
product of child—centered progressives. (7)

In 1932, when Counts asked "Dare Proagressive Education
Be Progressive?,"” he was urging progressive educators to
return to the generalized social reform that had
characterized the early progressive movement. He stated that
middle class sentimentalities had denied that children should
be imposed upon by the culture. He charged that
progressives, while admittedly liberal in outlook, were
operating in a four-walls of the school context that
neglected the great social issues of the day. In seeking to
return progressive education to its broad socially-oriented

origins, Counts saw the Depression as the historic catalyst
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that would renew the effort to create a public philosophy of
education to help mobilize the nation for the needed general
reforms. His Dare the 5School Build a New Social Order? put
the challenge to the nati'on’s educators.

In arguing that progressive education should be
prograssive and that the country’'s educators should work to
build a new society, Counts was returning to the earlier
manifestation of progressivism that had appeared in the
twentieth century’'s first two decades. He now found himself
in philosophical debate with those who saw the school ‘s role
in very different terms. First, he had to do battle with the
child—-centered progrescsives who consistently argued that the
child should be be the focus of the curriculum and that
educational goals and purposes came from children.

Secondly, he had toc argue against a group of important
educators, the Essentialists such as William Chandler Bagley.
and Isaac Kandel, who saw educational purposes and curriculum
coming from the historically-evolved institutions and the
skills and knowledge that made such institutions functional.
Thirdly, he had to challenge Perennialists such as Robert
Hutchins, who in a neo-Aristotelian and neo-Thomistic
perspective, saw education as being based on universally
valid principles that coming from a culturally transcendent
human nature were independent of time and circumstances.

Counts, the one time practioner of the science of
education trained by Judd and the social theorist trained by
Aibion Small and the associate of the Experimentalist Dewey.

found himself pushed for an answer to his own gquestion of--—
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Dare the School Build a New Social Order? Calling for a the
creation of a public philosophy of education was somewhat
different from being a public philosopher of education. In
developing bis concept of a public philosophy of education,
Counts was antagonistic to the child-centered progressive’'s
emphasis on the sanctity of the child’'s nature, to the
Essentialist emphasis on the stability of tradition, and to
the Perennialist perspective of a transcendent human nature.
True to his early background, education, and training, he
looked to contexts--to cultural, political, economic, social,
intellectual, and educational situations—— that occurred at a
particular time in history and in a particular geographical
setting.

In The Social Foundations of Education, Counts writing
that educaticn is always particular to a given time and
place, stated:

The historical record shows that education

is always a function of time, place, and circum-—

stance. In its basic philosophy, its social ob-

jectives, and its programs of instruction, it
inevitably reflects in varying proportions the
experiences, the conditions, and the hopes,

fears. and aspirations of a particular peopie or

cultural group at a particular point in history.

Education as a whole is always relative,
at least in its fundamental parts, to some con-

crete ard evolving social situation. (8)




Clearly, Counts was a contextual theorist of education.
While his orientation teo educational policy might be broad,
it Qas never transcendent. While a methodology of socio-
educational analysis is present in his work, Counts was not a
process—-oriented philosoéher like Dewey. In describing his
philosophy of education, Counts claimed that it was
"civilizational.” In other words, each civilization had its
own philosophy of education.

It is in terms of a “"civilizational philosophy of
education that we might look at Counts as social philosopher
of education and as an educational ideologist. (%) In the
1930s, Counts was closely associated with Charles A. Beard, a
progressive American historian, who was often identified as a
revisionist. BReard, with whom Counts worked on the
Commission on the Social Studies of the American Histarical
Assocaition, had developed an economic interpretation of
history. In many ways, if Eeard Qas seeking to reconstruct
American history, Counts was also seeking to reconstruct
American education. {10) Counts and Beard agreed that that
the age of individualism was ending in the United States and
that the nation was verging on a new collectivist pattern of
social, economic, and political organization. For Counts and
Beard, it was crucial that this inevitable form of
collectivism should be democratic in structure, control, and
process.

Operating contextually, Counts began to examine American
civilization to find the elements that could bring about its

reconstruction from a disintegrating individualistic economy
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into a society that was a collective democracy. For Counts,
at that time, the future was going to be collectivist. It
could be a ruthless capitalist oligarchy that served the
selfish vested economic special interests. It could take the
form of the totalitarian’Fascist corporative state. dr, it
could be a genuinely democratic collectivism. Now, in
Counts’ writings, especially in The Social Foundations of
Education and The Prospects of American Democracy, Counts was
revealing more and more of an ideological tendency.

