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' ABSTRACT

The central problerh addressed in this thesis has two parts. FirSt, how

can an educato‘r respect the déveloping autonomy ofa student’s rational

| capacities while nurturing the development of 'particular moral sensibilities and a

particular moral perspective? Second; if a moral educator challenges a group of

students to consider an alternative moral position, how can she or he be justified

in presenting the new perspective as superior to the old one?

My argument, in summary, is that an ideal of strong objectivity, as it is

conceived by Sahdra Harding in the context of feminist standpoint theory, works

- as a set of standards against which to evaluate the adequacy. of one’s moral

perspective, and it offers a valuable means for covmparing'this‘ perspective to
others. Strdhg objectivity is an ideal V\;hich employs a set of standards including
respect, reflexivity, and critical evalyation of social situations to chaI_Ienge
inqdirers td maximise their objectivity.', They do this through recognising and

testing not only the content of their kndwledge ciaims_but also the purpose these

claims play in the development of research programs. A commitment to strong

- objectivity entails 'attempting to understand the partiality of one’s own -

perspective and recognising how that partiality distorts one’s pércepti'on.
The process of learning from others’ perspectives is central to revising
and enfibhing one’sl own perspectivé', and this revision and enrichment is an

ongoing re’spons'ibility for any teacher. Through the application of strong

" ~objectivity to moral t_heory building, a moral educator can_v be justified in bel‘ieving .




that hér’ or his own mbral perspective is the most adquate éne av.élilable}. ifa
m'oralv educa'tc‘)r Qnderstands Hard.ing’svconception of strohg objectivity,“"anld'
embraée‘s it as anvideal,' the reéglt Will be a more justly equitable learning
environment_and a more comblet'e understanding of the mbral perspéctive which
is being»develope'd within the classroom. These_are }fundarrllental to 'the‘ |

legitimacy of the work of a moral educator.
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INTRODUCTION: -

How Can I Justify Changing Someone’s Moral View?

The Problem

In the year or so after | first began this degree, | started to teach

foundations of education courses to students in the teacher certification program

~ here at UBC. One course in particular that | taught each fall was a general

introduction coUrse which'requires‘ covering a variety of social issu‘es such'aAs
multiculturalish and education, gender issues in schools, First Nations
educat,iph, and a va_fiety of sirﬁilaf topics.

At first, kéen zealot that | was, | was baffled by the degree of resistance

with which | met. | realised that | had been approaching the téaching as ifall |

had to do was offer up the content and they‘would eagerly agree and “be

converted” to non-racist, feminist.elaborations of education theory. | was also

 baffled by their mistrust of rhuch- of what | was offering.' ! heeded to find a way to "

understand where the students were coming from—the agenda behind the
counter arngents they _offéred or (worse yet) the silent resistance. R

At the same time, | noticed anofher thihg. There were a number of more |
conservgtive views in sdme classes which were not getting the air tifne | felt they |

deserved. For éxample, in one class there was a small, very quiet group of

women who did not want to- identify themselves as feminists and divd not accept

many of the things | was presenting, but were apparently afraid to speak up




because ofe number of vocal feminiets in the room. Ii seemed to me the
ultirriate irony that Iv, a femifriist, was running a cless in Virhich the mdst timid
women were siienced. | |

It eeem_ed that there were two different.sorts of vocal studerits: the -
conservative ones who were generally privileged ina ni;imber of wdys by virtue
of their race or gender or some sirriilérlsignifier, and the ones who came from |
positions we tend to refer to as marginal——wdrrien, \ivomeri or men of coiour, for
example—but who had the combination ef background reeding and boWer of .
personality required to silence those who disegreed with them. (I remember one
particular class in which two erivthusias‘tically vocal studenfs who disagreed on
nearly everything wduld have silenced everyone else had they been su,ccessfui.)

| had three overriding coneerns. First, | didvnot iivant to be a teacher who
was just es much of an inteilectuai_bully as sorrie of those students. ‘Second, |
~ was concerned that if | did net set up an" atmosphere in \ivhich. the more timid |
ones or the ones with the less popular views i'iad an opportunity to be involved,
they wduld not engage with the material in any m_eaning_fdl way beyond wriat
they needed to do to get the grade. Finally, | needed a way to be's'ure.enough |
of the s‘uperidrity df my perspective to justify atterripting to ‘5cdnvert” the Studerits.
| realised that"the'v‘verk | was doing, under the si.irface of the “cdntent readings,” |

“ was moral ed‘ucation of a very profound'sort. | was not only trying to change

students’ minds about the way our society organises and grants privilege based ‘




on criteria which are far from just. | was also trying to change their ideas about
what constitutes legitimate, re'spectful discourse in an academicsetting.
When.| came to write this thesis, | realised that the concerns | had in my '

university level teaching are common to teachers at every level of schooling. It.

s hard for me to imagine any sort of teaching which does not involve a moral .
- - component, but “moral education” implies more than simply educating in a -
-morally appropriate manner and teaching for morally appropriate objectives.

~ Moral education involves nurturing the development of one’s students.into |

morally mature individuals who can parti'c_ip,l,ate as,.cornpetent' adults in thel‘if.e of
their moral community. Many teachers in public schools believe that they should

not attempt to educate their students in morality. They have the idea.that moral -

' ed‘ucation_ must imply sorne kind of coercive or indoctr_inative initiation into

partlcular religious behefs or that it involves the teacher * lmposmg her.or h|s
personal (perhaps eccentrlc) beliefs onto young and vulnerable m|nds | h'a_ve‘
heard» student teachers argu‘e that they do not want ‘to “teach values because
they want their ’students to “stay‘open-'m»inded'.”.- They will agree that :muchtof'

what we call moral education is conveyed by example and through modelling of

‘morally approprlate attitudes and behawour by the teacher But they’ contlnue to

resist my arguments that everythnng from our teachlng style, to our methods of

evaluatlng, to our behawour towards |nd|vrdual students in and out of the cIass

demonstrates some aspect of the set of vaIues to whlch we are-commltted.; ,

oA




I argue that moral education is part of every teaching interaction
Sometimes it is expliCit as when a teacher challenges the class to conSider an : f !
| alternativeb position, for example on an issue concerning their school or
| community Sometimes it is impliCit as for example in refusmg to accept
disrespectful comments in a class dISCuSSIon or demonstrating an openness to
students. opinions In either.case the educator is offering to his or her-students N
the example of a moral view and the challenge to’ accept or reJect it (obViously
with the hope that students Will choose to accept it). . Every teacher, then, is.a
'm‘oral-edu_cator.‘ I will argue that to be a responsible moral educator reouires two
fundamental commitments. o - |

Fi'rst,. a resp_onslble educator‘must be co_mmitted to nurturing thestudent’s '
| developing -moral .sensibili’ties': Thislentailsa number of elements. 'Fvo'r'teachers o
' of children it means providing an veducation that goes beyond training in moral .

habits lt might be that when a child is not yet mature enough to choose moral

» habits a parent or teacher WI|| train the child, but this initial training should be

thought of as the first step only, while it WI|| undoubtedly have an effect on the -
child’s deyeloping moralsenSibiIities, it does not 'constitute moral education;

' The de\ielopment of moral _sensibilities. also means‘preparing'students-to take )
their part- as competent.adults in the life of their moral communities. ’ For parents |
and teachers of young children, this means initiating the student into the
constellation of moral knowledge attitudes and practices accepted by the adult

community of which they WilI be a part. For teachers of adult students it means




setting an example and encouraging students to accept the challenge tobe
Vigilant in ensuring. that the moral positions they adopt are the most appropriate
ones available. FinaIIy, legitimate moral education cannot be indoctrinative. If
| vi/hen | reached maturity | found that | was not rationally capable of rejecting-m_y
,'moral perspective, | wouId have grounds to criticise the Iegitimacy of my moral |
educaﬂon. | | -

Second, where a moral educator expects_ students to adopt her or his
per_spective, it islincumbent upon that educatorv to ensure that the perspect_ive
.offere:d_ as an eiample to the student isthe most responsible one'availabl'e.
VVhere the student is being challenged to consider an alternative perspective,
 the teacher must have reason to believe the new position is superior to the
” student s old one Moral educators indeed all competent adult partiCipants in

moral discourse, need a means forjudging the adequacy of their own moral
perspective and of comparing it to those of others.

The central problem | am addressing, therefore, has two parts'.} First, how
can an educator respect the developing autononﬁy of_,the 's'tudent’s rational ’
capacities while nurturing the developrnent of particular moral sensibilities andfa
particular moral perspective'? Second, if a moral educator chaIIenge.s a group of

- students to con3|der an alternative moral posmon how can she or he be Justified

in presenting the new perspective as superior to the old one?




My Project

My érgumen_t, in surﬁmary, is that an,id'eal'of ’strbng objec;tivity,- asitis
cénceived by .Sand‘ra Hafdjng in the context of feminist standpoint theb'or.)ll, wofks_
‘a_s a set of sténdards against which to ev_alﬁate_- fhe adequaby of one’s moral
perspe_étiv_e, and it offers a valuable means for cqmparing this -pierspective‘to» '
others. | argvue‘that ihe most useful thing thét strong objectivity haé to offer
moral ihquiry is an uhdérst;ndiﬁg of the impbrtance qf ’ackhowjlédgi.ng the
partiality'of one’s own pers'pectiv‘e and .‘a means for seeing how a'given
perspective ihﬂuencés one’srperqeption. Bécause the procésé of'IearniTng from
oihers"perspéctives is central to revising and énrichi'ng one’s own perspective,
and because this revision and en}r’ichment is an ongqing process, it is -theq
kresponsibility of a moral édUcator continually to undertake tHe re\}i.sion lam -
: describing. In wofking toWards an ideal of sfro‘ng objectivity in moral theory "‘
b'uiIdiﬁg, a moral educator can be justified in believing that'her or his own mqfal
~perspectiVe IS the most ad:e'qu.ate one available. This belief is fuﬁdamental to

the Iegitimacy of the work of a moral educator..

Objectivity
In the arguments that folldw, [ tu_rn firéf,to an examination. of some.
' meth_odsf used to compare and evaluate epistemolnogical paradigms in the natural - .

and social sci}ences'., A central e_lement-of the thesis | am d.evelbping is the

recognition that the material position of a-res'earcher'has.a profound influence .




_upon the development of knowledge, both in the moral and in the ‘scientifi"c_:

realms. The power of the researcher relative to-other researchers in the field

and to the broader sociéty will have an impact both on the kinds of things which

are discussed and researched and-on the researcher’s ability to disseminate -

results. Since gender is one among a number of fundamental categories within

“which meaning and value are 's'ocially assigned (together with race, Class, and

others) .our Qnderstanding of gender will affect 'the development of research and
will have an impact ubon our und'er"sténding of theory development. The fe}ﬁinisf
standpoint theories in particular offer important insights into the relationship
between thé material positioh of a fésearcher and the development of :

knowledg'e. But most valuable for the purposes of the argument | will develop is

- Sandra Harding’s (1991 )conceptidn of strong objecti\)i'ty which arises fror‘n‘ her

articulation of standpoint theory.

The standard vervsiovn of objecti.vi‘ty, t'hat offered by.em'pi'ricists, requires én
investigator to overcome his or her social pdsition to achievé a value-neutral
vantage point—ihe so-called “archimedean point.” Ih her articulation of
standpoint theory, Harding suggeéts that a more complete objectivity would not -
call for the jmpossible separat_ién of the invéstigator from fhle program of |
reséarch. On the contfary, she argues for the acknowlédgem}ent that éll human
knowledge is socially situated. Like Kuhn, Har.dir{g aréues that although her

paradigm is socially situated, the recognition of this‘situétedness gives the

knower the right to claim that her or his own thedry is superior_—is,' if not closer




'}to ,“The Truth,” at least tess partial. 'Harding’s‘ project is not to free herself from
her materiat positioh but to understartd it. She calls her method for interrogating'
the secia| context ef the‘ory “strortg objet:tivity” and eietinguishes it f.rom those
“wea'k” forms of objecttvity which have either attemptéd to overceme or have
eimply ignored their contexts. |
Although Harding does not call it an ideal, as she usee the concept it
‘works like one. It incorporates both some means for achiéving the best po:ssible
: results-and a set of standards against which to measure the partiality of one’s
perspective. A commitment to strong'ot)je'ctivity entails critical evaluationto
determi.ne wlhich'secial situations tend to gene'rat‘e the most complete'or. the
" least distorted knewledge claims. The femihist stahdpoint theories, as't
elaberate in Chapter One, hi'nge on an unders‘tandi.ng thet the materiél position
of a researchervhas a prefound impact on ‘th'e individual's abiti_ty to know certain
typee of thtnge. In particular, stant:lpoiht theorl_ists argtJe that the position of the
oppreeeed is epistemicelly privileged. An oppressed person understands better‘
“and tjnderstartds more :about the retatiorts of oppression. A more complete
tmderstahding of the secial eentext in Which khowledge is developed leads to a
more complete and more accu'rate account of the development of researt:h
- programs. |
— My position is not entirely in accord with the standpoint theorists’. While |

would agree that a perso'n’s_sociaI‘ context does inform knowledge, | am not

- convinced (and in Chapter On.e I will detail my position) that a position of




_oppression aﬁtomatiéally érant’s one epi‘st'e‘mic priyilege. Nevertheleés, .I ‘fi.r'id. |

| Hardihg’s.'conceptioh‘of str§ng objectivity compe'll.in_g..} I will ange that wr_:\ilje if is
neithér pfactical ﬁo’r pér~ticvullérlvy 'useful to: s‘ug.gest thétv people gfvé Qp th;eir' :,
privilege, they can .Iea'rn~to adopt some éépects Qf alternétive perspecti_ve; énd ,
’ Ithereb"y‘vmore' cloéély'approximlatcla the idéél ‘of strong obj_ectiv'iiy for Which "

Harding is arguing..

Méral Epistemology

H‘é\(.ing-argufed t_hat some Véréipn of Strong objectivity is.important for,the
\development"of Ascie‘htific knoWIedge, | will go oh to arng that rﬁorél knowledge
can _'pe’cAie\‘/éloped ‘and justifi"e'd in much the sémé way as cah écientific
knowledge. My .argum'ent‘at _"this-stage fg)lllows those\ of prégmatiéts such aé :
John Dewey, HiIIIar_Ay Puthélnj,;a'r')d‘Je.ffrey Stout. Jgst asHardi[ig afgues tﬁaf
soéial AsfciencesVar"e néithér\rhore nor Iesé bbjéétivé thén naturall sc':i:,ences',‘ Stout
-argues that. moral thedry is no less s,t.;bject to ratio_nal eyaIUation than is s_ci'e'nt:ific
theory. While it is clear, he says_,"that m,ofal judger'ﬁ‘ents are ‘nc‘_Jt_tevsted.exactly‘
as scientific hypotheses are; it is much Ies_’s.clearvtﬁat the notion of testing ',fails
to apbly to moral judgements (Stout, 1988, p, 36): | |

Stout's ar_gUfnent ié.that \./ve;shou'ld view scientific and mbral reas_onir!g',

‘despite.t'h_eir differences; as tWQ aspects'aof a'sihgle‘.'ratioha'l-and objeé:tive

process in which we criticise and revise our propositio’nal attitudes. As young

children, indi‘viduavls learn to t_ake' part in moral discoursé,within the pérticular o




. - group into which they are i_nitiéted. it _is'nb't possible for indi\)iduals to make

moral judgém_ents épart ffom the moral perspective.within which they Qpefate; .
i.e., the beli_efs, habité of déséription,'and‘pat_terns of rea"sqn'ing that béiong,io a
pa(ticular'¢nlturé| ‘heritage. 'This__posés a p}nblem when it comes to r’n‘oral |
disggreernent bétv@en peobl'e from q.iffe‘-rent groups, aé w“iII bften occur' in a
pluralistic sc_)ci.éty s‘uch as ours in Canada. While .it rnay bé diffic_:ult to adjqdicate
among differing moral judgements, sUcn jdif\f.icul‘ty should not be taken as a
reason ‘to-"éban.don the attempt. - |

| F‘o.ll_nv.ving my elaboration. of the‘ prégmatist_. afguments in favour of tré.ating
n'\oral and scientific-knOWI‘edge‘in similar nﬁannérs; I go on inC.hvap_ter Thrge to |

explére the problem of moral disa’greement and the solutibn_s offered by three

B theorists:/ -Alasd‘air Maclntyré,' Sabina Lovibond, and Jurgen Habermas.

Through his elaboration of communitarianism, Maclntyre reminds us of the

' .importanée of understanding the moral context into which the indiyiduall'is _ |

socialised. This context ‘iinforrhs the decisions the individual will make although 1’

it is itself unchosen. An understanding of this context will be crucial to using

strong objectivity in the déveldprnent of moral knowlédge.' | exp_léin whét N

~ practical results follow from é"commitrnent» to str‘ong_'objectivity' in Cha-"‘pter‘s' Fo'ur“

and Five. Lovibond’s version of moral realism draws attention to the coercive

potential Qf' intéIIeCtual authority and to the various means_"availlable for resolving _ |
" moral disputes,_"both of which I return to in these later chapters. Habermas's ~~

: fhe"ory of communi‘ca'tiv‘e ac‘fion, and his development of discourse ethics are

10




also elaborated at this point, and will be'important in my arguments concernin’g -
the practical work which follows froma commitment to strong objectivity in rnoral'

discourse.

Strong‘Objectivity and Moral Paradigms
The'pragmatists helpl us to see that the adequacy of a moral" paradigm
can be judged in much the same way as can that of a s'cientific..paradigm. In_

strong objectix)ity, Harding has offered us a vpowerful means of interrogating the .
social context of a scientific paradigm, and a standard of objecti‘vity towards

whioh we can‘aim. The task that remains is to determine the practical
applications which fo||ow from a commitment to strong objectlwty in the
development of moraI dlscourse I attempt to do so in my final two _chapters:,'

. devotlng each chapter toa d|fferent aspect of the two part problem that teachers .
face in the moraI dimension of their work In Chapter Four | discuss the problem
of how a moral educator can be sure that her or his own moral_ perspectlve is the
most adequate one available; and how an adult ‘partioipant in moral discourse
“can respond to moral disagreement. | argue that strong objec':tiv'ity offers us an
ideal acoording to which we can more responsibly understand and respond to
aIternatlve moral positions. A commltment to strong objectlwty entalls attemptlng
to gain, | argue, both distance from our posntlon and a reerxrvrty that is |mportant |

’for understandlng the agendas behrnd our deC|S|ons. At the same time this

commitment challenges those in more powerful positions to attend to less B

1




power;ful' or less féshionéble views—those whic‘l;mbarevs.ometi'mes ldescribed és |
coming “from the m_argins.” of a particular discourse. I.n Chapter Five | go onto |
exblore the problerhs.which may arise in moral.education, and in partic&lar the
tension between-a teacher’s unavoidable power over ﬂstudent‘s and the désire to |
nuﬁure th’e deveiobment of thé student’s rational autonémy.‘ Isuggést ways in
| which»adoptihg an ideal of strong objectivity can‘help us to respond responsibfy

to this tension.

12




- CHAPTER ONE:

Feminist Epistemology and the De\)e/opment of Programs of Research

- Epistemologies
As | outllned in the Introduction, my argument aims to employ Sandra
Harding's ideal of strong objectiVity both as a means for evaluating the adequacy .
of a morel pérspective and as a set of standards towards which moral educators
| can‘aim in the responsivble develooment of their OVl/l’] and their students’ moral
views. To do:this, | begin by discussing the theoreticel context in wlhic_:h strong
objectivity was developed.
| In this chepter, | discuss a nurnber of dlfferent articula.tions of ferni'nist
epistemologies. | want to rnake it clear that l. am not using the term epistemology
to mean a “way of knowing.” | do not argue_ that women or any other group
‘know” things in a different way 4frorn others. | do_ believe that rnembers of
margi‘nalised groups, for example women, aborivginal people, and others, are in
general likely to know different thmgs than members of the dominant group, and
| I would argue. that they may dlﬁerently pnwlege those thlngs they do know.
Because of these factors their knowledge may take different forms. It may be
organised differently, end may not even be recognised as “knowledge” by the
-more powerful groop; for example, l‘t may be called be oalled ’“intuiti’on” or
“instinct.” A different form of knowledge, however, is not' the same thing as a |

different way of knowing. To have a different epistemology, | argue, is to treat

13 .




the nature of knowled.ge ina different way. For ferninists this must at Ie'ast‘m'ean
reoogn}is_ing the political and sooial implications of theory building, and
'oonverselv the ways in which ‘theory development depends on the social.and -
political .context frorn which it ariees. Feminist philosophers of knowledge must
be prepared to.inve‘stt.g"ate both the trnpact of the: researcher.on the developing
di.scipline, and the resulting i'nfluence of‘that knowiedge development upon the
researcher. | |
There 'is a varietv of feminist descriptione of knowledge andprescriptions
for its development. Each of them, to at’ least some e*tent, acknowledges the
relationship between power and knowledge dev'elopment'.' Three main groups of
~ feminist th'eoriee of knoWIedge are feminist empiricism, feminist postmodernism,
and feminist standpoint theories. Of the three, the standpoint theories have the
most important insights _into the ways that power relationships af.fectthe |
| development of knowledge and our understanding of it. A'I"he standpoint theorie.s
focus on the importance of the rnat'erial position of the knower, and chalienge us
to acknowledge:the'effe_ct of that position on our understanding. Standpoint
theories go on, however, to claim that the position of the oppressed is
epistemically superior to the posttion of the oppre.ssor and it is here that the
theories fail to convmce me, as | will argue presently. Even W|thout granting the |
_ eplstemlc privilege of the oppressed, however | will argue that the standpount
theories' articulation of the context of knowledge production and the perspective

of the knower provides an important critical insight. In addition, philosopher |
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o Sandra Harding's (1991) conception'of “strong objéCt-ivity” p'rovides a.means for

examining the‘vtheoretical and the material context of a knowledge claim. _‘

- In this chapter | will offer three arguments. First, having summarised the

- range of current feminist'epistemologies, focuSing specifically on feminist -
standpoint theories, | wiII show that while the standpoint'theories offer important
|n3|ghts into the way knowledge is developed and Justrfred itis nevertheless

“fundamentally misguided to-believe that the standpomt of women or of any

oppressed group, gives»access to a position of epistemic privilege. Second, |

will.show how a commitment to Harding's ideal of “strong objectivity” calls for

particular kinds of evaluations of an existing'_scie'ntific theory or research

' program and why itis responsrble to undertake such evaluatlons Th|rd I will

argue that because a commltment to strong objectrwty requires a researcher to

" include more prevnously marglnallsed perspectrves into malnstream academlc

_research |t is reqwred both for eplstemologlcal reasons and for the morally

legitimate development of research programs

Feminist Epistémology |

One way to make sense of the range of feminist cntrmsms of trad|t|onal
eprstemology is to |mag|ne a contlnuum |ncorporat|ng d|fferent conceptlons of

knowledge W|th traditional emprrrcrsm at one end and. radrcal postmodermsm at

the other The traditional empmcrst account of knowledge argues that the world

is acce55|ble to us prlmarlly through our senses. SC|ent|sts use their senses to
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record obse‘rvations which in turn wiII confirm or\disproVe theirhypotheses. To
be sure that their observations are as objectlve as possnble scientists must
make every attempt to separate their observatlons from the theoretlcal
presuppositions giving r|se to them. The purpose is to free observations from
blas which mlght lead the scnentlsts to “read |nto” the|r otherwnse pure
'observatlons and |mpose conclusions Wthh do not follow d|rectly from the data.‘
‘The more scientists can Ieave thelr presupposmons b‘ehlnd the more objectlve
their results will be. Feminist emp|r|C|sm shares W|th tradltlonal empmcnsm the'
goal of maxnmlsmg objectlvrty by removing bias, but femlnlst emp|r|C|sts do not N
) .attempt to lessen the lnfluence of thelr feminist commltments upon their
research ! On the contrary femlnlst emp|r|C|sts assert that femlnlsts (whether
" male or female) are more likely to conduct research which is free from -
androcentrlc blas because their political sensibilities predlspose them to check .
~ for and try to control these blases. The trad|t|on}al emp|r|C|st rellance on
- _intersubjectiyity to en‘sure maximum objectivity is ac’knOwle”dged. by feminist |

| 'emplrlusts but itis- argued that those who are in a position to conduct research
~are ||kely to share a perspectlve and wull thus be bl|nd to the b|as wh|ch they
share: If the whole group-shares a particular bias, |ntersubject|V|ty wrthln the
| group will not- -uncover |t Femlnlst emp|rIC|sm further challenges the enforced .
separatlon of research from the values and polltlcs of its prac’utloners Some

_Versions argue that the -‘politics of, for example,' movements'for.emancipatory" j '

" See, for example,‘ the work of Lynn Hankinson Nelson (1990).
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“social change, can increase the objectivity of the research being conducted by

pointing out contradictions inherent in the traditional discourse.' :

At the other end of the continuum Ivies feminiet pos‘tmoder.nism which ibs
Iargely concerned with pointing out elaims to and assuﬁptione about neutrality.
The postmodern conception of knowledge assumes that all knowers are
inextricably tied to their‘socﬂal positioné; that their knowledge cannot be
separated from the wider network of theories and a_ssumptions which beth
pfeeuppose it and underpin it. Because research can progress only within a
given paradigm, and becart.,qse postmodernists reject the existence of an
archirheeean perspective from wHich purely objective facts are a.vailable, ‘
scientists have .no way of objectively verifying any aspect of knowiedge. As v_with ‘
feminist empiricism, it i's"the political nature of fefninist theory which stops if sh'o.rt

of the far end of the continuum. A feminist must, if nothing else, believe that the

. oppression of women is fundamentally wrong in any context and within any

paradigm, thus the radical relativism implied by the most extreme articulations of

- postmodern discourse is unacceptable from the perspective of a feminist.

