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ABSTRACT

si-i -Many teaching materials and--analyses of morality and-mér#lﬂédupan
tion are available to~teachers.and moral education researchers. "Some
of these materials and research strategies are based on analyses of
moral judgment and behaviour.
It is noteworthy that these teaching materials and discussions

of morality and moral education do not acknowledge Richard Peters'-

s osermoni pecommendations ‘forsmorakreducationy - His discussions of morality and: ... :

moral education have not yet resulted in curriculum materials; mnor do
individual research projects base their work on his point of view.

- Given Peters"esteemed“placé-amOﬁg'philosophers-of education;‘and-givén
the comprehensiveness of his writing on moral education, this lack of
attention is somewhat surprising} Are his views sound? Can they be

'fff“WJ”*:““‘iﬁtérﬁréted”fbr“spécific“tedchihg‘practices‘and researchwstrategies?

In this thesis, I have examined Peters' proposéls for mo;al edu-
cation. My aimswere twofold: (1) to make clear his views on morality
and moral education and to critically asSéss those views for their
intelligibility and consistency, and (2) to indicate the sorts of
educational practices and proposals for research which are at least
consistent with his iaeas. |

To do these tasks, I give an account of Peters} criteria of
'education' and survey his views on 'mérality',and 'moral education.'

<% it- =21 give particular-attention to his "facets of the moral-iife"ri~worth¥
while activities,.social rules, roles and duties, principles as

ii



motives, character—-traits and virtues. In addition I make clear and
assess the importance of other concepts which interest Peters: 'form,'
'content, ' 'habit,"'emotion.'?‘ Occasionally I compare Peters' cogcép—
tion of moraiity‘and moral-eduéation with the conceptions of other»
mcral philosophers and educators; thesg comparisons assist in both
explicating and criticizing Peters' work.

Finally I.fﬁrther condense Peters' views in order to suggest
1ead§ to moral educators and researchers. I do this, first, by noting
what constructiye proposals come from Peters' account;vsecond; by
detailing those areas of his account which require more coﬂceptual ;nd

empirical work; and third, by outlining specific projects for curriculum

builders, teachers and researchers.

JERROLD R. COOMBS,
Research Supervisor
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CHAPTER 1

"Introduction’

I. Moral Education and Moral Reasoning

This thesis is about moral education. In it, I examine the con-
tribution of one man, Richard Peters, whose writing on the subject is
extensive and influential. My purpose is to assess whether Peters‘
account of morality and moral education is soﬁnd and whether his views
can provide a good basis for moral education programs and research.

In the last ten years, the fiéld of study called "moral education"
has attracted the attention of teachérs, school counsellors, teacher
educators and psychologists. Many hundreds of persons in North American
and British universities ﬁow refer to the subject—matter of moral educa-
tion as their primary research inte;est. In many secondary and post-
secondary institutions, groups of academics from many disciplines are
wdrking together. on farious aspects of this subject. From individual
and cobpefative efforts have coﬁe th&usénds of‘pages of research propos-
als and reports, articles, school curriculum guides and_graduate theses.
There are now available to teachers in elementary and secondary.schools
many different "appréaches to moral education': different suggestions
about both the content and mgthod of moral education. Compared with.
other curriculum‘subjeqt—areas, however, the.preparation of moral educa-
tion materiéls is at én early stage of developmenf.

In Canada, curriéulum—planners in provinciél.departments qf educa—
tion have expressed increasing interest in the subject of ﬁOral education

1
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(Cochrane and Williams, 1978); This ;ﬁﬁéfégtiis freqﬁéntly éx;r;gééé iﬁul
the stated goals and objectivés of various social studies éﬁfriéﬁia; “in
addition to fdepartﬁental" expreésions éf interest in moral'edﬁcation,li
individual schoql districts, school érincipals and classroom teacﬁers |
have indicated their desire to understand the subjectQarea and their
willingness to "try out" mo?al education materials.

To my mind, the attention given to the subject of moral education
by teachers andAeducation department personnel pléces a considerable
burden upon persons working invthis field. Not only must these éxperts
come up with workable programs for the schools and programS’to;éssist
teachers, they must also ensure that their contributions are based on
sound views of '"moral education.' . Teachers, principals and others who
use school moral education programs should also have a good understand-
ing of 'morality'. Only if they have this understanding will they be
able to sort out‘prograﬁs and suggestions which are based on sound views
.of morality and moral education from those which are not. |

The question of what is and wﬁat is not a "sound" view of moral
education, of course, is an extremely complicated one to answer. | The
book publishing and distribution industry has seen advantages in print-
ing saleable items for use'by teachers. Buf many of these materials do
not ;eflect sound views of moral edhcatioh. The emphasis on Values
Clarification, for example, widely receiﬁed by teachers, purports to be
an approach to moral education. The Clarification books (e.g., Raths,
Harmin and Simon, 1966) set out materials and exercisés to heip the
student overcome his reticence in ordertfo state what he likes and

dislikes,'but they do little to introduce the student to the notion of



morality, much less help him fo decide how to resolve mofai coﬁfliqt-
situatiéns.

The valueé clérification approach, iﬁ fact, reflects one popularly-
held view about what morality'is.». Many  people consider th;t:“moralitf"
is a personal matter and that to make a moral judgment about an issue is
simply to state one's likes or dislikes concerning the issue. Certainly
morality is a personal matter to the extent that a person must come to
understand issues and decide for himself what is right or wrong, permis—
sible‘or impermissible. But the view that moral judgments simply
reflect what people like or dislike about a matter reflects a fahlfy
notion of what it is to make sound moral judgments.

Some persons view "morality" as a subject-area having only to do
with sex, religion, personal habits and business practicés. And while
some, perhaps many, moral issues arise from decisions pebple have to
make about sex, religion and business ﬁra;tices as well as their choice
of personal goals and habits, to éay that morality should be or is
concérned only with thgse sgbjects is to unduly restrict the scope of
morality. ~Moral issues arise, too, when people develop stereotypes of
others and when they act frbm certain prejudices. Moral issues are
debatedrwhen governments consider whether or not to legalize aborﬁion,
to force segments of fhé population to work in 1about'camps, to require
persons té fight in wars, to spend or not to spend public,mbnies in aid .
of the elderly, the unemployed, the physically-handicappéd and the
mentally ill. |

Deciding what is and what is not a moral issue, of course, can

occupy and has occupied moral philosophers for some time. In addition,



deciding how to résolve moral conflict situations has been aicﬁief con-
cern of morél philosophers during this century. " Much of their-ﬁork has
qentered'on gettiﬁg‘clear what it is to reason in morals, and whét it is ‘
to provide good reasonS‘fqr-the moral. positions one can take. fnbthié
work, the question of justificatio#——what it means to make a justified
moral judgment--has been a key one.

Most of the philosophers who concentrate on the notion of regsoning
in morals have made the assumption that morality is a rational enterprise;
That is, they accept the view that to make a "souhdf moral judgment is to
base that judgment on good reasons. The notion of "evidence" for a
moral belief makes some senge. Some argue that because people comﬁonly
offer what they think are good reasons fbr a practice, and because people
evaluate others' reasons for a particular judgment as either good or bad,
they, too, must accept that morality--making moral judgments--is based on
reason and that this reasoning can be done well or done poorly. Working
from the assumption.that4morality‘is a "rational" business, moral phil-
osophers énd moral educators have worked"hard to. make cleét what it is to
engage in moral reasoning and whét it is to be disposed to act for moral
reasons. |

Some of the moral education materials produced for the schools

reflect this emphasis on good reasoﬁing in morals.

II. An Overview of the Thesis
Richard Peters is among those ethical theorists who believe that
to be initiated into morality and moral thinking is .to be initiated into

a "rational" enterprise. Educating persons into 'rational morality,"



he believes, involves helping‘tﬁem to reason well on morai méttefs, aﬁd
this includes helping them to develop their dispositions télacf'dn”those_
‘reasons. | -

He does not believe that teaching persons to reason well on moral
matters means introducing them to ‘the "cold logic" of reasoning. In his
view, the notions 'feeling,' ‘affect,' 'sensitivities' and 'compassion'
are conceptually connected with moral reasoné. And, as we will see, the
notions 'habits,' 'virtues,' 'motives,' and 'character' figure signifi-
‘cantly in his view of what it is to live the "moral life."

Peteré writes on a wide range of topics in moral educatioﬁ; this
much is already clear. He not only includes some analysis of the iogic
of moral reasoning, but speaks with great concern of the moral develqp-
ment ofhyoung people. His comments on what he believes arelthe best
home and school conditions for the moral education of youngsters are.
worth reading. So also are his comments on those conditions he-believes
do not‘févour the development of persons’ "autonomy" in morals.

Given the extént of Peters'lwriting on moral education, it is
rather puziling that so little attenti&n has been given to his view of
morality and moral. education by those currently engaged in curriculum
work and research in moral education. There are many possible reasons;
of course, for this!inattention. The preparation of moral éducatidn<
materials for use by school personnel is, as I have said, at a very -
early stage of development.. As well, Peters' writings are written at
a level of abstraction which makes it difficult for educators to trans-—
late his views into school programs and research hypotheses.

A major task of this thesis was to make clear and évaluate Peters'
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views on morality and moral education, first, by systeﬁatically pféééhging o
his views, which are dispersed throughout many papers andlbboksj 'éecond,
by assessing the arguments he gives on several key concepts; and-tﬁird,
by éonsidering which of his théses are well-supported and lend them?v”
_ selves to the "practice" of moral education.
-Some of Peters' writing on morality and moral education has not
been systematically presented nor critically analyzed in this thesis.
All of his major themes, however, are examined invthis work. Without
doubt, a mofe thorough source search on these themes. would make my
6rganizatiqn and analysis of Peters' views even more éamplete than it is.
Chapter 2 presents an overview of Peters' notion of education, and
a summary of his views on morality and moral education. I examine>his
analyses of 'indoctrinafion' and 'coenditioning', for he thinks that
these procedures.in their "purest" forms are antithetical to education.
Training and instructing, however, are importanp'processes of education.
And conditioning aids are important supplements to educational processes. '
Peters uses the phrasé "moral education" to refer both to educa-
tion, broadly conceived, and to a somewhat '"marrower' enterprise of -
educating persons into rules and principles "of an interpersonal sort."

In a section on "worthwhile activities,"

I present and assess five
- possible interpretations of Peters' claim 'initiating persons into worth-
while activities is a '"moral' matter.'

Following this, I summarize his views on morality aqd moral educa-
-jtion\so as to suggest a rationale for the chapters thét follow. In .

this summary, I mention those moral philosophers who Peters claims have

most influenced his thought.



Chapter 3 presents a systematic account of Peters' writing on the
teaching and learning of moral rules and principles, and aé well, con-
siders his distinct&oh between the form and content of moral eduéation.
His writing on each of the five moral principles gives evidence of his
uncertainty-as to what tﬁgse principles mean. He says that his prin-
ciples are the preconditions of rational thought, but I point out that
some of his principles are moral or substantive principles. One prob-
lem with his treatment of moral principles is his lack of attention to
the problem of resolving conflicts of principle.

Some difficulties arise,. too, with his treatment of conflicts of
rule. He says that conflicts of fule are resolved by recourse to
principles but he omits to say which principles would resolve which
rule-conflicts and why. As well, he pays virtually no attention to his
category of "local rules."

Peters relies on the notionsﬂ'habituatibn' and 'habit-training' to
.explicate the teaching aﬁd learning of moral ;ules. He recommends the
uée of 'conditioning aids' because he believes cﬁildren must conform
their behaviour to rules. 'Induction' or teaching is also important in
-getting a child to ebey moral rules; he gives reasons why this must be
so.

'
i .

Learning principles, he says, is different from learning rules. A

"caught.”" - The educa-

principle cannot really be taught; = it may just be
tor's role is to stimulate the child's imagination in an effort to
increase the child's sensitivities to others' suffering. These sensi-

tivities may later become the child's principles. One of the best

atmospheres for increasing children's sensitivities, Peters says, is to



provide the children with reasons for acting.

In the section on the form and content of morai‘eduzation, i'exém-
ine his notion of 'form' by looking at four discussions: . his use.ofbthe
term "formal," his objections té Kohlberg's notion of 'form;"hisAnéﬁion
of 'form' as the evidential holding of beliefs, and his discussion of
those conditions he thinks ére necessary for a child's attainment of
'form' or autonomy in morals. I conclude that Peters treats the notion
of '"form' in such a way that we cannot be clear about his exact meaning.

On the notion of 'content,' I point to three areas where it makes
sense to talk about the content of morality, then outiine:Peters' contri-
butions to these three. He uses the term 'content' in another sense as
well: to refer to aspects of one's life which can be affected by "moralb
thinking": roles and duties, and worthwhile activities. = As well, he
says that the development of character-traits and motives aré part of
the content of moraiity. ‘

In Chapter 4,-I'examine with.Some care three key concepts in the
outline of Peters' views presented in the previous two chaptersf
'habits,' 'motives,' and 'emotions.' |

Peters bélieves that children must be habituated to rules before
they can reason about these rules; he‘thinks that conditioning, frain—
ing and practice are important-in getting children to conform. What is.
rather puzzling is his additiomnal éuggestion that children can learn to
follow reason -from an early age: giving reasons to youngsters is the
best way of inculcating "adaptable habits." His analysis of !habitf
attempts to show how this notion is compatible with.reéson-giving, but,

as I suggest, he does not make clear how his analysis of 'habit' differs
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from 'acting out of habit,' a notion he thinks is incompatible with "act-
ing for reasons."

In his ;reatmént of the paradpx of moral education, Peters does not

attempt to answer the question of what non-rational means impéde the |
development of a child's sense of the form of morality, but he does con-
tinue to suggest that in the moral education of children, qon—rational
means are necessary supplements to the "use of rational (reason—-giving)
means."

Peters believes that moral principles and rules must become
"fersonalized": they must.beqome a person's own motives. - In the sec-
tion on Motives, I look firsﬁ at Peters' writing on the concept ;moﬁives'
and make some comparisons with other writers. Second, I look at some
comments he makes on moral motivation, but these comments suggest little
in the way of analyses.

The notion of an 'appraisal' is an important one in feters'
analyses of both 'motives' and 'emotions.'.. I examine his notion of an
'appraisal,' then look' at emotion-appraisals and the rble he sees for
them in the moral life. I suggést that because Peters offers little in
the way of aﬂcomprehensive'moral theory, his talk of the relévance'of
emotion-appraisals to moral judgment and action is not as compieteAas it
could be. i

In Chapter 5--the last to contain the substantive moral views of
Peters—-—1 examine his nofion of 'character' and theAvirtues he calls the
"self-control virtues.". This group of virtues is of many kinds. I
‘attempt some interpretation of Peters' claiﬁ that a moral agent_should

have these virtues in order to do what is just.
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From different senses of 'character,’ Peters‘seiects the notion of
'héving character' and says that the devélopment of persons who have
character should be.at least one goal of moral education. But"having
character'--consistently carrying.out one's own policies and pians;-is' '
compatible with "being bad." Peters' writing on 'a person's choice of
principles' gets him iﬁto a little difficulty, and his writing on moral
education as character development presents a somewhat confusing picture.

In the final chapter, I condense Peters' views even further in
order to suggest leads to moral-educgtors and researchers. I point out
those areas of Peters' thought ﬁhich_require more cocceptual and empir-
ical work. After making some. general suggestions to moral educators, I
outline what specific tasks might be undertaken for curriculum-
development and research work. Since there are only a few teachers who
can competently deal with moral issues in the classroom, I suggest that
one immediate goal of moral education should be the preparation of

teachers.

* %k K K % X

In summary, Richard Peters'canalysis of morality and mofal educa-
tion offers many suggestions to mofal educators. If these suggestions
were seriously acted‘dn, we would soon havé.many more morally educated
persons. Many of these persons could become competent mcral educators
in their school classrooms.

In>sp?te of the fact that his writing does provide moral educators
with many icterescing leads, I offer here a few critical comments on |

Peters' writing.
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One thing-we can say about his.writing is that he faiis to aﬁglyzg
in any depth those concepts he sees are important to "living the mora1 
life." Given the amount that he has written, it is puzzling that ﬁé
has not gone on to explore in more detail the problem—areas which recur;
He appeafS‘to have revised his views very little over the years. In
writing this thesis, it was relatively easy for me to group references
together (e.g., CP295; PU400; MD514> without giving much thought to the
chronoiogy of those published works.
>. Second, Peters' heart is still with psychology and psychological
explanation, and while we are clearly beneficiaries of his impressive
grasp of the literatﬁre in tﬁis'field, we do not.get a sense that Peters
has the same grasp of the literature in moral philosophy. One person
can probably not "do it all."  Nevertheless, it should be said that
Peters has not made use of important works in ethics written in the last
twenty years to clarify or extend his own understanding of morality..
The problems_in'his account which surround the resolution of conflicts
of rule and conflicts of principle might have been clarified if he had

paid attention to current debates in moral philosophy.



CHAPTER 2

- Peters On'Eduqation;'MOrality'and Moral Education

Anyone undertaking the task of moral education must understand the
concepts 'morality’ and 'education.' Peters provides fruitful insights
into both concepts. In fact, Peters' writing reflects two of his major
concerns: to make clear what he believes are the logically neceésary
conditions of the concept 'education,' and to lay out his understapding
of 'being morally educated.' |

Peters' treatment of these two matters suggests philosophically
defensible ways of coping with the problems moral educators meet.
Advocates of moral education occasionally hear complaints that moral
education is dangerous or impossible and are often puzzled how to proceed
with their pask. If moral educators are to answer these charges and get
. on with their work, they must grasp the contours of the notion of morai—
ity and employ 1ogicélly and practically relevant means to'bring about
this comprehension in others. Specialists in other subjects confront
difficulties of this kind when they initiate students into their fields
of inquiry. But moral education differs from other subject areas in
that ﬁroponents of moral education usually insist on open discussions of
'education' and 'moral education.'

Soﬁe people may think of 'moral education,' for example, as condi-
vtioning or indoctrination. They do so because of their beliefs about
'morality' and about the likely means of bringing about "desirable"
behaviours. Others consider the concepts 'conditioning' and

12
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'indoctrination' to be antithetical to 'education.'

To complicate matters, still others consider these various notions
to be interchangeaﬁle. Peters does not fit readily into either of
these categories. Peters maintains that neither theAconcept of
'conditioning' nor the concept of 'indoctrination' is synonymous with
'education'; all three concepts, however, share some family resemblances.
To be clear on ‘'education' and its family members, he maintains, is to go
a considerable distance in ﬁnderstanding what it is to initiate others
properly into moral thinking and behaviour.. It makes good sense, there-
fore, to outline Peters'.criteria for 'education' before considering his
theses on moral education. '

This chapter is, essentially, a summary of Peters' remarks on
'education,' 'morélit?' and 'moral education.’ Except for some critical
remarks I make on his notion of 'indoctrination,' 'conditioning' and
'training,' I reserve commentary of an analytical nature to Chapters 3,
4 and 5. There my concern will be to examine, in some detail, Peters'
views on morality and to a lesser extent his views on education
simpliciter.

Part 1 of the present chapter begins a review of Petérs' 'eriteria
of education,' including his distinction between the 'matfer' and the
"manner' of eduéation and his use of 'task' and 'achievement' in énal—
yzing the concept 'education.' I consider mnext the similarities and
dissimilarities he sees between 'education' and related concepts:
'indoctrination,' 'conditioning,' 'training,’ 'instructing,' and
'teaching.'

Before leaving the discussion of education, I remark on Peters'
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concern Qith the initiation of persons into '"worthwhile activities."
. Unlike many moral educators, he regards such initiation to be a 'moral
matter.'  Clearly Ehis difference of opinion affects the tasks moral
educators might include under the rubric 'moral education.' 1f moral
educators do not view this "initiation" as part of the task of moral
education, However, they may still see the importance of the issues
raised by Peters for the study of moral education. I will point out
tﬁe importance I believe Peters' concern has for -a more restficted sense
of moral education.

The summafy of Peters' views on ratiﬁnal moraiity and rational
moral education in Part II of this chapter selects.important featﬁfes of
his view of the 'moral life.' Here I point to key themes in his writing

which receive detailed examination in later chapters.

I. Peters on 'Education'

A. Criteria of 'Education'

Common to Peters' many discussions on the concept 'education'* is
his reference to Gilbert Ryle's distinction between 'task' and ‘'achieve-
ment' verbs (Ryle, 1959). According to Ryle, achievement verbs like
'finding,' 'concluding,' 'hearing,' and 'winning' are indicative of the
"successful outcome of tasks"; 'task' verbs, like 'hunting,' on the
“bthérfhahd, pick out activities or processes (EE26ff)r

"Education,' says Peters, is a special kind of achievement verb.
Like the examples given By Ryle, 'education' indicates the successful

outcome of tasks. ~ But unlike these examples, 'education' implies the

*(EE; EP; LE; JE)
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worthwhileness (desirability) of these outcomes; 'education' is thus‘a
_ normative concept. And unlike these other examples, 'educafiéﬁ{icpverg
a range of tasks as.well as achievements (EP6ff). '

In his'analysis of 'education' as an achievemenf verb, Petefs
refers frequently to 'ends' and 'desirable qualities.' He mentions
concepts related to 'education'--ones like 'cure' and 'reform'--which
can be analyzed similarly in terms of 'ends' and "desirable qualities.’
To distinguish these terms from each other, therefore, Peters sets out
to examiné the ends ("nature of the ends") peculiar to each. What
emerges, however, is not so much a comparison of these ends as an
account of some ends pecuiiar to education.

- In public discussion we rarely reach agreement on the "desifabie
qualities," "aims" or "ends" of education. For the sake of comparison,
notice that it is relatively easy to obtain agreement on.what consﬁi—

' Peters

tutes a cure. The ends associated with 'curing' and 'reform,
says, are 'determinate'; ‘the énds of education findeterminate."
Curing someone ''suggests thétA(the person) hés lapsed from a standard
" which the cure is restoring'; reforming "suggests making persons
morally better" or making persons more responsible. Educating consists
in "putting people in the way of values of which they have never dreamt"
(LE19).

In spite of‘the indeterminacy of the"ends-of~education, fherg are,
Peters suggests, some limitations on what can count as-an end or value
in education:

'Education' suggests not only that what -develops in someone is
valuable but also that it involves the development of knowledge
and understanding. An educated person . . . is ore who has
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some understénding . . « not just know—howror kﬁ;ck.‘:uTﬁis.;A;;£;‘
standing . . . should not be too narrowly specialized. o

' ‘(LE19)

In this_part.of his analysis, Peters insists on two 1ogica1;i‘
necessary conditions of 'eaucation': the desirability condition énd'tﬁe
knowledge condition, which latter includes "both depth and bréadth'of
understanding."

Peters acknowledges common objections to both coﬁditions, but con-
cludes that they reveal either mis-uses or archaic uses of the terms
'knowledge,' or 'éducation.' In support of this copclusioﬁ, Peters
conducts a brief etymological examination of the c&ncept 'education.'
In pre—ﬁineteenth century times, education ﬁeant 'training' and 'having
skills.' More recently, however, 'education' became associated with a
person's moral, intellectual and spiritual development. The phrase
"an educated man" portrays the depth and breadth of a person's under-
standing, rather than the person's commitment to "any narrowly conceived
enterprise.”

Still, Péters knows there are.many ("perhaﬁs a majbrity") who use
the word 'education' to refer to processes apd desirable qualities which
have not to do with.knowledge and understanding. Accordingly,'he‘
relaxes his conditions by suggeéting other concepts or "conceptions" of
education which emphaéizebthe notions 'desirability,' or 'knowledge,'
or both: |

1. a concept of education which refers to any process of bring-

ing up or rearing, where the cénnection with what is desir-
able or with what is knowledge is purely contingent.

2. alconcept of education in which there is the development of
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desirable states without emphasis on kﬁowledge.

3. a concept of education in which there is empﬁasis 6n‘the
_developmeﬁt of knowledge without .implying desirability.

4. a "specific'" concept of education which links such procegééé‘
with the development of states of a berson, involving knowledge
and understanding in depth and bread;h, and also suggests that
they are desirable. (LE25)

Peters clearly prefers the fourth "specific"'concebt of 'education';

his recommendations for educational practices are based upon it.