First, Counts argued, it was necessary to analvyze the
cultural heritage and to identify those elements upon which
the reconstruction of society could proceed. The American
heritage, he wrote, revealed to broad strands—two versions
of th2 public philosophy—-one Hamilitonian and the other
Jeffersonian. The Hamiltonian strand emphasised wrivate
economic develaopment and rule by an economic elite.

According to this strand of thought, natural and human
resources were used for private gain. A legacy of the
Hamiltonian orientation were the later "robber baron"
capitalists who used a myth of "rugged individualism”_to
amass large private fortunes. The unplanned, selfish, and
exploitative nature of a capitalistic individualism had
brought the nation’'s economy to virtual collapse. Economic
malise was threatening to destroy the political foundations
of the Republic.

For Counts, it was the Jeffersonian strand in the public
philosophy that needed to be emphasized as the viable element

in the cultural heritage to reconstruct a new social order.
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Freedhold democracy, arising in the Jeffersonian tradition,
continued by the expression of popular interests by Andrew
Jackson, Abraham Lincoln; and Woodrow Wilson provided the
element from the heritage upon which could be created a new
American democracy——tﬁe new social order.

In selecting his vision of the past, Counts was
following the admonition of Carl Becker and Charles Beard
£;hat each percson cshould be his own historian. Like the
ideologicst who seeks to create a sense of "we—feeling! and to
use that identification to mobilize popular support, Counts
was creating a version of the American past that supported
his vision of the new social order.

In creating this new social order, Counts argued that it
was also necessary to recognize and consider carefully the
new cultural element that had appeared in the twentieth
century—-—the rise of technology. Based upon the integration
of science and industrialism, the impact of technology had
first transformed the material modes of life and was now
being diffused throughout the culture’s social forms of
organization. The problem was that the new era of
technology in the United States as well as in the western
democracies was taking place haphardly without being planned
in the popular interests.

Throughout the 19230s, Counts was functioning as an

who
ideologist %a=t sought to move progressively-oriented
educators in the direction of a particular version of

American democracy. At that time, he functioned within a

particular context and some of what he argued for lies within

11 ~18
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a context that is now past. His contextualism——while a
dynamic feature of the period—-—also has had limiting effects
on Counts more enduring lpgacy to educational thoughf.

As a contextual thinker, Counts moved as the Depression
ended to other historical centexts. As the character of
Stalinism revealed itself, he revised his interpretation of
Soviet culture and education. When the split among among
American liberals occurred after World War 11, Counts would
quit the American Labor Party and help organize the new
Liberal Farty in New York. His The Challenge of Soviet
Education found Marxist—-Leninism to rest an a sinister,
conspiratorial Machiavellianism. (11) The emphasis that he
once placed on the role of economic forces in conditioning
social and educational institutions lessened. In his
Education and Americarn Civiliation, he developed a grand
vision of American culture and education that emphasized the
humanistic origins and humane character of American life and
institutions. His concerns shifted to the protectng of human

emed
freedoms in an age where mass institutions threatig personal
freedom. Like President Eisenhower, he was conflerned about
the potential threat that an industrial—military-corporate
state posed for human freedom.

While Counts’ ideological stance is found in the contexts of
time and place, several of his contributions are larger than
these contexts. One, he was a pioneer theorist who clearly
pointed out that organized education, or schooling, exists in
relationship to other institutions and to the great social,

political, and economic trends of the time. Two, he, along
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with the other pioneering theorists at Columbia University
Teachers College, created the social foundations of education
as a areé of professional inquiry. Three, he gave us a
Y

useful methodology for analyzing and reconstructing snciety.
Four, his version of the Purposes of a School of Education
anticipated the contemporary human services institution and
the rise of educational policy studies.

George S. Counts sought to engage the public in creating
a public philosophy of education. He was a catalyst for the
kind of educational philosophy that leads to policy
formulation. He was also a contextual thinker who at times

in his career functioned as an ideololgist for his version of

the past and of what the future should be.
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Charles V. Blatz
Departwent of Philosophy
University of Toledo
111 Scott Hall
Toledo, Chio 43606

Construct validity, Context Specificity
and
Testing for Critical Thinking

A recent discussion on test validity argues that in order to show a test
performance truly reveals the ability tested for, we must show that the
presence of that ability would best explain the test performance recorded.
At the same time, many researchers have been moving to the position that no
results of interest to social scientists, for example explanations of test
performances, can be explained by processes which can be understood in a
context free way. When we apply these insights to the challenges of valid
testing for critical thinking abilities and dispositions, the result gives
pause. If there are domain, discipline, problem or even classroom
idiosyncracies in what is good reasoning, if these differences are to some
extent the result of variable teacher-student communications, decisions and
negotiations, then, the variables of critical thinking ability ard tendencies
will differ in ways possibly limiting the legitimate claims of construct
validity for critical thinking tests over class materials.