Nevertheless, postmodern feminism offers important criticisms of

~ traditional research. A poetmodern fem_ir'iisi recognises that other theories of

feminist epistemologyv are products of the modernist view of the world and as
such presuppose dualisms which pestmederns reject. Hekman (1990), for

example, arguee that traditional feminist paradigms are flawed in that their rodts

remain in the Enlightenment worldview. As such, they maintein, and in fact




strengthen and cohtribufe to fhe dualitiés irherent in this view.. Thése dualities
are‘raf(ionalistA'and masculihist in natUre;ih'evitably; she argues,fwhen quh ,
dualities are invoAked’ women ére ass.oci_a'téd with the Iesls‘ deéirabie elemeht:
Rather than making binary ~distinction's, postvmodern_‘feminilsts argue that it is
more rea's,onable’t_ovsee_ the world in terms of mul’;irhp'licities o'f:reality, ahy'dhe‘ of
which could be sitﬁated alohg a limitless number of continua. All kn.owle'dgve is
mediated by one's partic'ular. set of ‘soc‘ial relations, ir{clﬁding felatidné of cléss,' -
‘ge.nder énd race, among others. Th'us,'from the po_s_tmoderri perspective, there
IS 'no “hard line” ‘b.etWeen thé rational and the nqn—r’ati'onal, ‘subject and object, ‘-
culture and hatUre,;masculine and feminine. AItthgh |t is not logically |
necessary, in practice the c;li_chotorﬁies which are fdrmed lead tb‘ hierarphies._
Poétmodern femiﬁiéts argue that ali knowledgé is c-:ontextual‘ ahd historice;l, but
they stop short of the radicél relativism 6f séme postmodern acv:gounts.‘ o ,'

. Pdstrﬁo_del;h feminism—.(.jraws' attention to éom'e imporfaﬁf problems -
inherent in the traditional feminist theories; specifically, those el.evments' whi’ch
depe‘nd’on strucfures deyélbped from within the mo_dernist stafﬁs quq. Dréwing
u'pon'this‘as a political strategy, postmodern fehinists refuse to be pul{ed intq’

tra'ditional types of discourse, preferring td :c'r‘itici}se nbt simp‘I‘y the manner in j
which these discourses aré conducted but the norms of the progra.ms |

-themselves. -
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ﬂFeminist Standpoint Theories |
Near the middle of fhe continuum are located the'ferhinist etaﬁdpoint

theories. Standpoint theories maintain that not just our opinions but all our
knowledge is mediated by the social‘confext in-which it arises. But unIike the .
pestmederns,_ standpoint theorists argue that a crucial element of knowledge
development is understood through reletions of powe‘r; specifically, throegh the
gendered relations whicﬁ :are unavoidable in a patriarchal society. ‘While
" rejecting the idea of an unbiased archimedeen perspective, standpoint theorists -
argue that certain social positions lend themselves to more complete versions of
_ebjective knowledge. The theories have their historical origin in Hegel's insight-
into the felationship between the master and the 'slave, and the developmenf of
Hegel'e perceptions into the “proletarian standpeint” by Marx, Engels, and Iater
Lukacs. The assertion'is‘tha_t human activity, or “fnaterial Iife,"" nbt only"
structures but sets limits on human understand(ing. Feminist standpoint theorists
claim that because.of their position in a gender-stratified society, women have
access to a more complete knowledge. 2 For example, Nancy Hartseck writes
- that if.vhuman activity is structured in fuﬁdamentally epposing ways for twe

- different groups (such as men ahd women), “one can expect that thevision of |
each \}yill re'pr'esent an inversion ef the other, and in systems of demination the

vision available to the rulers will be both partial ahd perverse” (Hartsock, 1983,

2 Harding identifies three feminist standpoint theorists who have made
particularly important contributions: Dorothy Smith (1987), Nancy Hartsock.
(1983), and Hilary Rose (1983). Other feminists who have elaborated versions
* of standpoint theories include Jane Flax (1983), Alison Jaggar (1983), Patricia
Hill Collins (1986), and Sandra Harding herself (1986, 1991).
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p. 285). The problem with this line of argument, it seems to me, is that while it is

~ reasonable to assert that the material position of the researcher has a profound

effect on both the methods and the goals of inquiry, it may not follow that a

_ particular position provides a “truer” or “less partial’ perspective.‘

As there is a variety of v,ersions"of feminist standpoint theories, the
grounds for justifying them are also various. While all trace their historical roots

thrOugh Marx to the Hegelian ,inéight | described above, and all take particular -

“account of the more compleie' knowledge they say is genérated from the position

of the oppressed, the justificatory strategies employed can be seen to fall _

'rOUgth along t,he‘same continuum | ,have_s.uggested can be.used to group

feminist episfemologie‘s in general. | ha've' grouped these justificatory strategies

" into three types: first, those that, like feminist empiricism, claim that women's

voices or experien.ces have been erroneously neglected and excluded; second,
argﬁmenté that stem more or less directly from Hegel'_s conception of the mastér—
slave relétionship; and third, those that s'hare. with the postmoderns a co_hcern to
rejéci fnodernist ideolbgic;al“dualisms and argﬁe that womén are better equipped
to mediate such dualisms. | will take some time here to elaborate and respond .
to the most influential of thése argdments. |

Theorists offer two very different sbkt.s of arguments requiring the
inclhsion of womerlm's‘lives ahd eXperiences‘ as both the agents and the objects of |
inquiry. The first set argues that womén and}men do énd historigalrly have Iived_

different sorts of lives, and it has been the case in traditional research that
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women's different Iiv_e's.have been problematiCaIIy de‘valued and neglected as
. _‘ starting points for scientific re‘s“e'ar‘ch and as the gene’rators of evidence for or
.against knowledge claims. 'Human lives are par_t of.‘the empir-ical WOrId: th’at
scjenti.sts study, but human lives are not.hdmogeneous in any gender.—s'tratified
'Society iti is thus from the fresh perspective of women' s Ilves that we can study
the half of the world WhICh has up to now been neglected Taken just this far, it
_ is not an argument that women s perspectlve offers any sort of eplstemlc _ a
pr|V|Iege merely that adherence toa pnnC|ple of justice reqwres that a group not
be arbltrarlly excluded But theorlsts such as Nancy Chodorow (1978) and

' Jane Flax (1983) suggest that there are |mportant psychologrcal differences |n
the make up of masculgine and feminine personalities, and go on to argue that -
- women are better equiopedto be objective about the worId‘t.han_'a.r"e men.r
oecause of.the “|essdefensive structure of femininit_y than of, masculinity”

(Harding, 1991, p: 121). ‘As Harding summarises this point:

Different infantiile experiences, reinflorce‘d throughout life, Iead

' .men. to‘perceiye their masculinity as a f_rag.ile phenomenon that'
they must continually-strUggIeto.‘defend.and maintain_. In .v
COntrast, women oerceive_ femininity as a much sturdie.r‘part of

| the.“s“elf..” S-tereotypically, “real,Women”'appear as if provided by

3 Chodorow does not extend her theory to an elaboration of the. feminist
standpoint, but her arguments are-the basis for others (such as Flax) who have.
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nature; “real men” appear as a fragile social construct. (Harding;,

1991, p. 121)

Following these theorists, Sandra Harding (1991) side—stéps_the essentialist -

'. -argument by pointi'ng out that since not all women are feminists it is clearly not o

one's experience as a woman which grants a feminist standpoint.. Men too, she
argues, can«share in “women's” perépecti'ves. Regardless of the gender of the

researcher, ‘feminist research must begin with the lives and experiences of '

‘women. -

"My reaction to this line of argument is to agree that it is‘wrbng fbr women-

to have been excluded from research, and to agree that research about women

should start frprh women's lives. It is not, however, the fact that they are womeh

which is irhpbrtant; itis the facft that' they have been excluded. Some reséérch, _ '

and of course research that is about women, should start from women's lives

and experienée’; indeed, some research should start from the lives of any

neglected group. But it would not be any more Iegitiméte to neglect men's lives. -
Harding does, however, raise an interesting point regarding one's ability to enter

into another's perspective. | will argue below that not only can this be done, b_ut' ,

it is the responsibility, particularly gdf,thos_e in positions of power, to make every u_"

effort to do so.
A second but closely related argument, also resultihg from women's A,

exclusion as academics, is that as valuable strangers to the social order, women
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bring, in Harding s words iust the right combination of nearness and
remoteness, concern and indifference, that are central to maX|m|S|ng objectiwty
(Harding, 1991, p. 124). ‘Because women have been excluded from science,
they are these strangers; therefore, as Patricia Hill Coll,ins (1986) argues,
feminism teaches both women and men how to see the social order i‘rom the
perspective of an outsider.

It_ seems clear to me that the stranger to a social o‘rder will see different
things than Will an “insider.” In some senses, it may be that a stranger will see -
things better for example the newcomer to a group may notice contradictions or
-needless complications ‘in some of the. group's practices which are taken for
granted by those “on the inside.” 1 will argue that a given researcher can take
the perspective of a stranger, or at least some aspects of that perspective,
without havnng to be that stranger This is easier for someone from the excluded
group, for reasons that I will explore Iater but it is not mpossuble for someone
from within. | | |

| The next group of argu}ments in favour of a feminist 'standpoin_t follow
directly from the Hegelian understanding of the epistemic superiority of the .
oppressed. ‘Harding and other theorists argue that women's oppression gives
the'm fewer interests in ignorance. As mernbers of a dominated group, they have
less to lose by distancing themselves from the social order; thus, their
perspective can more::easily generate fresh and critical analysis. Interms of a

political consciousness, this rnay be true. We do not typicaliy expect radical
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. s'ocia‘l change to -originaté from those with the most to lose by it. But there are
‘many- reasons why a tnentbér bf the opprééééd group‘ mi‘ghtnot_Want towork -
agai.nst'the system. Whilé I tnight agree that the oppressbr has evéry reason to
maintain the existing séciél order, oppressed peopte potentiélly ttave a great
deal to lose in resistihg the social order unless it seems certain that change is.
immanent. | |

| In a related argumént Harding says that in as much as history is told by ‘
the “winnérs,” WOmén's'history and perspectives have been from the side of thé |
“losers” and thus have not been told. Hard.i,ng argues that tryiné to construct the

- story frbm the'perspectiv.e of the lives of tHbSe who resist oppréssion generateé

" less partial and distorte_d at:cbuhts lof hature and social _re|étion_si (Harding, 1991,
b. 126). I would agree With Harding, for the kinds of reasoné | offered above,

that without the perspectitle'of the Iesspowérful \tve only havea partial history.

' But to‘go on to s,uggest that bne' side has ‘écc’:ess toa pdsitiort of éptstetr]ic
_superiority is to make'an‘ entirely different claim. Itis nbt at all clear that the
stories of the “losers” are any less partial. Harding argues that femintst politics

is notjgst a tolerablevc‘o'mpanionof femintst’ résearch but a neCesséry conditiqh

' forrgénerating less partiél and less distoned<6escripttons and ex'plénatiorts. | |

Harding argues:

Ina socially‘ stratified society the objectivity of the results of

research ié increased by political actiViSm by and on béhaltc of
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oppressed, explo'ited, and dominated groups. Only through such
Struggles can we begin to see beneath the appeerancee created
by an unjust social order to the reality of howvthis social order is

constructed and maintained. (Harding, 1991, p. 127)

‘While | agree with these observations, nothing in the argument leads me to _‘
- con_c|ude that the exploited groups can necessari-ly better see the nature of their
exploitation. |

The fihal group of justificatiens for a feminist standpoint arise from the

_ different nature of daily work in which w‘omen.and rﬁen are engaged and is
. linked to postmodern feminist arguments which endeavour to mediate or |
eliminate ideological duaiisms. Theorists such as Dorothy Smith (1987) alfgue
that women's perspective, unIike that of men e‘ngaged in “'ruling activities,” is |
' _ from everyday‘ life. The‘perspective from women's everyday activity,’ like that of -

"aman who is engaged in menual work every dey, IS epistemologi_cally preferable
to t'he‘perspective available only from the v“ruIiAng” acﬁvitiee of men in the
a dominent groups. Smith argues that women have been assigned the kinds of -

work that men in the ruling groups do not want to do, and as men are relieved of

the need to maintain their own bodies and the local places where they exist, they

come to see as real only that which corresponds to their abstract mental world.
This is-why men-who are engaged exclusively in such work see “women's work,”

“and the manual work of other men, not as real human activity, self-chosen and
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éonscii'ously willed, but only asnaturai activit;/—a kiﬁd of instihctUaI labour such
as bees and ants perform.' Women in particular are thus excluded from men's
conceptions of culture and history. R |

| agree that involvement in a combination of manual and intellectual work
will yield a more adequate pér'spective, bbth becavu.se it includes a widér variety
of. k‘nowledge and'because' it affords a bette‘r opportunity to understand the
connection qf one éort of work to the-other. B.ut it is difficult to imagine a group
of indiyiduals who ehgage exclu.sively in “ruling” actiyities. Even the extremely
‘ stereotypical proféssional or academic male who is described would mow his
iawn, éOok on the barbécue, or'take care of- at least so_rﬁe household
respohsibilities. Stvi’II, | have to:égree that thé importancé our society acpords to
, different t'ypes}of wofk_does make a difference in how the individual feels about
work |n general. ,What we do surely doés in_some measure shape what We khox)v
and, perhaps mofé importantly,' how we regard our knowl‘edge. |

Tied to this:ar’gument is the next: théi WOmen's perspective comes frorh
médiating ideol_ogical duaiisms.} Thé argument, as Hardinglsummarises it,
stresses the ways 'i_n which meen’s activities ‘mediate. t‘"hevdivisions‘ and
sepérétions in contemporary Western Ct;lltures_ between nature and cultUré and
such ﬁanifestatiorjs of this pol'a‘rity as intellectual wofk, on the one hahd,- and
_ manual or emotional work, on thé other hand” (Harding, 1991, p. 130). Nan_cy.'
Hartsoc.k (1983), fot example, argues that the female experi.ehce of bearing and

rearing children involves a unity of mind and body more'profound than is
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possible in the activ'ity of a male worker.. My reaction to this latter argument is |

ambivalence. On one hand, Harts'ock is right to point out the problems of .

focusing excessively on dualisms. While categories and distinctions are .

obviousiy always part of thinking, it is too easy to force diChotomies. It may be
true that certain types of Iabour, or, more likely, socialising with_.and learning g

from peopie who perform certain types of labour, might predispose someone to

" think in ways that mediate ideological dualisms. On the other hand, | cannot

heIp being suspicious'of argument's such as this one that suggest it is precisely !

childbearing and rearing WhICh give a woman the |nSIght to overcome this

'dualism | have argued above against an essentialist view of different ways of

‘knowing ; furthermore, this line of argument excludes far too many women and

Sympatheticme’n to be useful as a political strategy. Not aII'vvomen bear and

" rear chvild,ren, and many men also rear children, so this is not an argument for a o o

1 n

~“‘women's perspective, but for a “mothers’" perspective. It is not necessary if, as -

| contend, vlt' is possible for one individual to learn to adopt another's perspective. o

The Importance of "Perspective

'Onetension in the development‘of'.femin'ist ph'ilosophy of science is .
between a conception of research as havmg been badly done according to its
own standards and the belief that research programs as they have
oonventionally been conceived are'in their very aims and methods

wrongheaded. The empiricist approach involves u‘nderstanding knowledge as
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- the product of indiViduaIs The responSibiIity of these indiViduaIs is to overcome :
personal bias to achieve a worldView from which it is pOSSIb|e to evaluate claims |
against the standard of “truth ? The responSible investigator IS. understood to be
unaffected by her or his social posmon and by the particular way in which that
: posmon aIIows for knowledge to be constructed When research is: gomg wrong,
according to this conception of knowledge it IS because individuals are allowmg |
'-"personal bias to creep into their research. This biasmay take the form“of g
~ intentional manipulation of results but it may also be unconscious. One o
.important means for checking such bias is. through the work of the community of
which the researcher is a part. By checking on each other's work, the prejudices
of indiv’iduals may_be recognised an‘d corrected by the communit_y. :
A contrary understanding ofknowledge recognises the ‘i‘mpor'tant
© connection between: the researoher and the social positions-within which this
: indiVidual operates 4 lti is argued that researchers are, in practice affected by
their posmons as raced classed and gendered beings In someties where.
' power IS organised hierarchically, for example by one of these categ’ories,‘.there o
.is no archimedean pe‘rspective which is.disinterested, impartial', val'ue‘-free, o,rA
deta'c'hed.from the particula‘rhistorical and social relations in which _everyovne '
participates. Further,theorists from this pe'rspective maintain that because the
~ social groups within which the individual lives‘ affect the indiyidual'fs relatio'n_ship y

to knowledge, ther_e is an important sense in which the social group sha_res{ in

“In Chapter Two | will discuSS alternatives to the empiricist..position in more
detail,-in particular the pragmatist understanding of knowledge development.




the individual's view.‘ Because of this strong reletiohship between.the individual
' an_d the group, knew'led'ge is understoed to be a group rather than an individuel
experience. The variety of social groups to.which an indNidUaI beiongs will.
' _oyerlap, and so wﬂi the variety of pefspectives available to tﬁat person. Thus;
the problem as seen through this View is hot bad researeh (i.e., re‘s‘earch which
' _is not neutral), but the way in Which research has been conceived (i.e., the very
fact that _research has tried to be neutfal).
| It is reasonable to assume that certain perspectives are more likely to be
neglected or dirrjinished |n ivmportance if they come from a position of relatively
less status or power. >Because powerful'gfoups can beth Iegitimise and
. disseminete their perspectives, fof example through teaehing .and' publish'ing,‘ the
people with less power will have access to the dominant‘perepective as weII.v |
The persop with less power will either 'be “colonised” and lose her- or his.
perspective, or will learn a kind of epistemic bilingualism. The rhore powerful
person doee npt always have the same access to an alternative perspective.
This, | would argue, is why the perspective of a felativeiy less powerful pereon vis
more likely to be more inclusive (or at the least less partial). It is not becagse of
any epistemic privilege inherent in the less .po.werful person's perspective.
Standpo_int theories, then, do not convihee me thet a femihist perspective ‘
|s epistemically superior t_o that of a non-feminist; The theories do héve other
impor.ta‘nt insights to offer,"however, such as the importance of taking into |

account the material position of the researcher and of ensuring a balanced
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tharttity of research which both} studies and starts‘frOm the berépéctive of
previously exclutcted gtdups 'such as Women, the working cI’a‘sses,.people from
- the developing WOrId; and the .Iist continués. _Hérding argues'thét the natural
éciences are illuminatingly conceptualised as p'art of the ébcial Sciences. By
this, she means thét the social sciences (and this is'particularly'l/. true in education
research and other “qgasi—experimental” and ethnographic médels) acknowled'ge
the interaction ot the researcher With the object of rééearch and the ways in -
which both are éffécted by this interaction., TrheA social sciencé_s also take explicit
~ account of the moral 'implicétions of a progré‘m:of Vresearch, and Harding wbuld
have researchers in the natural sci"e.‘hces _dd the same. Rath‘er‘t_han conceiving
. the social sciveAnces és impérfect natural sciehces, we:should take the tools used

by social scientists and employ them in the natural sciences as well.

Objectivity and téeminist Ebistemology
| An éxtremely cbmp’élling cbrtcept arisittg from Her elaboration Qf'
standpoint theory is what H'arding' has called “strong objecti‘vityi” Strong
objectivity is distinguishéd ’fro_r'n the standard versioné of'objectivity by the way |t
'treats the relatiortship betv_véen the content ‘qf ‘_a scientific Statement or- |
: hypothesis_and the purpose the statément serves in ther bro'ad.er network of |
arguments that ma,k’el up thé' scientist's perspective..

The argument is-simil_ar.to Aon‘e off_ered by Richard.E’a‘ul.'(1987) in defenAce}

" of what he calls “critical thinking in the strong sense:” Paul argues that while it
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may be useful to analyse an argument 'atomically,, that is, by looking within it and
using formal logic to .dete'rmine‘itév validity, it is equally important to look outside
.the argument to see the purpose the argument is serving and to see its
relationship to argumenté art:und it.- Paul argLies that most stndents vi/ho believe
they are engaged in criticél thinking tend to justify only those commitnténts they
already hold, and to condemn only those c_ommitments with which theyvalr'eady
.diségree. 'Criticai thinking in the 'str,ong Sense, he says, 'demands th.a't the
| thinker 'que.stion those commitments énd the arguments that legitimise them. |
Like Paul's discussion of critical thinking in the strt)ng sense, Harding's sti‘ong |
objectivity requires an examination 6f both the‘ internail vélidity of an atgument or
program of research and the part that argument or program plays in the Iarger
network of arguments or the research program. |
'Harding criticises “weak objectivity” (her term for the sta'ndard versidns of -

objectivity) for being both too.broad and too narfovi/. It is too nafrow, she argues,
in two'ways. First, itis conce‘rned only to evaluate the methods of inquiry not the )
broader network of arguments within which a claim fits.v “Real science,” as
understood by empiricists, is concerned only with the justification of a -
hypothesis. It has nothing to say about the forntuiation of that hypothesis.'
Second, the'means by which objectivity |s reached, generally some \‘/ersion'of
intersubjectivity, is suited to identifying and eliminating only thnse 'sociavl yalues
and intérestSfthat differ between the scientists and researchers who have been |

deemed competent to judge. Scientific communities develop when é number of
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re_searchérs are working on similar préblems,,and they are perpetua_ted by the
procesé of educating _and‘ accrediting new reseérchers. T He corrimunity its_elic :
and the process of educating neophyte researchers tend to lead toward a o
c;onsensué; the very fact thét thére is.a'community indicates that its members

share at |least a certain number of commitments ard presuppositions. | will

argue that we can broaden the fange of these c‘:ommitme'nts and thus increase

the effectiveness of intersubjectivity.