To the conditions he has put forward--the desirability and knowledge .
conditions--Peters adds a third. _Education, he says, refers not only to
the development of worthwhile or desirable forms of knowledge and under—‘
standing in persons (the "matter" of education). Development of this
kind should not violate the "wittingness and voluntariness' of the person
being educated. Peters believes this condition (the "manner'" of educa-
tion) rules out as 'educative,i those circumétances or activities in
which forms of knowledge and understanding thought to be desirable are
'imposed upon a person without his (at least tacit) consent or probable
comprehension: ones which do not 'respect the learner as a person."

He labels as '"morally objectionable'" those activities ruled out.

Peter; turns to the notion of education in its 'task' or 'manner'
sense. He examines the "family of processes' leading to dgpth and
breadth of understanding, which respect persons being educated. He
briefly touches upon those processes which can, on logical grounds,.be 

'educational,' and even more briefly on those whiéh.cannot be.
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B. Indoctrination

Recent literature on 'indoctrination' suggests the diffiédlty Bf
determining which féatures distinguish ﬁﬁe notion from 'education.' .The i
aims or intentions of the indoctrinator, the method he employs;: aﬁd‘the
content of what is passed on, are popular caﬁdidates for the nécessarytA
condition or conditions of ‘'indoctrination' (Snook, 1972b). As well,
the notion 'indoctrination' is frequently analyzed in terms of the
"state," as it were, of the indoctrinated person. Snook calls this the
"upshot" sense of indoctrination (Snook, 1972a).

Peters does not enter directly into this'discussion,’althqugh he
ig familiar with papers by Wilson and Hare which set in motion recent
debate on the subject of indoctrination (Hollins, 1964; EE26£f).
Peters' few comments on 'indoctrination,' scattered through several
papers, indicate that he believes the aims of the indoctrinator, the
method the indoctrinator employs and the content of what. is passed on are
all to some extent gentral to the activity of indoctrinating. He does
not use the terms "method,' 'intention,' or 'content‘ in his statementé
on indoctrination; butvrather'the notions 'belief,' 'evidence,' 'valid-
ity, ' 'critical~:hought' and 'autonomy.' His use of these terms gives
evidence of his concern with the "upshot" sense: the sfate 6f the
indoctrinated pérsén. |

Peters offers insights into the notion of 'indoctrination' using
only the example of morality and moral education. This could make it
difficult.to decide Whetﬁer he believes the notions 'indoctrinationf and

'indoctrinating' can appropriately be used to refer to the passing on of

beliefs not ordinarily labelled “controversial" or 'value-laden," for
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examp1e mathematics and science (White, 196?). ?eters.éﬁggests, how-
ever, thét 'indoctrinatién' "has something to do wifh doctringé'ﬁhiqﬁ
are species of beliéfs. Thesg have to be understood and aSéented;go in
some embryonic way" (EE41). Since we usually assoéiate 'doctriﬁes;ﬁwitﬁ
political, religious and moral beliefs, it is safe for us to assume thaf
Peters believes 'indoctrination' is typically associated with politics,
religion and morality, and that the notion should be clarified at least
with respect to these subjects. |

Indoctrination, he concludes, is a "form of instruction,” a
special manner of.instruction,(RCl7): It involves the passing on-of_
fixed beliefs "in a way which discourages questions about their validity"
(RCl7;Fr349; italics mine). Bodies of 'knowledge "with principles
immanent in them," he says, "can be hénded on without systematic attempts
to explain or justify them or to deal honestly with phenomena th;t do not
fit." Fixed beliefs are thus perpetuated (Ef19). |

In the context of mofality, these fixed beliefs reflect a conform-
ist attitude towards rules and authority--a 'good boy' moraiity (RC17;
Fr349). At some point in ﬁur lives, we have conformed to .rules and
authority. Some degree of conformity may always be désirable. What

concerns Peters is persons' acceptance of fixed bodies of rules or

beliefs ;s a result of'techniques."whichrincapacitate (those perspns)
from adopting critical autonomous attitudes" (RC17; itélics mine).

He speaks of indoctrination as an activitijhiéh prevents critical auton-
amous thought.

Without engaging in a full-fledged examination of thé notion of

"indoctrination,' I will point out some difficulties in Peters' treatment
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of this concept. My discussion centers on ﬁis use of the wordé
"discouragement," "incapacitating," '"fixed beliefs," and "instruction.”

To pass on fiied beliefs to others in a way which discourages

critical thought about their validity is not necessarily to incapacitate

or prevent persons from iater adopting critical attitudes towards those
beliéfs. In the passing on of religious beliefs, often considered a
form of indoctrination, an attractive presentation might discourage
assessment of-the validity of those beliefs. The claim that such pre-
sentation‘incapacitates or prevents the believer from being critical of
_ those beliefs is a stronger one th;ﬁ his 'discouragement' notion. - On
the other hand, the notions 'incapacitating' and 'preventing' both imply '
'discouragement. '

It is a necessary condition of indoctrination that an indoctrin-
ated person be discoﬁraged in some way for some period of tiﬁe‘from
thinkingcritically'about‘hiS‘beliefs. Peters, however, does ﬁot spell
out exactly how such discouragement comes about. Since he does not
treat in any detail the nature of the indoctrinated persons' inability
to critically assess his beliefs, we must conclude that Petersf idea of
'discouraging' does not present a very satisfactory necessary condition.
Nor is "discouréging someone from critical thought about his beliefs,"
just aé'it étandé, a suffitient condition of 'indoctfinatioﬂ.' There
are some instances in which persons justifiably discourage others from
critically assessing their beliefs. To discourage a young adult from
critically assessing his belief that he has a terminal illneés because
of the damage such assgssment would do to his mental health, or to dis-

courage a woman from determining the truth about her father's past, when
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suchlknowledge would result in pain to herself and others, aré both
instances where the term 'indoctrination' is inappropriate.

The 'incapaci%ating"notion, on its side, offefs conditions which
are unnecessarily strong; it offers neither a necessary nor a suffiéient
condition of ‘'indoctrination.' It is sensible to say that someone was
indoctrinated into superstitious beliefs, but later saw the folly'of
those beliefs. As well, an unusually difficult proof for a mathematical
theorem may incapacitate a believer in the theorem from assessing his
beliefs about that theorem. The inéapacitéting notion, then, rules out
caées that we might very well like to call indoctrination, i.e;, thosé
in which a pérson later came to assess the beliefs he held, and the
incapaciﬁating notion allows cases, e.g., ''difficult proofs,".for thch
the label 'indoctriﬁation' may be out of place. Peters' comments about
'discouragement' and 'incapacitating' do péint.to an important issue
about indoctrination: ‘determining what it is to pass on beliefs without
also passing on grounds for the beliefs. This is the problem éf deter-
mining wha£ the indoétrinatory methods consist in. But the notions\of
discouragement and incapacitation do little in themselves to clarify
features distinctive of 'indoctrination.'

In "Indoétrination and Beliefs," T. H. Green argues that indoctrin-
ation is that activity which gétS‘anothér to believe cgrtain things:with;
out any evidence—-he calls it !the non-evidential hoiding of beliefs'’
(Green, 1972).. On his view, we would say that a person had been indoc-
trinated if he believed certain things without seeking evidence or with-
out being inclined to question these beliefs. In Peters' words, the

indoctrinated person may have been discouraged by the indoctrinator from
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examining the evidence, or he may have been incépacitated from doing so.
Nevertheless, on Green's account, it is the way the beiiefs are held,
i.e., without suppofting evidence, that marks out one nécessary cqhdition
of indoctrination. |

In using the phrase '"fixed beliefs," Peters refefs, I believe, to
the rolé evidence plays for the person who comes to believe something.

The beliefs are fixed in the sense that the indoctrinator believes them

to be true and passes them on to.the believer in a non-evidential manner,
without "attempts to explain or justify theﬁ.or deal honestly with
.phenomena that do not fit" (EE19). Tﬁe believer comes to hold the
beliefs 'non-evidentially'; "he has "no grasp of the underlying rationale
of his beliefs" (EE41). The believer (and probably also the indoctrin-—-
ator) do not hold up for check the validity of the beliefs and the
validity of any reasons given for the beliefs.

Green's analysis of 'indoctrination' in terms of the 'non-
evidential holding of beliefs' is the best ﬁay, I believe, to get clear
what Peters means by his notion of a "fixed belief."” |

But we may also be persuaded to assess the notion of a "fixed
belief" by attending to the "inclinations" or "dispositions" which

accompany having the belief. In cases of 'indoctrination,' we could

say that a belief is "figed" in the sense that persons feel sométhing,
or are moved in éertain ways by the belief (or, in the case of insensi-
tivities to suffering, are less inélined to "move" or "be moved" by it).
The indoctrinated person often appears to be committed to the beliefs

for the satisfaction, comfort, guidance these beliefs give him. An

indoctrinated person may not worry about--he may give no thought to--
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the validity of his beliefs. And he may also be inclined.to perpétuate
these beliefs in others.* | |

Although we might.believe that one upshot of indoctrination--one - -
feature of the indoctrinated person——is his tendeﬁcy to have strong
feelings or commitments to the beliefs, content or subject-matter, we
should not conclude, because of fhis, that 'having a strong commitment
to the belief' is a necessary condition of 'being indoctrinated.'

To say that an indoctrinated person gives the appearance of being
strongly committed to a belief is not to say that an indoctrinated
person necessarily is committed to>a belief because of the satisfaction
or comfort it gives him, nor is it to say that he is committed to the
belief in the sense of perpetuating this belief in others. An indoc-
trinated person may believe something simply because he genuinely thinks
the belief is true. Indoctrinated persons, in other words, do tend to
havé strong commitments to their beliefs, but that may only be because
we normally speak of indoctrination when the beliefs are '"value-laden,"
and not because étrqng feelings are characteristic of non-evidentially
held beliefs. In e#plicating the notion of'indoctrination, then, we
should concentrate on ;he reasons why the indoctrinated person takes
certain beliefs to be true. To examine the reasons why an indoctrin-
at;d person believes as he does is, in part at'least, to examine the:
method or manner by which the beliefs were presented to him.

Peters speaks of the activity of . indoctrinating or indoctrination

*For an example of this view of the indoctrinated person, see
Association for Values Education and Research (AVER). Prejudice;
Teacher's Manual. Toronto: OISE Publications, 1978, p. 2.
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as a method or manner of instruction. Now a manner of methed of instruc-
tion which gets persons committed to beliefélwithout encouragiﬁg the
assessment - of those‘beliefs is, on‘;he face of it, a case of indoctrin-
ationm. Some may aréue, however, whether the necessary method or maﬁﬁer
of the indoctrinator be one of instruction and whether instruction always
implies intentions on the instructor/indoctrinator's part to get persons
to hold the particular beliefs which the indoctrinated person holds non-
evidentially.

Part of the difficulty with assessing Peters' claim about indoc-
trination as a method of instruction lies with his own analysis of 'iﬂ—
struction.' As we will see (p. 39), Peters suggests that "instructing”
‘means engaging in many different kinds of activities so as to ''get per-
sons up to certain standards," or, as he puts it, to help them to acquire
knowledge. He intimates that the. acquisition of this knowledge does not
necessarily mean that thgse persons see the rationale behind the facts or
information imparted. His notion of "teaching" covers that function.
For most persons, however, the notion of "instruction" does carry with it
the idea'that the rationale '"behind the facts" is revealed to the learner;
on this understanding, "instruction' differs little from "teaching."
Moreover, the notion of "acquiring knowledge' suggests sbmething more Or
different fro& "acquiring beliefs"; 'knowledge" ‘suggests some justifi-
cation or rationale for the.beliefs.

Suppose, however, we accept Peters' view that instruction merely
involves the imparting of '"facts" or information (i.e., beliefs) without
"giving the underlying rationale for those beliefs. Can we say that

'indoctrinatory methods' must consist in some instructional activity?
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To test this claim, we would need to construct cases wﬁere persons
come to hold beliefs non-evidentially but where there seems to_be-no
method or manner of instruction. A case in point might be one in which
sexist and/or racist beliefs and attitudes were upshots of consequences
of certain institutionai, conventional, cﬁstomary or haBitual arrange—
ments. Such beliefs (e.g., that Qomen and non-whites are inferior and
ought to be kept at their present status), are certainly common; we
would most likely say that persons hold these Seliefs non-evidentially.
Moreover, there need be no obvious instructional methods employed to get
persons to have these beliefs, although there may be.

Would we, however, call these cases of iddoctrinafion, or would we
simply say thatAthesé cases "'exhibit elements' of indoctrinatioh (i.e.,
these "elements" being the non-evidentially held beliefs)? If we said
the latter, then we would be.imp1§ing thét a "full-fledged" case of
indoctrination included more than the "upshotf (the way the beliefs wére
held). No doubt we would say this "something more" was the intention
behind the manner or method of the indoctrinator, whether or not we con-
ceived of the 'indoctrinator' as anlindividual or én "instituﬁion."*

To classify an-activity as indoctrination, then, is to suggest that
there was some iﬁtention to get persons to hold beliefs without giving
the supporting evidence for thos% beliefs; .indeed, there may have been
none to give.

I conclude-that Peters is right to say there must be some kind éf

instruction necessary to indoctrination, at least some kind of intention

*See, for example, AVER, Prejudice, p. 3.
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behind the indoctrinator's methods. .But the instruction and/orAinten—
tions to indoctrinate may not be as clear or as obvious as Peters seems
to suggest they arel

Let us now look at Peters' reasons for objecting to 'indoctrina-
tion' as an 'educational process.' In his view, the indoctrinator vio-
lates the 'ﬁittingness and voluntariness' of the learner by not revealing
evidence for beliefs nor encouraging the learner to check the validify of
these beliefs. This is objectionable on 'moral' grounds, he says, since
it does not respect the learner's capacity to think critically and
autonomously. Peters believes that the goal of education is to;promote
desirablé forms of knowlgdge and understanding, and he also believes that
"understanding" involves knowing the underlying rationale, the "why" of
things. Hence, it follows, along this line of argument, that 'indoc-
trination' cannot be an educational process.

Suppose, however, it could be shown that one's respect for a
learner's capacity to think critically was sémehow maintained in the face
of "failure to reveal' evidence for a\belief to the learner. Could one
escape the charge that he was indoctrinating (or,Aperhaps,lclaim that
indoctrination was "educational')?

Peters' word 'capacity' is an ambiguousrone here. As an educator,
I could maintain that I respected a learner's capacity to think critic—
ally even though I did not ''reveal evidence'" about a belief to the
learner (1) if I was fairly certain that the learner could not, at this
time, comprehend the evidence; (2) if I was convinced that the
learner's crifical assessment, at the time of introducing'thg belief,

would interfere with my purpose for getting him to hold the belief; or
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3) if Iibelieved, not that the learner's critical assessmént ﬁoﬁid‘
interfere with my purposes, but that such critical assessment by thé
learner was degendeﬁt upon his coming to have the belief, i.e., that
having the belief (acting on it) was 1ogicélly prior to his éritical
assessment of it.

Peters might reply to this that if, for any of the above feasons,
I did not reveal the evidence to.a learner,AI would not be respecting
the learner as an autonomous person. If the leérner was an adult, I
would probably  agree. - With éhildren, however, the case may be differ-
ent. Part of the difficulty in resolving this question is to decide
what "revealing the evidence" is in the case of getting persons to hold
and act on moral beliefs. Is it holding up a justification for the
moral rules? Is it pointing out various principles, or the reasons
for adopting those principles? Or is "moral evidence" more than "giv-
ing reasons': is it being respectful and loving to the learnér,»perhaps
also being a model of moral behaviour oneself?

For moral educators concerned with getting othefs,to 'be moral,’
these issues are obviously of importance; especially so since it is a
common assumption among moral educators that getting others to 'be moral'
is, at the least, to get them to hold beliéfs about (as well.as to act
on) the morél rules. 'in Peters' treatment of indoétrination, he pays
scant attention to the notion of revealing evidence to cﬁildren for the
moral beliefs we maf want them to have. He does try to show, however,
that moral beliefs can be derived from the fundamental prinéip1e§ pre-
supposed by moral discourse. This we will see in Chapter 3.

In sum, Peters' account of 'indoctrination' sweeps lightly over
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the manner or style of instruction which results in é,person's unques-
tioning acceptance of beliefs. Nor does he satisfactorily apply his
general comments abbut indoctrination to the notion of evidenq;ng moral
beliefs. ‘In his‘discussions of '"indoctrination,' he neglects to tell
what evidence for a moral belief looks like, and how evidence for a moral
belief can be revealed to a believer so that the believer will come to
hold the belief "on the evidence." In his brief statements about 'in-
doctrination,' he also neglects the question whether revealing reasons
for moral beliefs can be called indoctrinatory if the reasons for these
beliefs are beyoﬁd the comprehenéion of the believer, or if presénting
reasons interferes with persons éoming to have the beliéfs, or if the
believer must come to have (act on) the beliefs before he éssesses them
critically.

Peters also omits to cohsider whether we can labél institutions,
conventions or customs 'indoctrinatory' if "fi#ed beliefs" are passed
on. This is a less serious charge perhaps. But moral educators,
presgmabiy, must make inroads on answers to these questions if they are
to be certain that what they do is not indoctriﬁation. It-is likely,
however; that educators may feel'compelled to get children simply to

hold and act on séme moral beliefs, whether or not these children hold

the beliefs on the evidence. In these circumstances, educators may or

may not prefer to call what they are doing "inddctrination."
C. Conditioning |
Peters sees 'indoctrination' as antithefical to the sense of edu-
cation in which knowledge and understanding are central. He allows

some place for conditioning techniques, however, in the enterprise of
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education. We must find out now_whafvhe understands by conditioning and
why he objects to it on moral grounds; then assess his reasons for
allowing conditioniﬁg procedures as '"aids to," but not "processés.of”
educatioﬁ.

A clue to Peters' objection to classifying conditioningfas.aﬁ edu-
cational process is his frequent statement that while indoctrination con-
cerns the inculcation of beliefs, conditioning primarily concerns behavi-
our (EE42). All those concerned with the moral education -of the young
are no doubt "interested in" behaviéur, But tﬁcse who think in terms
of con&itioniﬁg‘youngsters, Peters maintains, are "interested in' bring-
ing about particular behaviours in children,'eig., being tidy or respect-
ful. Peters too is concerned that people behave (act) in certain ways,
but he wants'them to behave in these ways because there are good -
reasons, and they see that there are good reasons,. for so behaving.'

Peters' determination to probe the adequacy qf the 'conditioned
behaviour' or 'behaviouristic' approach ‘to psychological explanation led
him to anaiyéé critically the cpnception of human nature upoﬁ which this
approach -was based. = Finding that the largest parf of the study of
psychology assumed simplistic conceptions of human conduct (even éim—
plistic conceptions of animal copduct from which inferences were.made to
human conduct), Petersvpersuasiv;ly argued an alternative, "more logic-
ally adequate" account (CM; ME; B).

Pefers made clear his beliefv(shared by eduéators~and philosophers
as.far back as Aristotle and elaborated by writers up to th¢ present),
that humans act, they do things for reasons or out of Certain motives br

intentions. Humans are not just bundles of 'merve-endings,' responding
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to 'stimuli.' They are not only subject to "happenings" or "reactions.”

Humans are agents, Peters insists; they do things, they make things
happen. Behaviourism fails to acknowledge action, reason and motive
accounts of human conduct because it fails to distinguish between move-
ments and actions. Behaviourism cannot succeed, then, in its attempt
to provide adequate explanations of human conduct.

Peters scrutinizes two techniques of behaviouristic psychology:
'classical conditioning' and 'operant conditioning,' and assesses their
value for education.

Classical conditioning, associated with the early dog and pigeon
experiments of Pavlov and with the recent writings of the 'radical
behaviourist” B. F. Skinner, "is concerned with reactions such as sali-
vation and eye-blinks and simple movements which are not seen as bring-
ing about anything by the subject' (EE42). Random movements are
positively rewarded or negatively punished; these constitute 'reinforce-
ments.' Peters finds no difficulty in dismissing classical conditioning
as an educational process since it is '"concerned only with involuntary
behaviour" (EP12). Injecting adrenalin into the body, administering
drugs, stimulating by electrodes and other methods of (classical) con-
ditioning, he says, "do not of themselves bring about knowledge and
understanding' (EEml74).

Operant conditioning, also associated with the work of Skinner,
bears some resemblance to an educational process, but it would be a
mistake, Peters continues, to think that it is one (Kazepides, 1976).

In simple operant conditioning experiments, the subject makes

random movements, one of which may result in a reward. The subject is
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said to have been conditioned when his movements are less randomized,
more directly related to goal attainment (e.g., subject presses the lever
which rewards with é pellet of food; subject avoids the buzzer which
shocks) . In more complex experimental situations, the operant condi-
tioner still sees 'goal-directed behaviours' and 'reinforcements' in
simple terms (Kazepides, op. cit.). In non-experimental 'educational'
settings, the notions 'goal,' 'means,' 'reinforcements' are also simply
spelled out, but refer to quite diverse and complex '"goings-on': from
the recitation of 2+42=4, to reading a book; from switching off a light
ﬁpon leaving a room, to "being favorably disposed towards other persons."

Behaviourists not only appear to reduce all educational procedures
and all learnings to operant conditioned responses, they claim that the

'understanding' make

notions 'education,' 'knowledge,' 'learning' and
little sense when divorced from the notion of 'conditioned responses.'
Peters, by contrast, argues that 'education' and 'understanding' make
little sense when thought of as 'conditioned responses.'

The chief mistake of Behaviourism, says Peters, lies in its
assumption that the proposition 'being disposed to effect a particular
result' implies a second proposition 'the subject moves so as to bring
about the goal,' (the subject sees his movement as instrumental to the
goal-attainment). The first proposition, however, does not require
that the subject believe his movement and the goal are connected. Nor
does the first proposition carry the suggestion that the subject will
adapt or vary his behaviour so as to reach the goal. The subject

simply moves and the goal is reached. A pattern of behaviour is

"stamped in" which we might falsely regard as an achievement on the sub-
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ject's part (EP13). The second proposition implies that a pattern of
behaviour is established because it is seen by the subject to be a cor-
rect way to attain ghe goal. Modifications in the subject's behaviour
follow if the subject sees other 'correct' ways of attaining the goal.
The second proposition, then, implies beliefs on the subject's part—-
which the first does not--beliefs about correct ways of behaving.

In operant conditioning, asserts Peters, ''what has to be learned
is not grasped by the learner to start with, if ever, as being instru-
mentally related to what counts as reinforcement' (EP12), because in
operant conditioning there is no place for the subject's beliefs or con-
cepts under which he views his behaviour, the goal and the 'reinforce-
ment.' "There is no consciousness in conditioning of what has to be
learnt as a task" (EP13). On the operant conditioning paradigm, most
educational goals--learning that X, learning to be X, learning X, learn~
ing to X--cannot be accounted for. "A man," he says, 'might be condi-
tioned to avoid dogs or induced to do something by hypnotic suggestion.
But we could not describe this as 'education' if he did not know what he
was learning while he was learning it" (EI91).

How, then, can Peters allow conditioning procedures as aids to
education if he rules them out as processes of education? Ve must be
clear here on his use of the word 'aid.' He explains this while dis-
cussing the learning of moral rules:

At the early stages of moral learning, aids to learning, which are
developments of conditioning such as rewards and punishments, praise
and blame, are extremely important . . . and their importance . . .
is not difficult to understand. For a child has not just got to
learn how to apply concepts correctly; he has also to learm to

behave consistently in the required way. Rules must regulate
something and what they regulate are human inclinations. Children,




have, therefore, to start off their moral life with some kind of
habit training. . . . (Since) their counter-inclinations are
strong . . . wanting something now or wanting something at other
people's expense . . . insistence by parents on rules often has
to be backed by extrinsic aids such as rewards and approval in
order to provide positive incentives to outweigh the pull of the
child's inclinations. And so simple habits are built up.

(RC64; ditalics mine; also ML366)

He says that parents have an option of supplementing example and

instruction by the positive extrinsic aids of rewards or approval or by
the negative ones of punishment and disapproval. He points to "strong
evidence" from research in psychology supporting the view that positive
aids are more conducive to moral learning. '"The hypothesis is that
punitive and rejecting techn%qﬁes militate against attention, and hence
against learning, by producing anxiety; (they) undermine the child's
confidence in himself" (RC65).