In this paper, I will begin with a presentation of the "best explanation"
view of construct validation mentioned above. Then I will move to an
exploration of some of the context specifics that might jmportantly vary
explanations of critical thinking performances across individuals, classes,
schools, districts and larger units of the education delivery system. My
ultimate aims are two: First, I want to explore some of the trade-offs
between test validity, standardization of test/instructional expectations,
and, the scope of legitimate claims about critical thinking abilities and
dispositions. Second, I want to explore some of what instructors and
administrators would have to do, in their teaching and adrinistrative efforts,
in order to have construct valid and so contextually sensitive measures of
individual critical thinking achievement or mastery.
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Construct Valldlty, cContext Specificlity
and
Testing for Critical Thinking

Charlie Blatz
Department of Philosophy
University of Toledo

An important recent paper argues that we should move toward
understanding construct wvalidity in the spirit of a realist
philosophy of science. (Steven Norris, "The Inconsistencies at
the Foundations of Construct Vvalidation Theory" in E.R. House
(ed.] Philosophy of Eduzation [San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 19831}])
According to this approach, part of the task of establishing that
a test performance truly reveals the ability or other feature
tested for lies in showing that the presence of such a feature,
in the degree indicated by the test performance, would best
explain the performance recorded. To the extent that several
measures provide convergent evidence for this explanatory claim,

the argument for test validity is stronger (presumably, up to
some point),

At the same time, many researchers have been moving to the
position that no results of interest to social sclentists, for
example explanations of test performances, can be explalined by
processes which "are steady and can be fragmented into nearly
independent systems." Consequently, construct validation cannot
be considered to be dependent upon accommodating testing and
other research to enduring and operationally isolated explanatory
processes. (See e.g., Lee J. Cronbach, "Beyond the Two

Disciplines of Scientific Psychology," American Psychologist,
February, 1975, page 123.)

When we apply these insights to the challenges of valid
testing for critical thinking abilities and dispositions, the
result gives pause. (Part of the impetus for such an application
comes from John McPeck, i on (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1981.) If there are domain,
discipline, problem or even classroom idiosyncracies in what is
good reasoning, if these differences are to some extent the
result of varlable teacher-student communications, decisions and
negotiations, then the variables of critical thinking ability and
tendencies will differ in ways possibly limiting the legitimate
claims of construct wvalid critical thinking tests on class
materials. (The situation could only be more complex and tenuous
for tests of transfer of critical thinking acumen and
propensities outside of the classroom to other classes or to the
student's extra-mural life.) But then, how are we to achieve any
manageable Cross class/instructor, building, district, or
educational region accountability for teaching enhanced with
attention to critical thinking. Without such accountability, how
are we to fairly assess a student's - critical thinking
competencies and tendencies? How are we to assess a teacher's, a
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bullding's  or a dlstrict's achievements at using critical
thinking In instruction?

In this paper, I will begin with a presentation of the “"best
explanation" view of construct validation mentioned above.

Then I will move to an exploration of some of the context
speclfics that might importantly vary explanations of critical
thinking performances across individuals, classes, schools,
districts and larger units of the educational delivery system.
Next I will delve into some of the implications of these context
specifics within a "best explanation" test wvalidation framework.

My ultimate aims are princlpally two in number: flrst, 1
want to explore some of the trade-offs between test validlty,
standasdization of test/instructional expectations, and, the
scope of legitimate claims about critical thinking abilities and
dispositions. For example, I will argue that standardized
testing across schools, dlstricts and reglions can claim validity
only when accompanied by strict standardization of classroom
instruction and that the price of that standardization in terms
of student learning, and classroom intrusiveness may far outweigh
the worth of having broadly inclusive and valid claims of
critical thinking achievement and mastery. Thus teachers and
administrators face a serious cholce between highly context
sensitive measures attuned to individual classes or <class
segments, and less wvalid system-wide assessments of critical
thinking instruction. This is a cholice they do not face in their

concerns for competency in mathematics and chemistry, for
example.