While “weak objectivity” is too narrow for the reasons just offered, Harding

argues that:it is also too broad. Standa'rd eMpiricis'targLJr'nénts require that

reéearcheré eliminate as m_uch soc.ial bias as possible, and that the more .
succéssfﬁl we‘ are iﬁ eliminating such bias the mofe objective our ré~su|tsvv‘vill be.
A commitrriént to strong objec;tiy‘ity, on the other hénd, entails the recbgnitjon
that not all :s,o:cial values and interests 'have. the éamebad’ effects upon the
results of resear'ch’(Ha'rdiyng, 1991, p. 144). Thisis Wheré the feminist o

_standpdinf becomes important. Harding is arguing two things. First, that it is

~impossible to eliminate bias completely. | suspefct' anyone espousing standard

versions of objectivity would agree. What is more important, howevér, she

_argues that even in theory;'the only wéy to eliminate bias completely' would be to .

~ remove the theoretical perspective from which a researcher operates, and this

would not be desirable, even if it were possible. Harding argues that research
which originates from a feminist standpoint will generate less partial and less

faulty knowledge.. My thesis is that while the mere fact that an argument is
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femrini'st does not make it automatically preferable, the standpo'int' theories do,

ne\/ertheless~, remind us of the extremely important role that our material pos‘iption

' plays in the development of perspective_-.' A-rfesearchver who holds_ a feminiSt‘ L

perspective will Iikely'choose diﬁerent subjects of research and different'

methods of study The standpomt theorles remlnd us that. th|s is so, and draw

. our attentron to why a feminist perspectlve is valuable

While | do not agree that certain material positions, in and of themselv‘es,

- provide access to more complete or more objective research, | argue that the

| ability to recdgnise and acknowledge' an alternatiVe perspect‘ive can play an

important role in the development of any program of research. From an
“outsider” position, |t is often eaS|er to recognlse contradlctlons between and

ameng commltments held by mdwrduals within a group. Theorlsts such as

Patricia Hill Collins (1986) have made this argument in other contexts.

Furth'ermore,‘ it is often easier to repeognise confrad.ictions between the:

‘commitments.a group espouses Aan_d the programs of research it may choose.

: Research prdgrams can be self—defe‘ating, but this might be difficult to seev |

through the eyes of someone who has a great deal invested in the success of
the program. '

| would offer two further reasons for including as wide a variety of |

_ perspeCtiVes as pdssible in any cdrnmunity of inquiry. First, it seems clear that

historically certain programs of res,efarch have been neglected becauee they

- would have required -‘starting research from the position of those with less power.




'Our,professed commitment to justice alone argues for t_hei’nciusion of research
that“starts from women's lives” and the lives of other-historically m'arginalised
- groups Second mtersubjectlvnty should be as broadly construed as possrble ..
Researchers should make |t a practlce to take on a humber of relevant |
o _perspectives as a means of bette_r checking their own. It is important for
individual researchers to_take into account not onIy the dominant pe‘rspective :
and not only the.perspective most readily.available,vbut also a'variety of different |
worIdviews.‘ | : |

| i Having _shown the need for a stronge'r.'.versionof objeCtivity,, Harding
ndwhere ofters a concise‘description.of her conception of _strong objectivity. In-

her discussion of the concept, she states: .

B »To enact or operationalize the dlrective of‘strong objectiwty is to
o | _value the Other S perspective and to pass overin thought into.the
- social condition that creates it... in order to look back at the self in |
aII its cultural particularity from a more distant critical obJectifying‘ -

Iocation. (Hardlng,v-19‘91, p. 151)

A little later she says, “strong objectivity requires that we investigate the relation
. between subject and object rather than deny the exiStenCe of, or seek unilateral
control over, this relation (Harding, 1991, p 152) ThIS seems to me to be the

heart of the concept but strong objectiwty IS SO |mportant to the theS|s I am
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: developing that' ir demands a mere straightforward definition. As I arh using 'the
eencept, “strong objectivity” is an ideal. Like the stahdard versione of objeefivity,-
it cannot be fglly achieVed, but a commitment to it will maximise ho_t only the
rnerality ofe seientific enterprise but trre value of the knowledge produced. "‘It

" Works as a set of standarde against which to evaluate the adequacy of one’s
moral perspective. It entails critical evaluation to determine which social
situations tend to generate the most complete or the least distorted value claims.
it offers a means net for overcoming the material go‘srtions of partieipanrs ina

discourse, but for understanding and responding to them. Here is my definition:

Strong_ebjectivity is .a_n ideal WHich employs a set of

' standards including respect, reflexivity, and critieal
evalqation of eocial situations to challenge inquirers to

~ maximise their objecrivity', They do this thro'ugh,
recognising and testing not only the cent'ent of th‘eir
knowledge claims buf also the purpose these claims play in
the ‘dvevelopment. of research programs. "A- commitment to

- strong objectiyity entails attempting to unqerstand the
partiality of one’s own perspective and recognising how that

partiality distorts one’s perception.
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~ The Development of Reséaréh Programs
o | have argued that i;.is imﬁorfant not only to evaluatel thé con‘tentl of a
. khowledge claim, but also to undefstand the .relationship between the claim and
thé role it plays in a ‘brbéder hetwork of claims and arguments. Strong objectivfty
offers a ‘me-'a‘ns for dding éhat. By ,aCknow‘ledgvihg the'importahcie of the social,
poIit_icaI or moral perspe_ctiye leading to an afgumenvt or a claim, and by
: recégnis_ing at thé’ same time thé partiality of that pérspéctive, a COrﬁmitment to
. strong objecti\}ity Ieads to an undefstanding of how research _prbgrams develop .
and how they are guided. |
| Therel‘ar'e 4t least two good reasons t6 adopt the ideal of strong -
objectivity iﬁ evaluatihgvresearch programs. First, the paradigrﬁ guiding a
progrérﬁ of reséarch wiil ‘deterrﬁine, to alla:rge. -éxtént; what evidence is |
gncove’red; A scientist 'doe‘s not and cpuldno:t record every pqséible
obsérvation, but 6n|y those thingé 'jt'Jdged to be significant according tb the
accepted parad‘igm. The o‘bser\./ations'that are recorded, th_e hanner' in whichi '
they are recorded, andAt_he role they play ih confirming or disproVing the
Hypothésis aré all subject to human error aﬁd fo conscious or uncon.scio'us
manipulation. Weak objectivity inithe form icéf intersubjectivity will help identify
ksome. of these errors, but ohly a) COmmitment to strong objecfivity suggests clues
és to whéfe t‘ovilo'ok for errors é‘ridl omissionsj It does thiis by{réminding the
researcher of the.relatiohéhip between theory and observation._ It also

challenges individual researchers to interrogate and to understand their own
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perspectives, and to treat criticisms of their perspectives respectfully, especially
when the criticisms come from alternative perspectives which occupy positions |
of less privilege. | )

Second, the standpoint theorists point to ways in which some

perspectives are devalued, marginalised, or excluded either because they are

. not understood by those hOIding the dominant perspective or because they

'directly challenge that perspective. Regardless of whether the standpoint

theorists are justified in arguing that the less powerful perspective is |
epi'stemoiogically superior (and | have argued that they are not), a commitment -

to justice requires at the very least that the less powerful view be evaluated for

- its potential as.a competing or complementary perspective. The first step has to

.be an acknowledgement that the dominant perspective is, in fact, partial.

‘Beyond accepting the partiality of the dominant perspective, researchers
have a responsibility.to acknoWIe’dge'that they have a clearer view in certaih
contéxts and a more ciou:oy view in Others. Weak objectivity can'poiht out errors |
and contradictiohs within a givenrperspe‘ctive,: but only on its own terms. Strohg
objectivitycalls into question the agenda behind the hypothesis, the motive
behind the observations, and the co'mmitments’ behind the Iogic.. In doing so, it
may provide clues as to where unseen or unconscious manipulation of' results or
rationalisation of c‘ontradictions exist. A commitment to strong objectivity -

challenges us to avoid sophistic justifications and to question the way in-which
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‘knowledge deyelopé and the responsibility of individual researchers in guiding
that -dévelopment. |

. There isAthe‘ danger, ih adoﬁting strong objéctiVity, that a researcher may
échievé a falée sense of confidence that all “hidden agenaés” have been | |
exposed. Still, the very acknowle&gemé’nt that th‘ére is no way to uncover all
motives or commitments represents a positive shift away from thé empiricism

that calls for weak objectivity.

SUmmary

! Have argued ‘in this chapter that the feminist standpbint theories offer
important insights into the ways in whioﬁuknowledge is developéd and justified,
parti.c_ularly‘by pOintind 'out thé importance of the material position of the |
fesearcher. Bu.'tll have also argued tha‘t( it is wrong td beliéve that a position of |
marginality -gives rise _directlyv to epistemic pfivilegé. It méy ofteh be that
individuéls who occuby marginal positions do‘have access to broader 'knO\‘Nledgev
and more compl_ete' understénding.than do those in positidn‘s of more power. But
, wHere this is true, it is due .(indireétly)'tb the ability of the more powerful voice to.
disseminate knowledge. The less powei_rful yoice: has accéss to béth’ | |
perspectives, which is not aIWays true for the more powerfljl. For this reason,
the berspective which arises from a marginal position has acceés‘ to é widé.r

undérstanding of both the claims of knowledge and the wayS"in which claims are
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j,ustified. | will return to this argument, and offer examples of-how | believe it

works, in Chapters Four and Five,

N have discussed Harding’s oonceptlon of strong 'objectiVity in..som_e detail. -

'l.h'ave argued that even without the understanding of epistemic privilege to -

Awhich Harding ties it, it is a powerful tool for understanding one’s own

perspectlve and the relatlonshlp of |nd|V|duals to their knowledge tradltlons In

'Chapters Two and Three | WI|| dISCUSS the relatlonshrp between SC|ent|f|c

knowledge and moral knowledge and I WI|| offer an alternatlve understandrng of

the most responsrble means of dealing W|th moral dlsagreement Strong

, objeotlwty does not return to my argument unt|I Chapters Four and F|ve when |

dlSCUSS the uses to Wthh we oan put itin the development of moral knowledge -

Both natural and somal SC|ent|sts have a moral and an eplstemologlcal

, responsnblllty to continue to |nclude more prewously marglnallsed perspectrves

lnto mainstream academic research. Morally, a commltment to Justlce requlres

|t Eplstemologlcally, more mclusron will result in broader mtersubjeotlvrty and

| more varled lnterrogatlon of the domlnant perspectlve Both of these are clalms ‘

I W|Il return to as my argument develops.
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CHAPTER TWO:

The Re/ationship Between Scientific Knowledge and Moral Knowledge,

~ QOverview

In Chapter One | offered an overview of different prorninent theories of '_ -

""‘ferninlst"epistemology. | briefly discussed the main differences between feminist
. emplrioisnt, the'feminist s:t_an"dpoint theories, and feminist postmoderni',sm." My .

' 'focus‘Was' on philosophy of science oeCause that is the context for Ha'rding’s | o
“elaboration of standpolnt theor'y'and of strong obj‘e_CtiVity. In thlis chapte'r Fwill

' argue that moral knowledge can be developed and justified in much the same -

way as can SClentlflC knowledge Followmg the pragmatlst arguments of Dewey'
and eSpecrally of Putnam, | wrll argue that moral knowledge and scientific |

knowledge .are'not different sorts of knowled_ge; they merely describe different

: sorts of 'things. They are employed together in virtually any type of inq'ulry, they
-~ depend-on each other, and we can use the sarne norms of justifioation_\for both. .
| will contrast the pragmatist view of knowledge with the positivism which |

~ believe it is safe to say most west'erners are brought up to accept.

Most people brought up W|th|n the western modern worIdVIew have a

| common-sense understandlng of knowledge development and especrally of

: sc:|ent|f|c inquiry, that is at its root posut|V|st and dlchotomlses facts and values

Posmwsts argue that factual claims and value clalms should be sharply

distinguished an‘d treated dlfferently. Factual claims are taken to be more
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trustworthy and more objective; their meaning will not change over time or from
one comrnunity to another. Where there is disagreement, it must 'be‘becau'se :
someone either does not understand or'has made a mistake. Moral knowledge,
in the oositivist view, cannot be tested in the same ways and so it is not as
_ trustworthy. | will show that there are important problems with the positivist view
of knowledgeand of »inguiry, and that a more reasonable view‘isart;iculated hy
'pmgmmsﬁ.c

In the pragmatist_ account of knowledge, there is no fundamental
di‘Chotomy between facts and values, and it is. accepted that knowledge |s the
cre_ation of comlmunities rather than of individuals. The s‘hared/natureof} |
knowledge changes the way we treat the correspondencer_hetween ‘knowledge
and reality. | will argue fo,IIowing Dewey that both scientific inquiry and moral
inquiry r_equire a .dernocratic community of inquirers. | will further argue following
Putnam that ultimately our values in both science andvethics are constructed, as
are the standards we use to justify them. | will briefly look atlwhat it might mean
to be a feminist pragmatist, and finally | will argue following Stout that science
and ethics are tWo,aspects of a single rational an-d objective process, and that
wev'can use the same methods of inquiry‘and the same norms o‘f‘justifiCation for

each.
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» Positivism

Positivists maintain that everything we know comes to us through our

- senses. Through our senses we perceive the world, and we report what we

pérceive. Ernst Mach and members of the Viénna Circle argued fhat whatever
we take to be a fact comes to ué:from Qu‘r,s)enéory experiehce of the world. -Two' '
important distinctioné foliow: fi‘r'st, we have to _éeparate our sensory exberiences
from ou’r‘a'es'thvetic ‘and:rnoral'judgements, which early positivists did through fhe
“verification _prihciple," ahd second, we have to try to keep our stétemehts of fact
uncohtéminated by the theories to which we are committed.‘ An explanationof_
How this is done is articulated through the theo.ry of pHénorﬁénaIist ‘Finally, '»

positivists maintain that knowledge i’s acquired by individuals and is developed

‘by'ihdividuals (as opposed to recent epistemologists, including pragmatists, who

argue that knowledge is the creation of epistemological communities).

The separation of fact statements from value statements is fundamental to

A\

the positivist account of knowledge. Vienna Circle positivists employed a

criterion of meaning they called the yerification principle, which maintai'ns that -

fhe meaning of & State'mént is deter'r‘ninéd‘by. the way in which it can be verified,
wh_ére f‘vérified” m.evaris tested by empirical or logical means. Statementé about 3
things thaf we can observe are _c;arj.sidered_to} be “strongly v'erifiable”, because |
fhey canvbe compared..tvq the difecf .e\/idence. offered by o'ne’s'senses.

Statements of fact which are 'nqt‘;aVaiIabIe for direct confirmation by one’s

senses are considered to be “weakly verifiable.” While they cannot be verified
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~ asdirectly or as conclusivély, they can be confirmed or disconfirmed by appeal

to other statements which are conclusively verifiable. Thus, non-observation

. statements are only “weakly verifiable” but they_are still meaningful.

Metaphysical statements are not verifiable as they are not sUsceptibIe to

empirical testing; therefore, following the verification principle, they are

meaningless. According to Vienna Circle poéitivists, statements of val‘ue only

éxpress the state of mind of the speaker; they are emotive and so can be neither

true nor false. Of course, positivists concede that language h'as other uses

besides imparting factual information. While metaphysical statements and

statements of aesthetic or moral judgement convey information which is ‘

imertan‘t in certain contexts, they do not state facts and so they do not help us

~ understand the wbrld.

Verificiatidhism allowed the'positivis.ts' to dismiss'metaphys'ics, aeéthetics,_
and ethics, saying that they were, literally, not rheaningful. Kn'owle‘dge' claims
Were confined to étaterhents about 'Qt;séwable entitiés. Butv, as Putnam arg(;és,
eventually even the stripte‘st empiricist has to} rely on theories whigh cannot be |

verified by observation: ' I ‘

Saying that when | say that electrons ére rowing'through a wire |
am talking about observables is just as much beingia
' metaphyéician as saying that electrons are things in themselves.

(Putnam, 1995, p. 44)
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Putnam argues that Mach and his followers had simply exchanged one

metaphysics for another. And, of course, since the verification principle itself is

' neither logical n,or-empirical, it must itself be meaningless by its own criteria.

According to logical positivism, an inquirer must attempt to observe and to

describe things as they exist “in themselves.” As Putnam puts it, this is an

attempt to describe the world in the world's own language. But there is no such

thing as the w_orId"s own language, Putnam writes. There aré only the languages - -

that we language users invent for our various purposes (Putnam, 1995, p, 29).
Phenomenalism is the name of one theory explaining the relationship

bétween strongly and weakly vérifiable statements. Following bhenomenalism, '

Vrion-observation statements are equivalent in meéning to a (probably‘ very long)

list of statements about what would be observed under'different circumstances
(Dancy, 1985, p. 89). Neo-positivists, like Qu‘ine_;”_d‘o not accept the theory of
phenomenalism. Quine argues, fdr example, that'theory' is always-

underdetermined by data. This means that for a giveh set of data we could

‘imagine any nUmber of possible theories to explain it. Nelson (1'990, p. 113 and

following) suggésts that the best way to undéfstand Qui_ne’s point is to start with
an example like qQantum theory. Most philosophers of science, Nelson

sugge'sts', have little or no tr_ouble récognising that the things we say in‘q_uantum
theory, the generailisatifons wé rhake, the objects We posit, énd S0 on, exceed all

the evidence for that theory. That is, we can easily imagine other theories



o which, while they would be incompatible wi.th quantum theory, would. '

" nevertheless be entirely commensurate with all the evidence we currently have

for quantum theory. The point, Nelson says, is about evidence. Quantum theory

s underdetérmined by all the evidenoe we have‘»for it.

It is not controversual to suggest that quantum theory, glven its current

stage of development IS underdetermlned by ewdence But Qume s pomt |s that

' tvhe most commonplace thlngs we say and takeafor granted about physrcal‘ -

| - Objects are no less underdetermined byi_evidenc_e that is quantum theory. - )

Following Quine, we have to be prepared to consider that alternatives to our

 current theories'about physical objects; while they may not be compatible with

our understandings, might n_oneth‘el.ess be commensurate with all the evidence

" we have for the objects we consider. It is alsojconceivable that at some time-in

the future 'We:'might give up any or all of our current theories and adopt new ones -

'which, while they may be incompatible with those we currently hold, wOuId

nevertheless cohere to most or all of what we currently count as evidence.
A final crucial element of the positivist account of knowledge is the way

positivists conceive of the knower. Positivists conceive humans as essentially

~_ separate individuals, and therefore view the attainment of knowledge as a.

project for each individual on h'er or hie own (Jaggar, 1983 , p.'355). ~The—'task of

' eplstemology then is to formulate rules to enable any |nd|V|dual to undertake thIS' '

o pro;ect wrth success The preferred alternatlve of theorists I|ke Hardlng, and

' Jaggar (quoted above) IS the materlahsm reqwred by the standpornt theones




Their argument »is tﬁat becau;e an inqgirer brihgs thé theéries énd comm-it'ments'
- which flow from Her or _.h»is lmaterial ‘positicvm, any résponsibié d‘escriptio‘n of-
inqu'iry must take this into éccount.
Pufnam argu’e‘s .ir'\stead for a pragmatic Viéw,in which knowledge is.

. understood to'be constfucfed by groups of people toge}ther;’. | Putnam Writes that

| for ;.)‘ositivists.‘s'uch as Carnap‘arjd Reiéhénbabh the’vm'ost primi(ive form of '_ |

: scientific.inquiry wés Ain‘duc'_tion‘ by simple enumeration. ‘.'.I'hé model.is aIWays a
single scientisf who determ‘ines, thrbqgh induction, 'th.e cé[ours of the balls

remainihg in the urn: For the pragmatists, Putnam wfifes, the model is a group
of inquirers trying to produce good ideas and trying to test them to see which

ones have value (Putnam, 1995, p. 71).

Pragmatisﬁ% N
Writihérét around the‘time of the \/ienna Circle; early pragfnatist_s;

pai'ticqlaflyv James, refused todichotomiée facté an_d‘the_oriesl. Althqugh they did.
distinguish the ’&vo, they ‘argued that eéch was ineXtricany Iinked to the other.
While foday the idea that knowledge of'facts presq?poses’ kﬁowledge bf théofies
is not controveréial, it was so at the time. James also reflJ.Arsed-t'o d‘i'chotQmise |
facts and Q.alués, butjith.is:. undérstanding'of the felatiorjsﬁib between facts and
yalues, I‘D‘utném,Writés.,' is as »éc')ntro‘versial today as it Waé in Jamés' day. To
| uhdefétand why Putnafn beIieVe_s we should' acéept it, it is appropriaie fo Iook |

more closely at the pragmatist view of knbwledgé.
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'Pragmati'sm, as Putn_am'deseribes it, is not lso much a sillstematic theery, -
and c‘ertairily not a metaphysical one, but rather, it‘ is .a collec’iiori of theses whieh
are ef’ten articulated very differently from one philosopher to the next, and‘ which.
became the basis for the philosophies of Peirce, and above all James and |
Dewey. There are feur main theses: (1) ar)tiskepticism—the position that doubt
requires justii‘ication just as much as belief; (2) fallibilism—the position that there
is no guararitee that a particular belief will never_need-revis'ion; (3) the theeis

that there is no fundamental dichotomy between facts and values; (4) the thesis

that practice is primary in philosophy (Putnam, 1994, p. 162). “That one can be

both fallibilistic and antiskeptical,” Putnam suggests, “is perhaps the basic
ins‘ight of American Pragmatism” (Putnam, 1995, p. 21).
| Pragmatists reject the model of knowledge development as an ai‘gorithm,

like a computer program. According to pragmatists, whether the subject is

. science or ethics, what we have are maxims, not algorithms, and maxims require

contextual interpretation (Putnam, 1995, p. 71). Pragmatists believe not only |

that knowledge is developed by and within comrriunities, but aiso‘that the means -

| for justifying such knowledge is also determined by the community. Je‘mes' '

- believed that eince our claims get their substance from the roles they play in our :

iives, an account of truth.will gain its substance from the accompanying_eccount
of how to get to truth (Putnam, 1995, p. 12). Dewey wrote that étandards and .
practices must be developed together and constantly revised by a delicate |

procedure of mu_tual adjustment. The standards by which we judge and compare
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o.ur moral images are themselves‘cr.eations as mucH as are}the moral images .‘
(Putnam, 1987, p. 79)." | | | .
Witliin.knbwledge—pioducing c,;or'nmbunities, individuals must formvshared.“ |
iconcepts. This doeé nlot”mear_i that lhey hav'e'acc':ess to a pre-conceptual
“lcomm'on{i'eality'.. It si’ri'iply mearis‘ that the reality, as itis peréeived, is created - |
and shared by the Whole community. Putnai_n writes -thét while 'our concepts méy
l'be culturally‘relative,. it d6e$ not folloW thal the‘truthis simply “debide‘d by the |

' culture” (Putnam“,"1987, p. 20)_.