Peters sees that "developments of conditioning" techniques are
aids to education, then, because he believes habits must be built up in
the early stages of moral learning, that children must learn to conform
their behaviour to rules, and that children's inclinations must be
regulated. He assumes that such regulation of desire and inclination
is necessary, and that this is best done using techniques of praise and
blame, especially praise. Praising and blaming, he believes, are
essential in helping children to understand moral concepts and are
essential to getting children to behave in the required way.

Peters calls praising, approving, blaming, and disapproving
"developments of conditioning" and "conditioning aids" because these
techniques could not be considered either operant or classical condi-

tioning techniques on his own strict account of these. Praising and
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blaming are used to reinforce and change a child's behaviour but they do
this, presumably, by helping the child to develop his understanding of
what he is doing. éiving a child praise and blame has some effect on a
child's beliefs, and this change in or development of his beliefs is
related in some way to a change in his behaviour.

Peters assumes that when praise and blame are used, there is some
kind of conditioning taking place; moreover he assumes that these tech-
niques are the procedures which are responsible for the conditioning.

The question which can be put to Peters is this: when is he ever sure
that the use of these "developments of conditioningﬁ are the ones effi-
cacious in getting the child to regulate his inclinations? How can he
single out these techniques as the ones responsible for the child's
conformity to rules? These questions are particularly important ones,
for as we will see, Peters believes that "educational processes" (in-
struction and example) are necessary too, in helping the child to develop
and enlarge his understanding of moral concepts, and in getting him to
behave in the required way. Peters assumes that there is some real
difference between "developments of conditioning" (aids) and educational
processes (instruction, giving examples, giving reasons). But it is
not entirely clear on what basis he makes this distinction; 4it is not
clear, in fact, whether the distinction can be maintained.

D. Processes of Education

We must now attend to the processes of education, ''the family of
tasks leading up to the achievement of being educated." Being educated
involves acquiring some skills, knowledge and understanding of principles.

Peters examines the tasks which he believes bring these learnings about.
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Again, his discussion turns on examples from moral education.
1. Training

"Training' is a term appropriately used, Peters writes, with refer-
ence to the learning of skills where a combination of practice and
instruction are necessary, and where correction and example are often
‘helpful. Skills include bicycle riding, shooting, swimming and swinging
a golf club; they have a close connection with bodily movements.

The concept of 'training,' Peters believes, has application when
(1) there is some specifiable type of performance that has to be mastered;
(2) practice is required for the mastery of it; and (3) little emphasis
is placed on the underlying rationale (EP15).

But the concept of 'training,' he continues, also has application
"whenever anything coming up to a clear—cut specification has to be
learned." He offers as examples here the inculcation of habits such as
punctuality, tidiness and honesty. Habit-learning is not simply learn-
ing a know-how or knack. These habits camnnot be 'picked up' as can
skills. In order for someone to develop habits of punctuality, tidi-
ness and honesty, he must have a whole range of action—concepts.

He cannot. learn what 'stealing' is (for instance) just by watching

others. For he cannot tell what an action is just from the out-

side: he also has to know how the agent conceived what he is

doing. The notion of theft cannot be tied down . . . to any
»specifiablé range of bodily movements . ... there are an infinite
‘ number of ways of appropriating (concepts of stealing, theft)

. . . therefore there must be instruction and correction as well

as practice and imitation, if a child is to learn not to steal.

‘ (EP15ff.)
'Moral training,' he continues, is different from 'moral educa-

tion.' Moral training suggests the learning of habits, which in turn

suggests the learning of a moral code "tied down to specifiable rules."
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Moral educatibn, on the other hand, suggestsd"the paSSiﬁg'on of the
underlying rationale, the underlying principles.”  But 'moral training,'
he says "'involves much more than know-how or knack. The child musf
learn that certain classes ‘of action are-wrong. Such knowledée could
never just be 'gaught'." Unlike the learning of skills for which prac-
tice and imitatién are necessary énd instruction and example are helpful,
Peters believes that the learning of moral habits requires not only prac-
tice and imitation but also instructien and example. And this'is
because éoncepts peCuiiar to the moral rules must be learned.

To assess Peters' work on the educationalxprocess he calls 'train-
ing,' we must try to determine whether he appropriately uses the notions
'practicing' and 'training' to explain habituation to moral rules. - We
must also ask, of course, whether his notion of 'habituation to moral
rules' makes sense; .this we will domore fully in Chapter 4.

First, Peters is correct -to point out that a person learning the 
moral rules must come to understand a number of concepts, an example of
which is the concept 'stealing.' He is also correct to say that there
are a number of different sorts of things which can count as stealing,
and that seeing something as 'stealing' is not seeing movements of
various sorts but is 'seeing; such movements under different descriptions
(as 'actions'), in which agents' intentions and reasons are central. - ;

Second, in his conéideration of the child's learning of moral rules
and concepts peculiar to them, Peters is probably correct to say that
some kind of instruction, including the giving of examples, and some gind
.of imitative behaviour on the learner's part are both necessary. At any

rate, it is difficult to quarrel with his assertion that the child "must
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come to learn thdt some classes of action are wrong."
As I have hinted, however, Peters' suggestion that learning these
rules and rule-cdnceéts necessitates practice 1is a more_probiematié‘one.,

By the notion of 'habituation to moral rules, I assume Peters means

'being disposed to act on these rules, in contrast to just knowing or

knowing about the rules (e.g., Being able to pick out instances of the .

concept 'stealing' for the rule "Do not steal").. Rule-learning in this

disposition sense implies learnimg not to steal (a logical precondition

of which ishknowing what ‘'stealing' is, as he suggests). We have now
to test his notion of 'practicef'against-the disposition sense of rule—
learning. '

In his introductory comments on 'training,' Peters attends to the
training of skills, attainments which involve bodily movements. Prac—
ticing the bodily movements which make up skills involves repetition
witpout, he says, any implication.of a rationale for the préctice for
particular moves.

In extending 'training' to cases of moral habits or moral rule-
learning, Peters concentraﬁes on 'coming to know what stealing is.'
'Stealing' is suggestive of actions, not movements, and it presupposes
other concepts, e.g., 'possession.’ He does not attend to the kind of
practicé or repetition he believes‘is required to learn to be disposed
to act on the moral rule 'Do not steal'--that is, learning not to
steal--other than fo méntidn that habituation to a moral rule 'Do not
steal' implies learning not to steal.

First, the notion of practicing makes some sense in the context

of learning what the concept 'stealing' is about. ' He says in another
g P g
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section that "a certain amount of practice>is required for the chiiﬂito
learnto use necessary concepts; but nothing 1ike the same amount és in
the case of skills" (EP17). We might imagine that the person could
"try oup“ information he has about what constitutes stealing. ‘He
might do this either by himself or in the company of an instructor
(e.g.; pareﬁt or teacher). By "trying out'" or "practicing" tﬁe appli-
cation of this concept, the person may learn what are correct examples
and what are incorrect examples of stealing; he may, in doing so, come

to have the concept '

stealing.' Even here, the notion of "practiciﬁg"
is a rather odd ome.

But can we make any sense of Peters' suggestion that a person is
'trained' in the moral rules, and that this training is achieved largely
by practicing? This question gains in importance when we realize that
moral rules, when formﬁlated, are usually worded as injunctions against
doing certain things. We ﬁay be caught here in a bind, a 'logical
bind.' | If we interpret 'practicing the morél rules' to mean the fepe—
tition of movements, as with the practicing of ékills, then on Peters'
suggestion, we have not attended to the proper features of moral rule-
learning, i.e., that fhey involve seeing "movements' under a different
aspect (as actions). Along this line of argument, we might conclude
that if "pfacﬁicing the moral rules'" means the repeated following éf (or
obedience to) the ﬁoral rules, practicing is unnecessary or "logically
odd," or both.

We could interpret Peters' phrase 'practicing or training in the
moral rules," however, in a different way. Suppose we wanted to-get a

child not to steal. We might do this by punishing him every time he
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was tempted to steal but didn't. We could say that we were giving him
some practice in not stealing--that we were traininé him in the moral
rule 'Do not steal." We wogld not ngcessarily mean by this that‘hg
knew the rule he was acting on was a moral rule. We would simply be
getting him--training him--not to steal by ﬁeans of punishment anaA
praise. And we might carry out this endeavour quite independently of
our attempts to convince himlthat'stealing was mprallz wrong. This
interpretation of Peters' claim, I belieﬁe, ﬁakes the most sense. It
makes more sense, I believe, than saying that we must train a child in
the moral rule if by this Peters means that the child must réspond in a
particular way because he believes the rule to be a moral one.

As we will ‘see in Chapter 4, Peters does not believe the best form
of developing moral habits in youngsters is by drill or practice or
training; he emphasizes reason-giving as the bestlway of forming
"adaptable habits" in children. At the.same time, he is reluctant to

' and those

give up the notions "practice,” "training," "movement,'
methods he loosely classifies as "non-cognitive" ones. Given Peters'
ambivalence on this point; we must seriously question whether he pre-
sents a clear picture of how méral development takes place, and a clear
picturelof what he expects of the moral educator.
;2. Instruction

For Peters, 'being educated' impiies the development of a concep-
tual scheme "that has to be fitted to phenomena," and this suggests that
teachers must use the language meaningfully. | Instruction and explana—'

tion are as essential to educating persons, he claims, as the persons'

own first-hand experience. Properly conducted, instruction and



explaﬁation will be geared to the conceptual level of the learner.

Under "instructional activities," Peters groups tﬁe fdllowing:
confronting children Qith relevant experiences, preserting to children
things which are related to‘their stage of development, asking the right
questions at the appropriate time, answering questions;.guiding the
experiences of the child in various directions (EP17). He does not say
how many of these activities are necessary to 'instructing.' In fact,
he shies away from'a serious analysis of the concept, hinting only that
in "instructing" our aim is to get persons up to certain standards
("acquiring knowledge"). Noticeably, ﬁe does not deﬁand that instruc-
tion include presentation of the rationale behind the facts or infofma—
tion imparted. He leaves this funcﬁion to fteaching.'

3. Teaching and Learning Principles

Peters believes that the main aim of education and of teaching is
to get students to learn (understand) principles. Such understanding
doesvnot necessarily come about by "accumulation of items of knowledge."
It requires reflection "(so that) principles éan illuminate the facts"
(EP18).

Peters looks briefly at what is necessary for the acquisition of
learning of principles:

(a) aéquiring ("in some way") a lot of knowledge. In,sciénce{
this means acquifing a mass of empirical generalizations; in mbrals it
means acquiring 'low-level' rules or assumptions. Understanding prin-
ciples cannot be separated from the acquisition of knowledge of this
'low-level' sort.

(b) coming to see that principles are 'appealed to in order to



41
substantiate . . . and give unity to lower order ones." This‘is
achieved, he says, by "explanation and teaching" and ﬁy'a "selective
survey of the many.v.. 'Teaching' suggests that a rationale behind the
skills or body of knowledge is to be grasped.

Peters emphasizes understanding the rationale "behind" skilis and
bodies of knowledge because he believes that knowledge and criticél
thought about that knowledge, are necessary to avoid indoctrination:
"the passing on of fixed beliefs." But 'critical clarification' of
principles (the discussion and justification.of principles) is a very
different exercise from applying principles in concrete circumstances.
Applying prinéiples requires "judgment," he says, which probably comes
through experience "in the presence of those who already have it."
Understanding the rationale behind facts is important, Peters believes,
to avoid being indoctrinated‘and to learn to apply principles.

In this section, we have seen that Peters' analysis of the concept
'education' and his analyses of 'educational processes' center on
examples dréwn from morality and moral education. Just how closely ﬁe
views the enterprise of general education and the enterprise of moral
education will become clearer in the section to follow.

E. Peters on Worthwhile Activities

Before outlining Peters' views on moral education, I give some’
attention to an issue controversial among some moral educators: deciding:
what thé scope of moral education shall be. One of Peters' notions,
"the initiation of persons into worthwhile acFiVities," has provided
fuel for cuffent debate. The question of what constifutes 'moralify,'

however, is obviously not a new one.
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I begin with an objection against Peters' claim thaf initiating a
person into worthwhile activities is a "moral matter.' I continue with
a note on his "worth&hile activities."  Finally, I present and assess
five interpretations of his claim, The fifth of these holds the best
possibilities, I believe, for the task of morally educating persons.

In stating my preference for the fifth interpretation over the third or
fourth, I depart from-what is Peters' probable intent in making the
claim. But I point out the worthwhileness of his view for those edu-
cators, who, like myself, éonceive differently the task of moral educa-
tion. '

1. The Argument~Agaiﬁst Peters !

The objection to Peters' view runs thus. beality has to do with
interpersonal conduct, primarily with agents' avoidance of harm and pre—
vention - of harm to other persons. The main and perhaps only thrust of
moral education should be to get persons to reflect on, .and to act in
accordance with, rules and principles which have to do with this primary
concern. If we accepted Peters' view of the 'moral,' we would include
as necessary tasks of moral education, activities whose aim is to hélp
persons avoid and prevent harm to others, and activities which encourage
the "initiation" of which he speaks. His view of moral education is
therefore wider than the first view. In all lik;lihood, it stands less
chance of successful-;ccomplishment. We should reject his claim, so

the argument goes, and attend only to what is of central importance in

morality.*

*T know of no recorded objection to Peters' claim that the initia-
tion of persons into worthwhile activities is a "moral' matter.
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2. Worthwhile Activities

A 'worthwhile activity,' for Peters, is one which has>'intfinsic' 
desirability,' one which is "pursued for its own sake.'"  He speaks fre—:
quently and with some enthusiasm of "intrinsic interest’ and ;intrinsic
desirability' (EE1l44fF). But he is often ambivalent about the activ-
ities which "have" this feature and the state of mind of the person so
engaged. He allows that persons might pursue many kinds of activities
for their "intrinsic interest." But he also states his belief thaﬁ the
only 'intrinsically interesting or desirable' activities are those for
which publie standards or'criteriatof excellence apply. He means that
activities are worthwhile (1) if they hold the attention of the partic-
ipant, and (2) if participants could perform them more or less well
according to standards. His most common examples are ones we recognize
as subject-areas or disciplines like history or mathematics. Occasion-
ally he allows--but With much less ardour——practicalractivities like
cookery, archery and motor mechanics. These activities can all.be done
more or less well éccording to certain standards of pegformance.  But
the 'core subjects' or what he frequently calls "the publié.modes of
thought” or '"the forms of life," have standards of reasoning "built into
them."

Peters rules out biﬁgo and pushpin as worthwhile activities.
Someone may ‘engage in these, his attention.riveted. But ﬁo ohe could
perform them more or less well according to public standards of .excel-
lence. One does not reason in the performance of bingo, he says;
"standards of reasoning' here makes no sense.

Clearly, Peters places great value upon the development of
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reasoning abilities (rationality). He comfortably labels as 'worth-
‘while' or 'intrinsically desirable' those activities which require
reasoning in. the puréuit of them. And of these, he favours ;he so—-
called "theoretical pursuits'--activities which involve &1stinctiGé
methods of evidencing claims and beliefs.

3. 1Interpretations of Peters' Claim

We now turn to Peters' claim that the initiation of persons into

worthwhile activities is a moral matter.
(a) lThe "methods of education' interpretation

We.could interpret Peters' claim to mean that the initiation of
persons into worthwhile activities should be done by methods which
respect the person's rationality, i.e., "morally unobjectionable
methods." 1f this is what he intends, it does not -differ from earlier
views he expresses on the processes which‘cén be called 'educational.'
We should.say that Peters uses the term 'moral educatipn' in two differ-
ent senses: to refer to the conduct of general education, broadly con-
ceived; and to refer‘to a classificatiqﬁ within general education, like
mathematics, history or science education. But it is witﬁ this seéond
classificatory sense of 'moral education' that we are concerned here,
and in the light of which we must assess his comment. The 'methods of
education' interpretation, then, is an i&plausible one because ifOAOes A
not delineate the content of the subjec£ 'moral education.'

(b) The 'empirical’ interprefation

ﬁy his claim, Petefs coqld mean that those who are engaged in

worthwhile activifies are also those who are "diéposed to take the moral

oint of view." This is an interesting empirical hypothesis open to
P
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confirmation or disconfirmation. But aé there’is lifplé‘pextuai evi- .
dence to suggest this is Peters' intent; it seems an uﬁlikely interpr;—'
tation. |
(c) The 'human ideal' interpretation

The initiation of persons into werthwhile activities may be a
matter so important, so serious té Peters, fhat he describes or evalu-
ates this as a matter of '"moral" concern. ‘Such initiation hés,the
_"highest" of goals: to develop persons' rational capacities. It
reflects an ideal 6f‘human achievement.

Without doubt, Peters thinks that the development of persons'
rational capacities is a very serioﬁs matter. But if he considers
this an "ideal' of human achievement, surely he would not recommend that
everyone adopt this ideal. There are other "jdeals" in terms of which
one can govern one's conduct or towards which a person can direct his
actions; at least Strawson suggests that thére are (Strawson, 1970).
Many of these--for example the '"ideal" of asceticism--is not primarily
concerned with the development of rationality &reasoning abilities).

(d) The 'ej:hical'excellences1 interprétation |

Peters gives évidence‘in his writiﬂg of adopting what could be
called an "Aristotelian' approach to education. All éducation for
Peters is moral or "ethiéal“ education. EdUCétion'is, or should be
about the initia;ion of persons into all sorts of éctiﬁities, and thé
"more the better: the visual arts,'music, politics, cooking,>physical
education, the literary skills, history and mathematics. --Educafors
should be concerned that persons being éducated stfive for excgllence.

in all these fields; by striving for these goals théy will develop and
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enhance their personalities and characters..

For (cj above, educators might consider it their responsibiiity fo
cultivate in others ;n appreciation for music, because music is a worthf
while activity. Educators might consider that it was their morall |
responsibility to do so: it would be wrong for them not ‘to cultivate ;n
others the enjoyment of music. For (d) however, educators might think
that they ought to include music and worthwhile activities as part of
the curriculum of moral education because.these activities are themselves

ethical excellences. An "ethical" (moral) education here would consist

of any acgivities which are worthwhile.

The 'ethical excellences' interpretation probably best reflects
Peters' intent. Accepting this interpretation as the basis for moral
education, however, has its difficulties: we would be-committed to
initiating persons into a wide variety of areas (excellences), and this
would make moral.education-virthally coextensive with general education.

(e) The knowledge and.skills components of 'avoiding harm'

There is a fifth interpretation of the claim that the initiation
of personS‘iﬁtO'worthwhile activities is a "moral matter." In this,
'morality' and 'moral education' are centrally concerned with the avoid-
ance of harm. If persons are to be morally éducétedf4if they are fo
" learn to avoid and prevent harmfulgacts to'others—-they ought to ‘acquire
a range of skills, abilities, beliefs and dispositionms. - They. ‘ought 'to
know; for example, how to verify relevant emﬁirical beliefs, to under-
stand a range of moral concepts (e.g., 'rights'), and ;Q know the. causal
consequences of certain actioms. |

A moral educator who adopted this 'narrower" interpretation of
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'morality' and 'moral edecation could well advocate the‘initiation of
persons into worthwhile activities. He might do so because he believed
(a) that the_knowledée, skills and dispositions gained from sgch initiaf
tion were in some sense "transferable" to moral fhougﬁt and actien; or
because he believed (b) that an empirically necessary method for getting‘
persons to be meral was to engage pefsons in "worthwhile activities."

In his talk of the "rational passions," Peters gives us some indi-
cation that he believes (a); this will become clearer in Chapter 5. My
own view is that (b) is a reasonable suggestion. ‘Initiating persons
into ' worthwhile activities' undoubtedly helps persons. to attain levels
of competency in at least some of the abilities and dispositions which
are necessary for being moral. A person's initiation into worthwhile
ectivities would not be necessary, however, for his attaining competency
in some moral abilities, namely those of a 'dispositional' sort: feel-
ing ceftain phings; being sensitive‘to other persons' hurt or suffering,
or carrying out in the civic or political realm judgﬁents made on moral
grounds. | ‘

It should be said that Peters doee not offer argumenfs in support
of the pursuit of human ideals or e#cellenceSf—(c) or (d)--over what
might be called "other-regarding duties." He edmits, in fact;vthat he
often uses a '"'wide sense of the moral."  But he also says that his
primary concern "is with the-fellowing of rﬁles'and practices of an

interpersonal sort'" (FCl42).
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II. Petefs on Morality and Moral Education

I turn now to some highlights of Peters' account of rational
morality and moral'eAucation. Many of ‘these apguments_and statémenté
I elaborate upon and critigize in succeeding chaptefs. In this over-
view, I include a few of the differences and similarities Peters sees
between his conception of morality and the conceptions of others.

These remarks help us to understand his position and to place it within
the tradition of moral philosophy.
A. Codes, Subjectivism and Rational Morality (RC,9ff.)

" Peters is convinced that his yiew oflmoralit§ is more. complex than
other views. To others, 'morality'-.is a' matter of "love" or "integrity,"
or "willing one thing," or "role-related duties" or "cénforﬁity to moral
codes.” One moral philosopher argues that moral decisions are made by
"Jonely individuals" who "universalize their judgments"; yet another
thinks morality is concerned mainly with "calculétions." All of these
considerations may be parts of the moral life. But each must be seen,
says Pefers, against a background "provided by the others"; this back-
ground is often mistakenly forgotten.

Peters encourages péople to take their own moral stance, an idea
he believes is based on thg liberal notion of respect for the individual.
Encouraging individuals' iéitiative is a vacuous no;ion, he'admits,f
.unless péople are introduced to.a'ﬁmoral_mode of experience."  They
must come to share a complex inheritance within which they can . 'locate
and make something of themSelves." Herein, he says, lies the educa-
tional significance of his understandiﬁg of morality. | |

He contrasts his view with two general streams of thought.  The
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first interprets 'morality' as a code which prohibits actions such as
stealing, sex and being éelfish. 'Code' here is used to‘réfer to a_;
body of rules whiph dhang together." Either subscribers to.the code do
not see the rational basis for such a code, or else thétaratioﬁal baéi#
does not exist. The second interprets 'morality' as a romantic nﬁtion,
suggestive of individual choices, auﬁonomy, subjective preferences.
Notions such as_'authenticity,' 'commitment,' 'likes and dislikes'
figure significantly in descriptions of this view of morality.

Advocates of both positions often supply ideas on how to obtain
conformity with their goais. Those who think of morality in the first
sense tend to be authoritarian, and to regard moral education as neces-
sarily indoctrinative. Those who ;hink of morality in the éecond sense
think that any attempt to instruct children.in moral matters is a form
of indoctrination, hence it must be avoided.

‘ Depicting morality in such either/or terms is false in Peters'
view. In his account of the "historical evolution" of a rational form
of morality, he claims that the encoﬁragement 6f discussion and dissent
led to the questioning of current codes and étandards.

B. Principles and Rules (RC,12ff.)

Basic to this questioning and debate, certéin fundamental prin-
ciples were.and are presupposed, Peters says, "withdut which the use of
reason would be mere Shadow—play." - The preéuppositions of being reason-
able, he says, are those of impartiality, truth-telling, freedom and the
consideration of interests. Theée principles provide point to the
giving of reasons. .They indicate that "it matters whether people suffer

or whether they satisfy their wants."
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To these four principles, he adds a fifth: respecf for pérsonsf
This principle accommodates the idea that an indiVidual's view about
hisAown life matters: Each person is not to be thought of,just as an
occupant of a rblé or as a means to someone else's ends.  Rather, éach
person should be regarded with respect, "as a being witﬁ a life-space
and point of view of his own."

When we view codes of conduct (sets of rules) in terms of these
principles, we see différénées in the content of such codes. ‘But, says
Peters, it is important to see at ﬁhat points such differences in conteﬁt
become apparent.

There are few differences among codes adumbrated as basic rules.
Rules are necessary tolany continuing form of social life, "ﬁan being
what he is.and the conditions of life on earth being what they are."

He cites here such rules as making and keeping of éontracts, non—-injury,
care of the young and care of property.