Second and assuming they choose in favor of construct
validity, I want to 1indicate some of what instructors and
administrators would have to do, in their teaching and
administrative efforts, in order to have valid contextually

sensitive measures of individual critical thinking achievement or
mastery.

One requlrement is that administrative accountability in the
area of critlcal thinking should pot be for specific critlcal
thinking abilitles or propensities. That is the provence of the
classroom or program teacher. Administrators, instead, should be
responsible for ensuring that teachers and units of instruction
are appropriately sensitive to uses of critical thinking that are
defensible in context specific ways. Short of rigorous, systemic
standardization, administrators must set aslide standardized
achievement or competency tests in this area in favor of
nurturing teaching and programs informed by contextually variable
standards of good reasoning. They must become defenders of
teaching and programs paying proper attention to critical
thinking and cease trying to defend the specifics of what their
teachers and programs offer 1In the arena of critical thinking.
They will need to <certify that their teachers and programs are
good at what they are about, rather than certifying that the
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students coming out of the system have learned certain things.
And these are two different certifications!

A second example of needed adjustments is that teachers
would have to come to see their teaching as involving students in
contextually specific projects of reasoning well about subject
matter issues and their importance outside the classroom. At the
same time they must be sensitive to just how the good reasoning
involved might generalize beyond the particular instructional
unit or class in question. Teachers need to make conscious
choices between keeping thelr instructional uses of reasoning
specifically attuned to the 1lesson at hand or to the
generalizable abilities and propensities of the reasoning
involved. This choice must inform their designs of examples,
exercises and testing instruments. In addition, it will inform
and be informed by the teacher's relations to colleagues
concerned with some of the same sorts of reasoning

accomplishments. Examples of some of the options here will be
given.

Thus, this paper will 1investigate some of the relations
between construct validity, context specificity and testing for
critical thinking. And it will begin to explore some of the
immediate implications of these relations for teaching and
administration. One major result will be a set of cautions about
the prices of standardized testing in the area of critical
thinking. Another major result will be to outline revised roles
for administrators and teachers accountable for critical thinking
but proceeding without standardized testing which is valid over
multi-class or multi-school populations.
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PHRONESIS AND THE MORAL ASPECTS OF TEACHING

It may almost be taken for granted that today teachers are considered to he
intentional beings, as individuals who have their own beliefs and desires in the
classroom beyond just those of having students achieve at high academic levels. Research
on teaching since the 1970s has examined such things as teacher cognitive processes and
teacher reflective thinking. Through this rather recent emphasis, the teacher's own
beliefs and desires are considered as important aspects of the teaching situation. And
with the publication of the book Moral Dimensions of Teaching comes a further focus on
this often-overlooked aspect of the schools--teachers are moral, rational agents who
must act within the moral nature of the activity of teaching and the moral aspects of the
school situation, while still being allowed to act on their own moral natures.

But however brilliantly these issues are discussed in this book and in other
arenas, there is lacking stiil in the discussions an element within the teacher's own
thoughts which would allow the teacher's beliefs, desires, intentions and emotions 1o be
brought to bear on the very moral situation of teaching. Such an element can be found in
Aristotle's notion of phronesis, or practical wisdom. The Aristotelian account of
phronesis is tied to virtue and to ethical theory inextricably: "it is evident that it is
impossible to be practically wise without being good” (NE IV. 12, 1144a29-b1). The
hypothesis here will be that (a) since teaching is a moral activity which involves
virtuous acts, and (b) phronesis is a moral aspect of a practical situation which allows
an individual to act virtuously, then (¢) phronesis is an aspect of human reasoning that
should be explored when discussing the moral nature of teachers and of teaching.

Aristotle’s. A  pt .
The account of practical reasoning offered by Aristotle, mainly in the
Nicomachean Ethics, De Motu Animalium, and De Anima, has served as the basis fo:

virtually all antecedent discussion on practical wisdom. Aristotle describes practical
wisdom as aimed at human ends, and that the end of practical wisdom Is actions. It is
part of a conceptual framework in which a person's beliefs, desires, emotions,
experiences with particulars, knowledge of universals, and intentions interact in a
reasoning process which leads t» the conclusion to act. As such, it cannot involve mere
precepts or rules which are supposedly applicable to every single human being. Every
piece of information must interact with each person's own action components, in
individually unique combinations and sequences, before the conclusion--a propositional
decision about an action to take--can be reached.