‘-ln.quiry arid' Ethics; Fact.s‘a'nd Values

Iri ‘Chéptei Three | vyill bffer"Lovibon_d’s-uriderstanding .of_how a rﬁqral
tradition c‘an be b;)th relati\iist in the sense tliat Putnam is using the term heie,
afnd abs‘olutisl in.the sénsé,that we ‘still ha_ve grood} r'ea‘sonswf‘or believing the
-things thait our Culture teaches are lrue. LO\)ibond argués thét togrowupina
| ~llmoral:tradition}doe{s."’not méén tobea vslavé to it. In Chapter Four | \iviII argue,;
' following Benahbib, that résponsible devélopment of oUr'mo_ral tradition‘vreqUirés
4ar1 unders‘tanding of lhe résﬂpon'sibility we héve as adult, coAm'petent participants,
_and l wills‘how 4how, in Harding’s language, “democr'a'cy—advaﬁncing projects”‘ are
likely to offei us both a more Vjust wbrld and a broader and more “true” |
undei*standinig of it. Much of wha’i I will érgué_ iri that section depends-on an .

understanding of the dependence of inquiry on et‘hics‘ and of ethics on iynquiry. I
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. will offer here DeWey’s argument in favour of the interdependence of ethics and
inquiry. |

As-Putnam reports, .Dewey argues that any k|nd of inquiry is closely
connected to the ethlcs of the enterprise. For Dewey, inquiry is co- operatlve
3 "human interaction with an enwronment, and both the active manlpulatlon of the |
environment and the co-operation with other human beings are vital. In order for
‘ _that co-operation to be effective, it must take a form, Putnam argues,‘ very similar
"to the “discourse ethics” advocated by Hab‘ermas and Apel (Putnam, 1994, p.
172). Where the op‘portunity to challenge accepted hypotheses is unreasonably
limited or where questions or suggest|ons are systematrcally |gnored the H
o screntlflc enterpnse suffers. When relations among scientists become re|at|ons
| ‘of hierarchy and dependence, or when scientists instrumentalise other scientlsts,
again the scientific enterprise suffers.‘ Putnam argues, following Dewey, that
both tor its full det/elopment and forits full application-to human proolems,
science requires .the democratisation of tnquiry (Pdtnam, 1994, p."173).5

When onpIe say that fact statements (science knowledge) v'are _different
altogether from value stateme‘nts.(moral knowledge) they usualllly want to say
that facts can :be'justified in a way that Valoes cannot. Putnam calls this the
argument from non-controversiality.” The idea, he says is that the hallmark of

cogn|t|ve status is, in some way, the possibility of becomlng ‘public” knowledge;

*In Chapter Three | will outline Habermas’s arguments in support of discourse
ethics in fuller detail. The concept will become important to my argument in
Chapters Four and Five. My purpose here is merely to offer Putnam’s -
observation that Dewey’s understanding of cooperative mqwry is close to
Habermas’s development of discourse ethrcs ‘

49




i.e., of becoming non-controversial-(Putnam", 1987, p. 63). _People argue that ‘_
“facts” can be demonstrated “sclentifically”;' if tnere is conlroversy oVer: the truth
of a fact, it is because we have not yet pen‘ormed enough experiments or
amassed enough data. What is a fact cen “in principle” be established in a way
 that will COrnman'd‘ the assent of all “rational persons,” whefe this is often taken

toi mean all eduoated persons, or all intelligent persons. Value statements, on
the othel hand, exorees t_h_e opinion or dispos.it.ion of the speaker. But‘ Putnam
argues that very little science is as uncontroversial as this makes it sound.
Furthermofe, social scientific knowledge, for exemple historioal knovl/Ied'ge, is
rarely open to the kind of confirmation that is reduired, but we would notsay thet
t'here}are_no such things-as histor‘ical facts. Putnam say'e that one possible
c\onclus,ion is tot_ake the vlew that all suoh knowledge is su'bjective‘, and a |
.consequence mighl be the,attltude that “truth” in such mattevr's' is to be
determined by imposing one's will; “the true politicalphilosophy is the one that
‘succeeds in re'sistlng attempts to‘OVerthrO\lvjit” (Putnam, 1987, p. 70).

What is wlong with this relativ.istic;‘view, Putnam says, is that it does not

correspond to how we think and how we shall continue to think.

The heart of pragmatism... was the insistence on the supremacy
- of the agent point of view. If we find‘t_het we must take a certain
point of view, use a certain “conceptual system_,” when we are

engaged in practical activity, in the widest -eenee of ‘:practical
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act|V|ty, then we must not SImultaneoust advance the claim that
it is not really “the way t_hings.are in themselves. (Putnam, 1987, o

p. 70)

;This. kind.of- thinkin'g Ieads to two intellectual errors, Putnam argues. First: itv
Ieads o.ne to debase the notion of be/ief, and second it Ieads one to 'indulge in
the fiction that there is a ,God's“Eye point of view that we can usefully imagine.
But Putnam concedes that while he cannot prove relatiwst accounts are
: untrue he can go so far as to say that he does not subscribe to them and
believes he has good reasons to avoid doing so. His purpose is to show that
argurnents such as those employed by posi'tiviststo establiSh a fact-value g
”dualism based on the non- controverSIality of facts as against the overwhelming -
_controverS|aI|ty of vaIues are misgunded He wants to show. that facts and values
can be treated in the same way. “No sane person should_believe that something
IS ‘subjeCtive’ merely because it cannot be;settled beyond_controversy"’ ,(Putnarn,.'
1987, p.71). | | o S

Our concepts may be culturally relative, but it. does not follow that the
truth or falsity of e.v.erything we say using these concepts is sirnply “decided by‘I
culture ” What then vis it decided by’? Our knowledge develops in particular
directions because it suits our purposes to have it do sO, but these purposes are
not |nvented arbitrarily Putnam argues that to say we construct knowledge |

(both SC|ent|f|c and moral) IS very much like saying that we construct artifa_cts.
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The fact that we make knlves for example, does not mean that there are not
better or worse knives in the world they are Judged accordlng to how well they
serve our purposes But they are not judged agalnst an “|deaI" kmfe ora kmfe '

as the universe would create it. In the same way, our knowledge is Judged

-~ according to the uses it serves for us, but we can st|II say that we have better

and worse theories or better and worse ethlcs Dewey writes that because there'
- are reaI human needs, and not merely deswes it makes sense to dlstlngu|sh :
' between better and worse values What then are these pre eX|st|no human :
needs and how are they dIStIHQUIShed from desrres'? Here Putnam reports that
'Dewey says these needs. are n_ot prefeXIstlng, but that humanlty is constantly E

- . redesigning itsel_f'and re-creating its needs.

- Our nottons—-the notion of a value, the notion o'f a m‘or,al image, .'
the notion of a standard_, the‘notion of a need—are so
 intertwiried that none of them can provide a “foundation"" for
ethics.... We mu.st come to see that there is 'n:o possibility of a
, f‘fo'undation” fo'r ethics, just as we have come to see that there is." R
| no p053|b|I|ty of a “foundatlon” for scnentrfrc knowledge or for

| any other kind of knowledge (Putnam 1987 p 79).

Putnam concludes that because our standards are created and because our

values are created uItlmater the onIy defence is to say, W|th Wlttgensteln Th|s o
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is where my spade ie turned. To say this is not to say something irrevocable, but
it is to say that now, here,lll will say this and do this. “One does not have to
believe in a unique best moral version, ora unidue best r‘nath‘ematical Vereion.
What we have are beftter and worse versions, and that is objectivity”".(Putnam,
1987, p. 77). This leads to the question of V\./h\y’ we b.elieve‘in our commitments
at all. Pufnam says that we have an “dndenved,” a--“primitive” obligation to
adhere to our commitments. This is not, he says, a moral ooligat'ion, but it is'
nevertheless a'very real- obligation.

Putnam concludes that we have to reject the project of epistemology
which-w__ould ‘have us describe a “Universal Method” for teIIing‘wn'o has “reason
on‘ his side” no matter what tne dispute. Still, weshouldtnot be dismayed by this
because we can still direct our attention to ofher intereeting things. -~Abo've aII he
says he hopes to redirect philosophical energy to one. of its very traditional
tasks: the task of providing meaningful, important and'discussible images of the
human situation in the world (Putnam, 1987, p. 865 The purpose of phnlosophy,
Putnam argues is as Dewey stated it: the cr|t|C|sm of beliefs, |nst|tut|ons
customs and policies with respect to their bearing upon the good (P_utnam,_- 1995,
p. 51). - |

Dewey rejects dlchotomlsmg the instrumental and termlnal goals of .
inquiry. Even when we are’ engaged in goal -oriented act|V|ty, Putnam tells us' :

we are also guided by norms of rationality which have become terminal values
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- for us, and which cannot be separated from the modern conceptioh of rationality

itself.

tis nof_,,for us ah‘y I_Qngerjust a sociological-descriptivé fact thaf |
v- chodsing th'eories‘fo‘r.their predictive ;;ower and»sirﬁplicity, and
fostering democratic co-operation and openness to criticism in. |
. the generation an_d evaluatioﬁ of theories, are part of the nature
of scientific inquiry; ‘thes_,'e norms describe the Way we ought to

function When the aim is knowledge (Putnam, 1994, p. 173).

It séémé to me t'h;at poWer relationsﬂfunc’tivon ‘as-a fundamental bart of
discourse, if not of all our‘fatiohal en‘gag}er’n.ents with other people. Sqlitary ‘
' .musin”gs may be free from relations of p_owér, ce;rtain‘l‘y; but even a.thoughtful o
~engagement with ‘é Iikeémindéd individual wi}II invcl>lve,. at least provisionally or
tempc:)rarily,_'an eIerﬁent of persuasibn. Within the most eqUaI of relationships
| ‘and in the most hafmonic)us of d‘iscussions one can e‘xpect-the power to shift
baék and forth, but it WiII nevér be absent. ~Pow er relations are unavoidable and |
‘havé a particglarly strong impact on tHe reiationship between a teacher and a
Student,‘becau‘s’e n.ot o.n.I); IS teaéhing exbli;;itly about trying to persuade, the | :
té'acher hasAacce:svs to a'gr‘eat deal Qf ins’tit'utional 'authority. But it is also true
that teachers"-'ofteh engage IWit‘h the‘purp"o'se'of helping to share that power. | try '

to pérsuade my students. because | do believe that what | am saying is correct.
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.. Atthe same time | try to engage thém in a way that does not compromiée my
visionvof a democratic discoufse. One of my important goals, and. | believe this
gba’l is shared by most people we would call educators, is'to_ help my students -
develop the tools they wiII use to themselves engage in the .discoUrs'e. It sounds‘
contradictory but | use my power over them to try to help them to develop their -
own.powers. .

What is missing from Pﬁtnam's account is an acknowledgement ‘of the
importance of the power relationship in knowledge justification. The discourse
has‘ a power to convihcé: some arguments ére moré Iogical, and'somemore
agcurately describe Areality as we experience it. But there is also the power
rélationship among the participants, and between those “producingf’ and those
‘consuming” the knowledge. fln Chapter Five | will suggest ways that | think
teachers can work to ;j:emocratisevthe.ir relétionships with their studénts through

taking account of the intelléc;tual and institutional power that they hold.

Whét Would a Feminist Pragmatiét Look Like?

| Fiutn_am's conclusion that we are ultimately left wifhout any‘,reésoﬁs for .
bur “fOundationaI” commitments, because they aré not aVaiIabIe for rat’i:onal
~ defence, is a troubling one for feminist teachers. We are committed to our’
politiéal and moral positions, and We are in the.s'ituation of trying to persuadé
others to agree with us. Rorty writes that pragmatism is neutral between

feminism and masculinism except when it rebuts masculinist érguments that
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e‘ssen'tialise or naturalise the obpression éf womértp‘ “When philosophy has R
| fihishéd showing that everything .is a socia‘lvconstr-uc_t‘,-it does not help us decide
Which social cdhstructs td retain and which td fepléce” -(Ro.rty,w»1 993, p. 97).. But
. Nelson (1993) argues..that wHile a feminist pragmatist will agree that khowledge
is soc'iélvly constructed, she will not abandon the imApact of ekperi'ence and of her
observations. Nelson says; _and | égree, that communities that. construct énd
- acquire knoWIedge are not merely collections of i’hd‘ependently knbwing |
individuals; sLnéh communities.are epistemologically prior to individuals who
knOV\‘/; The obsefvéfions of a feminist pragmatist will be infdrmed by the theories
and commitrhents’she shares with oth‘ef féminists who afe the members of her
epistemological cofnrhunity. | |

Putnam érgues that the thing that saves us ffom relativism is our
“primitive” obligation to our foqndational _comfnitrhehts cou"pled with antiskepti-
- cism which éllov&)s us to requiré reasons td dbubt tr'1at' the world is tHe way we
thiﬁk |t is. | agree with Rorty that we cannot expéct a,_pragmatic approach to
inquiry to giVe us direct reasons to be féminists, bUt"foIIowing thé argurhénts bf
Dewey which | havvve Just offered (and those of Habermas.which I will outline in
Chapter Three), Wé do have good reasons_to'brivilege 'derho'cr‘atic discour'ser.
" Dewey wants us to invite as fhény people as possible into the discoursé; to
include each one fully and to ac}cord them e'qual respect (whiéh is, of course, not
tb be confused with necessarily béliéving everything each one .says).’ Thesé

values are integral to most feminist projects as well, and particularly suited to the
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discussions opened up by st.andpoi'nt, theorists, who write about the importance

- of including marginaIiSed voices. So while pragmatism-does nOt offer an

epistemological jUStIfICatlon for feminism it prowdes a means of understanding

and Justifying knowledge that is in keeping W|th feminist commitments to jUStICe

" and to inclusion. This brings me» to the question of whether we can treat moral

| kn_owledge in the same way. |

To-What Extent are Scientific and Moral Inquiries Similar?

It makes sense to me to think of knowledge, orof inquiry, as generally
falling into three general categories. Empirical knowledge involves observations o

and experience. Logical knowledge 'includes math and many types of

' philosophy or theoretical physics. Finally, there IS moral knowledge Common

sense understanding of these WhICh I suggested at the beginning of th|s chapter 5

owes a.-great deal to the posmvnsts puts different sorts of knowledge ona kind of

- continuum with moral knowledge assumed to be mostly or even totally

constructed by society or society in |nterac_t|on wuth ,itS-ViSionof the supernatural.

- While logic and math are 'obviously human constructions- they are assumed‘to

be more generalisable and more available to W|de agreement across. cultures It

s often assumed that mathematlcal knowledge and logical knowledge are more

easily freed from the biases of social contexts. Quine would say they are more
objective in the sense that more people will agree about claims made within

mathematical or logical contexts. Empirical knowledge can"fallzin different
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places along this c{ohti'nvuum, depending on the discipline from which it comes. '

“Hard” sciences are closer to logic while social sciences are closer to morals. It

is further 'assumed,_ by positivists at any rate, that we have mQre reason to

believe statements that are closer to the math/logié side; these statements ér_e

taken to be mofe trustworthy and more generally true. Statements that fall -

. closer to the moral side are m_‘oreSUspect‘; we are.more comfortable saying,

“That's just youf opinion.” This is why Durkheim, for example, wa'nted to

co‘nceive of sbciblbgy as a.s'c‘ience. Even within sociology there is a division - .-
‘tvje'tw.eenv statistical and ethnographic research tradiﬁons_.

Abéordihg to the pragfﬁatist account of knowledge, “hard” scientiffﬁ ir_quuiryj :
is not seen té be as séparate froml‘moral in'qui'ry;. Stout (,1988), for example, '-
argues that écience and ethics are two asp'ecfs of the same rational and

Objective”~ process. Neither one is as objective as science is sometimes made to

~ seem, and neither one is as capricious as ethics'is often poﬁrayed to be.

F urthérmore,'both should be tested by tHe ‘same means.

| offered éarlief Putnam's res'pohsé. to whaf he called the “argume'nt from.
non-corit’rov'er_s"iality_” which‘s'zugg_es,ts that scientific kndWIedgé enjoys a
consensus impd_ssible“for knov_vledg‘e;.in _the‘mor'al r'ealm_ to"achieve. Stout makes-. .
a similar argument to Pﬁtnafﬁ's. but vdiscussesv atgreatef_length the r'e'as_dné we a
ha\;e this “common sense” perception that scienﬁsfs agree wﬁile-e’th_iciSté do not.
Hé suggésts that one reasbh why We mi.ght Have trouvble' noticihg sci'}e_ntificw

disagreement is because most of us stop taking science courses before we get

58




.ihto‘ areas of heated debate (Stout? 1988, 'p. .43). We have little khowledge of
' sophisficated -séienfific discourse which is where most of thé disagreement lies.
We pay less éttention to moral égreement because we are initiéte_d into moral
consensus as véry young children. By th‘é time we begin reflécting on the
. difference between moral and scientific discourses we already know enough
about moral language to engage in debate. Most of us never reach tﬁa‘t I‘eve‘I ~ofv
" education infscienﬁfic discourse, whereas ethics éoursé‘s dé not bother to
rehearse countiess platitudes assented to by nearly everybody-ih our cu'I_tur'e.
The first wéek's regding is already in disputed territory (Stout, 1988, P, 43).
‘When we say, theﬁ, that math or sciéntific knqwledge is non-controversial we
are thinking about basic facts like the elementary laws of physics, whereas we:
know that ethical debates such as those we. see in the néwspapers and in the
Iegisiature are far moré difficult to égree upon. But a more .appropriate analoéy-
m.ight be between basic facts in physics and basic moral facts such as theﬁ
‘knowledge that harming innocent people is wrong, or, on the other hand, |
between the debate cl);/er a dying person's right to assisted suicide and the
debate over the existence and nature of black holes.

Stout argues fhat’_'sincé scientific and moral knowledge are, at their root,
'thé same, they should both be tested by the _same means; both scientific facts .

and moral fa.'cts are judged valid if they correspbnd to the reality they describe.

59




- In the eyes of a modest pragmatism'[qn.e Wthh ;tops s'hortvo'f 4
the temptétion to deﬁné truth], true moral propositions . |
correspond to Vthé moral fécts in the s,vé‘m.e (épistemqlogiéally
'tfiv'ial) sense that true éc_ientific propositions corréspond to the

scientific facts. (Stout, 1988, p. 250)

The pragmatist aécount of knowlédge which | have p.resented assumes that
scientific inquiry should not attempt to fdesc'ribévthe world “as the wOrId wbuld
descfibe itself”; rathér, the 'purpdse of écien'cé knowledge .is to describe the
world as we éxberien‘ce it. Our scientif.i‘c. theories are judged a_céuraté insofar as
' th‘eylcorrespon_d to our observations. ‘ These obse.rvation.s will, in tﬁrn, be
informed by the network of theories to which the observer subscribes. But to say
that a varigty of possible thebries could desé_ribe \an‘y set of dbserv.étions‘i“sf
decidedly not to say that any theory will do, or that theré IS ho.way to compare .
,thé adequ\acy of c-campeting theqries. Thi‘s is precisely where rational |
judgements must be employed. | |

- The same is true in mbral inquiry. As Putnam argues, believing that
_ethi_c_:él object'ivity is possibnle is not the same thing as believing that there are no
undecidable cases or no p_roblemé which cannot.be définitively solved. But
neither is}this true of,scientific i_nq‘uiry. -In science a statement or theory wﬁich IS

considered to bé'true will correspond to the_in_atural world. In morals, | ar‘gue‘ that R

the correspondence would be between our theories and our moral feelings and




~ emotions® and between our theories and the practical results of their application.

Of course, ultimately moral inquirers must acknowledge, as will responsible

scientific inquirers as well, that they are acting in accord with the commitments of

their community and that, as Putnam says, at a certain point there are no

reasons they can give to justify our fundamental commitments. Stout -

summarises as follows:

Since 'moeest pragmatism finds the idea of correspondence to
‘undescribed reality incoherent when pressed into‘ |
epietemologica| service, it aII_ows us to up-grade moral truth to
philosophical respectability without inventing what J.L. Mackie
call‘ed f‘qeeer” entities (like vaIUes)'vwi‘th'which mofal propositions
might correspond. And because it avbids putting a reductive 6_r '
relativistic substitute ih place of th‘e old definition of truth as

_ correspondence, it achieves its levelling of moral and sc.i'entifi‘c -

' truth without downgrading the latter—without, for example, |
“reducing the truth of scientifie propositiens to mere asSerti‘biIilty. :

(Stout, 1988, p. 250)

®In Chapter Three | will offer Lovibond’s articulation of moral realism in.support
of this argument. For discussions of why we should not insist on separating our
emotions from rational inquiry, see Jaggar (1989) and Scheffler (1977).
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Putnam argues that once we gi\)e up the metaphyéical claih that there éannot be
such a thing as ethical objectivity, and once we observe that bbjectivity in other

. areas is strongly connected with vall.ues, we can ‘begin to see nof just thvét ethical - -
objectivity might be possible, but, rhore important, that inVéstigating ethical
problems 'requi‘res. just the values that have come to be linked with the open

society (Putnam, 1994, p. 176).

Summary
_ Putnam writes that for pragmatists’like John Dewey, moral disagreement
of the kind that we find in an open society was not a metaphysical problem but a

political problem and,a’challenge:'

Th‘ev problem |s to keep moral disagreement Within the'bounds_of;
community and productive.co-operatioﬁ, ahd the challenge is to
make moral disagfeement serve as a stimulus to thé kind of
cri’ti.cis‘m o'fjin‘stitutions and values that is heeded for pfégress
toward justice and progress in ‘enabling éitizens to live in
accordancé with their various Conceptior_\s of the-goqd life.