Above the level of rules, however, 'there is room for any amount
of disagreement-and development." Stability and consensus at the level
of basic rules is compatible with change and experiment at other levels.
Such changes at these other levels must be carried out with seﬁsitivity
to the five fundamen;al principles. These provide general criteria 6f
relevance for moral éppraisal; they tell us what is a reason and what
is not. "They sensitizé.us to featufes of people and situations which
are morally significant." "A"férm' of experience gradually emerges
under which 'contents' deriving from different traditions are_fitted."

This form of experience Peters calls 'rational morality.’
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C. Facets of the Moral Life (RC,16ff.)

Peters traces the history of that form of life calied 'rétional
morality.' chke, ﬁutler, Hume, Kant, Price and Mill contributed';q
this understanding of morality. |

In eclectic fashion, Peters draws together what he takes to be the
chief features of rational morality:

1. Man has certain wants and takes part in characteristic activ-
ities. Terms such as 'good;' 'desirable,' 'worthwhile,' 'well-being,'
and ‘'interest,' he says, "have application here."

2. Man has social roles., Various duties and obligations'accom—
pany him in his various statioms.

3. Rules govern conduct between people. He lists here duties
such as fairness? unselfishness- and honesty. These, he says, "affect
the manner in which a person conducts himself within his activities and
roles." 'Such rules are pérsonalized as character-traits.

4. Goals of life. These point to purposes which 'derive from
non-neutral appraisals" of a situation. Goals of life (ambition,
benevolence, eﬁvy, greed, love and respect), are personalized in the
form of 'motives.'

5. Character-traits. These determinevthe manner in which a man
follows or pﬁrsues rules. He emphaéizes two kinds of traits: those
connected with the will‘(detefmination, iﬁtegrity, conscientiousness,
consistency){ énd those connected with human excellences (autonomy,
creativeness, wisdom; these '"depend oﬁ the development bf.ratiénal
capacities").

Some character-traits and some motives are 'virtues,' he says;
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others are vices.

Peters criticizes moral philosophers‘who "like to impose unity on
the moral life by fagtening on one or two features of it." The Util-
itarians emphasize only the considerations .of interests, largely'ignoring
general oBligations, duties and virtues such as integfity and conscien-
tiousness. Kantians apply'only an abstract test of impartiality, down-—
grading 'the good,' ignore social morality (including role-performances),
and disregard motives excepting 'respect.'" The Intuitioniété, he says,
- are wrong to assert the self—evidencé“of principles. Yet Peters sym-—
pathizes with intuitionists‘who_construct lists of prima facie duties
and obligations—-what he calls the different 'facets' of the moral life.

He is most impressed with David Hume's understanding of morality
because "it takes account of all spheres of morality.'"  Hume's morality
emphasizes impartiality and those ﬁental qualities or dispositions agree-
able to the individual and to society. Hume admires the individual who
pursues what is 'good,' and approves qualities "useful to society":

>justice and benevolence. Within this group of socially .useful qualities
are the natural Qirtues stemming froﬁ universalvmotives and conventional
virtues, é.g., justice (RC20).

Peters sees two major weaknesses in Hume's account: tﬁe discussion -
of justice in the ﬁnquiry and the "tﬁin acéount" of reason--Hume's concep-
tion of the "disinterested passions." In light of.his criticisms of
Hume, we would do well to scrutinize Peters' own analyses of 'justice'
and 'reason' in moyals; this will be done in Chapters 3 to 5.

Finally, Peters demardatés two distinct features of ;ational

morality which, he believes, integrate the best features of the ethical
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systems put forward by-moral philosophers:
(1) the form of morality which is given by the five fundémental
"procedural" principies, "the presuppositions of being reasonable"; and
(2) the content of morality which is given by accounts of
(a) what a man's interests are, and of what is good and
desirable;.
(b) what a man's role and duties are as he takes part in
institutionalized social practices;
(¢) character-traits and motives.
These diverse contents, he says, '"permit different:emphases."
But moral eduéators must certainly give attention to both thg form and
content of morality.

Peters states a case for form and content. But a review of his

writing suggests, perhaps, an inconsistent use of these very terms. He
regards form aﬁd content as components of moral reasoning. Yet he also
sees content as the various aspects of one's life which can be affected
by knowing the form of morality. He criticizes the developmeﬁtalisps,
Piaget and Kohlberg, for attending only to the form of morality ("how
rules are conceived"). .In his view, they attend only to moral reasoning
(moral judgments), but not to the disﬁositions to act in certain ways or
the dispositioens to feel‘éerfain things (RC42). Peters' recdmmendaﬁions
to them appear to lead, however, in two (different) directions: (1) he
recommends that they give attention to moral content which turns out £0‘
be his notion of habituation to moral rules, and (2) heArecommends they
give attention to compassion and concern for others-—thbée dispositions

or attitudes which he believes must accompany or "supplement' the use of
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reason.
Let us look briefly at this second recommendation.

D. Reason and 'feeling'

_ 'Petefé' account of rational morality is replete with 'feeling'
terms; to 'compassion' and 'concern' he édds 'sensitivities,’
'motives,' Yemotions,' 'dispositions' and 'rational passions.' If we
are to be clear on Peters' un&erstanding of reason in morals, we must
certainly examine his analyses of these feeling-terms.

As I have said, Peters bélieves that compassion and concern for
others are feelings that must supplement the use of reason.

There can be over-emphasis on reason . . . we muét have compassion

"and love as well as reason . . . these transform role-performances.

(What we need is) . . . an account of Hume's sentiment for

humanity. '

(RC26)

Peters also speaks of reasoning as "having motives" or 'being
sensitive" to peoples’ sufferiﬁg. To feason in morals, he says, is to
have the motives of concern, compassion, benevolence, and to be moved
tb act in certain ways; Principles can function as motives, he says;
they can become '"personalized” as moti;es. Do Pgters' statements on
compassion and concern as supplementary to reason, and his statements on
reasons as motives rgflect differing senses of what it is to réason on
moral matters? Or hoes he believe that to reason well on moral mat-
ters is to show some compassion anQ‘éoncern for others?

In this thesis, we shall ha&e to clarify what Peters sees as the
role of both motives and tﬁe emotions in moral thinking and behaviour.

He believes motives and emotions involve cognition: they are based on

beliefs (RC81). But beliefs can be held on good evidence, on poor
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evidence or on no evidence at all. He uses the term 'appraisal' to
refer to "what is of value to the individual"; it indicates a "moving
away . from or a moviné toward.". 'Appropriate appraisals' are those
motives and emotions based én good evidence. |

Does he believe certain emotion/appraisals are required for taking
the moral point of view? Dées he allow or prohibit other emotion/
appraisalé? With answers in hand, we may be able to see the merit of
his suggestion that the emotions can be educated; and that the education
of the emotions is an important'parf of educating persons into rational
morality. |

E. Moral Deﬁelopment and Moral Learning

I have already indicated some of Peters’' views about moral devel-
opment and moral learning: the strong emphasis he places on training and
instruction in a child's habituation to moral rules ('the COntentﬁof
morality"); and the role he sees for teaching in the child's 1éarning of
moral principles ("the form of moralityﬁ). I have also mentioned one
criticism he brings against the developmental view of moral learﬁing put
forward by both Piaget and Kohlberg.

Peters says that the notions of form and content present two
puzzles for moral educators. One is a ;paradoxical' notion: how can
a rational morality emerge from a lowly level of habit-formation? He
concludes that the paradox between réason and habit is resolved if we
notice that a 'habit' is really an 'action' in different disguise.

The other puzzle is whether different views about human learq?ng
(conditioning and instruction vs. experience and discovgry) are recoﬁ—

cilable. Here he concludes that at the .early stages of learning, the



56
notion of 1earniﬂg content is compatible with the notion of conditioning.
Learning the fofm of morality, however, is a different matter. Some
types of teaching coﬁtent might impede the child from developing to a
stage at which different éonceptions of rules are possiﬁle.

Each of these puzzles and each of Peters' arguments will be

assessed in Chapters 3 and 4.



CHAPTER 3

The Form and Content of Moral Education

Depth (of understanding in morals) is
provided partly by the principles imman-
ent in the mode of experience and partly
in the degree to which it has been pos-
sible to discern the one in the many in
the content.

(CP299)

In this: chapter I discuss Peters' treatment of four concepts——
'form,: 'content,' 'principles,' and 'rules.' Part I consists of a
comprehensive survey of Peters' ideas on the teaching and learning of
moral principles and rules. Part II attends to his consideration of
the concepts 'form' and 'content.'

His account of teaching and learning principles and rules raises

important conceptual issues. One issue is the compatibility he sees

between developing habits in children and developing their moral

motives. - Another issue, related to this, is the distinction he makes
“between caring and reasoning. The habit/motive theme and the caring/

reasoning theme will come under closer scrutiny in the next chapter:
Habits, Motives and Emotions.

Here, I systematize his;writing on moral principles and-fules and
offer briticél comments. The £ask of-systematizagion itself requirgs
some analytical competence as Peters' suggestions are scattered through;
out several sources and are often presented without careful attention to
the language.

57
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To set the tone for a consideration of Peters’ a;count of prin—t
ciples, I discuss what some moral educators think are two' senses of
'having principles’ 6r 'being principled';_ the so—calledA;rgument aﬁd
disposition senses. Examining these senses helps us to see what simil-
arities and differences there may be between (a) a perséﬁ's ability to
judge certain principles to be the right ones, and (b) a person's
disposition to act as the principles prescribe: with fairness and con-

cern for others.

A. Principles in Peters' Accougt of Morality
1. 'Having Principles': Arguing, and Acting on Principle

"*"‘“Mdrél“educatbrS”bccésidﬁéiiy"distinguish two sensesof ‘'having
principles' or 'acting on principle': the argument sense and the dis-
position sense (Parkinson, 1974). Aﬁd, as we saw in Chépter 2, Peters
points to a differencé Bétween the "clarification of principles” and
the "application of principles in ‘concrete circumstances." I shall
argue, however, that the labels "argument/sense" and "disposition/sense"
36" not reflect ‘different “serises 6F ~*having principles.'  Rather, they
emphasize important-features of (or conditions for) "having prinéiples'
or 'being principled.f

' 'Having principlés” (argumént sense) is oftén‘distinguiéhed‘from
'having principles’ (disposition sense) in the félloﬁing ﬁay. The |

argument sense of 'having principles' refers to the principles or rules

""i 'person invokes in argument or public discussion where decisions are

made -about "what ought to be done." A person might argue in a seminar
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or public forum, qu example, that given the principléléf’reépecf.for
persons, we should make exceptions in.éertainvcases of fule—application:
in ;hose cases where écting on a rule would harm someone. The arguer |
might claim that we should make exceptions to the rule 'Do not lie' in
cases where persons would be hurt if the truth was told. "Adoption" of
the principle of respecf for persons would mean his choice of this prin-
ciple as a standard for judging the proper application of a rule about
lying. But his "adoption'" of the principle would not necessarily imply
that "the arguer" himself was 'movgd' by the principle. To say that he
chose or adopted the principle in argument would not ;ecessarily mean
that he had or showed respect for persons. Theré might be a gap
between what.he said and what he did. In other cases, arguers might
claim to be committed to equality and to the impartial consideration of
interests, while their actions belied their words.

Obviously, the intent of those who make the distinction between the -
argument and disposition senses is to impress upon us the importance of
attending to what a person does, not just to what he says. ' The assump-—
tipn is that a person doesn't necessarily act morally if he judges a
‘certain action to be the right one. Seen in this light, the argumenf
sense of 'having principles' is unéttractive: 'reasoning' or 'judging'
here suggests a Qerbal'diéplay,‘not genuine concern. Green calls this
ﬁhe 'verbal sense' of following a rule (Green, 1967).

The disposition sense of 'having principles,' by contrast, is more
attractive. - If a person "has principles" in this sénse, he acts in
certain ways, is sensitive to others' feelings, is.disposed‘to do or

feel certain things as a result of judgments he makes. He may also
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'have principles' in the sense that he decides inwardly (or publicly)
what he shall do. But while he may argue and may in so doing invoke
principles to help hiﬁ decide, he wppld not 'have principles' disposi-
tionally unless he was moved to act .in the ways the principles pre-
scribed, that is, with sensitivity and conceérn for other persons. Green
calls this the 'active sense' of following a rule (Green, 1967).

While it is important to acknowledge the fact that persons often
fail to act on what they.consideru(judge) to be right, an exclusive con-
cern with the disposition "sense'" of haviﬁg principles may lead us to
overlook the importance of arguing or judging or reasoning. ' In fact,
both reasoning (afguing) on principle and acting in accordance with
principle are important features of 'having principles.' Let us see
how this is so.

First, we cannot uncritically assume that thdse who "argue" using
moral principles as "premises" of their arguments do not hold these
principles dispositionally. In accepting the argument/disposition
distinction, there is an inclination, I suspect, to assume this. Quite
common, and of concern to moral eﬁucators, are men and women who do not
"invoke" any moral principle in their reasoning or arguments, apd who
display partiality and lack of respect for each other. My own view is
that those whoiadopt moral principles as part of their phblic or private
rehearsal of reasons are likely to be those wﬁo "hold principles dispos-
itionally." This is an empirical, not a conceptual claim. These are
persons who are likély tovbe sensitive to others" feglings,-who know about

what it is to interfere with othersf rights, and who care about persons

whose rights are interfered with.
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It is often difficult, of course, to verify whether perséﬁs ha&é
moral dispositions (principles) even when they publicly rehearse'theifvv
reasons, but this is frobably less difficult than verifying whether |
persons whO'réhearse their reasons privately are those who are acting on
principle. There is, as well, a kind of "intermediate" case. A
person might argue——that‘is, he might supply material facts for a.judg—‘
ment—-but he might argue "in accordance with unformulated principlés."

He might not be able to say why certain facts are relevant facts, but he
knows tﬁat they are. = This person might 'have principles,' but he may be
unable to express his principles either publicly or privately.

Second, if we say that 'having principles' means 'being disﬁoéed to
act on principle,' we might forget that an agent's articulation or formu-
lation of his reasons (principles) is important, perhaps even necessary
for deciding complex cases (Coombs, 1976, p. 18). We would most likely
say that an agent 'had principles' when he made difficult decisions if
he could both articulate the reasons or principles why he thought some-
thing ought or ought not to‘be done and if he acted on phosevprinciples
he thought wére the right ones.

Conversely, I do not believe that we can correctly say of a persdn
.that hg holds moral principle P unléss we have evidence of his using
moral principle P as a‘"prémise"'for his moral conclusions. if we do
not have some evidence of this kind; we probably cannot make well-
grounded claims that a person's ''sensitivity to others' feelings," for
example, is evidence that this person holds fhe principle of respecting
others' feelings.

‘As we will see in section 3(a), Peters believes that a person is
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principled if he acts on his principles: hé‘does not pay much attentién
to the importance pf deyeloping'persons'.reasoning‘abilities, if by éhat
we mean the person's.ability to publicly articulate his reasons for act-
ing. Nevertheless Peters thinks that the formulation of moral prin-
ciples is neceséary——for a reason we Qill now see. | |

2. Principle Formulation

Those who draw the distinction between the argument and disposition
senses, as well as those who don't, usually have some views about whether
moral principles can'be formulated or articulated or put into words.

For the argumenf sense, principles must be the‘kinds of things which can
be formulated, put into words, specified. On the other hand, when we
speak of 'having principles dispositionglly,f we are very 6ften acknow-
ledging the difficulty of explicitly formulating or articulating the
complex principles and rules people "have" and act on.

To say of a person fhat he acted on ﬁrinciple dispositionally, for
example, presents the observer of that person with the challenge of
putting into words what‘this person has done. If ‘a person makes excep-
tions to rules in the light of what the cénsequences would be to others,
it is difficult for observers interpreting that behaviour to say what
principles the person agted on (impartiality, freedom,‘réspect fof
peréons, consideration éfltheirvinterest, etc.), whether he acted on
specific rules, or perhaps some "combination"'of rules and principles.
Moreover, in those cases where a person failed to-act:in.a pérticular
mahner, it isvenormously.difficult to tell what his principleé-gre.

His failure to act may have been due to self-deception, weakness of the

will, or other social pressures.
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From the point of view of judging 0ur>ownbor others' béhaviour, it
is difficult to say what principles and rules we act on: "éur principles"
are not easy to formﬁlate. H

Nevertheless,_we do exhort others to abide by certain fules and
priﬁciples. Peters himself says that "the formulation (of principles)
is necessary if‘one intends to embark on (the‘task) of justifying prin-
ciples" (CP286). When principles are thought of as gui&es to action,
then, and when they are "jgstified" as guides to action, we trj to
formulate or articulate them in some way, even if we cannot do this with
precision (Hirst, 1974, p. 60).. |

Ffom this second perspective of principles as guides to action, I
now formulate the principles Peters defends as moral ones.

3. Peters' Principles

In this section, I attend first to Peters' comments onfthe'notion'
of a 'principle.' Second, I mention his method of justification.
Third, I relate his comments on the five principles of morality (equal—
ity, consideration of interests, respect for personé, truth—tglling an&.
freedom) to see what directi&es he says they give us.

(a). His.notion ofv'principle'

Peters says that .a 'pfinciple' is a consideration ''to which we
appeal when we criticize, justify or explain" a course of actién (RCSQ;,
or to which we appeal iﬁ contexts of moral uncertainﬁy (MDélS)._' The
fundamental principles of fairness, truth-telling, freedom and respect
for persons are articulations of ultimate vaiues (RC114). Our moral
principles, he says, "are those which are fundamental or overriding'

(RH269). Principles are abstract considerations, he says, but they
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"enter our lives in concrete, specific &ays" (MD315).‘ Principles
"determine the relevance of reasons" in deciding what we ought to do
(RC71). Principles.cannot prescribe precisely what we ought toAdé; 5ut
at least they rule out certain courses of action and sensitize ﬁs to thev
features of a situation which are morally relevant. They function more
as "signposts" than as 'guidebooks" (QP285).

He sees some difference between principles and rules. Principles,
he says, "support" or '"back" rules. . They "justify" more specific rules
or courses of action (MD312). Rules are specific in what they pick out
to do; principles on the other hand are morebgeneral (MD315; DB192).
Principles are of a 'higher-order' than rules; they are formal in char-
acter. They enable a person."to apply rules intelligently, and to
revise . . . the substantial content of rules at a lower level" (RH269) .

Peters' views on the differences between principles and rules are
similar in some respects to the view of Marcus Singer (Singer, 1967,

p. 160ff.). Singer sees moral principles as more general, pervasive and
fuﬁdamental than morai rules. Principles, he says, underlie certain
rules, determine their scope and justify.exceptions to rules. On the
other hand Singer claims that principles hold in all ciﬁcumstances, with
no exceptions. Pete;s, by contrast, does not regard principleé as .
exceptionless. {

In Peters' view, a person who_has‘principles may or may not be
able to formulate these‘principles‘explicitly«(CP286). - Bﬁt a person's
acceptance of a priﬁgiple is reflecpgd in what he does. Inicoming to
have principles, one acquires the ability to see connectioné_betwgen

many rules and their effects on other people (MD326). Principles
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sensitize one to considerations such as others' suffering; :Having prin-
ciples means caring about the consequences of one's actions (RC50,59,§9;
CP286) . Principles‘are not "affectively neutral'; they are "apprai;
sals'" (CP286).

(b) His method of justifying principles

Peters employs what he calls a "transcendental argument" or
"transcendental deduction" to justify his five principles. He calls
this method a "Kantian ;econstruction" (EE114). Many writers have
criticized Peters for his use of this justifiﬁation method, but I will
not examine this 1iteratﬁre here.* In commenting 1atef-on each of thé
principles, I do point to some difficulties with Peters' method of
principle~justification. ‘And those difficulties surface again wheﬁ I
discuss Peters' sense of the term "formal" in Part II of this chapter.

All five principles, he says, are presuppositions of asking the
question "What ought I to do?" or "What are there reasons for doing?"
These principles are necessary if a form of discourse is "to have mean-—
ing, to be applied or to havé point" (EE115). Although individuals
may have all sorts of private pufposes in using the form of discourse
called moral discourse, "ﬁhey must have some kind of commitment to its
péint" (DB188). Without these presubpositions, he says, "the use of
reason (is) merelshadow—pléyg" "reason 1acks’point" (RC12), reasoning .
about '‘personal conduct or social practices would never get properly
off the ground" (RC22). This form of the justification of prinéiples>

"consists in probing behind (the forms of discourse) in order to make

*Sée Kleinig (1973) and Downie and Telfer (1969) whOvpresent-twb
of the many criticisms of Peters' method of justifying principles.
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explicit what they implipitly presuppose . . . it may be the only fofﬁ of‘
argument by means of which more general moral principles can be shown to
be well-grounded" (EﬁllA).f‘

Peters doesn't argue these points. And thefe is, in fact, a
certain implausibility about his assertions, both for the general form
of reasoning and for moral reasoning in particular. But let us see now'
what he says abqut each of the principles.

(¢c) The five principles
(i) Equality, Impartiality, justice

The principle of 'No diétinctions-without'relévant differences,'
writes Peters, is “edntral to all forms of reasoning" (RC77). In
ethics we call this the principle of eqﬁality, impértiality or justice.
The minimal form of the impartiality, equality or justice principles is
a highly general prescription: we should not make distinctions between
cases unless there are relévant grounds for doing so (DB192). This
rule or principle provides "a criterion of relevance for justifying
particﬁlar rules and for making exceptions in particular cases" ‘(RH269).
Peters calls this principle '"the principle of principles" (PK152).

. In its "more full—bloo&ed form," the equality principle says that
. we must regard other peoples' claims and interests impartially with our
own. ;"We must settle issues 6n relevant grounds: we must ban afbi—
trariness. .(The principle) cannot be»employed unless -something. of value
is at stake. We must have other cfiteria of value in order to determine
relevance" (PK152). He provides examples of what he takes to be
irrelevant consideratiéns: "people cannot be ignored because of the

colour of their eyes, or ruled out of court because of the colour of
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their skin" (MD364; FCl45; SP35).

When we talk about what is just or unjust, he says, we are appeal;
ing to tﬁis formal pfinciple of reason. This applies to "éuestiqns of
distribution when wevare concerned about tfeatments different péople are
to receive, or to commutative situations when we are concerned not with
comparisons but wifh questions of desert, as in punishment." In all
cases like this, "Soﬁe criterion has ‘to be produced by reference to
which.the treatment is to be based on relevant considerations. There
must be some evaluative prémises (which) determine relevance' (MD331;
PK152). |

Peters considers the principles of consideration of interests and
impartiality (equality; justice) to be the most important higher-order
principles (PC253). Consideration of interests, he says, provides a
"eriterion of relevance" for the equality principle (PK152).

Peters' analysis of the prinéiple of equality is not original.

As well, current writers express siﬁilar views. Komisar_and Coombs
(1964) argue that a commitment to tﬁe equality princibie reflects com-
mitments of two sorts: a commitment to reason, and ‘a "prior ethical
comﬁitment" about which they do not comment further. Williams (1969)
explicates the "moral commitﬁent he thinks is implied by a normative
principle of equalit&: he callé'this'a moral sense of "personhood.''*
(ii) Consideration of Interests

1"

The principle of consideration of interests, Peters.asserts, is

very close in its general meaning>to the characterization of the form

*See my paper (Bruneau, 1978) for a discussion of the eduality
principle and the concept of a person.
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of (moral) discourse itself as one in which reasons ere sought fof‘deing
this rather than that" (DB188).* 1In the sphere of social practices in
which debates are lafgely about conflicting interests, "there must be
assent to ‘the principle that peoples' interests should be considered,
for the use of reasons lacks point unless it is accepted that it matters
whether people suffer or satisfy‘their wants" (RC12; PK152). Peters
admits that neither concern for others nor concern for oneself can be
demonstrated as necessary for the application.of reasoning to inter-
personal conduct. Nevertheless he assumes them to-be "preconditions"
in his system of rational_merality (ML364). ,

Peters makes some attempt to specify whose interests are to be
considered. '"We must assume that those with a capacity for reasoning
(will have) a concern for the interests of others as well as for their
own interests. For those who reason there must be some concern to
amelierate the human predicament, to considef people's interests" (ML364;
italics mine). What kine of discussion would it be, he queries, “if
there was dellberatlon about what ought to be done with no concern for
the interests of those who mlght contribute and who might be affected?"
(FC144).