Practical reasoning, besides the ocbvious relevance to action, is also intended for
used in directly individual situations. Alisdair Macintyre (19897), discussing
Aristotle's view of practical reasoning, states that practical reasoning “involves the
capacity to bring the relevant premises concerning goods and virtues to bear on
particular situations® (p. 123). This statement is filled with the background concepts
and premises which flesh out the description and use of practical wisdom. The concept
itself is in fact an encapsulation of part of Aristotle's entire theory of ethics. Practical
wisdom requires virtue In dealing with human goods. It involves the actions of
deliberation and choice. It involves an individual's beliefs and desires. And it involves
the rational analysis of situations for deciding upon virtuous goals and actions.

Deliberation. Aristotle clearly sets out the role of deliberation in his view of
virtuous action when he states that "The man who Is without qualification good at
deliberating is the man who is capable of aiming in accordance with calculation at the

28




best for man of things attainable by action® (1141b8-18). Here the individual has
knowledge of and takes account of the ends that will be good for mankind. The stance
taken here will be that the result of this deliberation about the best ends will be the
universal premise about a good, which is the major premise of the practical syllogism
stating the final end to be aimed for. Engberg-Pederson calls this idea the "grasp of the
end." The author states that phronesis Involves (i) the ability to deliberate and (ji)
the simple possession in explicit form of the grasp of the end that Is presupposed by
deliberation" (p. 224)..

Practical Syllogism. Many writers on Aristotle's ethical theory discuss practical
reasoning as if it were strictly a practical syllogism, with the syllogistic form. Writers
have focused on this formal construct and have called it "practical syllogism" or
"practical argument." The term "practical syilogism" itself, however, actually is not
used by Aristotle (Hardie, Maclntyre). What is more plausible is the relation of the
practical syllogism or argument to the concept of practical reasoning. Shirley
Pendlebury (1990a & b) suggests that the practical argument is a formal
reconstruction of a piece of practical reasoning. The argument is a specific form of the
practical reasoning undertaken by the individual. The Individual's practical reasoning
process is formally represented by this practical argument.

The most basic form of the "practical syllogism" was laid out by Aristotle in De
Moty Animalium 6-8. The form of the argument consists of a major premise, a minor
premise, and a conclusion, from those premises. The major premise, variantly called
the initiating premise, is a propositional expression of the individual's desired end. This
is a universal premise, stating a general good to be reached. [t is generally considered to
be a desire on the part of the individual agent.

The next part of the practical syllogism takes into account the individual agent's
perception of his/fhier own particular situation. Included as the content of the minor
premise will be one of a collecticn of possible alternatives available in the present
situation. The minor premise is a belief of the individual about what is possible in this
situation, based on perceptions of the situation. The conclusion of this syllogistic
argument wiil be taken here to be a propositional statement about an action to be taken.

Means-End Reasoning. However, Aristotle writes in the NE Book 3 as if the
selection of an end is not a part of practical reasoning. This is a controversial aspect of
Aristotle's account which was initiated by Aristotle himself, when he discussed practical
reasoning as If it were solely a means-ends deliberation. Aristotle explicitly states in
NE Book 3 that "We deliberate not about ends but about means” (1112b11). This view
arises in part as a result of the necessary final human good prescribed by Aristotie--
eudaimonia , or human flourishing. According to Aristotle, humankind automatically
aims for eudaimonia , and this leads to his statement that we only deliberate about means.
For Aristotle does not allow deliberation about those things which are invariable, nor
which are eternal, nor which are brought about by chance. Aiming for human good, like
deciding to heal a person physically, Is invariable on Aristotle's account, and Is
therefore not open to deliberation. Therefore practical reasoning must not be about ends
but only about means.

If this were the case, then practical reasoning would be a strictly technical
notion, and practical wisdom would not Involve the selection of the universal good for
man. It would be merely a strictly technical decision about means toward a pre-
determined end. And if this were the case, then practical reasoning would not be
appropriate for use as the basis for the very practical and ethical activity of teaching.
For if teachers are not allowed a choice in what are to be the goals of the actions they
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undertake in the classroom, then practical reasoning would not be an improvement on
any other research programs that have proposed and used. Researchers would again be
examining the teachers' observable means in the classroom as if these were the essence
of teaching.