(Putnam, 1994, p. 155)

In this chapter | have arguéd that the pragmatist understanding of knOwIe_dge is

superior to the positivist view which is so much part of the western “common
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sense” with which most of us_havé grown up. ltis superiof, to my mind (and . |

useful for my purposes), largely because of its refusal to dichotomise facts frpm;, _

the theories in which they arise, because of its recOghition of the élose' o

relationship betwee-n inquiry and ethics, and because of its insistence that morall,

knowle’dge and scientific knowledge are to be justified in si'milar"ways_. In

3 Chapter Three | will examine alte’rnative und}erstanding's of moral disagreement

_ offered by Macintyre, Lovibond, and Habermas. In later chapters, | will attempt

to convince the reader that Dewey'’s statement of the problem and challenge
posed by moral disagreement can be related to Lovibond’s articulation of moral

realism and Habermas's d‘evelopment of discourse ethics. | will argue that these

three share a common goal which is the same as the idealarticulated byv

Harding as strbng objectivity. | will _further argue that the methods Dewey and

- Habermas call for.ha_ve much in common with the method of inqu_iry Ha.rd‘invg

- suggests.
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CHAPTER THREE:

| Three Responses to the Prob/em of Moral Disagreement

. _ Overview of the Three 'Theorie‘s_”'
In Chapter Two I,offered the positivist viewof' scientific knowledge
| .7 developmént and the pragmatist alternative. ‘1 argued that the pragmatist
account lS a more approprlate way to understand scientific knowledge and that
moral knowledge can be treated in very much the same way as SClentific |
' knowledge. In this chapter | will continue to explore moral knowledg_e
” development and appropriate means ofJustlfylng a moral posution Iwilldo so byk- |
- examining three additional alternatlves to the type of moral theory Wthh follows - "
from a positivist perspective; 'Maclntyre‘s version of communitarianism, |
Lovibond's discussion of _moral'realism,i and Habermas's theory of
‘~-;communicati‘ve-action. | | | |
The 'moral pers'pective to which | am offe‘ring:these alternat!ivesl IS
reflected in some forms of Iiberalism it |s the moral and political counterpart to :
vthe empirIC|sm and more: specrfically to the p05|t|Vism which | discussed n . |
Chapter Two. Its-focus is on free agency and the duty of the |ndIV|dual to make ‘
“responsible deC|s|ons. It draws attentlon to _the moral agent's abili_ty to perceive
directly and to make rational decisions based on the outcomes_predicted from R
.th‘ese per_cept_ions.'_ In the empirical world of scientific inquiry this is relatively_‘ |

str_aightforward; a statement is compared with the authority of one's observation‘s ,
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ofrthe physical world. In the moral realm it is more problematic because without .
, 'ah ‘externél authorify such. as t‘he vphysicayl world théré is no Way to “fationa_lly”

evaluate the truth of a stétoment. The argument w‘hich follows these lines
| arrives at an'érticulation of moral discourse which is ‘fémot'ivist.’; Emotivists .
argue that at worst a moral statement is. irratvional,vand'at best we are 'ieft, in-fhe
" absence of foundations for our morolstatements, with radicaliy |
incommensura.blevmoral paradigms. We cah b.egin’by, resolving factual
disagreements, but hoving oone that there may bs no better way to resolve
m:ofa|'disagroement fhan to say “that's your opinion.”

| Macintyre argues that ‘the_ best remody for this situation |s a form of
communitarianism. He argues ‘that the greatest p.roblem facing liberal
institutions 'is their attempt to manage collective Ii%e in the aosence of agreement
on the good. Corhmonitarian arguments focus less on the moral agent as an
individual and more onv the moral context into which an individual is socialised.
This'coote'xt. informs the decisions the individual will make, although it is itself
unchosen. Maclntyre argues that the Enllghtenment worldview has destroyed
'our understanding of * humanlty as it would be in its best self’ (our telos), and
without such a unifying vision we have no basis from which to Judge moral
dec:sxons He argues that we must recover our telos if we are to resolve moral
discussions and work towards genuine moral progress. Maclr_)tyre'smoral theory
is heipful in the a.rgument | am develooino becaose he illuminates the difference

~ between on one hand focusing on the individual as a moral agent, and on the
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o other examining the pac.kgroundl agai’nstv which moral oeoisions are made. He '

‘A aiso_offers‘an account of how mor‘all agents oan be active in' the development of
their moral tradition without being roied by that tradition. |

| Lovioond proposes a response to “emotivisrn” whicn articulates the vievi/ |
-of a moral realist. eShe argues'that the ascendancy of realism in ethics indicates
a turning away from individualistic vaIues.. Following Wittgenstein, she argues
against tne empiricist's dichotomisation of Ianguage into either expressive or
descriptive statements. While rejecting a foundationalist epistemology, she

- argues that we can still rationally jUStlfy beliefs and actions But we have to
acknowledge that the process of justification is relative to a context and to the
ekpectations of a particular audience. Objectivity and rationality are grounded in
consensus, she argu.es,,'but like Maolntyre, she points out that being part of 'a‘ a
tradition need not meanubeing ruyledl by it. Her argument maintains the )

. seemingly contrary. positions of moral relativism and moral absolutism. While
-there IS No higher authority to resolve disputes between two opposing
worldwews there is also no logical reason why a person cannot be securely
convinced that a particular worldview i is the most adequate one and that
opposing views_ arlevfalse. Lovibond also discusses the coercive authority which
is always part of a.person"_s initial' eduoation. 'the‘ relationship between authority .
and eduoation is one that wiIi become important to the argument | am developing
once | have offered lmy account of the role of strong objectivity in moral

education.
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. Habermas shares important insights with both MaclIntyre and Lovibond.

Like Macintyre, he argues that our sense of identity derives from our

dei/elopment as social beings, and like Lovibond he sees this social

development originating in the development of communication. Habermas

- argues that the only way to gain objectivity is to distance oneself from the group;

this is necessary before the individual is eapable of-Arnovi'ng beyond

~conventionally justified _b'eliefs and actions. FoIIowing Kohlberg, Habermas

-argues that to have a principled morality one must use reason andprinciples to

support norm'ative claims. Unlike Kohlberg, however, he argues tnat

" monological reflection is inadequate for'identification and justification of norms;

public discourse is required. H'abermas's discussion of what constitutes
legitimate pubiic discourse will be an important part of the argum'en_t tam |
developing. lBu't Habermes is not arguing for a communitarian ethics; he
maintains that appeel to valid criteria must go beyond tne shared values of the |
community. ‘.It is not enough to say that a particular e‘thical system brings aijout
a desired way of life as the pragmetists wbuid heve it; we have to look tineyond;to
universalizable principles which can be rationally justified.. This is the point‘

where Habermas is most clearly defending the worldview which underpins

positivism. Maclntyre, by comparison, would say that such universal agreement

is only possible when there is a universally shared telos, whereae pra'gmatists .

- like Putnam or Stout would argue that such universal agreement is neither

possible nor required.
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- Macintyre's Communitarianism
Maclintyre's moral vision is articulated in three volumes: After Virtue,

thse Justice? Which Rationality? and Three Rival Versions of Moral Enquiry,

published between 1981 and 1990. Maclintyre afgues’ that the problem with our

current understanding of moral discourse is that it depends on the
Enligr-_utenment project whibh hés dominated weétern think’ingv for the past three
centuries. It has dest}oyed any conception of what it rﬁeans to be a good person
énd reblaced it withl the view that rationality and free agenby are independent of
historical or s;)cial contexts énd independeht of humanity's nat_ure and purpbse.
What is left is a moral discours}e which is generally Qsed to express
vdisagreement and Which has no adequate means of mediating most mofal
disagréefhe’nts. When people érgue from perspectives that do not share basic
premises, there is no easy way to obtain moral agreement and there is no way to
.evaluate the s:trength of competing perspectives. We speak as if using self-
chosen, impersonal criteria, but in fact we are using .the concepts and the.
prerﬁis'es into which we have been initiated. This is particularly problematic

f when it comes to organising social' institutions. Liberal institutiqns run into
“trouble, MéCIntyre éays, because they attempt to manage collebtix)e life in the
abéence of 'agreement on the good. The Way to solve dur problem, according to

Macintyre, is to develop an account of practical reasoning based on
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_ 'c_:omrnunitarianisn1; tnetis, .Ibased on contextualising and histloriciStng our‘moral -
- 'Conoe'pts. - o | |

| Communitarian acooonts follow anAristoteI‘iantredi‘tion which -
presuppOSes th.at ev.ery type of itern or event which itis appropriateto call good
L or bad, inctudivng persons and their aotions, has, |n fect,, some given speoifio
v‘p‘u'_rpose or function. ‘If itis true that such a-pdrpose (telos) exists then it ft)lldw‘s
tnat to‘say something is good is to make a faotuél.»statement.l To say that an
action'is good is to say that it is-in keeping with the actions of a good person;
. this‘is al,so_a.statement of faot. Within this"tr_adition, therefore, a moralor an :
evaluative statement oan be called true or false in exactl;r the same way as oan .
| eny other"fa'ct‘uel statemvent; But onoe'our understending of essential human
purposes is removed, as has 'heppened in the modern w‘estern world, it is no :
Ionger possible to treat moral statements as statements of fact. Macintyre
’ar"gues tn_at because wehla“o‘k a common understa'nding, of our te|os, particip_ants
.in moral discourse often,mistake their. own particular vision ofjthe good Witn an
objectit/e or‘universalone. iny once \r/e'nave achiev‘ed:a‘COmmon |
'understanding of our tetos will we be ableto engage in constructive moral
: disoussions 'whic’h are Iikely to lead to' genutne rnoral progress.‘- - |
| In Maclntyre S view, ratlonalrty is understood to be tradrtron dependent
. This does not however Iead to moral reIatrvusm nor does it mean we cannot
criticise our own tradltlons The possrbrlrty of ratronal |nqu|ry does not he

argues, depend on an Enllghtenment conceptron of “pure” rationality d|vorced
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from time and pIace Rather' the comrnunitarian position chaIIenges:us to .
undertake a d|alect|cal or cr|t|cal |an|ry Wthh is the best path towards moral'
. progress Maclntyre does not emphaS|se the status of the moral agent as a
A _decrsnon -maker. Rather he emphasises that a person s |dent|ty is at least partly
glven in advance of decisions the person makes. Accordmg to Maclntyre the
, central questlon of our rnoral lrves is not, as he_ says liberals 'malntaln, about )
which choices we ought to make, but rather a question about how we are to .-
: understand who we are, mdependent of and antecedent to our chorces As | B i
Horton and Mendus put it in the lntroductlon to their book After Macintyre, where ’
many forms of .||beraI|sm emphasrse our status as choosmg and d_ecrdlng beings,
’Maclntyre draws our attention to the irnportance of the background | N
. circumstances and moral context Which inform and make inteIIigibIe those
- choices but which are thernselves unchosen. (HOrton and Mendus, ,1499‘4: p 9)
The iconvcept of practice is'centrat‘to Maclntyre's work. It mo_raljty s ’.seen-
to develop within a tr'adit.ion‘ it foIIow‘sA- that practice a‘nd ‘habit wi:thin. that trad‘ition— )
inform the practlce or the hablt of maklng moral deC|S|ons Maclntyre S
: understandlng of practlce aIIows himto conceptuallse the good as not subjectlve “
in the sense of bemg personal or capr|C|ous but aIso nelther unlversal nor
neutral. Todo rlght within this view, is not a matter of |nd|V|duaI preference.' tt _,
means to live the- good life-within a trad|t|on Practlces are socnally established
and they are sustalned by social institutions. The standards by WhICh they are

Judged are mtersubjectlve rather than obJectlve
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Stout articulates a p[agmatist response to Macintyre. His main argument
|s that Méclntyre both under-estimates fhe amount of .agree_meﬁt wé do have and -
at the same time o‘v'er-est‘imat_es the amount .we need to solve probléms and

'rhake genuvine' moral progress. Moral discourse, Stout argues, vis held together
by é limited but nonetheless significant agreerhent on “the gdod.” We do agree
on at least a “provisional telbs.” Stout argues that the greatest problem with
communitarianism "is"the utopian nature of its solutions. . In the spirit of -

pragmatism, Stout responds to Macintyre's “wistfulr_\ess”:'

NQ oné has trouble imagining a way of life that, by théir Iiéhts,
would qualify as‘an} i‘mproverh.ent on the current order. vBut it
always.tur‘ns out to be a way of Iifé in which everybody, or
néarly everybédy, comes to see the Ii‘ghtfthat is, comes to sée
' thihgé by my Iights, by light of my conception of the gobd*in all
its detail. 'If imagiﬁed utopias are to generate more than
terminal wistfulness, we will need also to be able to 'irhégine
’ ‘reali“stic-;ally'how_to achieve them by acceptable means, how to
make them. nonﬁtoﬁén. The main problem with communitarian
criticism of liberal sbgiety, then, is its im'p.li\'c‘:itly utbpian ' |

character. (Stout, 1988 p. 229)




Lovibond's versien of Moral Realism

In her book Rea/ism and Imegination in Ethics Lovibond euts together a
' version- of moral realism developed byAPIatts ;witH a Wiftgensteieian expressivist
theory of language. These are argued in.oppesiiion to the ‘emotivist” avrgument's
| refefred to abOye which Lovibond refere, toiﬁ the breader category of “non-
cognitivist.”

_ Non-cognitivi_sts, as Lovibond describes them, argue that Iahguage has
tWo functions_; it can express truths and it cerw_“e;(press attitudes. :Attitude's, '
according to non—cognifiviste, are Iegicallyseneonstrained by fects.' Stavte‘m'ents‘
which can be ‘c':o.n'sidered true must have serhe real knovwled'ge set over and o
above the knowing subjeet. Because there are no such things as ebjeetive
' moral facts, according ’_[o this view ’there can..be no s'uch thing as moral |
' kr]owledge.. Platts' artieulatiO'n of rﬁoral realism, on the 'oth,er h‘and, suggests that
there exists a realm of moral facts of which- individuals caﬁ become directly
aware. Lovibond calls His view a proVocative form of ihtui'tionism, which she
says is at odds with mbst current uhderstandings of “fact” and “objeetivity” both
on the part of trained analytic philosophers and those who are the “unhappy
- victims of empiricist common senee” (L‘oVib.ond, 1983 p. 12). |

There are a number of‘elemehts of this articulatienﬂof realism which
Lovibond finds attractive. She argues ‘t'hat' the curr_en’t ascendancy of moral . . )
realiem indicates-a rejection of the ‘,i_ndividL‘jaIis_m',or antifauthorit_arian velues

exhibited in’non-cognitive theories. It further indiCates a rej'ection of the 'idee
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that moral judgements ménifest nothing more than our “passions.” Non-
cognitivist arguments tend to focus on more general categories of morality such - .

as goodness and rightness and move from there to more specific moral

“instructions. They' argue that because there is no way to achieve general

agreement excépt in the vaguest way on things Iike-goodness and rightnéss

- there is similarly no objective meaning for a more specific prescription:like “don't

be rude.” Realisfs, on the other hand, tend to focus theif arguménts on more
concrete ascriptions of value WhoSe .applic'at.iQn is governed by ifnpersonal
criteria. Lovibond offers Foot's exarhble of the éoncept of rudeness: this is a
concept which must be (Jsed ;accoi"ding to fixed criteria if it is to be used at alll.v
Platts argues in a simi_la‘r vein thaf more abstract concebts like “good” are
IogiCéIIy derivati‘ve frdm _mbral concepts with a c;ohcrete descripti'yé co.ntelnt.
Empiricism, and the ndn—éognitivism which goes with it, entails an
understanding bf Iangua.ge as én instrument for the communication of th'ought.
Further, empiricism involves a belief that all our evidence for the truth or falsity |
of our propoéitions_ comes from our sehses. Moral realism, on the other hand,
involves a rejection of the pos:itiv'rsts’ twofold classification Qf language into

descriptive statements which pertain to the “objective world” and of which we can

-make judgeménts regarding their truth or falsity, and expressive statements

which pertain to moral or aesthetic statements. Moral realism thus also refuses

the associated distinction between cognitive and emotive meaning. This is

-where Lovibond's own thesis begins to develop. She develbps a realist view of
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morality which derives frém the express'ivism of the Iater‘ philo_sophy of
Wittgenstein. _

| Wittgénstéin,’s view of Ianguaée, in Philosophical /nvestigéti-ohs and .
elsewhere in his Iater work, is homogeneous, or “seamless” in the senée that
both the descriptive and the expreséive functiohs of Ianéuage pervade éll‘
statements. It is é view which does not dichotomise diffefent regions of
discourse (as, for example, descriptive or expressive)_o} different aépectsléf .
mental activity (as, for example, cognitive or emotive). Unde‘r. this view, the
descriptive function of language is understood to pervade all stateménté,‘ ’
whether they relate to moral or to scienfific propositions. If something has the
grammatical form of a proposition, then it is a proposition. The only way .that an
' indicative statement can fail to describe réality is by not being tfﬁe. |

* Similarly, the expressive function of language also bermeates'all o
probo‘sitionS. This is entailed once we give up the empiricist idea t‘hét.speec':h is»
a sort of “calculus;’ for éxpréséiné idéas which are élr‘eady‘ present in our minds“.‘ :
“An expréssivist the,dry of Ianguage'involves the understénding that thought is )
embe'dded ina Iinguistic.medium, and Ié’nguage is in ’_turn undérstood to be
embedded in a shared form of life. Fact and.valué are thus seen to “coalie.;ce?’“
ahd all propositions are understood to aécommodate both.: As Lovibond puts it,

_ : - |

“We c_:ah say that ‘value’ is thus reabsorbed into the ‘real wo/r|d,’ from which the
non-cognitive theories expelléd it” (Lovibond, 1983, p. 27). Following

Wittgenstein, Lovibond's epistemology is non-foundational.
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The alternatrve toa theory which makes sensory evrdence the

) ultlmate ratlonal baS|s of knowledge is to renounce aItogether (|n ..
the face of its seeming |ncoherence) the idea that such a bas’rs ,
IS needed_——t}ohold,.‘in:other words, that knowl'edge can “stand ”

~ without foundations.” (Lovibond, 1983, p. 38)

The argument does not dlspense with the need for ratlonal Justlflcatlon of beliefs .
and actlons but lt |mpI|es that there is no absolute or ratlonally |rrefutable end
pornt against which we can compare observatrons or theorles, such as |
conforrnity to sensory ev'idence or (in the.moral realm) ‘conduci'ven'ess _to. :
' rnaximum utilit)r 'tnstead- ju:stification is unde‘rstood to be relative toa context -
' and to the expectatlons of an audience, ObJect|V|ty, both in scnentrﬂc and in
-moral knowledge |s nothlng more nor- Iess than sound Judgement grounded in -
consensus or |ntersubject|wty at the least.

There are in partlcular two aspects of Lowbond s argument wh|ch W|II be'
useful as | develop mine. First is her discussion of the coercive potentral of
|nteIIectua| authorlty Second is her argument regardlng the means avallable for -

resolvmg moral disputes between people who hoId dlfferent worIdvuews
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: Authority'
Wittgenstein argues that Ianguage acqulsmon which is mtimately tied to B
the’ development of more complex thought is always |n|t|ally manlpulatlve in
4,nature; chrldren have to be taught the words and grammar which are appropriate
‘(correct) within their group. .. Becoming a competent participant in the discourses ‘.
of the group requlres internalising the rules and learning how to apply them in
'novel S|tuat|ons The initiation onIy ceases to be manrpulatlve when the
mternahsatron is relatively complete But Lov1bond argues what is both
historrcallyand loglcaIIy pr_|or. to a,coeoperatrve Iearning process is an operatio_n
in vvhich coercion holds the central .place (Lovibond, 1983," p 56) Individua'ls
are coer.ced by various types'of sanctions to obey the IinguiStic- rules of their
community But the: communrty itself is never subject to the ruIes of a hrgher ,
E authorlty The consensus of the communrty is its own h|ghest authorrty In
relatron to the communlty itself, then, as distinct from its constituent members, -
linguistic rules are not prescriptive but descriptive. (Lovibond, -1985, p‘. '5‘7)’
‘An‘argument similar to V-Vit'tge'n:stein's is made by Q'uine', -descrlibing what
: he calls a “pull toward objectivity.’l Quine's su‘ggestion_is'tlhat't.his “pull” is
brought to ’o‘ear_on each individual during:"the process oflear‘_ning language as a
- child. To communicate with others 'vve 'have to Iearn. to “regiment;’ our Iinguistic
responses to sensory stimulation 'so that they conform to the way that language
| is used by members of our group. Quine give_s the e’xamp,l'e of the’vconcept of -

“square.” Although different observers will each see a slightly different »




phenomenon, given their position relative to the square,Object, nevertheless they -

. will-each call it square if each one grasps the concept correctly. A concept is

more objective, according to Quine, if more people will tend to agree on how to

~use it.

Lo_vibond notes three ibmplicatidns of thi-s line of argument. Firét,.
achuisiti'on of Iénguage ié obviously a 'socjalisihg process. We teach, our
children to be adult pérticipants in our.discus‘sions by getting them to see thingks
ouf.way. A competent participant is 6ne who no longer needs to be corrected of
supervised. Second,' in attempting té be objective we try to occupy a position as
ne‘ar as possiBIe to the pbs.ition of the “ideal observer.” .Obviously this cannot be |

because experience has shown us that one or another observational standpoint

~is more adedUate for understanding reality. Rather, it is because reality is -

defined as the way things look from the position of the ideal 6bserver. The ideal ;
observer turns but to ber the berson of Sound judgement, aé detéfmined by the
cqmmunity in queétion.. Thi.s" point will become more important when | look at
how to res‘bl'v’é Qiéagreement bletween different worldviews. Finally, the persoh
who initiétes a Child or a student into the discourse, the person who exe.rts the
“pull t.OWards'objectiVity,” is necessarily in‘av.po‘sition of authority over the initiate.
When a child |s being_initiéted into the linguistic comrhunity, thefe is @ more
obVioUs relatiénshib of authdrity between the chi'ld‘ ahd»the teacher. The “puil”

for children is often material. Adults are still “pulled” however. Authority over

adults méy also be material but more frequently it is intellectual. Often the




.. horms implicit in'a community's'Iinguisticjan'd other';so’ciai‘practices_.afé uphé‘lyd
by sénctions imposed by the community on dev_iaht individuals. This-aut-hor.it.y.._' .'
wi'II.vary from context to contexi—it may be one's_' professional peers“, one's ‘\

: social group, or newspépers and telev"is.ion réports which tell us whét lt is
appropriate to believe and how to understand it. As Lovibond puts it,b_ur aim in
talking about. the objécti_ye world is not to say something-accéptable to the |
powers thét be, but to say something trué. If we held that no one céuld |
legitimately correct anyone else's judgeménts we could not think of what we said

- as being answerabile to truth. Thié would leave us in the same position as thé |

non-cognitivists (Lovibond, 1983, p. 61).

Our proposed theory of ethics, in short, is a realist theory in-that
it asserts the existence of intellectual authority-relations in the
realm of morals, whereas non-cognitivism denies these.

(Lovibond, 1983, p. 63)

" Being part of a linguistic community does not mean being ruled by it. It means

inserting youksélf into the historical prdcess of using moral Ianguage. )

-Disagreement
The second important implication of Lovibond's argument is how to |

resolve differences between people from differi_ng belief systefns: Loyibond :
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reminds us that-according to Wittgenstein, alternative belief systems, whether-
they succeed each other in time or co-exist in different places, cannot resolve
disputes by recourse to a foundation or to a higher au'th'ority. From the view of

an outsider, such systems do not even lend themselves to evaluative

comparison in terms of truth, rationality, or moral worth. When a belief system is

: changing, when certain of its social practices are in ﬂux there may be a

breakdown or a lack of consensus regarding the proper way to act or to think.
The individual in this situati'on has a relatively greater amount of autonomy to
decide, and this decision may set a precedent and have an'impact on the _
developing consensus.

On the other hand when two systems contradict each other participants -
can engage each other rationally, each one attempting to convert the other to
her or his own perspective. Any evaluative judgement regarding a particular
worldview must be made from a particular standpoint; i.e., from within its own |
commitments to a worldview. As Lovibond says, the mere act of committing

oneself to a (would-be) objective judgement alreadydisplays one's allegiance to

certain intellectual authorities (Lovibond, 1983, p. 140). It seems at this point as

if the Wittgensteinian perspective is no different from that of the non-cognitivists:
since there is no moral position outside of its own commitments, there can never
be a means to judge between two opposing positions. Given a dispute and no

impartial judge, it is the more powerful disputant who will win.

79




Non—_-cognitivists resolve this iséue by saying that _empir.ical disputes are

_ solved by consulting the higher éufhority which'is the real world. In moral
matters, nqn—cognitivisté maintain thaf there is no higher author‘ity and therefore
no way to judge. Wittgénsteinians respohd by arguing that empiricism must be
rejééted becéuse fhére is NO deciding aqfhérity external to the Iinguistic‘
com’mu'nit'y. 'Reali's‘m, both in 'the physical world and in the moral realm, can only -
be retainéd once we stbp looking for such an authority.’

The important diﬁerenée between a non-cognitivist response and the bne
proposed by Lovibond is that the latter view'doe's not piace a participant to a
disp.ute under any logical obligation to withdraw the clairﬁ of truth from cherished
beliefs. | have frequently said to myvstudents, “Of cburse | think I'm right; if |
thought | was wrong, | wouIAd change my mind.” As Lovi‘bond puts it, “It make}s |
perfectly goodsense to assert of another berson that he,has failed to grasp the
force qf a vélid argumeht against his own mistaken viéw” (Lo’Qibond, 1983, p.
152). }Lov,ibond shows that Wittgenstein's aréumenf_s encompéss both relatiyism ,
and absolutism. The relativist view is that such disp‘utés must be undefstood as
- conflicts between partisans of rival theories for c_ontrol over relevant social

practices. The absolutist-view is that no philosophical cbnsiderations can

undermine rhy inclination to say that my theory' is trué 'ariq others are false.