The principle of the consideration of iﬁterests, he remarks,fis
appealed to in criticism or justificafion of social practices 1ike
punishment (RC60) and abortion (ML377). (This principle) '"acts also
as an ever present corrective to, and possible ground of criticism of

rules (when they) conflict" (CP291). The principle "can be regarded

*See (Baier, 1967) for a critical comment on Peters’ method of
justifying the principle of Consideration of Interests.
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és a telos immanent in roles and social practicéé".(Rcéo; ML377). "The
experience of a society with regard to the tgndencies of actions in
relatioh to peoples'}interests lies behind its roles and general d#tiés'
-~the role of parent largely defiﬁes what this principle*means in deal-
ingé with children" (RC60). We also understand thié ﬁrinciple,.Peters
says, "by'the specific duties constitutive of the roles of teacher and
citizen and by the more general rules that are internalizedvin thé form
of punctuality, tidiness and thriftiness"‘(MD315; LE90).

Peters admits that there is vast disagreement on the content to be
given this principle. What, we ask, is a man's interest? Purporting
to answer this question, he suggests that we select those things which
are in a person's interest.

First, "there are certain general conditions which it is in any
man's interesﬁ to preserve howevervidiosyncratic his view of what are
his interests. These general conditions include not'oﬁly'the avoidance
of pain and injury but also the minimal rules for living together"
| (CP285). ~But "above the‘level'of physical and mental health what is to
count? - Surely not just what he thiﬁks his interest to be?" (CP299).

He suggests that.we 'try to understand various forms of worthwhile
- activities and personal ideals, not only in general but in rélation.to
the capacity of p;rticular individuals" (CP299; EE176ff.)..

Moral education,'Péters,suggests, should~be as'much concerned
"with the promotion of good activities as it will bé with. the mainten-
ance of_rules of social conduct—-with what ought to -be as'well as with
what men ought to do." The pursuit of truth, the creation of beauty,

the enjoyment of sensitive personal relationships are constituents, he
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says, of the "‘civilized 1ife" (CP270).

Peters' interpretation of this principle raises.SOﬁe puzzling ques—
;ions.* First, it is not clear how he distinguishes this‘pringiple from
the equality principle which gtates than an agent, to be rational, must
consider another's interests impartially with his own. Second, Peters’
choice of things fin‘a person's interest" are not well-defended; in
particular he is not clear about how these choices are "presupposed" by
rational thought or are "preconditions” of his system of morality.

Thira, by interpreting the principle of consideration of interests in so

many different ways, as rules, roles, worthwhile aéfivities and non-

injury, Peters' formuiations of the principle pfovide no clear "signpost"r

indicating what we should not do: it would often be difficult, even

impossible, to .decide which actions were in violation of this principle.
(iii) Respect for Persons

An agent might be committed to equality and to the considération
of interests, says Peters, but he might not regard other persons with
respect (EEl42; EE210). To be rational, an agent must have respect for
persons. This norm is "'presupposed by thoée entering seriously into
. discussion" (EE214).

‘I state, first, some general comments Peters makes on this prin-
ciple. .I summarize'next his negative and positive formulations of
respect for persons. Finally, I mention those places where he speaks
of"respect' as a sensitivity or feeling.

In calling respect for persons a principle, he says, "we mean that

*See my paper (Bruneau, 1977) which presents some criticisms of
Peters' consideration of interests principle.
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it embodies a consideration to which appeal is made when criticizing,
justifying or explaining some determinate content of behaviour or
belief" (RC59). Seéing the validity of rules is dependent upon reasons
made relevant by this principle (RC99). In a rather ambiguous move,
Peters says that this principle is only intelligible "in contexts of
life where persons occupy roles" (RC59; ML377). And he says as well
that the principle of respect for persons acts as a corrective to formal-
ized dealings between men (CP293).

At many points, Peters defines a principle of respect for persons
in negative terms. We are mnot to think of or treat others, as the mere
occupants . of roles (RC13,30,59; PU411; ML377), as means to the purposes
of others (RC59; ML377), as beings open to exploitation.(RCBO), as
persons judged only for their competence in activities (RC59; ML377),
only as beings who are alive, or who feel ‘pain, or who are centers of
wants and expectations (LE90).

If we have respect for persons, wéAwill view and treat others as
distinctive'cénters of consciousness (ETI101; EE59), as rule-makers
(DR132), as beingswith]ife—spacgs and points of vieﬁ of their own
(RC13), as possessors of rational capacities (RCBO), as centers of eval-
uation and choice (RC30), as sources of argument (SP35),las centers of
intentions ané decisions (LE90), as deferminers of their own destinies -
(RC30), as persons who have pride in their achievements (E1101; EES59),
as ones who, like ourselves, have points of view worth considering--who
may have a glimmering of the truth which: has eludedlus (RC79; EI101), as
'beings who have rights (LE90), as persons who have human charactéristics

that animals do not share . . . assertive points of view (LE90; EE210),
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as persons with aspirations, abilities and inciinatiqns that are pecuiiar
to them (EE55). There is something about other persons, Peters intonéé,
"which matters supreﬁely“ (CP298).

Having respect for persons, he continues, is not just knowing tﬁese.
things about other persons, it is caring as well (EE59). He calls such
respect an "emotion" (RC26), a "feeling" (EE208), a "rational passion"
(RC98), an "attitude affectively: tinged" (RC30), aﬁ “"attitude under-—
written by a reasomably distinctive set of apptaisals"(EE223), an
attitude directed toward>individua1s which is "essential to the stress
on reason" (EE208,213; RC30). Such a principie.sensitizes‘an individual
hto the way in which he should conduct himself in various areas of the
mqral 1ife which constitute its content" (RC59).

Sporadic sympathy for others, Peters says, must develop into the
rationalkpassion.we call respect for persons (DR135,140; LE39). ° Peters
also believes that respect for persons is possible only "as one becomes
sensitive and sympathetic to others' sufferings” (DR139).

While Peters sees 'reséect»for,persons' both as an attitude one
takes towards others' rétional natures and as the recognition that others .
- have rights, he suggests that the notion that others have rigﬂts is
somehow logically dependent upon the fact that they areArationél.
'Being rational' for him means being able to choose and enter into
rational diégussion. Vieﬁing others ;s rational in this sense igrcon?
sistent with viewing others as beings who have action-rights.  That is,
‘to.recoghize that persons have éction—rights is to be committed in'sqme,
~ sense to a principle o% non-interference with persons' rights to do what.

they choose to do.
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Peters' exclusive emphasis on this kind of right, however, ignores
those cases where beings (e.g., the feeble-minded and children) may have
rigﬁts to have thingé done for them. These are cases where we would
likely say that persons are not ratioﬁal, or are not yet ratiomnal, and
where someone (or some group ofIPersons, for example, the government)’
would be responsible for making provisions for the satisfaction of the
rights of thesé beings.

In any case, Pe;ers’does.not'clearly state his principle of respect
for persons; nor does he attend to the different kinds of rights, in
terms of which moral ageﬁts would "have" respect for persons.

(iv) Truth-telling

Peters thinks that an important mark of the educated person and of
the morally educated person is a "passionate concern for the truth";.
this theme pervades his writing. Yet he devotes little'attention to
making clear a principle of trﬁth—telling. At times he interﬁrets
"truth—telling"’as a concern for truth; at other times as an injunction
to tell thell truth.

Peters states that truthételling is, liké the other principles, a
presupposition of "being reasonable" (RC22; DB188; EE115). He is less
certain whether a principle of truth-telling always helps us to decide
what to do: i"the fundamental princiﬁlesQ—impartiality, consideration
of interests, freedom, respect for persons and probably truth-telling
lay down general guidance about the-wéys in which we should go about
deciding matters" (CP286; italics mine). Peters believes that in
seriously asking the qﬁeétion "Why do this rather than that?" a person

signifies his desire to acquaint himself with the situation out of which
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the qﬁestién arises: he must already have a serious concern for truth
built into his consciousness.

In his criticiéms of Kohlberg's theory éf moral development,

Peters wonders why Kohlberg sees only the principle of jﬁstice as an
ultimate principle of morality:
Why (does ﬁe) not include truth-telling?  For Peter Winch has
argued that this principle is a presupposition of human com-
munication. This may be too strong a thesis actually; but a
good case can be made out for it as a presupposition of the
descriptive, explanatory, and argumentative uses of language,
which would include moral reasoning.
(PK155)

In speaking about the five principles és presuppositibns of rational
thought, however, Peters twice mentions.é presumption of truth-telling.
People should tell the truth, he insists, or rational discussion‘would be.
impossible. As a general practice, "systematic lying would be counter-
productive ‘to any common concern to discover what ought to be done"
(ML364;.FC144).

He also says "white lies" may be told if telling the truth would
cause great suffering. Fundamental principles like truth-telling have
to be bent a bit. They do not provide specific edicts, only considera-
tions that make reasons relevant. As guides to.conduct,'"(ﬁrincipl&s)

"~ are alwayS'to be assertedlwith an 'other things being équal' proviso.
In caseé'like thése éf white'lies,bother things are not équal because{
another fundamental-pfinciple is involved, for example, that of causing
harﬁ to others" (FCl48).

Some comments on his views are in order. Peters may be cor;ect>to
speak of truth-telling as a presupposition qf the aggnt's rational

thought. A concern for truth may be "required"” or "presupposed' by
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seriously askiné oneself what reasons there are for doing things.- In
asking others about his own practical conduct, the agent assuﬁes that he
will get the truth ffom.them. if others éystematically lied to him the
agent would be thwarted in his attempt to get a "'serious” repiy to his
"gerious" question. Rational discussion would probably also be impos-
sible if the agent systematically lied to others: their decisions aﬁout
doing what was best for themselves would be impeded.

Peters' account of truth-telling raises a problem. How does he
move from the claim that a concern for truth is a rational principle, to
his claim that it is a mofal principle: one which ought to guide the
agent's interperéonal conduct? Jqst because the agent may himself have
a concern for truth presupposed by his asking practical questions does
not require him to tell others the truth (not lie to them).

(v) Freedom

The principle of freedom is the last of Peters' "presuppositions of
being reasonable." This principle, he believes, is directly and logic-
‘ally related to rational thought and action. If a man is to be free,
he must be educated to become a "chooser''-—a person who sees that he has
a range of options before him, and whose choice of options can be made
on good grounds, rafionally (CP297). To make persons free, educators
sﬁould initiate'educands into a wide variety of worthwhile_aétivities.‘
Choosers‘shouid have breadth of understanding, Peters asserts; this
gives "concrete Backing to the ideal of freedom'" (CP292,289).

From his assumption that thevprinéiple of freedom is a principle
of ‘rational choice, Peters argues that it is a_principle thch also

guides interpersonal conduct.
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Peters beéins by noting what typically takes placevin public dis-
cussion or private deliberation. .An agent asks others or asks himself
what reasons there are for doing things. The serious asking of this
question implies that the agent will make a choice frdm'among poséiblé
oﬂes. The questioning also implies that the agent wants to Base his
cﬁoice on relevanﬁ grounds; he is looking for reasons in support of one
option over another. According to Peters, the agént would not seriously
ask himself the question "What are there reasons for doing?" unless he
also expected to act on ghe decisions or choices he came fo (DB188) . *
There is a presumption, but not.é‘right, favouring the agent's freedom
to act on decisions, choices the agent makes (FC1l48; ML364). With thisd
presumption of fréedom,.the agent can'demand'ndn—interference from others
so that he might do what he wants. He can demaﬁd to Be allowed to do
what there are reasons for doing (EE180). " "Otherwise his deliberation
about alternatives would have no point . . . it would be like a rehearsal
without a play to follow" (EE182).

The agent's demand for his own ffeedom (non-interference from
others) is subject to a "other things being equal" clause. The presump-
‘tién of freedom (or, as he calls it "a prima facie right to non-conform-
ity" (FCl47) hoids,.he says, provided the action is not one which causes
hérﬁ>to another human being. If the agent's exercise of;frEedom is
likely to:occasion great unfairness or suffering to_ofhers, this constij
tutes sufficient ground for interfering in the agent's‘freedom.

Interference would be justified only under these conditions. Peters

*J. McClellan éxpresses similar views in his reply to Coombs (1976). -
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readily acknowlédges his debt to J. S. Mill, "who argued that the sole
warrant for interfering with people's liberty was.if its exercise
involved manifest harm to others"‘(EE180).

Peteré also believes that the agent must presume others' freedom.
He reaches this conclusion via an intermediary premise: the agent must
presume others' freedom of speech. Agents must allow otheré to speak
their point of view, that is, engage similarly in fatioﬁal discussion.

The presumption in favour of freedom of speech, he says, "derives
from the situation of ﬁractical reason." The agent ''must obviously
demand absence of interference from others." His deliberation "is not
. . . something that grows out of his head like a plant from a bulb."

It mirrors a social situation into which the agent has been initiated,
where alternative courses of action are suggested and discussed. "In
such deliberations, assessments such as 'wise' and "foolish' are applied
to suggestions in the light of public criteria_which are built into the
form of discourse" (EE180).

On grounds of prudence, Peters argues, the ageﬁt would be‘"very
foolish to shuf himself off from'other rational beings who also have
views about what there are reasons for doing. He would te foolish to
impose constraints on others so as ﬁo prevent them from ziving him
advice." He concludes, then, that freedom of expression of other ré—‘
tional beings ﬁust'be demanded by aﬁy rational agent for "he woﬁld»Be
stupid if he deprived himself of éccess to considefations which others
might offer." (The conditions of argument) "include letting any
rational being contribute to a public.discussion." . The agent, therefore,

must demand freedom (of'speech) for others fcr "how can (the agent)
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engage in such discussions with other rational beings and yet deny to
them what he must rationally demand for himself?"  Without freedom of

- speech, he says, "the community would be hamstrung in relation to its
concern to arrive at an answer; for even the most offensive or simple
members might have something of importance to confribute" (FC144);

A He says that the presumption favouring the principle of freedom
"in the sphere of opinions" has to be justified "in thecsphere of
actions" as well. This,ihé says, "is not very difficult to do," but it
presupposeé "a close link between discussion and action." The agent
must place a great deal 6f importance upon the contributions beings make
to a rational discussion. To be rational, the agent must treat’others 
as rational beings, that is, he must not interfere with'their.actions.

Iﬁ his treatment of this principle, Peters seems to confuse the
point of deliberating about a matter with the poinﬁ of.morality. Other
than to say that rational agents ought not to'interfere with others'
freedom unless these others are themselves causing harm, Peters never
states a moral principle of fréedom. He gives no furtﬂer indication of
those circumstances in which it is permissible to interfere in anothér's
freedom, nor any indication of those circumstances in which it is
morall& required or morally prohibited to interferg with othgrs'
liberties. If he had explicated the phrase "unléés these others are
harming others," we would have a clearer indication of what he thinks

is a moral principle of freedom.
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4. Conflicts of Principle

Peters is aware that the fundamental principles may sometimes con-
flict.( He provides‘three examples of conflict of principles. Argu-
ments deriving from the consideration of interests "sometimes clash with
those deriving from respect for persens" (EE128). The principle of
truth-telling and the principle of freedom may conflict with what are in"
persons' interests (FC148).

Deterﬁining what is a "just wage," he says; illustrates the clash
of principles. "It is usually granted that there shall be different
categories. . . . What criteria should determine the 1evéi‘of wages?
(Considerations of) merit . . . or need . . . or the value of work done
to the community . . . and if these . . . what relative weights to
each?" (EE128).

His advice for resolving conflicts of principles, however, contains
few leads. Tﬁere is no rule, he says, "for determining which reasons
are most relevant when the reasons fall under different fundamental pfin—
ciples which conflict in a particular case. Judgment is required, not
a slide—rule" (EE128§ CP284). Mdreover, Peters does not tell us how-
one justifies a decision made when twb principles conflict. |

Peters' failure to discuss in'any detail the resolution of cohv
flicts of principle is a serious Wéakneés‘in his account. As we will .

.see in the next section, Peters exﬁects that agents will resolve con-
flicts of rule by recourse to moral principles. ~But he seems not to
have noticed that he has presented five principles whicﬂ do not all
recommend. the same thing. To say as he does that the mpral égent must

simply use his 'judgment' to resolve principle conflicts is not
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_particularly enlightening. Thelmoralvagent must surely be able to use
" some criteria to decide whether to restrict a person's freedbm, for
example, in order to.act on what is in that person's interes;s.
B. Rules in Peters' Account of Morality .~

Péters divides moral rules into two categories: basic social
rules and local, relétive rules. Some of the basic .social rules, he
says, may be "personalized" as character-traits: unselfishness, fairness
and honesty. These charaéter—traits, he believes, differ from those
which affect the "manner" in which rules aré followed (see Chapter 5).
In the present éection, I give examples of his two main rule-categories,
and indicate some problems with his conceptibn of moral rules. - Follow-
ing this, I sort out his views on the teaching and leafning of rules,
and the teaching and learning of principles.

1. Basic Social Rules

There are some basic social rules, Peters says, which every person
must learn as part_of his moral educatipn.. These include rules concern-
- ing contracts, non—iﬁjury'to o;hers, cgfe of- the young, and care of
property (RC13; FCl45; CP285; RH269; PC254; PK156; EE202). Singer

calls these "fundamental' moral rules (Singér, op. cit., p. 176).

To this list of basic rules, Peters adds others: 'veracity'
'(PCZSA), 'not stealing,' 'punctuality' ;nd 'honésty' (CcpP297). 'Verac-
~ity' and 'honesty' are rules which are "personalized" and 'not stealing;'
presumably, is a rule about the care of property. It is less clear
where 'punctuality' belongs (see Ch. 4);> Peters regards 'promising'
as a contract rule (FC153). As well, he mentions “Basic rules regu-.

lating reproduction' but takes this no further (EE174).
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The basic rules, he procléims; "can be straightforﬁérdly.justifigd_
by appeal'to principles" (PK156). These rules are so imporfant "that  t
they could be regardéd almosf as definitions of societyﬁ:(RH269; PC254). -
A ratioﬁal mantéaﬁ see that these rules "are necesséry to any coﬁti;uiﬁét'
form of social life, man being what he is and the conditions of 1ifé:on. 
earth being what they are" (RC13; EE174). They are binding "on anyone
who is deemed to Be a member of the same society" (RH269).

Peters speaks of an agreement about, acceptance of, and a conseﬁsus
coﬁcefning these general social rules. Bﬁt he vacillates on the‘ques—'
tion of what it ié to accept them, and who is to aégept these rules. As
in science where there is a fair degree of consensus at a low level of
:laws, "so in the moral case there are basic rules. The individuallmust
accept the general rules of a sdciety" (CP292; FC146). A society, he
says, ié a collection of individuals "united by the acceptance of certain
rules" (RH269). These individuals must agree "about a level of basic
rules which pfoVide conditions necessary for anyone to pursue his inter-
ests" (CP297). It is absolutely essential, he says, that iﬁ the area of
basic ruies "there should be a high degree of conformity, whether people
conform on principled.gréunds or whetﬁer their conformity is of the coﬁ-
ventional type" (PK156);

He speaké also of’“determining" what are‘basic rules. At the
level of basic rules,'“we may seek ways of living which(are)jﬂmfovéments
on those we have inherited. (We ha?e recourse to procedural principles)
. . . which at least.rule out'éertaiﬁ courses of aq;ion" (CpP285). But,ﬁ
he adds, "it would be difficult to conceive of any social, econoﬁic, or

geographical éhanges which would leadlone to think that such basic rules
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should be abrogated, though, of course, exception could be made to them
under special circumstances" (RH269).

Peters is correﬁt to say that these rules are'in‘some-sense nécesf
sary to social life and that they have some kind of binding‘quality.

But his comments present a host of problems.

Especially arguable is his claim that basic rules are binding on
anyone deemed a member of the same soéiety: My understanding of moral
rules is that they have a "universal character." Théy apply to all
persons’ at all times. They are not dependent on the nogion "members
of the saﬁe society." |

There is something odd about Peters notion ’'of an agreement,
acceptance of or consensus concerning the basic moral rules. Again, I
understand moral rules to hold whether or not members of the society
consider them to hold. As well, moral rules "exist" whether or nog
they appear to be "in force." Peters' notion that ﬁembers Qf a society
agree or accept or reach a consensus about basic rules is therefore odd
and probably wrbng. .So also is his suggestion that members of the
society can determine what are the basic rules, if “&etermine" means to
formulate or change basic'rules.‘ He is confused about whether baéig
rules are rules a society does agree omn, OT whether they are rules.a
society ought to agree on if it isgmoral and rational, i.e., if it
accepts the fundamental principles.

Part of the difficulty in evalpating Peters arises from the fact-
‘that he does not- list or spell out ﬁhat ﬁe thinks are basic sééial E
rulés; he mentions : only a few general categories.

Peters justifies the rules by reference to the "procedural
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(fundamental) principles of morality and "the requirements‘of,sociﬁl
living." There is no unanimity of opinion, however, about how basic
rules are to be justified. Gert, for example, believes moréllrﬁlgs.are:
justified by reference tb'what‘"all fational men would advécateé the
attitude rational men would take towards violation of the rules" (Gert,
1966, p. 76ff). One obeys the morai»rules, on his account, because it
is rational to do so and irrational otherwise.
2. Local or Relative Rules
Peters distinguishes basic rules from local (relative) rules.
‘These latter rules '"depend upon particular circumstances-—upon confin-
gent facts about social, economic and geographical conditions" (RH269).
Relative rules, he says, are 'more controversial" than basic rules
(PK156). They can be revised; they éermit of "change and experiment,"
which basic rules do not (FCl45).
| There is some affinity between Peters' category of local rules and
Singer's category of local rules. Singer says iocal rules refer to
social needs and purposes and derive frém local conditions in terms of

which they may be justified. For Singer, local rules include traditionms,

customs and the ethical codes of different professions (Singer, op. cit.,

p. 179).

Peters gives only a_few'examples>of local, relative rules and cén—“
ducts.no analysis of them. . His local rules are less like rules than
they are like issues persons must come to degiéions about: prohibitioné
on usury, birth-control apd possessiveness»(F0145),'particiﬁation-in
trade uniqns (PK156), the rule that one_shqﬁld be éparing in thg use of

water, a rule defensible only in times of drought (RH269), and rules
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about gambling and smoking.

Peters admits that it is not easy to ascertain which rules fit into
which category. Ruies about sexual behaviour, he_suggests, are not
easily categorized. ‘But the difficulty of categoriziﬂg rules, hevsays, 
does not affect the géneral usefulness of the distinction. In ;
rational code, '"'there (are) procedural rules (fundamental principlés)
which could be regarded as presupposed by the very activity of giving
reasons fof‘rules, basic rules which could be justified under any con-
ceivable conditions, and the more relative rules" (RH269).

Tﬁese sorts of distinctions are very relevant whenone is confronted
by the confident assertion that all moral matters are relative or
expressions of private preference. Those who proclaim this
usually point to disagreements over sexual morality, punishment or
the war in Vietnam. But this is merely to make the point that the

"~ content of morality is not uniformly acceptable. Of course it is
not; mneither is the content of science.

’ (FC145)

3. Conflicts of Rule

Peters gives virtually no attention to "conflicts of rule.”
Conflicts between'rﬁles and cénflicts between rules and roles,.he says,
can be resolved if persons become éensitized to the procedural rules

(principles) of morality. "The priﬁciple.that one should ‘consider
peoples' interests acts an eéer—present cofre;tiﬁe‘to;'and possible
ground of criticism of, rules ?nd social pragtices which can bg appealed
to when rules conflict" (CP291).

As we have seen, however, Peters interprets .the principle. of Coﬁ-
sidération of Interests in mapy'different ways; it is unclear how fhis
“principle is to be ‘a "corrective to" or "ground of criticism'for""één—
flicts of rule.  Moreover, Peters does not say why he chose this'

principle over others for the resolution of rule-conflicts.
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C. Teaching aﬁd Learning Principles and Rules
1. Teaching and'Learning‘Rules )
(a) Introdubtion

An especially important task of moral educationm, feters claims,‘is
the "passing on of procedural rules and basic rules."” He calls these
rules "minimum equipment" without &hich an individual "cannot ratiohally
make exceptioné to ‘basic rules or take decisions about rules of -a more
relative status" (RH269; EE314).