Aristotle doas, however, attach more emphasis to the ends In his sthical theory of
practical reasoning. Especially in Book 6 of the NE, Aristotle discusses the part which
practical wisdom plays in choices about ends as well as means. As Hardie points out,
Aristotle in Book 6 (1142b31-33) of the NE requires that the individual who possesses
practical wisdom must not only deliberate "with regard to what conduces to the end" but
also that this individual "apprehends truly” that very end.

Yirtue. The discussion of the selection of the good for mankind demonstrates the
important part that virtue plays in practical reasoning. Even in the discussion of the
syllogistic form given to practical reasoning, the ethical importance is seen. For
Aristotle even gives ethical terms to the major and minor premises of the syilogism.
Aristotle uses the terms “the good" and "the possible" to describe the content of these
premises. Understanding the good for man is the beginning of phronesis . Thus, virtue
is required at the very start of practical reasoning. Phronesis is “dependent on virtue
for the correctness of its own starting-points" (Kenny, p. 163). It is dependent on the
understanding of "the good," which will be the first and initiating premise of practical
reasoning.

However, it is not only the universal good which the individual man seeks in
practical reasoning. For as Aristotle writes, “practical wisdom is concerned with the
ultimate particular which is perception" (NE1142a25-27). In fact, this is one aspect
of the separation between theoretical and practical wisdom which Aristotle posits.
Theoretical wisdom is about knowledge of principals, such as scientific theories, and
aims at understanding. Practical wisdom, however, is about particular actions, and is
aimed at human ends. As discussed earlier, the individual who Is practically wise looks
at his/her own individual situation and determines what type of case, within the
framework of the universal good already placed in the mind, Is appropriate in the
individual situation. In fact, this further step of practical reasoning has to do with “the
possible." As discussed earlier, the individual situation is complex and has many
varying aspects. The individual must be able to deliberate through these facets to
determine what actions are possible to take on the way to reaching the end of the human
good selected. And also as discussed earlier, Aristotle allows practical reasoning
specifically for variable situations, those which are under our control. Situations
requiring action are often full of "possible's”, and the person of practical wisdom, one
who can reason practically, is one who can take perceptions about these possible's and
decide which actions would lead to previously known universal goods for man. Hardie
points out that Aristotle requires the desire for an end to be right desire and the
reasoning toward that end to be true. Hardie writes that "To have practical wisdom is to
be able to envisage good ends and not only to be able to see how they can be attained"
(Hardie, p. 236). Aristotle describes practical wisdom In these words: ‘it is a true and
reasoned state of capacity to act with regard to the things that are good or bad for man"
(Ross, p. 142). Individuals who reason practically are able to determine the
possibilities of human action in accordance with the “right desire" which is evident in
the initiating peint of phronesis . This reasoning Is part of the "intellectual virtue" of
practical wisdom. Phronesis Is an intellectual virtue which Is part of man's rational
soul, on Aristotle's account. Phronesis is specifically a deliberative state which allows
the individual who attains it to be able to ascertain what is good for mankind, and then to
deliberate about how best to reach that good.




And Hardie reminds us of the virtuous effort required in this grasping of ends.
Hardie discusses Aristotle's idea that phronesis , or practical wisdom, is different from
deinotes , which is cleverness. For cleverness In Aristotle's terms signifies that an
individual is very good at finding means to ends. However the individual of practical
wisdom is "a man who can be trusted to make right choices. The latter, because he has
ethical virtue as well as cleverness, aims at good ends" (p. 251).

It is clear, then, that the foundation of an ethical theory is given here by
Aristotle with his proposition of phronesis , or practical wisdom. In fact, Aristotle ties
practical wisdom and virtue together Inextricably: ‘it is evident that it is impossible to
be practically wise without being good" (NE IV. 12, 1144a29-b1). It is this sense of
the ethical importance of phronesis that shows in an examination of the different
interpretations given the term by various commentators on Aristotelian ethics.
Practical wisdom is the most common phrase attached to prronesis . Other scholars have
used the terms 'prudence' and 'moral insight' when discuasing the term, demonsirating
the ethical nature of the concept. ( ) states that piironesis is "a faculty of
knowing right from wrong in matters of conduct." This required connection between
phronesis and virtue is to be seen when the person who is practically wise demonstrates
virtuous conduct. Practical wisdom, in fact, Is the force behind virtuous actions.
Another scholar describes phronesis as "moral discernment” ( ). This analysis can
be seen as appropriate when taking into account the place that Aristotle puts on
perception. Moral discernment would come into play as the definition because of the need
in phronesis for the individual to be virtuous a