Fantd

o Habermas and. 'Discourse'Ethlcs

ln the two volumes Wthh make up hlS Theory of Commun/cat/ve Act/on

Z"lHabermas offers a theory of moral juStlflcatIOl‘l in Wthh publlc dlscourse is used ?

R defend the valldlty of norms and thereby to resolve moral dlsagreement

’-f‘_kHabermas argues that the only norms we can caII valld are those to whlch aII

concerned people agree or would agree as partrcrpants in practlcal drscourse
) ‘ _Habermas explalns what it mearis to ralse valldlty clalms and how one must go :
j ' about defendung them d|st|ngu|sh|ng between three worlds lof valldlty clalms
- 5 Cognltlve clalms are defended through objectlve crlterla based on thelr truth

_these correspond to fact clalms about the physncal worId or scnentlflc |

R ‘knowledge Normatlve cla|ms are those developed and accepted W|th|n a ° }:.i :
socrety by consensus they are defended through somal crlterra based on. thelr e
‘rlghtness wh|ch is negotlated through somal and moral dlscourse Flnally, ‘
expressave clalms are defended through subjectlve crlterra these are clalms
| 'about the |nner self and can onIy be Judged accordlng to therr smcerlty as
,' demonstrated in narratlves of character and self-reflectlon The ab|I|ty to |
dlstlngulsh between the three worlds Habermas argues |sv nothmg more than ’
the ablllty to dlstlngulsh between types of valldlty clalms At follows therefore . |

that from an eplstemlc standponnt there is no dlfference between the klnds of

arguments we use to jUStIfy truth clalms and the klnds of arguments we use to. A

jUStlfy normatlve assertlons Normatlve clalms are analogous to SC|ent|f|c clalms L




insofar as both are defensible only by appeal'to reasons accepted by the

community. .

| Ration‘ality_

.T'ounderstand his argument_, itis irhportant to understand both w.hat_.
H,aberm‘as means by rationality and_what his rules are for Iegitirnate publ,ic
discourse. FoIIowing Mead, Haoermas argues that we are not ftrst individuals
: t/vh‘o become social agents only because of .our decision to engag'e with others. '
Instead, Habermas understands ldentrty to be socnaIIy derived-and soc1ally
- mediated. Language is'the medlum in which |dent|ty is constltuted Our
rationality is inseparable from our'|dent|tyl. |

h For Ha'b'ermas, rationa'lity must be plrincipled. ' Fo.llowinovKohlb'erg, he
- argues that normath/e cIairns must be supported by' reasons and by principles.
- Like Kohlberg's theory, I-I‘aberrhas's‘theoryof communicative action is forrnal,
| cognitivist, and universali‘stic. It isf_ormal in that the'burden is‘Shifted fromth’e
c:onte'nt of judgements to their-form. Habermas is not .interested to prescribe a
| partlcular content to socual norms; one purpose of h|s theory is prescrtbe a
method of dlscourse which wrll be more I|ke|y to Iead to genume communlcative
| action. It is cognitivist in that morat conflicts are understood to be resolved by
argument and as in Kohlberg’s theory, it |s Understood that there are succeSSit/e |
Ieve‘ls of competence in cornrhunicative' action. Finalvly, it_‘is-uniyersal‘istic |n that |

Habermas claims that the form of reasoning at a given stage is identical in 'any
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| , eult_ure. But unlike Kohlberg, Habermas argues thet monological rationality is

not adequete; legitimate nvormative claims must be developed and defended
through public discourse. Moral law cannot be determined by an indivvidual,
Habermas uses the term rationalisation to mean the development of the

internal logic of particular modes of societal action co-ordination.  Habermas

distinguishes between two kinds of societal rationalisation which ‘correspond to

two categerically distinct modes of societal integration, which he calls “lifeworld”
and “system.” The distinction is based -on whether social co-ordination depends |
on or bypas_ees ihe_conscieuSness of individuals in theif capacity as agents. .

In plain ianguege, “lifeworld” corresponds roughbly to the sociai or culiural

context in which an individual acts. Lifeworld rationalisation takes place in the

domains of cultural reproduction, social integration, and socialisation. In the

lifeworld, co-ordination of action takes place primérily by means of
communicative action. System co-ordination, on the other hand, bypasses the
action orientations of individuals. System rationalisation refers to co-ordination

of actions oriented towards success. These may be instrumental, if they are

‘non-social, or strategic if they are social. In other words, action co-ordination at

the level of the system may involve instrumental action, which is non-social, or it
may involve stretegic' action, which is social. So it is possible to identify two

kinds of societal action co-ordination. Communicative action is action that is

~ taken with the purpose of reaching understanding. Strategie action, on the other

'hand, is undertaken with the purpose of attaining a perticular instrumental or
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strategic goal. Communicative action:is accompiished in the Iifeworid;while
strategic action is accomplished in the system In pIain.ianguage '
| communicative action involves engaging With other people in respectful and
equitable ways. Strategic action, which is oriented to success rather than
j‘understanding, can result in"treating other oeople merely as means to a goal.j
Habermas moves from an account of the historicai separation of Iifevvorld
- from system to an account of the u.ncoublino of the subsystems'of econ"omic and
administrative activity from the. _Iifevvorld: This unco’upling eventually results in
the colonisation of the ‘iifevvorl_d by the s_ystemv(Cooke, 1994,- p B). Habermas :
argues that in modern societies the communicatively structured spheres of the
Iifeworld have become increasmgly subject to the imperatives of system co—
ordination This results in the coIonisation of the |ifeworld by the system
Somai action, according to Habermas can either be co- ordinated by

_consensus ‘WhICh is typically the means used Within the Iifeworld and
corresponds to communicativ_e action, or it can be co-ordinated through 'v
influence, which is typically the means used within the system and ,corresponds |
to instrumental or strategic action. Only communicative action has the potential
“for social resistance and uItimater for emancipationz : "

| 'Habermas understands objectivity to be possible onlvy when an individual
- is able to gain a measure of distance from the social group to resist the pull |
"towards consensus. To gain: the objectivity necessary for evaluating the norms

“of a social group, an actor must gain distance from-particular so_ciai roles and
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recognise thaf all roles are structured by shared social norrns. This vi_ew

| corresponds to Kohlberg's post—convéntionél level of moral development where
individuals are capable of moving beyond the group'é view of what constitutes
correct action. Only from the post-conventional perspective is it possible to
question the norms of one's ow'n grbup. '

So, objéctivity must be attained somewhere beyond the consen#us of the
‘group. Furthermore, Habermas argues that the |egitimacy of norms must be
‘groun’ded in justifiable, universalizable principies rather than in claims they bring
_ about a desired wéy of life. Sucn ijectii/ity is only possible under the specific :

. conditions of discourse which Habermas outlines.

 Public Discourse

| The purpose of Habermas's discourse eihics, as Benhabib summarises |
them, is to “preserve the rational core of a normative claim, and resist
assimilating it into a statement about the world (naturalism) or a statement about
my own preferences (emotivism)” (Benhabib, 1989, 'p. 150). Morél justification
.amounts tn a form of moral argumentation which follows the. particular ruleé of
iegitimate public discourse, which Haberrnas 'naines ‘D.” Habermas aippea_ls to
Kohlb_ergv, maintaining that D Corresponds tq tne moral experience of post-
gonVentional moral reasoning. Th‘is is the stage at which a disjunction occurs |

between “social acceptance” and.“moral validity.”
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As Habermas presents it, egalitarian reciprocity is embedde_d‘ in the very‘
structure of: communicative action. AII comrnunicative action entails symmetry | _
and reciprocity of normative expectations. The two fundamental rules of D are
first, that we ought to respect each other as beings whose V|ewp0int is worthy of |
consideration, and second, that we should treat each other as concrete human .
beings whose.capacity to express this vie\ivpoint we should enhance by creating,
whenever possible, social practices embodying this dis'cursive ideal. _‘

Benhabib (1989) explains how rationality:an.d freedom entail each other
within Haberrnas's theory. She argues that a claim of rationality entails the
belief that those to whom such a claim is addressed can be conV|nced that the
claim is indeed rational. Rationality claims thus entail the pos5|bil|ty of free
assent. Assent given under conditions which violate the free exercise of such

assent cannot be deemed rational. She argues that if inegalitarianism is to be
“rational,” it must seek the assent of those who will betreated unequally, but to
- seek such assent means ad.mittin.g “others” to the conversation. lf these “others”
can see the rationality of the inegalitarian position, they can also dispute its
justice. Therefore, either inegalitarianism is irrational, that is,} it cannot \ii/in the "
assent of those it addresses or it is unjust because it precludes the pOSSibility "
‘that its addressees will reject it (Benhabib 1989, p. 153)
Habermas argues that by exchanging speaker and hearer perspectives
we Iearn to Justify claims of truth, or of authent|City Thus reCipromty is built into |

our development as communicative _agents, and it is built into our understanding
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of rationality Benhabib acknowledges that many people consider Ha.bermas's
model hopelessly utopian but she responds that the purpose of D is not to draw E
a blueprint for a well ordered society. Rather the | purpose is to develop a model ’
of public dialogue such as to demystify eX|st|ng power relations and the current

‘ public dialogue which sanctifies them. Braaten (1995 p.. 142) suggests that by
defining the ideal consensus as one in which no point of view is excluded or .

- arbitrarily diSCOunte'd, Habermas points out that the confidence one has in vbein'g
freely and openly convinced of the best arguments |s also the basis of genui’ne
social mutuality and trust, as weII as that of democratic and just institutions.- |

| Stom, while acknoWledging that l—labermas is a profound social critic, is
‘one of thosewho as Benhabib suggests considers the Theory. ot
Communicative Action hopelessly utopian He argues that searching for the kind
of “moral Esperanto that Habermas wants is a waste of time. The problem W|th , ‘
" universal languages, Stout malntains, is that almost no one speaks them.

Nevertheless, Habermasls project, as Benhabib argues, is useful in identifying-

- o those issues which are prevented from becoming p'ublic because of existing

power constellations in |dent|fy|ng those groups that have not had access to
means of public expressmn and advocatlng their mclusuon in the discourse of
legitimacy; in distingwshlng between genuine agreement and pseudo-

‘ compromises based on the mtractabnhty of power relations and in saylng what is.
in the public interest as opposed to the universalisation of what is only in the
interest of a particular grOup_(B_enhabib, 1989).

1
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'~ Concluding Questions -

The qu‘estion of -moral objectivity is'central to the argument | am
developing My concern is to discuss the responS|bility of a moral agent in:

discovering ObjeCthlty and acting to increase it within her or his community.

| These three theorists have differing views which nonetheless overlap in

important areas. All three believe in opposition to emotivist mo'ral theory, that a
person develops as a moral agent only in the context of a moral community, and

that language, developed through initiation into a |IngUlSth community, IS the

: medium W|th|n which thought develops Lowbond draws attention to the

relationship between a competent participant in discourse and the initiate; this is

a discussion | will return to in Chapter Five.

. Lovibond and Habermas are both concerned with conceptions of

- objectivity and the means for achieving it. Lovibond is concerned to answer "

questions about what the objectivityof knoWledge claims consists of. She

argues that objectiwty is discovered in the consensus of the community and that
initiation into the group as a competent part|C|pant entails a pull towards what v
the community takes to be ObjeCthlty Habermas has a different concern. He
explores what the indiwdual ought to do in order to maximise ObjeCthlty He

argues that objectivity can only be achieved when a .moral agent is able to ‘

. respond from a post-conventional perspective and see beyond the perspective

of the group. In Chapte'rFour | will'address these q'uestions and suggest that
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the prégmatiét account offered by Sstout‘ is a responsiblé solution. | will revisit
Harding's conception of strong objectivity and argue that a commitmeht to it C;an
be a useful means of achieving a post—conventiénal distance. | will also take up
the discussion Benhabib begins regarding the role discéurse ethics can play in
the development of a just community. | will argue that the ideal df strong
objectivity can play an'. important role in the responsible deVeIopment of such a

community.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
How to Work Towards Strong Objectivity in Moral Discourse and in Moral |

Disagreement

In the preceding chapters | have offefed fhe main pfemises _qf my
argument. This chapter and the next will SQggést the practical work | believe
follows from a éommitfneht to strong objectivity which can bé used both in the
developmer;t 6f _é moral point of view, and |n ‘work.in'g' as a moral educ‘ator.( I
argue in this chépfer thét commitment to the idéal of strong objectivity offers us
both a meéns for undértaking tﬁe revision of our moral perspective and a 's’ét of
' standards according to which we can mére requnsjbly understand and respond
“to alternative moral p‘ositi.ons'. It helps us gain the post-'con‘ventional distance
fror.n’ou’r oWh positioﬁ that Habermas calls upon us to~d§, an.d"it qhallengés.fus tov

| listen to voices from the margins of a particular moral discourse.

Strong Objectivity Revisited -

~.In Chapter One'| argued that while thé feminist standpdint theor?es do
have important insights td offer with regard tp knowledge prbduction and the
material poéitiori of thé knoner', theyA do not convince me that the pbsition of the
oppressed or marginalised '\)oice g.rants epistemic pri\:/ileg,e to the knower
beéause of he‘r of his marginality. Standpoint theorists argue thét_ Ab»oth the

dominant position and the marginal position are partial; commitment to a given
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, 'worldview, which is avprerequisite"to any inquiry, will put limits on w.hat counts.as
" knowledge. But standpoint theorists argue further that the marginal position is

‘less partial; diﬁerentstandpoint theorists offer different reasons why this. isso.

l—larding argues that the starting point of standpoint theories is that in societies

stratified by race, ethnicity, class, gender, sexuality, or some other such -

distinctions shaping the,yery structure of a'society, the activities of those at the
top both organlse and set limits’ on what they can understand about themselves
and the world around them (Hardlng, 1993, p. 54)

My argument |n summary, was as foIIows F|rst we have to acknowledge ;

. thatall knowledge is constrained by the material posmon of the knower and an

indiwdual develops knowledge onIy in conjunctlon with the communlty to which

she or he belongs. Second, people who have more power are in a better posmon"

o tell the worIdtlwhatb their understanding of it s, through teaching, p.ublfishing,',
“and reIated acti\'/ities Peoolevwith'less oower therefore‘will ’poSSess their own |
.understanding ofa particular S|tuat|on but they may also Iearn the perspective
. of the domlnant posmon My pornt is that the posmon of less power does not |
‘ itself generate aless partial understandlng, but individuals- who occupy such a
- position have access to both views and for th_|s ’reaso‘n"have access toa broader
understanding of both the content of the klnowledge and the social relationships
‘which lead to the'development‘of the cIai;ms. 'Theyareable to develop a -
" ,broader understa'_nding. of the content ofAknowledge claims because they have

: access to both’ the claims of the dominant view and the claims made from their




own, marginal position. They have access to a broader underetanding of the

social relationships which lead to the development of knowle‘dge claims because:

they can learn the explanations both from the position of the,dominant group and

from their own, marginal tp‘osition. Because they see such relationships from

both sides, they are in the best position to understand them.” .This is important
to the argument | em rhaking because if t_he voicee “frorh the margins” are likely
te have a 'broader rather than a'nerrower understanding of the .‘p‘roblem, ah
investigator has not only a moral but also an episterhological responsibility to
drew those yoices into vthe discourse.

' 't-lere is ah example of what Iv rnean. Within a graduate department, let's
say, the faculty trvill 'advertise what they take to he the curriculum and they will}

discuss in committees the various formstand the content of this curriculum as it

exists and as it is to be developed. The students may well have a different

- unde’rstand'ing of what they are learning;. both oh the level of the explicit

curriculum and on the level of the implicit curriculum. The students will know

what the faculty understand to be the explicit curriculum, but the faculty will be

very unlikely to know what the students think, insofar as the students’ view

diverges from the “official” curriculum. To take this example a step further,

among the 'students there may be very different understandings of the purpose -

1 am not arguing that the view from such a position will ensure the most
complete understanding of the relationship. Harding writes, “The:

- epistemologically advantaged starting points for research do not guarantee that

the researcher can maximize objectivity in her account; these grounds provide
only a necessary—not a sufficient—starting point for maximizing objectivity”
(Harding, 1993, p. 57). - :
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of various courses, exams, or related activities, depending on whether the
f _student is male or female, is. straigh_tv or gay, has the _Iangufage of ';the'universi_ty‘;
‘as a'fi.rst language or has another first vIanguage, ,isa nationa‘l -of_the,country or is '
a foreign student, a'nd' s'o on. | In every group of students that meets to .discu‘ss ‘
their department there will be one or a few perspectives which everyone tac:|tiy
knows are more “Iegitimate and people’ whose understanding is different
know to keep quiet. | |

As | discussed in Chapter One, standpomt theorists want to argue that the
,‘margina_l pos_itions grant access to “less partial” knowledge. Thelargument, at its
' root, is that a subordinate has reasonto ;try’tov critioall.y understand hef or his
ISUpe__rior’s attitude and position, while a sup_e‘rior has reason not.to question
'these things. In Chapter O_ne | argued that the.re are also good 'reasons for
someone in the .subordinate position to resist a critical ekamination of th‘e
r.elationshi'p. I arguﬁed‘that while it ma'y:"be true that individuals in positi'ons of
relatively Iess power-may have a broade‘r range of‘insight itis because they
have access to both their own and to the- other s, not because their own Is
-epistemically priViIeged The difference IS subtle but I believe it is crucial.

' Despite my reJe,otion of the basic premises of standpoint theory, I have‘ “
a'rgued that Harding's conception of strong objeot_ivity ofiers‘ us reminders of
where to look for problems while maximising objectivity in the development oi' R ,

' knowledge. It means Iooking'_not onlv withinA _'anar-gum.ent to ensure that its

~ premises are true and that its conclusions are responsible. It:means also
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'Iooki'ng outsidenthe argument-to the bur_poseit ’serves in supporting the ",
surrounding elements of the persp'ecti‘ve within which the argument arises. |
Furthermore, it‘requires, as Harding puts it, placing the subject of knowled_ge'on
the same.critical, causal plane'as the objeotsof knowledge (Harding, 1:993, p..
69). | | |

~Thus, strong objectivity requires what Harding' caIIs “strong. reflexivity".”
Strong reflexivity calls for the subject of knowledge (i.e., both individual and
context/community) to be considered as part .of the obj'ect ofkndwled'ge tn> :
practlce it means exam|n|ng not only the knowledge claims which are made but -
also who is maklng them and what the clalm maker’ s}ourposes are., | ThIS -

program of strong reflexuvuty is a resource for objectlwty in contrast to the

obstacle that “weak” reflexw|ty has posed to weak objectrwty Hardmg wntes

All of the kjnds‘of objectivity-maximising prooedures focused on |
, vthe nature 'and/or social relations-that are 'the direct object of. -

',observatlon and reflectron must also be focused on the o .‘

observers and reflectors—smentrsts and the |arger socuety

whose assumptions they share. (Harding, 1993, Pp. 69)

: Harding argues as"a standpoint theorist, that a maximally critical stUdy of
scientists and their communltles can be done only from the perspectlve of those -

whose I|ves have- been marglnalnsed by such communltles | will agree with -
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* Harding on this peint, and below | will relate this to Habermas's argument that
‘objectivity requires post-conventional distance from the norms ahd »conventions |
of the commuriity. ‘Hardi‘ng argues, and | th‘in_k Habermas would not disagree,
that a commitment to strong objectivity requires scientists and their communities
Ato accept democracy-advancirtg projects for scientific and epistemological
reasons as we‘I| as moral and political‘ones.-*She uses the cOneeptidn of
derriocracy employed by Dewey: that “those who will bear the conSeqvuence of a
v- decision should have a proportionate share in making it” (Harding, 1993, p. 71).

Harding argues:

~ltis clear that not all social values arid iriterests have the seme
~ bad effects upon the results of research. Democracy-advancing
| . values have systematically generated |ess‘partial and distorted
beliefs }than others. .(Ha'rding, 1~993,vb. 71)
B
But that does not make the results of such research value-neutral. It will still be
the thought of this era, making variously distinctive assumptioris that later |

generations and others today will point out to-us.

Pragmatism and Consensus
The pragrnatist~-vievir of knowledge is important to my argumentin two

ways. First, pragmatists refuse to dichotomise facts and theories, and they‘
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therefore understand that knowledge'is created by communities }'rather than by | '

~individuals. A_discussion ot the respohsible development of “epistemologicall

.communities” (to use Nelson’.s term) will be Central to the argument lam

| developing. Second, pragmatists refuse to dichotomise facts and values, and

_this: ability to treat the justification of fact claims and value clalms in- much the |

same ways allows me to-argue that strong ObjeCtIVIty‘IS as;valuable an ideal in |

the moral sphere,‘and fo.r the same reasons that Hardi}ng calls for its use in the

o scientitic world." It is appropriate,there'f'ore, to revisitpragmatism and, in "‘.

_'particular, the 'pragmatist understanding of consensus develoo,r,nent.' |
Thexpragmatist view of knowledge, as | shovi/ed ‘in.Chapter Two, acceots |

that knowledge is created by communities rather than by individuals.

Pragmatists argue that the shared nature of knowledge changes the way we

should treat any |dea of the correspondence between knowledge and reality

But Pragmatlsts_do-not adopt the position taken by standpoint theorists that a

responsible description of inquivry must take i‘nto'account the relationship

I betv&een'the materi‘al ‘bosition of an "inquirer and the theories and commitment‘s» :

“such an individual brings to the act of inquiry. Pragmatists argue that knowledge ” _

is constructed by groups of people together, but stops short of suggesting'_that it

is relevant wh_ether thegroup in q'ues.tion comes from a position of relative

' privilegev‘or relative oppression vis a vis other communities. |

Nevertheless, Dewey argues, as | outlined in-Chapter Two, that

responsible inquiry requires a commitment to the democratic ideals of inclusion,
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equality, and respect. My argument is, first that a responsible community of

inquiry must act to include as many‘voic‘es as possible and respect particularly .

those at the margins, and second that a community must treat every other

qommunity with respect. | believe that Putnam, for eXampIe, would agree,'but
whét is missing from his account is an expliéit recognition of the importance of
the material position of various groups participatihg in the discourse. | am not,
obviously, arguing that any sets of community standards must be accepted. In
moral -communities no less than-‘in scientific; ones different claims and different
dir_'ectives' can and should be evaluated and either accépted o'r}‘ rejected. But,
thro'ugh a commitment to respect and to the reflexivity Harding links with strong
objectivity,"inquirers in both moral and scientific realms can respbnsibly eyaluate
both claims'whic‘h seem foreign and criticismé of claims which might otherwise
b_e'.('taken for granted.