How are these rules passed on? We might anticipate Peters' pro-
cess of "passing bn" consists of some teaching procedures: "thefé must

be some kind of teaching of rules for moral education to get started at

all" (MD325). What kind of activities does he allow as teaching activ
ities? What other processes should accompany teaching? This section
includes those passages where his use of the term 'content' refers only
to 'rules.'
(b) Teaching and learning moral rules
To learn a moral rqle, Peters bélieves, is not to learn the rule

"as a bit of verbalism . . . without understanding of its application.”
Learning a rule means fbeihg able to apply it_iﬂ a variety of situations,
that is, attending to the situafions énd to thé similarities in them
picked out by the rule." It also means "attending to what (specific)’
actions-aré 1ikely to bring about." Learning a moral rule, he 'says,
"presupposes understanding of a complicated network of concepts' (RC63).

 lThe learner's understanding of moral rules and related coﬁcepts,
he sa&s, is not achieved by trial and error. It must be brdgght about

by "teaching, instruction and explanation" (RC66). The content "has to
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be exhibited, explained or marked out in some way which is intrinsicaily
rather than extrinsically related to it. This 1s a central feature éf
any process that can.be called a process of téaching" (MD325; LE29;
MD310)f

Peters uses the term "induction" to refer to the process of explain-
ing a rule in the context to which it applies—-pointing to the consequen-
ces of acting on a rule (RC66,71; ML381; PK156). Interestingly, he
avoids the word "teaching."  Induction, he says, can only be effective
'"when a child reaches the appropriate level of cognitive development."
Oﬁly when ‘a child is capable of reversibility of thought and- can look at
actions from the point of view of others,’"(is)'this technique effective"
(RC66) .

To foster this cognitive deVelopment, "yrational techniques such as
persuasion, discussion, encouraging children to take part in 'practical
situations' . . . in games and in dramatic productions . . . stimulates
their development and encourages (them) to see the other person's point
of viewﬁ (FC153).

Peters_is careful to point out that 1eé¥ning a ﬁoral rule is not
just understanding the rule and the situationé to which it is approp-
riately applied. Nor is lgarning a rule a "thebretical grasp of thé
conductiveness of such rulés to the general good" (CP297). Even if a
person sees the reasons behind rules, and even if he sees what is another
pefson's point ofAview, the job of moraliy educating him is bnly half
done. He must also learn how to behave consistently in the\reqqired
way. That is why the notions 'conditioning' and 'reinforcement' are

important, Peters avers, "for what we are concerned with here is habit-
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training." Habit-training must precede "more rational techniques"
(FC153).

Peters insists that behaviouristic techniques are a necessary means '

for getting children to behave consistently in the'required way.

There is no other way that a rule is meaningful to a small child as
a guide to conduct except -as it is linked with approval and dis-
approval, reward or punishment... . . There would be no point in
general in-having such rules, unless they regulated wayward inclin-
ations, so conformity usually demands the presence of some counter-
inclinations such as the desire for approval or reward, as the

child cannot see their point deriving from principles.
(PK156; RC71)

S - - - -Ag-might be expected, Peters stre§Ses the limitations of this -

" approach. "A person could not learn to behave morally purely by some
process of conditioning in a striét sense . . . because in learhing a

" rule, he has to develop . . . céncepts" (RC62). "Moral education is
incoﬁceivable without some process of teaching, whatever additional help
is provided by various ‘processes of habituation" (MD325).

Peters concludes that” a combination of introduétion‘and feinfdrce—~-
ment (conditioning) is required for moral-learning (RC71; ML381). Both
must be doﬁe in a way which does not stunt children's capacity to develop

“"an autonomous attitude td rules (FC153). Leafning the 'form' of moral-
ity, he says, must not Be iﬁpeded.
2. Teaching and Learning Principles

Peters speaks of the teachiﬁg‘and learning of principles as the
teaching and learning of the 'form' of morality.

Peters writes in two ways about the learning of form. One ques-
tioﬁ we should ask:about»his work is whether he has two different con-

ceptions of 'form,' or whether he believes there are two ways, perhaps.



complementary, of learning form.

(2) The logical prerequisite of leérning form

88)

‘To begin, Peters insists that learning content is a 1ogical-prev '

requisite to learning form.

He explicates the connections between

learning form and learning content in what appear to be two different‘

ways. He says, first, that learning content is a logical prerequisite

to learning form since learning to follow a rule is necessary before omne

can reflect on that rule.

<

It is very important that the child should firmly internalize a
-~ ~—-get ‘of rules so.that they know what it is to act on a rule in-a - - -

non-egocentric fashion.

Unless they do this, they have not the

necessary basis to reflect or reject those which they deem justi-
1

fiable or

non-justifiable.

(PK155; ML377)

‘Children ‘learn to follow rules autonomoﬁsly "by generalizing their exper-

jence of picking up some particular 'bag of virtues'" (RC59).

Second, Peters asserts that learning content is a logical pre-

" ‘reguisite to learning form since we cannot apply principles -to concrete

circumstances

tent'":

Content vitally affects the application of principles both in -
of societies and individuals. What counts as wel-

the lives
fare, for
tices and
cation of
important

‘for applying @bstract principles to concrete situatioms.
they -are applied, which is often highly controversial, depends

unless we have been introduced to some 'determinate

instance, depends very much on current social prac-
individual needs (a normative notion). - The appli-
justice depends on whether need is thought more

than desert. And so on. There is no slide-rule

con-—

How

upon judgment and what Kohlberg calls the. 'content' of morality

in a given .society.

tent principles would have no function; for they are what we
appeal to when we criticize or justify some lower-level form

of.COnduct.

And unless there were a determinate con-

~ (PK155; ML378)
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His analysis.of the learning of content, summarized in éeétion i,_'
appears to coiﬁcide with these statements. Recall that he emphaéizes
two necessary featurés of learning content: (1) becoming habitﬁated to'
moral rules (behaving consistently in the required way), and (2) learning
the concepts peculiar to the moral rules. For (1) he believes thafithe
methods of conditioning are essential; for (2) he believes the methods
of teaching are essential.‘

Peters' statements on habituation to moral rules (behaving consis- ¢
tently) coincide with his statement supra about learning content as a
logical requirement for learning form: he emphasize; the "internaliza-
tion" of sets of rules, "following rules," "knowing what it is to act on
a rule." These are logical prerequisites, he says, to rational reflec-
tion on a rule.

Similarly, his statements on learning the concepts peculiar to the
moral rules coincide with his statements that one cannot "apply prin-
ciples in concrete circumstances" unless one first understands moral con-
cepts (e.g., 'justice,' 'needs,' 'desert,' 'welfare'). . Abplying prin-
ciples requires "judgment" and this in turn requires knowledge~6f'moral
" concepts. Judgment, he suggests, -is learned in the presence of soméone
"who already has it"; he likens'fhis.tO»éﬁ apprentice/master relation-
ship (CP292,298; EIlQZ; oP; EE60;’PK155; RH267,272,27§; PC257).

Summarizing these‘pointé; we can say that the notion of 'form' for
Peters has to do with seeing the point of having rules or seeing the:
un@ty'df'rules, in short, reasoning about rules. Initiating persons
intp_content——getting them to act in accbr&ance with:rules——gives theﬁ

a basis upon which they can reflect on the legitimacy of these rules.
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Persons must be initiated into the content of morality in order to iearn
the form of morality.

'"Form' for Peters also has to do with "applying rules appropriately
in particular cases." This involves knowing what makes reasons relevant;
and to do this, he says, one must know moral concepts.

(b) The "teaching" of form
‘As for the teaching of form, Peters says that "it is a very differ-
ent matter'" from the teaching of content. He says the unity a principle
provides

[

to a number of previously disconnected experiences . . . has to be
'seen' or grasped by the individual and it cannot be grasped as a
principle unless the individual is provided with experience of the
items it unifies. . . . If the teacher is trying to get the learner
to grasp a principle all he can do is to draw attention to common
features of cases and hope that the penny will drop. Once the
child has grasped the principle, he knows how to go on . . . there
is thus no limit to the number of cases that he will see as falling
under the principle. There is a sense . . . in which the learner
gets out much more than any teacher could have put in . . . prin—
ciples are just not the sort of things that. can be applied only

to a specific number of items which could be imparted by the

teacher." .
(RC37; MD310,311)

He takes Kohlberg to task for claiming that a person learns prin—-
'ciples‘by "interacting with the environment" ("cognitive stimulation"),
rather thanvby a process of teaching: "Kohlbefg makes it look too much
as if the child, as it were, does it himself" (ML366). Peters iater
coﬁcedes'that "do-it-yourself' methods might be effgcfive in learning
principles (FC142>. |

(c) _Léarning form: developiné sensitivities
" Peters speaks in another way of iearning the}form of morélity:: he

calls this "the development of sensitivities."  Learners must "become
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sensitized in. early childhood to considerations which will later serve

(them) as principles" (MD326). This is Peters' notion of principles as
motives. The sensitivities which can become a person's principles
(motives) are concern and compassion for others, sensitivity to others'
suffering, a sense of justice and fairness, and sympathy with persons.
These sensitivities and concerns are “preconditions" to there being
reasons, he says; they determine relevance in morals (RC71).
(i) caring and reasoning
Peters sometimes contrasts caring or concern for others with moral
reasoning:
What is the status of a man who can reason in an abstract way
about rules if he does not care about people who are affected
by his breach or observance of them? Is not the capacity to
love, as well as the capacity to reason, important in the form
of morality? Does it not transform a person's role-

performances and dealings with others? Must not some -develop-

mental account be given of Hume's sentiment for humanity?
' (RC26)

But Peters also Speaks’of'a person's concern aﬁd caring in terms of
fhose principles which become a person's motives. This suggests that
Peters believes a person engaged in moral reasoning is sensitized to
considerations which pick out morally relevant reasons. That is, a
. person's engagement in moral reasoning would be illuétrative of his éare
~ and concern for persoﬁs who might be affected by his or others"aé;iong.
In any case, Peters holds that the Vaﬁakéning of the moral agent's feel-
ings" .is required for engaging in moral reasoning and for being moral.

Peters believes that ﬁhe origin of feelings of cafing and concern
may be innate. ’Hé'Certainly'believes that these feelings can be nur-

tured or hampered by the child's early social relationships, particularly
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the child's relationship with his mother. He is convinced that children
(he does not specify ages) cannot understand reasoﬁs pickéd out ﬁy the
principies, and hencé are unable to let those reasons "become motives"—
"become their own."  His conviction is based on findings of thé
Piagetian school of psychology. Children cannot grasp reasons for types
of action in the sense that they cannot comnect a practice such as thatf
of stealing with considerations such as the harm to others brought about
by such a practice (ML373; RC42). Piaget and Kohlberg, he says, have
shoﬁn "that children are incapable of appealing to (sensitivities) as
backing for rules" (Fr351). Therefore, Peters insists, it is "point-

' less" to encourage children to reflect about rules, and to link them with
general considerations of harm and benefit, "if these considerations do
not act as powerful motives for the person who can perform such calcula-
tions".(MD327).
Children can feel genuine concern for others; this much he con-
cedes.
If (children) are sensitive to tﬁe suffering of others early on,
the hope is that, with the development of their capacity for
reasoning this will later be one of the main principles in a
rational form of life. '
(ML373; RC42)
Part of the difficulty in assessing Peters' statements here lies
with %is failure to specify the ages at which he thinks children cannot’
be moved by‘considerations of harm and benefit. Although he points to
strong empirical evidence Which suégésts that children are "incapable
of appealing ‘to sensitivities.as backing for rules,'" he does not

explore what it means to say of a child that he has "genuine. concern for

others." 1In my view, to say of a child that he is "sensitive to others'
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suffering" or that he has "genuine concern for others" ié'to say fhat
this child acts for reasons of sensitivity and concern. ‘The child's
"capacit& to reason".and his capacity to act for moral reasons'is Ehgzg
from the time adults begin to reason with them. In saying this, 1.am
not only quéstioning the empirical evidence Peters ieliés on by‘present—
ing "empirical observations" of my own. I am also offering a tentative
analysis of what it means to say that anyone (a child) '"has sensitivit-
ies" or "feels genuine concern for others."

(ii) the development of'the'imAgination

For Peters, the key notiqn in the development of these SensitiVit;
ies is imagination. The developﬁeht of the imagination, he says, |
"makes possible fine shades of sensitivity and compassion" (LE54).
"Concern for others can be exhibited at different levels which vary
according to a person's imagination and sophistication about what con-
stitutes harm or welfare" (MD313). "Sympathy and imagination are neces-—
sary not simply for caring about rules sufficiently to feel gﬁilt or.
rémorse if they areAbroken. They are nécessary also for the sensitive
exercise of . . . making exceptions to-rules and for seeing situations
'as falling under differeﬁt rules”" (PC261). |

How does Peters believe imagination develops, and with it a

i
'

heightened-sensitivity to suffering and concern for others? _He' says
this is largely a matter for speculation, ‘since our knowledge about this
comes from psychoanalytic speculation and from the hunches of practical

men (Fr351; PC261). Hé'provides no analysis of the concept 'imagina-

tion' and offers only a few unimaginative suggestions for teaching

strategies-and general environment.
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Peters suggests.the example of parents and teacheré.is eéséhtial to
"imitation and identification" (MD313). But their example.must be sup-
plemeptea by4purposeful activities. Organized religious activifies'an&
stories about modern heroes have been effective in the past, ﬂut now
"should be re-assessed." At the least adults must offer children a
"degree of first-hand experience: they must not shield young people
from suffering, but must encourage them to take part in practical tasks
where there is suffering to be relieved" (Fr351). As well, adults must
teach rules in "non-arbitrary ways" before children are capable of
" accepting them for the reasons given, ''to help them to éet to the stage>b
when they follow rules because of the reasons for them.'"  Peters does_
not say, however, how one can teach in a "non-arbitrary" way without
giving reasons; nor does he say what counts as "arbitrary" and "non-
arbitrary" when one rules out the giving of reasons.

Peters toys with the suggestion that 'training' and 'habituation'
might be appropriate notions in the development of a child's sensitivit-
ies. But 'habituation' "is probably a misplaced (notion) here," he
concludes, "for the last thing we want is to habituate children to the
sight of suffering" (MD327). As wéil, he believes the notion ’habit'_‘
"cannot really get a grip here" (MD318). Reluctant to give up the
- notion 'habit,' ho&evet,'Peters recommends that adults "expose children
a bit to the sight of suffering, 6r at least not shield them from situa-
tions where they will be confronted by it in a first-hand way." In
this way, he says, children can be encoufagedAto "form the habit of
paying attgntion to éeOples' suffering rather than jus; concenﬁréting

on their own projects."  This habit of mind would not be a virtue, he

[
/
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adds, "but it might predispose children to be influenced by compaSsiop on
specific occasions" (MD327). | -

Petérs believeé‘that the best environment for encouraging the
development of sensitivities (and by implication the development of the
imaginatioh), is one in which "discussion and criticiém"'is a feature.

' "Reasons for doing things can be indicated quite early on;'even though
it is appreciated that the child cannot yet think in this way."  With-
out "cognitive stimulation" in the environment, a "reflective attitude |

"appropriate" lan-

towards rules is unlikely to ‘develop." The use of
guage is an important consideration here, he says; - "Middle class
language'" is better suited for a reflective or reasoning attitude,

Peters claims, than "working class language" (Fr351). This comment is

an interesting one, given Peters' objections to the notion of "class" (DD).

Although Peters does not specify many details about how he believes
imagination develops, he is persuaded that ‘there are conditions which
stunt the development of sensitivities towards other persons. He
.believes that if adults cbnsistently employ punitive and rejecting tech-
niques towards children, making them feel guilty and unworthy, children
will likely not reach a rational form of morality. Some sorts of
,extrinsic aids, such~as punishment, may encourage rigidity or lack of
intelligence in'ruie—folloﬁing that may become compulsive (RC66FE.).

Péters also believes that complete permissiveness——ar‘"inconsis—
tency of'trea£ment" (pfoviding.cﬁildfen with "no'detéfminate expecta-
tions'")--also stunts development. Children need predictability, he
inéists, so that they can iearn to predict‘consequences.'_ They_need_é

consistent pattern of rules, and an accepting attitiude towards them-

/

\
i
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selves. To humiliate children is to "diminish their view of themselves

as persons."

* k k k X %

In this section, I have looked at Peters' discussions of teaching
-and learning moral rules and principles. Peters believes that moral

rules are learned by grasping the concepts peculiar to the rules and by

conforming one's behaviour to these rules. They are "'taught" using

methods of induction‘and conditiéning. Principles, on the other hand,
cannot‘be-"taught." A person properly inducted into the moral rules
will come to see principles which give backing to rules. The educator's
role. here is to stimulate the child's sensitivities by helping to develop
his moral imagination. _ And this, Peters says, is best done in an
atmosphere of reason-giving.

Peters' account here is rélatively unCont;oversial. But there is
something odd about his dual claims: that children must learn moral
rules by conforming to them, and that children's sensitivities to others
can be developed early on. I have already made sbme commeﬁts on this
in the section on caring and reasqning, but I will look at the concep-
tual issues more closely in Chapter 4; There‘I ekamine Peters{ anal-

yses of the concepts 'habits' and "motives.'

II. Form and Content
Thus far, I have systematized Peters' discussions on the teaching
"and.learning of moral r41es and principles. He makes both*direct and

indirect references to the notions of 'form' and 'content.' In this
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section, I consider these notions in more detail. My first section on
the form of morality comnsists of four parts: Peters' use of thedterm
"formal," his argumedt concerning 'form' as thetevidential hplding.of

beliefs, his objections to Piaget and Kolberg's notion of ‘form," aﬂd?
his notiop of 'form' as the development of autonomy in morals;
A, The Form of Morality
1. Peters' Use -of "Formal"

In the secrion on principles, we saw that Peters considers moral
principles to be highly formal id character. He also says that prin-
ciples are more general than moral rules.

(a) Formal, rational principles

Recall that Peters considers his five principles are the pre-
suppositions of rational thought and action. He claims that the prin-
ciples he calls "fundamental" to morality are formal pripciples: they
are the principles presupposed in asking oneself what there are'reasons
for doing. |

At one point, he suggests that tﬁese principles may be necessary
principles: | |

If it could be shown that certain principles are necessary for
a form of discourse to have meaning, to be applied or to have
point, then this would be a very strong argument for the justi-

fication of the principles in questlon. ; They would show what

anyone must be committed to who uses it seriously.
(EEllS)

Regarding the pr1nc1ple of consideration of interests, however, he
admits ‘that it cannot be demonstrated as necessary for the application
of reasoning to 1nterpersonal conduct. Yet he still calls this pr1n—~

ciple-a ' precondition "in his system ‘of rational morality (ML364).
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Whether or not he regards all five principles as neceséarz for the
application of reasoning to interpersonal conduct, he does speak-df thém
as rgguired‘by.practical reason. Noticeably, he avoids ‘the issue

whether there are any differences between kinds of "requiredness” iﬁ‘the:;
4princip1es. It may be that if all five principles are required by
rational'thqught, they are required in different ways. More than one
sense of "rational' may be implied.

:In its minimal version, the principle of equality appears to be a
straightforward case qf a formal, "rational" principle. This principle
says that we must judge similar cases similarly unless there are rele-
vant grounds for judging the cases differently. In other words, we
must have reasons for judging cases differently. This formulation of
the equality principle is similar to Hare's formulation of the principle
of universalizability in his account of moral reasoning (Hare, 1952,
1964). The principle of equality and the principle of universaliz-
ability both point to a semse of "rational” which means being consistent
with regard to one's judgments or use of moral conceéts (being logically
consistent)ﬂ

Likewise, there seems to be some concern for‘truth "presupposed”
by someone asking questions concerning his own practical condﬁct. If
concern for truth is ﬁhaﬁ_Peters intends by his principle of truth-
telling (and I ‘have said earlier that he is confusing on this point),

the principle of truth-seeking is a formal, rational principle. So

‘also is the‘prinéiple of freedom in one of its versions: an agent pre-
sumes (presupposes) himself to be free to act on decisions he comes to.

Let us call these formal principles which appear to be required by
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rational thought, Group 1 principles.

Of course, Peters could be criticized here for suggesting that
these "preconditions.of rational thought" are principles of rational
thought. After all, not all necessary conditions of rationality
("preconditions") are principles which must be adopted by the deliber-
ator. Nevertheless I will continue to call these "preconditions™
Group 1 principles since this is Peters' own tefminology.

(b) 'Moral' and 'Substantive' principles

The other principles and principle-versions in Peters' account
&iffer from Group 1 p?inciplesﬂ He suggests a more "full-blooded" ver-
sion of the equality or justice principle: an agent must judge othe;
persons' interests impartially with his own. Hg includes a principlg
of consideration of interests and a principle of respect for persons.
In addition, Peters believes that we must tell the truth (nof lie), and
that we must not interfere with .other persons' liberty.

These principles and principie—versions (Group 2 principles) are
highly general and formal.  But Peters does pbt argue in a completely
convincing manner that fhese principles are presupposed or requifed by
the asking of questions concerning moral or practical coﬁduct. If
thése principles are required by practical reason they may be required
in .a way which differs from Group 1 principlesi Group 1 principles
are "rational" principles in that they refer to a kind of "cqnceptual
.consistency."  Group 2 principles are "rational” principles in‘that
they have to do with actién; which might have hérmful effects on other
persons. |

Group 2 principles demarcate an area of moral concerns from non-
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moral concerns. They help to distinguiéh a "moral ébinf ofwview," one
classification among several under the rubric "praétical feasoﬁ;" They
provide the "evaluaéive premises" for Group 1 principles; ‘they help to
determine what are morally relevant reasons.

It might be objected here that impartiality, consideration of

interests and respect for persons do not provide evaluative premises;
that one gets these premises only after deciding what things are in
persons' interests, and only after deciding what a person is entitled to
in the way of treatment by others. In response to this, it could be
said that Peters thinks that these princiﬁles do tell us what are in
persons' interests (avoidance of pain, non-injury, minimum standards of
food and shelter). His failure to be clear in stating his principles
should not deflect us from what I believe is his intent: to state what
persons are entitled to and to state what are in persons' interests;

It is tempting to call Peters' Group'Z principles—-principles
which distinguish moral from non-moral concerns—-'"'substantive" prin-
ciples. This is common enough in discussions of ethical principles.
But Peters avoids the word “substantive" except in respect of particular
"substantive issues" we must decide (e.g., gambling RC1l4 and just_wageé-
MD332). | |

One reason for hisvaVOidance.of the word "substantive" cduld{be
the ambiguity of thé notion. Although it is common to contrast "sub-
sténtive; with "formal" principles, on some occasions we might consider
formal principles to be subétantive ones. For example, the eqqalify
frinciple could be regarded as a "substantive" principle: it tells us

to be consistent in our judgments——to use reason-—even though it does
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not tell us what are relevant reasons for particular cases. The.térm
"substantive" can play double-duty: it can tell us that we should ﬁse
reason, and it can ﬁoint to reasons which are relg&ant.

Peters might well have used the term "substantive' wifh reference
to his moral rules, since the term "substantive" is used to refer to
specific guides to action. But if he had, iﬁ is unlikely he would aiso
use the term with reference to his principles. Recall that he believes
principles function differently from rules. Principles, he says, act

only as 'signposts,"

not as ''guidebooks." They sensitize us to consid-
‘erations; they do not supbly specific guides to actionm. Principles are
more general than rules; they provide backing to rules.