Putnam (1987) writes that while our concepts may be culturally relative in
thé sense that they are arrived at through the actions of our cuI'tlu.ral group, it
does n.ot_folllow that they are.simplyv“decided by culturev.”‘ | argued in Chapter
Three, following Lovibond, that when two systems contradicf each other any
evaluative judge.me'nt regar’dinga particular world‘viAew: must be made from a
particular standpbint; i.e., from within its own commitments to a Worldview. The
mere act of making a judgement already displays one's allegiahce to certain
perspectival commitments and these‘_c;ommitments are thbemselves prior to any

rational inquiry. As such they are not open to rational defence. Nevertheless,
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as Lovibond arg"ues, it makes perfectiy good-sense for me to. say that someone
else's argUment is not valid or IS based on faulty premises even if the person in
que_stion does not accept my judgement. R_ecognising that sompeting claims
which flow frbm opposing WOrI'dyiews cannot be resolved by recourse to either
foundation or a higher authbrityvdoes not place the participant under any logical
obligation to withdraw that position. We have a responsibility to refuse the
tempting pull towards relativism, not only because it does not help our own
théories to grow, but also because it brings us dangerously close to dismissing “
.challenging criticisms to our own world\/iews by saying they are “just the opinioh’f
' of anothér community. P_utnam says that wé eVaIuats our theories, both |
scientific ones Aand moral ones, based on how well they serve us. Like our
arftifécts (he uses the exarﬁple of the knifé) we create better and worse theories
| only insofar as"the'y suit our purposes to a‘ greater or ‘Ies}ser extent. Like
~ Lovibond, Putnam argues that at a certain po_irit the rational justifications for our
claims give out. At this point we must say, with- Wittgenstein, “Here my spade is
" turned” (Wittgenst'ein in Putnam, 1987, p. 86). |
So—ws cannot resolve disagreément, whéther itis mbrél or scientific,
when it arises between worldviews which start from different fundamental
'cor'nmitments._' 'Anld we cannot .resoivev such differences in comm\itr_nents bécauss '
‘the _csmmitments are themselves not subject to rational disagreement. But we
can nevertheless deveiop our own knowledge traditions rrioie respsnsibly if wé

are willing to acknowledge the involvement of other voices. A commitment to - |
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strong objectivity can remlnd us to acknowledge these other voices and to grant

1

- , them approprlate respect. It cannot help us determlne if they are correct; we still- »

have the traditional tools of evaluat|on available for this. But it can. heIp us reS|st
the urge to dismiss them or to ratlonahse them away The measure of our

respect in practlcal ways is a dlfflcultmatter.. Of course, genulne respect will 3

‘L normally result in new and 'more inclusive ways of treating the actual people who

‘ 'speak wnth the * vorces I have been descrrblng But alack of ewdence |n reaI ,

world for changes in attltude does not mean the change in attrtude has not
occurred. 1 will return-to this in Chapter Five when | dISCUSS the problem of
ascribing “militant ignorance” to'someone whose behaviour | judge not to

conform to the attitudes or. beliefs of which I'hope to convince the person.- |

“Distance” and ObjectiVity

In Chapter Three I offered Habermas S argument to the eﬁect that .

_ obJect|v1ty IS onIy pOSSIble when an rnd|V|duaI is able to reS|st the puII towards

consensus that is applred by any communlty The |ndIV|duaI must galn a

measure of dlstance to’ Iook back upon the community and make Judgements

o Habermas malntalns that in order to b‘e ina posmon to evaluate-the norms of

- one's own social group, an actor must be capable of a Kohlbergian post-*

conventional level of reasoning, where it is possible to separate one's

conception of “the good” (one's sense of moral validity) from the norms of the .

" community and the_ desire for social acce'ptance. The means for evaIuativn_g such -
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,norms is publlc dlscourse resultlng in communlcatlve actlon Communlcatlve |
| | action, as Habermas deflnes it, aIways has the goal of promotlng understandmg,
" and it entalls both respect and egalltarlan recrpromty Habermas argues that
ratlonallty and freedom entall each other ‘While Dewey S posmon that rnquwy
B and democracy enta|| each other is set in a different context, itis nevertheless in
keeping with Habermas's argument. Harding maintains that demdcracy-
: .advancmg values have systematlcally generated Iess partlal and dlstorted
beliefs than have other vaIues and agaln her posutlon |s.|n keeplng with these’
i other two. | | |

) 'Habérmas disagrees'w‘ith the pragmat}ists over tway:s to’ measure .th'_e

Iegitimaoy of sooial norms. While Putnamargues that our best.norms are the f
ones that work best for usi ie., the ones that bring about for us the'best wav of
||fe Habermas argues that the Iegltlmacy of norms must be grounded in
- Justlflable universalizable prlnC|pIes Icr|t|C|sed the pragmatists earlier for not
‘taklng account of the |mportance of the materlal posrtlon of various groupsi
‘part|0|pat|ng in dlscourse 1 would suggest a similar Cr|t|C|sm of Habermas s
theory: he does not take enough account of the variety of material positions
: represented within-a community. Stout suggests that Hab’ermasvis utopian' in his
vision of ideal discourse. |wo'u|d orefer to use the term idealist. In his ideal |
_.discourse partICIpants treat each other with remprocal resoect But actual
partrcnpants in actual dlscourses are constralned by more power relatlons than ~

even they themselves can understand No actual drscourse can functlon |n the
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manner of an |deal one While Hahermas does not suggest that |t can, nelther"’

| does he offer the kind of ana|yS|s of material posmons that | be||eve is so

' powerful in the arguments of the standpomt theorlsts - |

| Strong 'object|v1ty, I wouId argue offers us a means -not for overcoming o
the . materlal posmon of partlcrpants in moral dlscourse but for understandlng
and respondlng to these posmons It can heIp us galn the post conventlonal

| -dlstance we requlre to evaluate our own norms. as Habermas calls upon us to

do. It does th|s by requmng that we conS|der in Hard|ng s words, the. subject of
w‘knowledge as part of the object of knowledge What th|s means as | coriceive it
'}|n this context, is that the moral agent and the fundamental commltments of the

- moral'agent be examined”as cIoser as the moral claim or 'program *When we .

- conS|der ourselves and our communlty as part of the objects of |nqu|ry weareat -

\the post conventlonal IeveI of i |nqu|ry for WhICh Habermas caIIs

A commltment to strong objectlwty also requlres us to take partrcular a
| , _accou}nt of. those v0|ces at the marglns of our dlscourse and to make a partlcular _
‘ “pomt of conS|der|ng them W|th respect As | suggested above th|s will very often'

be eV|dent in changes in the way the busmess of knowledge creatlon is carrled

out, for example we WI|| see changes in thlngs such as resource aIIocat|on

. phySIcaI space, and the manner and: content of academ|c dlscourse among

other thlngs Strong objectrwty remlnds us that the- posmon of the margln offers _:,, :

a greater vantage from wh|ch to V|ew the arguments or clalms at the centre

,1,OI1 :




Again, my argument is not that the rnarginal position is epistemically privileged,
but that the veice at the margin is most likely.‘to be»bi- or rnultilin'gual. | |
A commitment to strong objectiwty challenges those at the centre of moral;4
, discourse not only to listen to the voices at the margins but also to learn to take
- on the perspective of those at the margins. Lovibond argues, without using the
same language,vthat'we have to ble careful how fat we take the kind of strong |
~ ‘reflexivit‘y for which H'a_rding calls. Lovibentl.notes that both Qu_ine and
. \‘Nittgenstein 'maintainthavt if we throw oth toe m’uch ot our intellectLial furniture at
.once, we cease to have a hahitable'wo.rld—view at all .(L'ovibo,nd, 1983, p. 109)5
She says that we have to be cautious in ‘c'>u.r attempts to gain “tiistance” from the

- consensus of the group which, for her, constitutes objectivity.

et isin fact a matte.r of exberime_nt how much we have ‘to
“‘accept’—how far our “‘agreement in judgernents” with other
' | members -of our 'comrhimitl/ ,can be disrnantled by ctitiea’l thinking
-before we begin- to be in danger of IoSing‘ the_eense of our own '
identity, or of ceasing te‘.be able to oecpey the position of a

~ subject of judgement. (Lovibond, 1983, p. 203)

| agree with her that in practiee individuals risk losing the “insider” view when.

they adopt an alternative view. But it seems to me that people can shift between

8 This is not always a change in moral perspective. It may entail a change in ‘
how we consider evidence, in what we consider to be worthy objects of i |an|ry,
or any number of other things. :
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perspectives. Itis not{that their.fundam'ent'a_l commitments change, but it is

possiblé to understand and follow the logic of a perspective whi.ch stéms from

commitmenté which you either do not accept or would not prioritiéé in .the same

way. We use empathy or sometimes our own memories of earlier commitments

to do this. | |

o | But Lovibond also a’rgues,‘as | outlined in Chapter Three,' tha‘t initiation

into thinking is alwayé at its beginnihg a coercive undertaking. It is worthwhi@ at
‘ thiswﬁme reitefating her position. Language }acquis'itior.i, which is intimétély tied

to the development of more complex thought, is always, in her wdrds, initinally

manipulative:

“IWe” are a body of people who have all been subjected, as
children, to a basically similar prbceés bf training in the use of
our native Iangqage. And this training is, at any rate in the.initial
stages, manipulati\}e -incharacter: “it essentia_lly involves the
exércise of certain "pbv.vefs of S:o'htfol over thelllearner. To -the‘
extent that it eventually ceases to be manipulative, this happens
‘because. the learner comes in the course of his training to |
ihternalise the gdal set before him by his trainers, vi;. acquisition
of a knack (or complex of knacks) of p‘roducing the same
behavioural responsé_s as other people in given circumstances.

But what is both historically and logically prior to this sort of co-
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opefative learning process is an operation in which coerCion hés
the central place. Itis in‘yirtue of ourthaVin‘g been subjected to
_ this original, 'coeréiVe' type of training'that we_iean be said to
belohg to a community which is bound togethér by a common

education. (Lovibond, 1983, p.55-56)

So, according}-vto Lovibond, in'itiaAtibnA only_ceases to b’é 'manipulative once the
, interhalisation is relatively complete. | will discuss in Chapter Fivé ways in which |
| | | think a r_eéponsible educator should deal With this, but here | wduld Iike‘,to}
- suggest that strong objectivity can'provide a means for students to respond to
this manipulation and, as théy dévelop' maturity and autonomy; to become .mo‘re.
| competent to reéist it (pfoviding they are not indoctrinated by én unscrupulou‘s‘
teacher—but this problem [ will aléo savé for the final chapter). The ideél of |
sfrong objectivity qhallenges the inquirer, |n this case the sthent, to éonsider :
j_\not only the content of morél claims but aiso the context in which they are held_ |
and the context in wh.ich they were t;aught.‘ For vexamp'_le, | believe that a
commitment to strong objectivity calls upon me, as a teacher, not'onlby to offer.
arguments in favour of gender sensitivity, muiticulturalism, and related topics,
but also to-explain my pdlitics to my students as clearly as | can sd that they
have a context for understandihg'thepositionvs‘fI am trying to persuade t‘hem. to
accept. For fheir part, | believe that a commitmé‘nt to strong objectivity requires.

that my students resist dismissing out of hand arguments that stem from political,
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moral or other comm’itments they do not share. Thus, a commitment to strong

obJectlwty requlres from both myself and my students the Kohlberg|an post—
' conventlonal reasoning that Habermas caIIs for, and it also’ makes pOSSIble a

| respon_slbledlalogue which is at the core of communlcatwe action.®

" Discourse and Objectlwty

In Chapter Three | summarised a number of posrttve effects that Benhablb

says result.from the apphcatron of dlscourse ethics. Benhablb’s views in this

regard are very close to those of Habermas I will repeat'them'now to-show how

strong objectlwty offers a useful means for realising them. F|rst Benhabib says
that Ieg|t|mate public dlscourse is useful in identifying those issues wh|ch are
prevented from becomlng public because of existing power relatlons A
commltment to strong objectlwty requlres that those in power take account of the

partrahty of the|r view and recognlse that the |ssues which focus on the hves of

. members of marglnallsed communities deserve no less attention than those
_‘|ssues WhIC_h have an |mpact on them. ‘Here is an example. A few years ago a
','Iunchwas heI.d to mark.the visit.of a feminist scholar. There were'a token |
"numbe‘_r of graduate stu'dents (myself included) and a token number of men |

-invited. The oonverSation ranged over a variety of feminist topics, including the

° Of course, in the example | offer here | am considering adult students. A .

| “teacher of children has far greater persuasive power and is at a far greater'risk,

of coercing students. It is a delicate matter of judgment for the teacher to decide

~how much of her or his moraI/poI|t|caI perspective the children are capable of .
comprehendlng .
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d-i.s‘a.p.poi.nting trend amon’g yoﬁné women td disavow feminist -values,anc_:l;
pérticularlyio fefuse to call them'selv'e_s'fe"rhinists. | was thiﬁkih_g about a friéhd
of mine; a mother who doés'ndt call herself a fefniﬁist alt:h.c)ugh to my eyes she
exhibits all the values and most of the inéights | associate with feminism. I |
-offered the suggestioﬁ that my.friend feels ’abanddhed by feminism and feels
‘that her decision té mother her children full-time is not granted respect from the .
.feminis.t community. T_hé response wa§, “den't be éilly, of céUrse we do_. Noy?a :
as | Wés Saying..L” i\)voui'd Sﬁggest that fhe ideal éf .strong dbjéctiv‘_-ity, érﬁpl'o.yed
c.onsis'.tehntl_'y, would help to avo‘id such di‘s}mis‘sal by ’requiring thét thgé “agenda‘ :
| setters’; fake account of Iéss faéhionable or less powerful views. | am convihcea
that if my friend Had been -present_. at the Iunch she would have rema'i'ried ‘vsillent.
The Iégitimate publib discourse 'Benhabibvi's calling for requires changing this
| type 'of dynamic. ‘Strongvobjectivity offérs a means fQ.r‘reaIisi:r'lg such é change,
and it,o'ffe'rs-v a set éf standards 6r cr-iteriav for ’rec,ognisihgv the heéd fdr it.

V. Seéon&,Benhabib ar.g'Uesv that légitimjate -disédur,se _i-s"useful ih idﬂentifying |
" fhoée_ groups t-'ha__t'have. }not-hag -accesé fo méans of .puplic ékpressic_)n‘ and .
" advocating their inélusion:‘iﬁ'thé_discbzoﬁrse of Iegitimacy._The strong reflexi\)it)./‘_ .
thét Harding arguesis éhtailéd- by_ strong_lobjec':t‘ivity again provides é means by
which to achieve this iné'lus_ibn. Strong 6bjectivity'as a stand_érd challenges u_s'to B
atténd not only to thosé*a_rg'uments which fit into our con'st‘el'la'tion of_b_eliefs, but
also, and perhapsparticularly, to.at'ténd to those which fnéke us feel |

uncomfortable. It is easy to rationalise away claims which, if true, would cause
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us to rethink some of our.- central beliefs. A'vcémmitment- tolstrong objthiV'ity calls
upon us to treat ,opposing views and diﬁerent WOrIdviewslwith the same re'sp_ect‘ , '
we accord ourwown.‘ Those with relatively greater power should always
- represent those views whicﬁ exist at the margins of our'di$cours.es‘, and when L
appropriate, to advocéte for them even if they are less fash'iohable. It will be up
to the individual to decide, in keeping with her or his own'c‘:ommitments, when |
su;:h' advocaby is épprbbfiate. |

Third, Benhabib argues that legitimate discourse helps us in
distinguishing betweeh gen.uine, agreement and pseudo-compromises baéed oh
the i.nt'ractability gf power relations: In her article titled “The Silenced Dialogue:
Power and Pedagogy in Educating Other Péoplé'g Children” Lisa Delpit (1988)
offers this example of a Black male graduate student who is also a special -
e.dL;catidn teacher in‘a p_fédbminantly Black Community talkihg about his'

experiences in predominantly White university classes:

There comes a moment in every class where we have to
discuss “The Black Issue” and ;Nhat's appropriaté education-for
Black child‘ren. | tell you, I'm tired of arguing with those White
people, bécause th‘ey won't Ii.sten. WeI‘I, | don't know if they
really don't listen or if they jUst don't beiieve you. It seemé like:
if you can't-quote Vygotsky of something, then yw don't have

any validity to speak about your own kids. Anyway,v I'm not
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b'otherihg any more, now I'm just in it for the grade. (Delpit,

1988, p. 280)

.To"eng'a'Qe Ie‘giti-m,ately,' we. have to recggnjse the difference between assvént and
silent resistance: Too often what passés'f.or consensus is merely a silencing of |
o’ppbsing views. Be‘nhAabib'sv formula#ion of 'Habe}r‘mas's discourse. requirés that =
we resist this. According to the ideal Of, Stfong objectivity, this would be
unconscionable. |
Fina]ly, Benhabib argueé that Iegitimate discourse helps us to sée what is

'ivn the puplic interest as oppoéed to universalising that which is only in the
interest of a'partic':ular group. Delpit's paper concludes with a discussion of how .
me‘mberé of the more powerful community can 'Iisten to and hear the .vbices of

| membefs Qf.ma'rgina.li's}ed communities. She argues that such listening requires |
opéning not only our eyés and ears but >our hearts and minds as well, because
we do not really see through our eyes or hear .through our ears, but through our

beliefs. She continues:

To put our beligfs on hold is to cease to exis;t as _ourselves, fora .
mo.mennt—and that i_s not éasy. It is painful as well, beéausé it
meahs _tUrning yourself inside out,_giving up oNn your own sense
bf who you are, and being willing td see yourself in the

-uhﬂattering 'IigHt of another's angry gaze. It is not easy, but it is _




the only way to learn what it might feel like to be someone else

and the only way to start the dialogue. (Delpit, 1988, p. 297)

‘Delpit is pointing to the same strong reflexivity for which Harding argues.
Legitimate pl.JbI:tC discours.e requires a recognition of tn'e_power kelationship even‘
when it is uncomfortable to acknowledge one's own privilege.' Again, etrong .
objectivity provides both clues as to how to do so and a stendard against which

to meesure_ whether this reflexivity is being achieved.

Summary

In this chepter i ha‘vediscussed the ways in which strong objectivity can
provide both criteria tor recognising flaws .in the development of one’s own moral
}oer-spe'_ctive and a means for avoiding tne perpetuationof' such flaws. | have
| , a'rgued that a commitment to strong objectivity helps us develop the post- .
conventional distance which is required of a morally mature position. It does this
by reminding us to Ioo.k beyond the content of our moral claims to the uses that
- these narrower, more practical claims serve in realising a broader moral
perspective. Futther, as a standard, it :reminds us that our_c_laims, whether A
scientific or moral, setve moral and politicalﬂ purpos'es,uso it chéllenges us to look
beyond What seems to be neutral or seems to evo‘ke a consensu}s. |

| have also ergued that a commitment to strong objectivity helps us devise

strategies for developing the legitimate discourse for which Habermas and
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Benhabib argue. It does this by reminding us of the partiality of our own position
and calling upon us to consider alternative positions With respect. The ideal of

strong objectivity reminds us not to dis"r_niss> less pbwerful or less fashionable

. claims, especially ones th_af are particuvlarly‘troubling or challenging to our own
view."® It reminds us to -r'ecognyise the differeﬁce between assént and silent -
resistance.‘ And it reminds us to notice the difference between what is in ‘théi_’

" shared public iﬁter_est and what is only in-the-interest of a particularly vocal ,df
otherwise powerful gro@p; | | |
Ob.viously,.the development of a mature arjq responsible moral point of |
view is a prerequisite for Iegitimafé moral educatibbn, but this alone is not :
‘enough. In Chapter Five | wi|l discuss some of the practical activities which
follow from a commitment td strong objebtivity. I will discuss ways for a moral

educator to acknowledg‘ev and reqund to the power relationship that exists

between a teachér and a student.

' Of course, we also have to resist dlsmlssmg more powerful or fashlonable
claims, although this is a less common problem
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CHAPTER Fi VE

- Strong Object/vrty and Responsrble Moral Educat/on o

' To be a good moral educator one must-be a moraiiy mature,person. A
' moral educator must be well Justified that her or his moraI perspective IS the
most adequate one available | have argued in earlier chapters that the ideal of |
~ strong objectiwty prowdes a set of standards for assessmg the adequacy of a |
theory or of a perspective in both the scuentific and morai realms In Chapter, '
R ’F_our I showed how a commitment to strong objectiwty can heIp a mora'l-a_gent
assess the adequacy of a given perspeetive and nurture its 'development.in" |
responsible ways. In this chapter | will dISCuSS the speC|f|c problems that may
arise in moral education and the ways in which a commitment to strong - .

_objectivity can help to avoid or reduce these problems. -

Moral Education ‘ |
t l;egitimate:moral e‘duoation, as opposed to trainingtin habits or
indoctr'ina.tion in: dogma;, requires two th'i.ngs. First,.the 'educator must enabl‘e the
student to develop existing rational oapacities. This is part of any genuine
‘- ,éducation, of“courSe}, not only moralfeducation.' In Chap'ter‘Three'-i outiined
Lovibond's argument that ivnitial ‘eduoation is always coercive, but | wili“argue
he're that this coercion need not Ieadto‘indoctrination. Moral education must go.

beyond training students inbmorai, habits and ap_prooriate use of moral Ianguage.
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AIthough |n|t|aIIy this is how it WI|| Iook such trarnrng should be seen as on|y the
flrst part of a ch|Id s moraI educatron In the second part of this. chapter I will

' ‘take up Lovibond's argument and dISCUSS what | mean by |ndoctr|nat|on The

' second requlrement of moral education is initiation of the student IntO a

-'constellatron of moral knowledge attltudes and pract|ces For a young chlld

' thrs means gu|d|ng her toward the paths used by the adults in her moral
communlty For an older student or adult |t means challengrng him to adopt at
least at its most fundamental level, the moral perspectiye of the community into
which he is being nitiated. | e
| Th_e most useful thing strong objectivity has to offer mOraI_ inquiry,' | argue,‘
is an understanding ofthe partiality of one's own perspective and a means fo‘r
seerng how a g|ven perspectlve dlstorts one s perceptlon Strong ObJeCtIVIty
offers a means for evaluatlng the adequacy of one's own perspectlve asl

argued in Chapter Four, and for comparing it to others persp‘ectrves. v

o l?erspectiye Shtfting g

| Indiyiduals can, and | argue we often do shift bet\)veen two or more moral
perspectlves from time to trme in our lives. It may be that- a person wuth a .
jdlfferent view teIIs us a story or relates an experlence that grves us |nS|ght and
allows us for a moment to enter rnto that perspectrve AIternatlver, through
drscusslon or argument we mayvbe brought to the pornt of.seelng_ the worId .

| through another's eyes. Sometimes this insight stays with us, in which case it
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'may be said that our perspective has changed. Sometimes; though, the shift is

only 'momentary. We might forget the links between compelling arguments, or
we might see flaws in an argument that we believed when it was first -

persUavsiver}argued, or the chahge might besimply too radical for us to accept.

We shift back. If the new perspecti\}e is not genuinely more adequate, then we

- might do well to relinquish it. If, on the other hand, it does hold‘ihs‘ights that are

superior to some of those in our old .perspe'ctiv‘e, then we have a responsibility to
incorporate those insights. This will mean altermg our original perspective—

perhaps broademng it or perhaps letting go of some elements. Because th|s

- .process of Iearmng from others' perspectlveslls central to revising and enrlchlng

our own,‘:‘and' because this revision and enrichment is an ongeing process,A andv
beCaUse we can never know that we have ap_erfect understandihg either of our
own perspective or of the social constraints affecting it, it is the responsibil.ity of
a moral educator.to be‘ prepared at all times to undertake the revision | am

deseribing It is also the resppnsibility of a moral educator to make students.

aware of thelr own respon3|b|I|ty in evaluatlng the perspectlve belng offered to

' them and to undertake to revise their own when that is approprlate

Moral_ educators, indeed any ,educators, not only have the responsibility to
ensure that their perspective is the most adequate, they also must guard against
disrespect or dismissal of perspectives that contradict their own. Particularly

when groups of students engage in moral discussions, where_there.is more room -

“for disagreement among students and more tolerance for disagreement,
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teachers may'becomefrustrated with' what seems to be students_' lack of
W|IIingness to agree it is certainly‘true that some students disagree -vi/ithout
having the best reasons to do so but itis also true that in some crrcumstances it
is the teacher who must revise a moral position in response to something that
has been,Iearned from the stuoentsi |

At this point IwiII introduce the term “militant ignorance.” | think it is a
N useful concept for describing a certain type of resrstance that teachers face. |
| also think it is worthwhile discussmg it in some detail because I believe that
teachers (as weiI as many others who engage intellectually but are unsuccessful |
in persuading) are often too quick‘ to attribute miIitant ignorance to the one yVho
refuses to agr_ee or acquiesce. While this may seem a digression, | ask the |

reader to bear with me. The link to strong objectivity will be eXplained presently.