What is the importance of this discussion for the task of élarify—
ing Peters' sense of ;he form of morality? Just this. Peters uses
the term "formal" with reference to all five fundamental principles, but
this usage obscures differences between the principlesf Some are pre-
conditions (principles) of rational thought; others_are,principles
which tell us something of what we should and should not do to other
persons. Both are "rational" principles; to act on both would. suggest
some kind of "consistency." Yet Group 2 principles have to do with
taking others' interests into account while Group 1 principles &o.not.
; We can anticipate, therefore,'that when Peters speaks of.knowiﬁg ;
or learning the form of morality and when he speaks of the‘formal prop-

erties of moral reasoning, he will be referring both to .reasoning as

such, and to certain kinds of reasons: morally relevant reasons.
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2. 'Form':. Hoiding Beliefs Evidentially

A clearer picture of Peters' understanding of ffé;ﬁ{ eﬁerges in his
paper "The Form and‘Content of Moral Education."” Form aﬁd content,'ﬁe
says, are parts of the "structure" of what has to be iearned in moral
education. In this paper, he speaks of form as theAway in which ﬁéliefs
are héld. |

"The distinction between form and content, he begins, "is similar to
that which can be made in the sphere of beliefs about the world."  Each
belief (e.g., that the earth is round) could be held in different ways:
‘evidentially or non-evidentially. '"A“belief with the same contenf could
be held in quite different ways, which could constitute two distinct
forms the beiief might have" (FC142).

Holding beliefs rationally or on evidence, is to adbpt only. one of
many possible forms for beliefs.  There could be different fdrms, that
is, assent to different evidence about the same beliefs (content). He
gives the examplerf the belief "It is wrong to break promises."

Various persons may -have this belief, butlthey may differ ipAtheir
reasons for having the belief: they may disagreé on why promise—breaking
is wrong. The reasons they adduce for having the belief may be based.on
custom, traditioﬁ, or "authoritative sources" (religion). Beters says

he is committed to the rational form of morality: in this form beliefs

are held evidéntially, i.e., on good grounds.

Peters does not claim that persons like himself who hold beliefs
~evidentially, or ratibnall&, think alike about such beliefs.‘. In the
example of promisiqg, two persons might think promise—Breaking is wrong,

but they may think this for different reasons. These persons, Peters
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says, give different weights to considerations relevent:towholding“tne |
beliefs. . | .

Peters. spec1f1es the kinds of considerations which constitute the
form of morality to which he is committed (FC148). The notion of 'form
for him means holding beliefs on-the evidence. But only certain evi—"
dence is relevant to moral decisions: to say of a person that ne holds.
a moral belief rationally is to say that he considerS<relevant those
features picked out by the five fundamental principles. "These are the
principles, he saYs,.which supply -a "form for the moral consciousness"
(FC144).

In this argument Peters uses the term 'form' to refer to the many
ways beliefs can be held; there are many such 'forms.' And Peters says
that he is committed to only one of these 'forms'--holding beliefs on
‘evidence. But notice how his notion of evidence is circumscribed by his
understanding of the principles he thinks are presuppositions of rational
thought. If it could be shown that these principles are not the pre-
suppositions of rational thought, what would this do to his notion of
evidence for a moral belief? Would he say that there was no longer
evidence for a moralsbelief? Peters does not consider the possibility
that there may be other ways of holdlng beliefs "on the evidence' which
do not refer to features "made relevant by his fundamental pr1nc1ples.

3. Peters' Objections to Kohlberg's Notion of 'Form'

Peters gives hints as to his own view of therforn‘of~morality in
his many discussions of the work of the psychologist Lawrence Kohlberg
~Again we see Peters' claim that there can be more than one form of ° |

morality, and that Kohlberg emphasizes the wrong one. Before noting
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Peters' objections to the Kohlberg account, I outline thié account in
brief. I rely here on Peters' own summary of Kohlberg. |

Kohlberg claiﬁs there is a difference between cultures in the
content of their moral_beiiefs, but that the form of morality is a cul-
tural invariant. That is, he believes there are cultural variations
regarding thrift, punctuality and sexual relationships, for example,
‘but cross-cultural uniformities "in how such rules are conceived."
Kohlberg proposes a stage-developmental account of moral learning,
which, he claims, is confirmed by extensive empirical investigatiohs.
Regardless of the'cultural segting, children start by seeing rules as
depéndent upon power and external compulsioh; ‘they then see them as I
instrumental to rewards and to the satisfaction of their needs; - then as
-ways of obtaining some ideal order, and finally as articulations of
social principles like justice, which are necessary to living togéther
with‘others. "Varying contents given to rules are fitted into invariant
forms of conceiving of rules" (RC42; LE47; MD304; see Appendix).

The ways of conceiving rules,-Kohlberg maintains, characterize
differént'leyels of developmént; they form a 'logical hierarchy.{
Moral development proceeds when a person passes from the 'heteronomous'
stage——in which rules are regarded as "laid down" by peer group or
‘faﬁily¥—to the autonomous stage when qﬁestions_of theié validity can be
enterfained and their basis in reciprocity and consent discerned. This
devélopment,‘says Kohlberg, could not be in any other order, although it
can be retarded or accelerated by social fa;tors (RC24; MD304).

In his use of the phrase "cognitive stimulation," Kohlberg sué—

~gests how progression through the different stages might be accelerated.
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Although Kohlberg does not clearly set out what he me#ns by "cognitive
stimulation," he thinks it differs from '"teaching,” that is, explicit
instruction. Cognitive stimulation can help a person‘to.pass through
one stage to another "higher'" one. This stimulatibn; presumgbly, coﬁés
through the person's "interaction with the enviromént": the person's
interaction with peers, authorities and "institutions." |

Peters criticizes Kohlberg's theory on three fronts: on his
notion of the hierarchical ordering of stages, on his notion of cognitive
stimulation versus teaching, and on the emphasis he gives to tﬁe 'fprm'
of morality. I mention briefly Peters' first two objections before
consiﬁering the third.

First, Peters worries whether "the stages logically must occﬁr in
the order which research has revealed them to occur" (PK150). He won-
ders as well whether empirical investigation was even necessary to find
out what could have ascertained by reflection.

It would be difficult to see how an autonomous type of morality
could precede a conventional one; for unless a child has had
some prior introduction to rule-following and knows, from the
inside, as it were, what it is to apply rules to his conduct,
the notion of accepting or rejecting rules for himself, would
scarcely seem intelligible.

(PK150)

Kohlberg's extensive empirical investigations, Peters suspects;
are éoméwhat redundant.’

In earlier writing (LE47), Peters appears to accept Kohlﬁefg's
"logical hierarchy of stages."” In later articles he expresses more
skepticism. ,Kohlberg'S'notéon of the "logical hierarchy of stages,"

he concludes, does not really explain the notion of "cultural invariance."

Peters sees no logical necessity in the claim that a 'good boy' morality
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of the peer group must precede a mofality more dependent on the approval
of authorities, or that "children must conceive of rules as connected
with punishment before they see them as connected with rewards." As
well, Peters sees no logical reasonlwhy a person reaching autonomy
"should not come up with any type of ethical position, réther fhéh~pass—
ing from a system characterized by an ideal order to one characteriged
by abstract principles" (PKle).

Commenting on Kohlberg's vague analysis of 'cognitive stimulation,'
Peters writes that the notion could cover 'teaching,' if Kohlberg
expanded his notion of téaching to include more than "explicit instruc-
tion." In fact, says Petéré, the notion of 'cognitive stimulation'
"must be extended to cover all social influences, many'of which could be
legitimately thought of as forms of teaching" (FC151).

Peters' chief objection to Kohlberg's account lies with what he
believes is its one-sidedness: the exciusive concentration on the form
of morality, and not its éonten;.‘

" Peters describes Kohlberg‘s-and Piaget's agéounts of moral devel-
opment as vefy "Kantian" ones. "What emerges as thé end-point of ﬁoral'
development," he says, "is the autonomous'individual écting on prin-
cipleé that can be universalized, with strength of will to stick to
them" (RC25; ML366). Peters points out what he éhinks are defects of
tﬁis notion of moral development. Fifst, there ié exclusive interest
in how the individual conceives of interpersonal rules, withoutjany
probing of motives that explain ‘their actions. Peters calls this a
"monadic éccpunt of”develbpment . . too simple, too monolitﬂit" (RC263

DB193). Second, there is no assessment "of the intensity and level of



107
compassion which suffuses a person's dealing witﬂ others." Peters says
in some places'that both Piaget and Kohlberg concentrate on the f&rm of
morality "viewed in terms of the way rules are conceived and the manner '
in which they aré foilowed"'(RC26). In other places, PeterS'says that
Kohlberg is at fault for concentrating on only one form of morality
(FC151).

As part of his criticism, Peters takes Kohlberg to task for not
attending to the learning of content. Kohlberg is wrong to deemphasize
content byvreferring to it as a "mere bag of virtues." Kohlberg's
nogion of"habit,'-Pete;s maintains, is wrongly conceived (RC34; MD305,
'307; ML366). Charging that'Kohiberg pays no attention at all to the
affective si&e of moral development, Peters insists that Kohlberg's
distinction between traits and principles is ill-conceived, and that he
has no clear view of how the term 'principle' functions (MD312; RK678) .

There is a hollow'ring to Peters' criticisms of the Kohlberg
account of 'form.' Let us consider his comments. First, Peters says
that Kohlberg is at fault for attending only to the 'fo;m' of morality.
Then he accuses Kohlberg of attending to a particular 'form' of morality.
What seems to upset Peters is Kohlberg's emphasis on the reasons. persons
have for conforming to or obeying rules. Kohlberg believes thét ﬁersons
>see rule-obedience as a meéns for avoiding punishmeht, then'as neééssary
in some sense to social functioning. But Peters' own viewé parallel
these; in fact he relies heavily on Kohlberg for support of his -own
thesis: pers;nS'conform to rules before they obey them. Moreover,
fe;ers relies on the notions of 'conditioning' and 'reinforéement' for

the child's learning of rules because he believes, along with Piaget and
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Kohlberg,,that the child's conceptual apparatus is not ready for him to
understand and act for moral reasons (motives). |

Second, Peteré charges that Kohlberg attends to only oﬁe form of
morality. He strikes out at Kohlberg for maiﬁtainiﬁg that ohly the
justice principle illustrates ;he highest—order reasoning in his stage-
developmental account. Peters alleges that Kohlberg has not paid any
attention to other higher-order principles like.respect for persoms.

But Kohlberg is aware fhat commitmént to thejusticeprinciple.involves
commitment té_principies which make certain‘considerationsuﬁorally
relevant. Kohlbe;g says of stage 6 reasoning, "these are universal
principles of justice, of reciprocity and equality of human rights, and
respect .for the dignity of human beings as iﬁdividual persons' (see
Appendix -II).

It is true that Kohlberg does not speak of the motives of concern,
compassion and benevolence, and he does not speak of sensitivity to
suffering. But Kohlberg does spell out the motives ﬁersons have at
each of the stages. .Af stage 1, the persén acts sb as to avoid punish-
ment, at stage 3, the person acts so as to avoid a guilty éonécience,'

- and at stage 6 Kohlberg suggests, at least, thét the pefson‘s motive is
"being just.'

Iﬁ sum, Peters' objections to Kohlbe;g are not very cohvinciﬁg

ones. And Peters does not make clear how his own account of moral

reasoning is a substantial departure from the Kohlberg (stage 6)

account. -
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4, 'Form' as the Development of Autonomy

In this section, I relate Peters' views on 'form' as fhe‘develop—
~ment of autonomy in:morals: to learn the form of morality means.learning
to be autonomous or independent in one's moral reasoning. Peters speaks
of 'autonomy in morals':in terms of one's reasoning capacities and in
terms of developing feelings or sensitivitieé for others. As I have sum-
marizéd o p. 90ff. his views on the second of these, I attend here to
~ statements he makes.about the first. He offers no new insights on the
notion of 'form.' Rather, he speaks of those conditions necessary for
developing reasoning abilities.

He discusses the development of persons' rational capacities in
terms of enabling persons to become choosers; . this is reminiscent of
his discussion of "freedom." Persons must acquire 'basic cognitive and
affectiﬁe apparatuses without which (they) could not qualify as moral
agents in ‘the full sense."  They must learn to "delay gratification,
and use publicly assessable reasons; they must learn to act after delib-
eration." Piaget and Kohlberg, following Kant, were right to say that
this presupposes the development of a type of "categoreal apparatus."”
Choosers must learn to take means to ends, appreciate causal properties
of things, and distinguish consequences; the categoreal‘concepts 'thing—
hood,' 'causality,' 'means to ends' are important ones for choosers to
grasp (RC36ff.).

Various social conditions militate against the development of
,reasoning abilities; tﬁese conditions often create what he>calls."path—
ological states." ~ Psychopaths and schizophreniés_iack'the sense of

“"integral selfhood and personal identity, of the perménency of things,
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of the reliability of natural processes, of the substantiality of others."
These states are cases of "irrationality." He also speaks of cases of
"unreasonableness" Qhere there is a limited development of capacities
necessary fﬁr becéming choosers. Choosers, Peters concludes, must
develop the ability to abétract and use generalizations. They must per-
ceive the world as an ordered universé in which rational action is
rewarded. They must plan ahead and exercise self-control. As well,
choosers must have self-confidence (RC36-41).

The.notion of persons becoming 'choosers'--choosing reasons or
choosing principles-—-presents .problems with which Peters does not grapple.
On one 1ével;'it makes sense to say that personslcan choose their reasons:
that they can be autonomous or independent in their thinking on‘moral
matters. On another level it. makes no sense aﬁ all to speak of persons
choosing what are abstract moral priﬁciples and rules. Petérs seems
not to see any difficulty in his position: moral agents cannot be
autonomous unless they become 'choosers," but the only choices opgn'to
them are circuﬁscribed by the "brocedural" (fundamental) principles.

If an autonomous agent chooses in accord with Peters' principles, this
does not guarantee that he wili make choices which avoid or prevent
harm to other persons.

5. Comments on Peters' Ngtion of 'Form'

Clearly, Peters wants the notion of form to mean something like
reasoning: this reasoning is to ipclude making inferences of variéus
sorts,.and it includes caring about the consequences of actiops (RC32;
ML363). He also wants to contrast this sense of form with other forms

(reasons) for holding beliefs, i.e., tradition, peer pressure, Or
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authority. But he is less than ﬁersuasive when he criticizes Kohlberg's
"exclusive emphasis on form," and offers little in his talk of autonomous
moral choices. He.generally treats the notion of 'form' so cursorily
that we cannot be certain what he believes about the notion. |
B. The Content of Morality

In his criticism of Kohlberg, feters remarks that Kohlberg's high-
est order principle--the justice principle-—should have been supple~-
mented by other principles, ones like respect for persons. Peters con-

tinues: ". . . the evaluative premises which are required for a commit-

mént-to the justice principle .. . . open up obvious possibilities fsr
alternative emphases in morality." Peters asks, 'Are these emphases to
be put on the "formal" side or on the "oontent" side?' (MD331).

Peters does not supply an answer. Either he is not clear himself
what he means by the content of morality or he is simply pointing to a
common difficulty of categorizing various considerations as form or
content. From the earlier section on the teaching and learning of
rules and principles, we know that learning content for Peters means the
learning of moral rules. Kohlberg's failure to stress the importance
of learning content (rules) led Peters to criticize Kohlberg's account.
But Peters himself has many thihgs in mind when ﬁe speaks of the content
of morality; In this section; I bring together Peters' senses of
'content. " First, however, I make some genéral remarks about 'the
content of morality.'

1. Why Content is Strgssed
Peters is not.aloﬁe‘in-emphagizing as he does»the content_of‘

morality and of moral education. The trend in current ethical philosophy
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and in several moral education projects has been to stress the iﬁportance
of good reasoning and reasoning ability in deci&ing moral matters. Some
writers have maintained that analyses of moral reasoning haﬁe been
carried out without due regard to the central concern of morality: the
avoidance and prevehtion of actions harmful to persons. |

R. M. Haré's work, for example, centers on the logical properties
of moral réasoning. Universalizability and Prescriptivity, he claims,
are logiéally.necessafy features of moral judgments. Hare believes ;hat
if a person universally prescribes a particular'judgmept, theljudgment
wiil be one which coincides with our moral. sentiments. But certain
implications of his views have been criticized for exaétly this: other
'writers point out that a person might well universally prescribe an
action which offends our moral sensitivities; e.g., universally prescrib-
ing the judgment that all Jews should be killed (Coombs, 1975, p. 10).
Partly in response to Hére's work, Frankena and Warnock'érgue that the
content . of morality ought not fo be ignored. These writers regard
contentvnbt as an alternatiye to reason in morals, nor as an alternative
to the study of the logic of moral reasoning, but as an iﬁtegral part of
moral reasoniﬁg. For both authors, the notion of content in morality
has to do with the avoidance of harm to persons (Frankena 1970; Warnoék
1967). i

2. Conceptions of Contenﬁ

If we were asked to elaborate on what we mean.by the content of

mo:ality, there are several topics upon which we could dﬁell. - I out-
- line here three ways we could talk about.'content,' thén review what_

Peters says about each.
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(a) The formal/substantive distinction
We frequently speak of the differences‘between formal and suﬁ;
stantive principles; ' The substantive side of the distinction is often
said to pick out moral principles (classificatory sense), while the
formal side is said to pick out ratiomal principles. Substantive prin-
ciples are believed to offer content to formal principles of moral reason-
ing: substantive principles tell us what considerations are likely to be
relevant to moral decisions.
(b) Moral rules and their concepts
A second way to consider 'content' is to talk of meral fules.
Rules provide specific guidesAto action; they tell us what to do and
what not to do. The notion of the content of morality, some.say, is
given some "substance" or "content” by talk of rules. The analysis of
concepts peculiar to the rules—-ones like 'cheating,' 'bullying,' and
'stealing,'——indicate more fully what this content is like.
(¢) Persons and harm
A third place for considering the content of morality is deciding
how we are to apply--put into practice--the rules and principles of
morality. If agents are to '"take into account certain morally relevant
considerations," they should be sensitized.to those who would be affected
by the agents' actions. - vaagenfs éome to ﬁaVe the concept of a
'person,' and if they '"'use' this conceﬁt in their moral deliberations,
they should have at least prima facie reasons for not engaging in activ-
ities which are harmful to persons.
As several writers have said'(e.g., Williams, op. cit.) the notioq-

of a 'person' is conceptually related to the notion of 'rights.' The
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concept 'rights,' at least, is a moral notion: it cannot Ee "read off"
the facts. The concept 'harm' is an empirical notion, but it is often
spelléd out in what.appear to be moral notipns——cheating, lying,Apromise—
breaking.

If agents are to be introduced to tﬁe content of morality, they
. must at least come to have the concepts 'person,' 'rights' and 'harm.'

3. Peters' Discussions of Content

Let us see now how Peters' comments on"coptent' can be classified
in‘terms of these three categories. He speaks ofb'content' in still
other ways; this we will see in part 4. |

(a) The formal/substantive distinction

As I have said earlier, Peters classifies all five principles as
formal ones. I have claimed that subsumed under this category are dif-
ferent sorts of principles. Some of these are principles or precondi-
tions of rational thought; others are principles by which we can
decide what are morally relevant differences or content for the formal
principle of équality‘(justice). Given the differences among Peters'
formal principles, it is understandable why Peters finds it diffiéult
to classify cértain considerations as formal or as contént notions.

(b) Moral’rules and their concepts

By far the larg;st partAof Peters' discussion of content -reflects
his interest in the leafning of moral rules. When he speaks of learning
and teaching‘the content of morality, this most often means the teaching
and learning of rules. Noticeably he doesn't distinguish ¥earning or
teaching one type of content——basic social rules—--from learning and

teaching another type of content, local or relative rules. As I have
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said earlier, Peters' category of relative rules resembles issues or
dilemmas a person must decide.

The learning aﬁd teaching of basic rules would no doubt differ from
the learning and teaching of relative rules. Peters stresses that to
learn the basic rules, one needs to have a grasp of moral concepts pecu-
liar to those ruleé; and one must act in.conformity with the ‘rules.

In learning local or relative rules, one would no doubt be required
to have moral concepts such as 'rights' and 'persons,' and as well, be
required to make well-grounded decisions about issues "using' those con-
cepts. Making well-grounded decisions about morél issues would pre-
suppose having some knowledge about how to justify moral decisions, and
the knowledge, skill.and disposition to act on those judgments.

Peters offers little or no comment on the moral-rule concepts like
bullying and cheating, caring for the young, caring for property, and the
keeping of contracts. He gives a few comments on the notion of 'steal—\
ing' and 'promising,"but nothing in the way of analyses.

“(c) Eersoné ana harm

In discussing Peters' principle of respect for persons, I summar-
ized what Peters .says on the concept of a 'person.’ The notion of a
person--regarding him as a rational being--'"'is not just a fact about the
world, it is a faét éf'supreme éthical importance" (EE209). Peters
goes on to say that a man'can.be said to have the.concept of a person:
"only if he thinks that the fact that he and others represent distinct"
points of view is a matter of importancé" (EE224). Again, he says:

"té regard'people as péfsons is to cqnsider them as beings with rights

and duties. This is distinct from seeing them as the mere occupants of
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roles" (CP289,293; ME96).

Peters does‘not broach the tricky question of how rational a person
must be to be a peréon, or how much‘Botential to be rational a beipg has.
He doesn't say whether foetuses, young children, beings with less than
averége intelligence, or the senile are persons, and he doesn't say
whether their rights are of the same kind that normal adults have.

4. Peters' Other Senses of 'Content'

We have seen in_the previous section that Peters has many things
to say about the content of morality where this means 'those consideré—
tions which are'relevant to morality and which must be acted on in order
to be moral." 1In addifionlto this sense of 'the content of morality,"'
Peters speaks of content as those aspects of one's life which can be
affected by making and dcting on "moral" decisions.

(a) Roles and duties

While Peters advises that we regard individuals as persons, and not
as the mere occupants of foles, he also advises that our own roles and
duties, and the attitude Qe take toward fulfilling these, is an import-
ant part of thé content of the ;moral life':

(The moral life) . . . is a complex affair involving roles, activ-
ities, motives and interpersonal rules. It also involves the
disposition to be critical of this wide-ranging content in which
any generation must necessarily be nurtured. ’

' ' (CP300)

Under the conéepts 'obligation' and 'duty,’ he says, "fall ways of
behaving connected with social roles: - Much of a personfs life is taken
up with his station and its duties, with ﬁhat is sqcially required of

him as a husband, father, citizen and member of a profession or occupa-

tion" (RC16; CP289).
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Not éply must the moral agent attend to those duties which accom-
pany his various roles, he should carry them out with vigour and dedica-
tion. A person's Eonduct in his role might display a certain "second-
handedness," a "lack of authenticity or genuineness." ‘A person might.‘
not really make his "roles, rules énd redctions" his own. He may live
his life as a-kind of "toil" or in a way which suggests he needs
approval. Occupying a role in such a way as to suggest either "simula-
tion or second-handedness" should not be confused, he says, with a.
genuine commitment to a role (CP297). The norms connected with treat-
ing people as ﬁerSons "should penetrate thosé connected with roles"
(Ccrp289).

Surely Peters is correct to say that if an agent is to be moral,
he must treat other people as persons whenever hé has dealings with |
them. But it is not clear how carrying out one's role-duties with
authenticity and genuineness is a requirement for 'being moral.' 1
will discuss this further in Chapter 5.

(b) Worthwhile activities
The moral life, says Peters, "must have content as well as pro-
cedural principles for reasoning about what one is to do, be‘or think.
" Some accbunt has to be giﬁen of what a man's interests are, of the
realm of the ﬁuréuit of what is good or worthwhile'" (RC22). Again, &e :
see Peters' interpretétion of 'moral' in terms of 'gthicai excellences'
(see Chapter 2).
(c) Character-traits énd motives
- Peters also speaks of thelcontent of moralify in terms of having

the right character—traits and motives. I discuss one set of
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character-traits in the'pext,chapter: those habits.éonnegted with soc?al"
rules like punctuality, honesty, tidiness and hohesty; ‘Aﬁdfher<set pf
traits—-=the self—coﬁtrol traits--I examine in Chapter 5.‘ Tﬁe notioh.:'
"motive' straddles’ both 'form' énd "content' in Peters' portrayal of £he

moral life; I examine this notion in the chapter to follow.