“Miiitant‘Ignorance”

| First‘ I will take for granteo that sometimes people are not willing to
engage This can happen between teachers and students or between any two
people who are party to a discussion. | may pretend to engage while refusing to
.o'pen_ my mind. (I am not engaging/bu_t'merely acquiescing), or |. may be very . -
clear in ;my resistance to engage'ment. This can be militant ignorance or it can
be the result of refusal to engage based on morally souhd 'reasons. | will return-.

to this later.
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But if two people do engage intellectually, it seems to me that there may
be four results. (I will continue to use the Ianguage of teacher and student
although | Waht to make it ctear that‘.l th|n.k the same thlng can occur in any.
number of centexts.) (1) The two rnay simply agree. (2) They may simply .
disagree. (3) The student rhay disagree at first but Iatericome to a‘gree with the
teacher, perhaps upon recohsideration of the argument, or perhaps as the result}
of some new evidence or superior logical consideration. (4) The student may |
agree at the time of the argument but Iater disagree.

| This fina'l po.ssibility,‘ (4), is the one | am mest interested in here. It comes
about, as far as I_ can see, in one of. four vsrays: |

(a) The student understands at the time of the argument, but latér forgets
parts of the argument'and ceases to understand. The arggment stops making
~sense.” | |

~ \(b)’The‘ student was persuaded by the.arg’umeht, but later thinks of
additional evidenee or superior logical considerations that force a
reconsideration of the argument. The student now sees that the argument is not
soundr |

) (e) The student realises (with' a greater or Iesser amount of conscious
thought) that if the argument is souhld, radicalbchanges wilt be neeessary to her
life. She does not want to change her life, so she pretends the argument is |

unsound, or she'pretends that she does not understand it, or 'she pretends that

" Sometlmes this is directed by self-lnterest beneath the Ievel of full awareness
described at (c) below
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she is justified in ignoring it for pragmetlc ree's'ons (I vl/ill offer an exemple of this
below). After pretending to believe for a little while,' she actuelly comes to
beli_eve and ne longer has to pretend. This ls ;‘militent ignorance,” as | conceive
it ‘Genuine ignorence is different in that the pretence is not present at-'any
stage. Militant ignotance may also exist, as | noted at the start of this section, -
when someone refuses even to consider an 'argurnent or investigate a situation
when they have reason to believe that their _cemmltmente are in danger. Apart
from being unwilling to change one’s Iite, there may'be- other motivations fer
tnilitant ignorance. Pressure from other sttJdents of frienc:ls:n1ight be important;
| eithe_r pressure‘ net tq challenge the cémmltm'ents of the group, or ptessure not |
to engage with the teacher at all. For y_ounger stuelente, there may elso be |
' pres.surefrom/parents not to edopt:certain positlens no matter what arguments
are offered in favour of them | | |

(d) The student understands the argur.nent and agrees with it in principle,
but sees the futility of the praetical applications of the argu‘ment and so
» continues to behave, for pragmatic r.easons, as though the argument Were
unsound. An example of this might be a student teacher who continues to grade
his students even though he is convin'ced that greding is an unsound |
pedagogical tool both morally and practically. To Someone else this rnay seem
like an 'example of either '(2)v(the student disagrees), (4b) (the student agreet:l

but has changed his mind), or (4c) (the' student is militantly ignorant). My point
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is that it is possrble to agree with the argument but contlnue to grade anyway, or,

to put it another way, you can agree in pr|nC|pIe but not be moved to actlon
Any mtellectual engagement requires ratlonal deliberatlon W|th|n a context

of moral and/or prudential commltments-. To pretend to d|vorce. rationality from

- one’s commitments masks the power of the commitments and is not'entirely

honest. As | tell my students, “It's the ones who pretend to be neutral that | want
you to be most concerned about.”

. If you and | are disagreeing,ﬁwe may-also be disagreeing about which of

'~ the above processes is oceurring. If l'am the one trying to persuade and you are_ -

the one deciding‘whether to agree with me, | obviously have a oertain level of

commitment to'my'argument. I am not diSpos_ed to think it is unsound, and | am

_not dispOsed to believe that my arguments are not compelling. So | am less
‘_ likely to beI|eve that you dlsagree for: good reasons (4b) I am more Iikely to
: think that you have not cIearIy understood me or not fuIIy apprecrated how .

compelllng my arguments are due to some combination of my lack of cIarity and

your lack of familianty with my argument (4a). Ifwe continue to engage and we
continue to disagree, | will be Iess and_ less disposed_to think it is beoausell am
unclear or you are not familiar with my argUment.', It is possible that | may come |
to believe that you agree but have decided not to act on your belief tor pr_agmatio
reasons (4d), and | may approve or ‘dis'approve of your decision. More Iikely,
though, | will see your lack of agreement as evidence of your militant ignoranoe '

which might arise either because you have decided not to engage or beCause :
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you have engaged and agreed W|th me but decided to ignore your reasons for
agreeing. From your perspective of course, it |s | who am misguided p053|bly
as a result of my own militant |gnorance |
Who can arbitrate this disagreement’? We might caII ubon a host of
“dispassmnate observers but each of them wnii (if not before hearing the
arguments, then certainly afterwards) reach a conclusmnbased upon her own
commitments None of the'se is necessarily in a better position than either you
are or'l am to Judge I am not arguing that there is no right answer, but S|mply
that we must be very carefui in our Judgements regarding the extent to which our
opponent is mihtantly |gnorant.
| reach two conclusions from this. First as a moral educator | must keep

a Vigilant watch over my own militant ignorance, |nsofar as thIS is possmie |
must examine my b_eliefs in relation to my fundamental commitments, and my
actions in reiation to both. This is a much more difficult tasi( than, exami'ning
other people, whether myv coile_agues or friends“or my students, for e>'<a'mple‘s.of B
‘ where their behaviour (as | berceive-it)' does not cohere to my c_ommitments. ;I. |

'also think it is lmore morally responsible and more e'pistemologic'ally resbonsible
: than 'the I_atter: .'A commitment to the ideal of _strongj objectivity chalienges usto - i |
undertake this self-eval'uation as"teachers Itreminds u's that while sometimes it
is our students who are re3ist|ng our very sensible arguments at other t|me it is
we ourselves who are refusing to grow morally from the perspective to WhICh we .v

have become accustomed
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Second, and this follows from the last part of my first conclusion, what
seems to be militant ignorance to me may actually be any combination of denial,

lack of understanding, lack of energy to engage, and lack of power to act. | am

- not able to judge the extent of militant ignorance in anyone's mind except my -

own. (And | may not be very well qualifi_ed to judge there either!) In this context,
strong objectivity works best when it is applied in aid of developing one’s own
position. Itis dangekouély temptingtb try to use if against a perspect_ive
contradicting your own, but to‘ do so would be not only ineffectual but counter to

the spirit of respecting alternative positions. | do not mean to suggest here that

- one’s own view is always at the mercy of any other that comes along. Being

open-minded obviously doés not mean being credulous. - But the most we can do

as educators is offer our students the best methods we have for developihg a

. responsible moral position and the best example we can df how moral gro_wth

- OCcurs.

Education vs. Indoctrination

Moral educators have a variety of methods available for challénging
students to revise their moral positions; these methods may be more or less

moraliy legitimate. Two things are requiked for the education to be moraHyﬂ '

legitimate, and they are the same things‘requi'red for the conception of legitimate

public discourse | described in Chapters Three and Four. First, the engagement.

* must be free in the sense that the student is engaging rationally and is respected
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: - asa pereon. This requires that the student not be indoctrinated. Secehd, the :
- educatof must have 'good reasen to'belieye that the “conversion” is toward a
moratly euperi_or view. | | |
| o In Chapter Three | eutlined Lovibend's argument that }I.ahguage‘
acquisition, which is intimately tted to the eevelopment of more complex tvho»ught,- o
' is always initialnly coercive in nature. Chitdren haveto be taught which werds ‘
an‘d‘\}vhi‘ch‘ éremrhar ere app'repriate within their rg‘roup. Bécorhing a competeht
barticipant in the diseourses of the group requires 'ivr_‘tternalising these rulee 'ahd
}Iearning how to apply them in novel situations. Thue, the initiation only ceases
'~ to be coercive when the internalisation is relatively complete. But an ihiti_ate who
is ihdoct‘rifnated never escepee t_he résults of th_is‘,eoe‘reio‘n. ..An vindoctrina‘te,dA
persdhte wiII_is never directly overridden. "lr'tstea_,d, thle person believes_ -
semething andthinks that he has chosen to belie\‘/e it. It is not possible to avoid
ceercion ih initial moral treining—youltea'ch a child that certain behavioqrs are
a(cceptable'and certain others are not. Hopefully, as the pereon matut_es he .
becemes more and more capable of questionj‘ngeerly teaching. The core
linguistic concepts obviously cannot be ‘questioneq; one would lack the tanguege
to do'so. Similarly, fundarhental moral commitments can enly be questione.d- anct
,defended in relation to each other A commltment to raC|aI equahty makes sense ‘
onIy in relation to a commltment to equallty or to respect for-humans, and these
in turn mvake sense only in relatlon to each other or to other commitments. But

what students can question as they mature is the relationship between such
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| commitmenté and the actions that follow from them and are justified in relation to
them. There can be a variety of arguments about what course of action is
entailed by a given commitment or set of commitments. Students can question |

spurious arguments which erroneously link certain commitments.

Consensus

| argued in Chapter Four that we cannot feso_lve disagréement, whether if
IS moral,or scientific, when it arises between perspéctives which' start from
different fundémental commitments. We cannot resolve suéh differehbes in
commitrﬁents becau;e the commitments are themselves not available for rational
defence. They can be explained or dvis'cussed, but there are no rational
arguments which will persuade someone to change such commitménts. .We are
initiated into them together‘with all of our concepts. There is no way to choose
rationally between competing fundamentalv commitments,,}b'ljt an understanding
of strong objec’tivity offers a r’neans’for understanding why We hold the
éommitr’ﬁe'nts we do. | |

An underétanding of intersubjectivity and of consensus is central to.the
con'céption of objectivity with which ' am Working. Lovibond argues that
consensué is the same thing as objectivity—that it is the highest 6bjectiVity
available to us. Habermas érgues that we must gain a cértai,h distance from the
unreflective consensus of our group to abhievé objectivity, and a meéns for |

doing this is public discburse which includes as many participants as possible.
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The problem, 'I believe, is in two' different uses of the term “consehsus.’f

~ “Bad consensus” is the kind that Habermas wants to avoid or move beyonq. It is
associatedlwith universalising What is in the‘i;nterest'of the dominant group and

| arguing until everyone who does not agree is quiet.. It I.ooks like Consensu_s, ,ahcf:l
it looks as if it comes about through ce—o'per‘ation, bll.llt.i_t obvioUst. dees not
meximise ebjeetivity, nor would Lovibond sqggeSt that it does. This “bad
consensus,”»l believe, is what Habermas wants us to develop bey'on.d,‘ and | a

: have argued that strong objectivity gives us a means fer doing so.

“Geod consensus” on the other ha.nd, the kind thaf Lovibond equates with
objeetivity; requires both identificatien with the perspective of one's groue\(and, V
as | héve_ ergued, it is impossible to proceed} With any investigétion at all in ‘the
ebsence of such a perspective) and also the ability to step beyond the group's
perspective and Iook back upon it to evaluate it.. Lovibond does ﬁot use the
Ianguage of pest-conventional moral reflection that Habermas does, bﬁ_t'she‘
discusses' the ‘difference between being eaﬁ of a linguistic co‘mmu'nity and bei,ng
ruled by lt 7She e‘r‘g'ues that we must insert oyrselyes into the hi..storic‘:aj process : |
of usiAng and therefore developing our moral‘:la.nguage.' It seems to me that the
most important type of moral judgement we have available to us from the post-
-conventionel perspective is not the ability to “dispassionately” ev’aluate bétween
competing moral commitments; rather, it is the ability to match the practices of
our cenﬁmunity;with_the‘ commitmehts we hold. }This will often require noticin.g., ‘

the ways we typically rationalise (Iam _usih_gthe term with its mofe common -
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English negative lconnotations, not in the sense in which Haoerm'as uses it) the
dis‘parity between what we say we believe in and how we act. Achieving “‘good
consensus ? in the way that I am using the term, does‘ not mean going along with
the way that’ people around you talk and act; |t means adhering to the
commitments into which you have been initiated by your moral community and
pomting out the mconsnstenmes béetween the_se and the way youv-might be |
" tempted to talk orvact. A commitment to strong objectivity.helps us to notice'ways
in 'which, our perception of these' rationalisations might be cloudy, and it reminds
us to lconti'nue to search for Others' perspectives in illuminating such
,, discrepancies. A commitment to 'strong objectivity invites usto challenge our .
own privilege and to svhare power in the development of'our moral community. ..
ThlS might mean, for example Iearning from or at the very least Iistening

respectfully to the perspectives of students or other less powerful voices.

- Practical Suggestions. |

Moral educators havethe responsibility of challenging their students’ to .
revuse their moral perspectives I have argued that to do this ina morally
Iegitimate manner, teachers must engage their students rationally and treat both
them and their views w.ith respect. | would like to offer a few praCtical .
suggestions for'challenging students to revise thei_rmoral perspectives. | ‘arn not

aiming these suggestions at students of a particular 'age_ or level. | believe that
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what I ambs‘uggesting could be developed in more curriCUlum.-specific ways. My
intention is to offer general guidelines only. .

'First, moral educators can encourage students to el,aborate and clarify
' their fundamental commit_ments. 'Although, as | have argued, these are not
: subject to rationaldefence, each personcan describe them and can decide if
they cohere to the commitments of the moral cdmmunity to which she belongs'.“‘
‘In some ways this is a similar strategy to the “values clarification exercises - -
proposed by Raths, Harmin and Simon (1978) among others “Values
clarification approaches to moral education arose from a deSIre to av0|d
|ndoctr|nat|ng students and they therefore focused only on artlculating values
and not on defending them. The strategy was cr|t|C|sed on the grounds that*
students were never encouraged to re- evaluate their own posrtions and it was
easy for them to dismiss others' as jUSt your opinion. -My suggestion is to "
employ the strategy"of encouraging students to articUlate their values, by which |
mean their very practical statementsabout appropriate moral behaviour. From
here, a teacher can direct students to work backwards to the ~fundamental ‘moral
commitments which underpin their moral behawour A commitment to strong
obJect|V|ty can help students to recogniseidiscrepanmes between what they say
they believe and what their actions Seem to demonstrate about their beliefs. It
does this by- challenging students to recognise what |s motivating their action

'

and to attend to the observations others 'offer_}regar_ding how their behaviour Is.

.. perceived. It can also remind them to listen to their peer's values with respect,
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and'to be orepared to engage with others'.views ina publicdis‘course of the kind .
| described in Chapter Four. So, for exarnple‘, ina ciass which may otherwise be
dominated by a small group of students who are capable of'sil.encing or
dismissing views which contradict theirs (a number of likely candidates for
membership in this group come to my mind, but I‘will let the reader decide who
to imagine), a comr_nitment to strong objectivity vi/ouid require avoiding both. In a
class full of students who are all committed to strong objectivity, discussion will
be respectful and partioipants will engage intellectually with each other in the full
- sense of putting their commitments (occasionaily and temporarily) to the 3
background in order to understand those of their oolleagues. B

Beyond encouraging students to Consider each others' vieWS,_ a moral
educator can engage with a student using the language and commitments the_
student uses, and then offer-arguments which are slightly more so’phis'tioated
than those articulated by the student. This is similar to the strategy of “+1
reasoning’ suggested by élatt and Kohlberg (1975) for use within Kohlberg‘s
- understanding of the develooment of moral reasoning. Kohlberg's theory is
firmly rooted. in a Piagetian understanding of stage development, and-as such,
the concept of “+1 reasoning” is defined as reasoning which Is exactly one stage
beyond that from which a student operates. What | have in mind is far less
- dependent on .a rigid understanding of stage developrnent or of the means of
fostering the disequilibrium Piaget says is the necessary prerequisite for

development to the next stage. | am merely SUgg'eSting- that a teacher can offer
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“’dufferent ideas or ‘dlfferent means'of artlculatlng the student's |deas wh|ch are |

_ new and rntellectually challengmg Storles and examples of sutuatrons that the

" .student has not consrdered are good pIaces to begrn Wlth a commltment to

- _strong objectlvuty, the teacher may have a better idea of where to Iook for “blind.”
".spots the students may have rememberlng of course the danger 1 suggested :

| - earller of maklng assumptlons about the student S moral perspect|ve A
.v’commrtment to strong objectlwty also g|ves the students |ncent|ve to conS|der the'

) teachers aIternatlve vnewpomt fuIIy before rejectlng |t e h

. 4 Flnally a moraI educator can p0|nt out or encourage students to notlce

-- contradlctlons between the commltments to wh|ch a student adheres and the ‘
) ,way commumtles are run. For example if in-a cIassroom there is general

‘ ‘agreement that we are commltted to equahty, it is respon5|ble to ask how many

of our pract|ces are conS|stent W|th th|s commltmentv What does a comm|tment‘ L

to equallty requ1re’? How far in that d|rect|on are we as |nd|V|duaIs oras a

- commumty wulllng to go’7 _

- Conclusuon Responsrble Moral Educatlon

I suggested in my mtroductory chapter that every teacher |s a moral

educator and that to be a respon5|ble moral educator requrres two fundamental
- thmgs F|rst a responS|bIe moral educator must nurture the student S
"developmg moraI sensrblhtles ThlS entalls preparlng students to take thelr part

| *‘as competent adults in‘the llf.e o_f‘ their moral_communltles It means |n|t|at|ng
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stddenté into the cons_tellation‘ of moral knowiedge, attitudés, and pracfiﬁ:eé
(including critical practiices) acceptéd by the adult community of Which they will
be a part. It also means setting an example and encouraging students tqaccept_
the challenge to be vigilant in ensuring that the moral positions they adopt are |
the most apprdpriate ones évailable. Furthermore, it entailvs fefusing to
indoctrinate the studenf because the development of the student’s rational
autonomy is a necessary part of that student's rhoral development. Second, a
responsible morél educator must strive to make sure that the mqral perspective
whic.h the teacher offers .as an example to the student is the mqst responsible
one availabl.e. So moral educators need a method for judging the adequaCy bf |
their own moral perspective and of comparing it to others.. |

I have argued throughout this thesis that the most useful insights that

- strong objectivity has to offer moral inquiry are an understanding of the

importance of acknoWIedging the partiality of one’s own perspective and a

~.means for seeing how a given p'erspeétive distorts dne’s perception. | have

- shown that the ideal of strong objectivity, as Harding employs the 'Co}'ncept;' both

offers a set of st'andards towards which we can strive, anvd. suggests means for
working fowards these stand_érds. | have argued that stfong obj’ectivity offers -
moral educators criteria against which to compare the adequacy of their owﬁ
moral p‘erspective, and that it suggests ways to ensure the responsible

development of one’s own moral perspective.
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Chapters Four and Five set out the rﬁain points of my thesis; specifically,
the wayé in which 'I believe a commitment to strong objectivity cén help in the
development of a moral point of view and can help a moral educator decide‘ how
to act. | argued that a commitment to strong object}vity offer'é us a stahdard '
according td which we can more reéponsibly. uhderstand and respond fo "
alternative moral positions, and reminds us of where to take practical action for
| undertaking revision of our moral perspective. It helps us gain the post-
convehtional distance from our own position that Habermas cails upon us to do,
and it chéllenges us to listen to voiceé from the margins of a partAicuIar> moral
discourse. This solves the second part of my initiél problem: that mora>l
educators need a method for judging the adequacy of their own moral .
perspeétive and of comparing it to others. The ideal of strong objectivity Ny
 provides the basis of that method.

I furthér a‘rgued that strong objectivity offers mora‘l édubators the meané.td‘ :
a'void}v or ove'rcome a number of problems which might arise during their work.
Because .of ihe ineduality, of the relationshib between a teéchér and a'stﬁdent, |

v‘an'd because mbral education is always initially. éqercive in natuAre', Vmor'al

e’ducatbrsv must vigilantl.y'évoid attempts to indoctrinate their stude‘nts and rﬁust _
work ag’ainst‘the tendency‘lto dismiss svtudents" contrary pbsitions or accuse

students of mfliténf ignorance. Moral educators cén providé the best possi’blé

example of open-minded inquiry, and they can initiate their students into the kind

of legitimate discourse for which Habermas argues. This resolves the first part




of my initialprbblem: that moral educators must nurture the fe_sp.onsiblé :
| development of their studént_s" mbral sensi‘bili'ties‘.‘ With a commifment to.the
idéa| of strong objectivity, educatdré have a standard agéinst which tq assess .
techniques, and are reminded of piffalls vto avoid.
In Chapters One, TWd, and Three,~|_ offered eviden-ce for my conclusions.

In summary, my premises w§re as follows. (1) While it is misguided to believe

 that 'th'e standpointv of the opp‘re'svse‘d grants acfpessto a position of episterﬁic
privilége, nevertheless there are bothvmorail aﬁ‘d épkis’.thér'nolog‘;ical reasohs to
attend to arguments which ‘ar'ise frdfn iess'pqwe.rful _Or less fashionable |
‘ pefspeqtives. 2) ‘lﬁ the"dévelopmént of ‘séiefiwt_ifit: kn(.)wlledg‘e‘, H.ardihg’s“
cﬁoncepfionbf »stro'ng .'o.bje'ctivi‘ty is ‘an’ ideal agaihst Whiéh wé cénuseful!»y
evaluate an“.exi'sting‘ progrém o‘f rese'arch.. (3) It is approbriate to tféat-sciéntifié
knowlédge aﬁd rho_ral knowlédge in the same way to evé!uate the adequééy of ba :
paradigm and to choosle appropriate‘ meéns‘fof kn6w|edge developmenf; (4)
Knowledge, both moral and scientific, is de’véloped not primarily by.in.dividualé
but by epistémological communities. A.nvunderstahding of knowledge -
development therefore requires an undérétanding of the social context in which it
exists. (5) Initiation .intb a moral community is always ihit_iall_y coercive in nature.

| suggested at the outset of tHi_s th.es‘is that the process of learning frorﬁ

.others’:perspectives is céntral to r‘e\;isin'g.; ‘and' énr,iching one’s own perspective,
. and this revision and ehrichmeht is ah ong‘oin‘g feépohsibility.' I am convinced;_

and | hope | have convinced the réade_r, that through the application of strong
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obijectivity to moral theory building, a moral educator can be justified in believing
- that her or his own moral perspective is the most adequaté one a\)ailable. I am
also Cdnvinced,' and | believe | have shbwn, that if a moral educator understands

Hérding’s conception of strong objectivity', and émbraées it a s an ideal, jthe reéult
will be a more justly equitable learning environment and a more compléte.
understanding of the mioral perspective which is being developed within the"

classroom. | will reiterate that these are fundamental to the legitimacy of the.

work of a moral educator.
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