CHAPTER 4

Habits, Motives and Emotions

Habits, like motives or emotions, are not; as it
were, part of the furniture of the mind in the
way in which the yellow, green and black are part
of a snooker set. These terms are higher-order
ones by means of which we say all sorts of extra
‘things about peoples' actions and feelings.
(RH275)

In this chapter, I examine more-closely three key concepts in
Peters' view of moral education: ‘'habits,' 'motives,' and 'emotions.'
A recapitulation of my summary in Chapters 2 and 3 lays out the diffi-
culties with his notions of "habit" and "habit-training." I examine
next his analysis of 'motive' to see how it contributes to our under-

standing of 'moral motives.' Finally, I add to his account of .'reason’

and 'feeling' by looking at his account of emotions in the moral life.

I. Habits
A. The Problems
In Chapters 2 and 3 I mention frequently Peters’ insistence,fhat
the moral developmént of children must begin with-habit—trainipg. The

habits he points to are 'being punctual,' 'being polite,’ 'beiﬁg'tidy,'

and’ 'being honest.'  But he emphasizes as well habituation to other
"wasic" and "local" rules. Moral training in these rules, he says,
involves more than "know-how" or "knack." Children must learn (a) that

certain classes of action are wrong, and (b) how to behave in the
required way. This is achieved, he claims, through instruction,

119
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example, practice and imitation (see Ch. 2, pp. 34ff.§ Ch. 3, PP 85ff.).

Moral training must include the use of extrinsic conditioning aids‘
such as rewards ané approval.  Peters believes that children cannot
learn to reason about moral matters until they have reached a certain
level of cognitive development. Children cannot grasp‘pfinciples nor
can they raise questions about the validity of rules. |

In their early years, (children) cannot accept rules in a
rational way or be taught rules by processes such as explan-
ation apd persuasion, which depend upon the ability to grasp
a principle. :

(MD312)

At the same<time,‘Péters holds that children 523 1earn such rele-
vant ‘sensitivities as concern for others and sympathy to others' suffer-
“ing. Indeed they must learn to have sensitivities .or be sensitive, he
claims, if they are to reason on moral matters when they are older (Ch.

3, pp. 90ff.). Principles, he says, can later function as agents'
motives—--reasons which "become the agents' own." |

I have drawn attentidn in Chapter 2 to some difficulties with
Peters' account of training in (practicing) the moral rules.~ As well,
I have péinted to problems'in his argument concerning conditioniﬁg as
supplementary to the "teaching'" of moral rules (seé pp. 33ff.).  Coin-
éident with these problems is the "parallelism" (my term) Peters expécts
between the task of habit-training and the task of developing sensitiv- -
ities. I spell this out below.

| To review his position, Peters believes that learning to be auton-
omous in morality is to leéfn the form of morality. Being autonomous,

or know1ng ‘the form of morallty, means having the ability to ‘reason well

on matters of moral concern. That ability includes sen51t1v1ty to
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considerations "made relevant by the principles.". He spéaks in two ways
about learning form: (1) a person cémes to see principles which give
"unity" to the rulés which he now habitually.obeys (Peters calls this
"generalizing from a bag of virtues"), and (2) a person develops sensi-
tivities (concern for others) and learning them is part of what it means
to learn a form of reasoning. Peters believes that the activities
engaged in so as to achieve (1) must proceed somewhat'independéntly of
those activities engaged in so as to achieve (2), and that activities
pertinent to (1) are, in some sense, preconditions to the achievement of
tasks pertinent to (2). We.should firét assess whether Peters is
internally consistent.

One inconsistency is apparent in Peters' views about reason-giving.
He suggests that in developing the child's imagination further to increas-
ing that child's sensitivities, adults sbould pfovide reasons for acting,
even thqugh "jt is appreciated that children cannot yet think in this
wgy" (Ch. 3, p. 95). Yet he insists that giving reasons to children
may be a "pointless" endeavour becéuse "children are_unable to let prin-
_ciples become their motives (reasons which move them to act)" (Ch. 3, "
p. 95). - This vacillation stems, no doubt, from his reluctance to lay
out clearly what he believes is involved in giving children reasons and
.Qhat'it is to get children to understand or Yuse" rea;on. I return to
this point later. But Peters is not consistent if he maintains both
that it is p01nt1ess to g1ve children reasons for actlng, and that
.reasons for actlng can and should be pointed out to ‘¢hildren ' 'early on..

Suppose we temporarily ignore his remark about the pointlessness

of providing children with reasons, and concentrate instead on his



122
suggestion that the child's imagination and concern for others cen be
encouraged by providing an atmosphere in ﬁhich discussion and criticism
(reason-giving) .is ebfeature. If an aéult were to act on ?eters' sug-
gestion that reasons for acting can and should be indicated early en in
order that the child's sensitivities be developed, why couldn't the
adult indicate reasons for acting so as to get the child to act on the
moral rules? Indeed, would not the adult's giving of reasons, done for -
the adult's purpose of imagination-development, likely be viewed by the
child as reasonvwhy he (the child)‘should act in certain ways and not in
others? What I suggest is that Peters'has inadequate grounds for deny-
ing the possibflity that children at an early age may very well under-
stand reasons for behaving (acting) in certain ways. He may also be
remiss in not exploring the possibility that this understanding coin-
cides--conceptually and empirically--with the development of that child's
sensitivities to other persons. For to say that a child's sensitivities
to others "are being developed" is to say that the child is learning to
understand and act on reasons which show his sensitivity to other pefsens.

Now some may object that what I call ‘an inconsistency on:Peters'
. part is not an inconsistency at all. They might claim that one can
develop'e child's sensitivities and feelings for others, and that the
éhild might not "connect" these sensitivities with reasbns for actihg:—
But, in respect. of moral sensitivities and feelings, I cannot imagine
circumstanceS'where\we would say of a child that he had eensitivities
and concern for others, if he did not connect these feelings with
reasons for doing certain thlngs and reaeons for not d01ng others.

This is not to deny that a child could have senslt1v1t1es and not be
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disposed to act on them in particular ciréumstances. "What it does say
is that having sensitivities must somehow be reflected in what the child
does and in his re;sons for acting. |

Peters might grant this. But he might still try to argue that
before a child can understand reasons (Whét I have called "being &isposed

to use or appeal to reason'"), or at the same time as he understands

reasons, he must also develop dispositions to behave in the required
ways. Peters might say that the child must still be trained in moral
habits—-made to conform to desired standards of behaviour. " But I would
claim, in response ‘to thié, that if a child comes to understand and act
on reasons (of concern and compassion fér example), he has already begun
to develop "dispositions to behave in ‘the required ways: he has begun
to develop dispositions to appeal to reason in deciding what he should
or should not do."* {

We must see, then, how Peters reconciles habit-training apd the
"disposition to act on reason.' Now follows an examination of Peters'
analysis ofl'habit"tq see what'persuaded Peters ;6 blace so much
emﬁhasis on this notidn.

B. Peters' Analysis of 'Habit'
ﬁeters frequently speaks of 'habit—formation,' as I have said, in

terms of the methods he believes efficacious in bringing them about——

training and conditioning aids. In Chapter 2, 1 drew~attention_to his

%I do not mean to suggest that 'understanding' implies 'acting on.'
If I did, Peters could say that understanding reasons and being disposed
to behave are two different things. I am suggesting however, .that if a
child understands reasons and acts on them, he is learning to act in
accordance with, follow, or obey reason. This we might call his "dis-
positions to act on reason,' but the child's understanding does not
imply his disposition to act in this way.
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belief that conditioning procedures as well as conditioning éids (praise,
blame, reward, punishment) 'bypass" the human mind. These devices are
non-cognitive ones; he says: they do not appeall(Qirectly, at any
rate) to a person's béliefs or reasoning abilities. Doés he succéss-
fully reconcile 'habit' with these methods? How much room, if any,
does he allow for cognitive methods in the development of morallhabits?

1. Habits as Actions
Peters insists that 'habit' and 'reason' are compatible motions.
"There is no contradiction," he says, 'between habituation and the

intelligent adaptability associated wi;h reason." Indeed, he considers

it one of h&s purposes td effect a rapprochement between those.who
stress habit and tradition, and those who stress critical thought  and
choice (RH269). Persons like Ryle who find the notions 'habit' and
'reason' incompatible, Peters suggests, are either confused about the
concept ‘'habit,' or concentrate on specific habits which get in the way
of acting on reason.

The concept 'habit' picks out persons' inclinations to carry out
~actions automatically. But not all aptions carried out automatiqally
are habits. A habit also implies the repetition of acts. Habits are

"settled dispositions,"”

anq, "like clothes, can be put on or taken off.
at will." To say someone has a habitiis to pick out thiﬁgs "hé céuld;
in principle, have reasons - for doing‘and things, that, in principle
(he) could, stop doiﬁg'if he.trieda (RH2755. Dreaming, stomach acheé
and facial tics are not habits; nor is 'being sympathEtip"andA'being

angry.' Going for a walk before bfeakfast, talking philosophy in a

pub, and being punctual and poiite; are Peters' primary examples of
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habits (MD317).

Peters compares 'a;ting habitually' (acting on habit) and 'acting
out of habit' (acting from force of habit), which latter notion, heu
believes, is incompatible with reason. Moral habit-training, he
believes, is conceptually connected with the first sense of 'habit.'

To say that someone acted 'out of habit' (from force of habit),
Peters says, is to say that the person 'responded in a routine way to
routine types of situations."  The concept of 'intelligence' is in-
applicable; the coﬁdition'of automaticity, of a steroetyped form of
behaviour is strongly implied. This notion, he suggests, ''rules out the
possibility that the individual has deliberated before he has done some-
thing or that he has reflected or gone through a process of self-
criticism or justification." It also implies that the individual does
not see what he does as a means to a further end. In using the phrase
'out of habit,' "we are dénying any of the processes typically associ-
ated with reason . . . at least a person acting out of hébit was not
actlné for his reason'" (MD320—1). |

The notion 'acting out of habit,’ Peters continues, also rules out
the notion of acting for intrinsic enjoyment -or acting from a sense of
duty. All the notion claims is that "this is the sort of thing the
individual tends to do because he has done it %ften béfore"

To say that something is a ‘habit is to say that it is the sort
_of behaviour that an individual could perform without giving
his mind to it, but to say that he performed it out of habit
is to suggest that he did not give his mind to it.

(MD321)

This quotatioﬁAdoes not:cléarly differentiate (i) acting habitu-

ally (acting on habit) from (ii) acting out of habit. In fact, it
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serves only to confuse the reader. Consider Peters' proposition above
that acting habitually suggests a person could perform the act "without
giving his mind to it": this does not differentiate (i) from (ii).
By his previous comments, 'acting out of habit' implies that a person
performs an act without giving his mind to it, (that is, does not do so)
and that he could not do so, for the reason that "actions performed out
of habit-. . . deny the possibility that any of the processes typically
associated with reason have taken .place.” Peters, however, might mean
this: acting out of habit is a subclasé of acting habitually. Acting
habitually includes all actions which could be performed uhmindfully.
Thus all cases of acting out of habit are cases of acting habitually.
But acting out of habit is a special subclass of habitual actions, includ-
ing only those actions that actually are performed unmindfully. Thus,
not all cases of acting habitually are cases of acting out of habit.
Those cases of‘acting habitually which afe not also cases of acting out

IS

of habit are the ones Peters thinks are‘%?compatible with reason.

In any case, Peters' attempt to distinguish between acting habit-
ually and acting out of habit simply amounts to a claim thét 'acting
habitually' (acting. on habit) is compatible with the notion of acting
for a reason, and that 'acting out of habit' is not. First, it is not
clear that acting out of habit "denies that any of therproéesses of
reason have taken place.f Second, "giving his mind to it"--Peters' key
phrase for distinguishing the two--does not do the job he intends for it.

In the next section on 'habituation,' we see that hié-understanding

of 'habit' is compatible with 'acting on or for a reason';. there does

not seem to be any distinction between the two.
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2., Habituation

'Habituation,' says Peters, refers to a wide class of learning
processes: .being iﬁstructed,’geftiﬁg used to, being in the presencelof,
insight and drill. This, it should be said, is an odd beginning. In
contrast to earlier statements in which he said that conditioning aids
and reinforcement must be used because habits must be formed, he now
maintains that there are no grounds for saying that habits must be
learned by repetition or drill. He says, "if all habits were associ-
ated with drill, the emergence of any rational type of morality out of
processes of habituatién would be a mystery" (MD323). Indeed, this is
precisely the difficulty one has had, from the outset, with his notion
of habit-training.

What process of habituation does he prefer, then, and for what
reason? He asserts that habits can and should be formed intelligently
"in the context of an activity." We might drill ourselves in particular
moves. We might engage in practice in situations where the movements
have to be varied in the light of changes in,the‘situation. To do this
is toA"prevent a stereotyped pattern of movements from developing."

What we want, he says, "are adaptable habits."  Hence we must appeal to
- peréons' intelligence by using reasons rather than means which depehd on
the laws of association: contiguity, recency a%d ?;ﬁgqﬁgcy.

Peters surely would like to héve it both ways: He shouid either
claim (if he truly believes this), that habits should be developed in
" children by éonditioning techniques because they cannot reason, or
settle fo?‘the claim that settled dispoéitions to reason caﬁ'and should

be developed in children by means of reasoning (what he calls "rational")
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techniques. Not both. In other words, his persistent talk of habit-
training in terms of conditioning and allied "movement" terms (e.gf,
practice, drill) adés serious confusions to his account. Anyone who
disbelieves that he places this much emphasis on "novement-terms" should
consider this sentence: 'Moral habits must be exhibited in a wide rangé
of actions in so far as actions are thought to be constituted by the
sorts of movements of the body that are usually associated with

skills. . . . " (RH277). This‘may'be Peters' root confusion: a_habit
'is not a skill, it is a propensity or inclination.

Yet néw we have to conclude after all that Peters believes children
can learn to reason and ;ct on reason at an early 4age. Why else would
he advocate the giving of reasons as the best form of "habituation"?

3. Habits and Morali;y
Peters emphasizes the importance of habits in morality in this way:
Surely the importance of established habits in the moral life is
""" -~ manifest. Life would be very -exhausting if, in moral situations,
we always had to reflect, deliberate and make decisions . . . (we

have to) count on a fair stock of habits . . . (ones such as

punctuality, politeness, tidiness and honesty).
(MD318)

His "stock of habits" however,.is limited to these. They are
"connected with specific types of écts . . . so there seems to be no
difficulty about the condition of'auﬁomaticity being sometimes ful—
filled." By"automaticityf Peters probably intends the following: in
acting habitually the reason for acting is not- conscious éo the persbn
at the time he acts, buﬁ‘there may well be reaéon for acting és he dogs.

Motives such as compassion, he says, cannot be habits. - Neither

can the "artificial virtues" of justice and tolerance, for these virtues
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"involve much in the way of thqught . . . considerations are‘weighed and
assessed." . Nor can higher—oraer virtues such as courage, integrity and
persistence be habits since they require "active attention" (MD319).

The basic stock of moral habits (punctuality, tidineSs, poliﬁeness
and honesty), he says, are necessary but not sufficient for acting
morally. They "have an incompleteness about thém because the reason
for behaving in the ways which they mark out is not internal to them."
Some reason, he says, is required for acting honestly. Honesty is a
character=trait, not a motive. . Ideally, "acting honestly is connected
witﬁ'considerations wﬁich‘provide a rationale, rather than considera-
tions which are manifestly extrinéic to this form of behaviour."

Peters says that habits are not sufficient for acting morally
because ''they cannot carry people through in non-routine situations
where the usual reinforcements are absent' (MD320). Buf if, as he
says, adaptable habits are best formed by a process of "habituation" in
which reason-giving is a key feature, why would he worry about thé
insufficiency of habifs:to carry people through non;routine situations?
Moreéver,'would he say that habits are sufficient for aéting morally if
the "usual reinforcements" (whatever these are) are present? |

4., Peters on 'ﬁabit' and Habits

‘Peters"suggestidn that some '"settled dispositions" are'neCesséfyv'
foripersoﬁs to be moral seems a reaséqable one. He is‘fight to say
that we cannot always deliberate about what we are to doibefore we act.
We reqdiré settled dispositions of some kind to “qarfy"ﬂus through at
least some "fbutine".situationsAapd séme "nQn—routine" éitqations; I

have suggested, however, that Peters' analysis of 'habit' (one kind of
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settled disposition), particularly his distinction between 'acting
habitually' and 'acting'out of habit,' is not at all clear.

Peters leaves'unresolved at least two problems for the moral edu-
cator. One is whether his advocacy of habit-training for the early
moral education of children is intelligible and consistent, given his
analysis of the concept 'habit.' The second is whether the habits he
considers essential to being moral meet with our approval. Do they seem
to us justifiable habits to develop? Do we, too, think of the habits of
punctuality, tidiness, politeness and honesty. (e.g., not cheating.and not
lying) asrmoral requirements?

(a) Children and moral habits

It is rather curious that Peters emphasizes the conditioning tech-
niques éssential to habit-training "because children cannot reason," and
yet stresses the use of rational (reasoning) means so that children will
form "adaptable habits." It‘is understandable, of course, why he.picks
out reasoning as a means for bringing about '"settled disposiﬁions" given
his interpretation of 'habit.' BﬁtvPeters, I suggest, cannot now main-
tain his earlier claim that conditioning techniques ﬁust Erecédg
rational techniques in the inculcation of habits (FE153, see Ch{”3,1 
p..87). From Peters' confusing apd internally contradictory statements
on habits, con&itioning'and reason&ng, I draw together heré what T "
believe is his intent. |

We fequire some settled dispositions for'acting'morally;'since we
'can't be bothered to (perhaps we are unable to) call‘up‘reaspné évery
time we aét; Some settled disﬁositions (habits) give rise to "actions,"

since the notion of acting on reason does not rule out spontaneity, a
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feature of habitual action, nor does it reduife the notion of delibera-
tion, which is absenﬁ in the case of habits. If there is a good
rationale for devel;ping particular habits in children, we should do so.
Since these settled dispositions are compatible with reésoﬁ, and since
it may be desirqus'to have persons intelligently reflect on what they
dé, moral educators must appeal to children's intelligence and employ
rational, reason-giving means so that the "habits" formed are "adaptable"
ones. Young children are not, in their very youhgest years, able to
provide justifications for all their actions; nor can they grasp all
there is to grasp about the "validity" of rules. Moral educators
(parents and teachers) then should couple rational means (appeal to chil-
dren's intelligence) with praise, perhaps some punishment so as to keep
children moving in the direction of autonomous moral thought. ‘One
problem in moral education is‘to determine which non-rational (non-
cognitivei means should supplement the use of reason so thaf children
are helped rather than hindered ffom reaching the stage of autonomy.‘

This condensation énd restatement of feters' position is worded so
as to minimize the emphasis he gives to training and conditioning in
moral habit-formation. My simplified wording brings out.a point of
view that I believe Péters holds but for some rééson'is reiuctant to
admit. Children Eéﬁ understand reasons and lgafn to”aét oﬁ reason from
an early age. What they cannot do when very young islprdyide justifi-
cations for the rules, or see the'"vaiidity" (overall justificatioh) of
certain rﬁles; although they can learn po.apply‘rulesjin therabpropfiate
circumstances. The other tasks ana abilities central to juéfifying

rules must await children's further cognitive development. And this
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cognitive development is best brought about in an atmosphere of.honesf
discussion and criticism (rational give-and-take).

(b) Aré these habits necessary to morality?

Peters believes there is a rationale fof promoting the habits of
politeness, punctuaiity, tidiness and honesty (MD320).% But what are
these reasons? Is Peters' rationale a good one? Except for a small
discussion on the justification of honesty (truth-telling), Peters does
not debate how, in what ways these habits are required for or are pre-
conditions of being moral; he simply states that they are necessary.

He ;ays little about what forms of behaviour constiﬁute such habits, so
let us now test the correctness of his views by comparing them with our
common—-sense views.

My suspicion is that tidiness and punctuality have very little to
do with becoming autonomous moral agents. We can, with little diffi-
culty, think of counter—examples to Peters' claim—-ones which fit with
our ordinary moral intﬁitions: Many of our'own acquaintances‘who would
be characﬁerized as persons seﬁsitive to others' rights and feelings and
who are disposed to act so as to avoid sufferigg and prevent harm, are
not particularly tidy or punctual. Often, as well, tidy and punctual
persons in our‘acquaiﬁtanqe and in our history books (e.g., the Nazié).
are quite immoral personé. ;Being tidy and being punctual reflect, it
is true, certain standards of behaviour. ‘But that such.standards'are
mqral virtues is certainly a disputable ciaim. |

Politeness is more difectly connected with a view of moraiity‘which

‘has primarily to do with taking others' interests into account

*See (Coombs, 1976, p. 25).
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impartially with one's own. But ﬁete, too, there are difficulties.
Peters does not conduct an analysis of 'politeness' and obviously sees
no problem with hié claim. |

A person who is consistently, or even occasionally impolite--who
acts scornfully, ungraciously or rudely-—draws\our ire. We would say,
most likely, that he lacked character—;moral character. The settled
disposition of being polite, we might say, inclines a person towards
viewing others as persons: politeness is part of having respect for
pérsons. As a general recommendation, the notion that we should be
polite, or at least not impolite seems like a fairl& innocuous state;
ment. But if we admit that, as part of their moral character, persons
should not be impolite to others, the question still remains what man-—
ners or forms of politeness are truly required, if any are, for viewing
and treating others as persons, caring about the consequences of -acts
and considering others' interests impartially.

Some forms of politeness, "socially approved," or at least not so-
cially disapproved, may actually serve to prevent or .inhibit moral
agents from viewing and treating others as persons (i.e., as beings
with rights, claims, interests), and it is this fact which stands as a
challenge to feters‘ view. The custom, tradition or habit of opening
doors fdr‘woﬁen, for example, would be viewed'by most members of our |
society, including women, as an‘instance‘of pdiiténess._ But acting on
this gesture might serve to perpetuate the myth that women are objects,
that thgy-are to be pléced on a.pedestgl, that they are paésive and
dependent:c:eatures. ,the aoor—opening éestufe ;raditibnally accom-

panied views about how women should be treated:.'open doors for them
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but ignore their more serious, long-term interests, claims and rights.
While it would‘be difficult to maintain that'aéting in.accordance
with this habit entéiled or meant that one ignored women's rights, there
was, and still seems to be, a strong contingent connection befween open-
ing doors for womenvon the one hand, and ignoring their rights, on the
other. T believe there is sufficient doubt about this rule of polite-
ness, at any rate, to make me suspect its requiredness for moral educa-
‘tion. How many other examples of politeness fit rather dubiously into
the category of being moral required-is difficult toAsay. But the
notion of "polite acts“ as moral habits invites some examination~-more
than Peters provides. !
Peters ﬁight have stressed jnstead the "settled disposition" of
being courteous to other people. Obviously being courteous and being
polite have much ip common. But courteousness suggests a wider range
of acts and slightly different attitude toward people and customs than
- does politeness. Being courteous places more importance on the sub-
ject, the receiver of the coﬁrtesies, the perSQn to whom one is cour-
.teous, than does being polite. As well, 'courtesy' suggests an étti—
tude more adaptable to changing situations and people.
| ThHe remaining habit, honesty, presents qugstions of another kind.
Without doubt, as moral educators Qe'would like!childreh and adults to
be honest rather than dishonest. We cén more readily accept honesty,
therefore, as a requirement-or necessary feature Qf being moral. The
" problem which arises with this "virtue" is whgthér it makes any sense to
speak of‘bging honestr(Peters' examples are not cheating and not iying)

as habit, even given Peters' reinterpretation of the concept 'habit.'
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Rarely, if ever, would we speak of a person in the following way:
'He's a fine chap, he has the habit of not lying,' or 'She is in the
habit of not cheatiﬁg, therefore she would make a good.treasurer.' This
point about language-use aside; cén we make sense of the claim that not
lying and not cheating are settled dispositions, carried out automatic-
ally, with repetition?

Now we might interpret the phrase 'mot lying' in several ways. We
might say of a person that he has the habit of not lying and mean by
this that he keeps quiet or that he tells the truth. But if a person
keeps quiet, we would not necessarily say that he has a habit of not
lying; he may not_know the truth of a particular matter. And 1if this

" we might not

person tells the truth "automatically and with repetition,
always say that he has the habit of not lying. A person who told the
truth all the time (as he saw it) would without doubt hur£ others'
feelings at least part of the time; We might not say he was acting
.immorally, but he would be engaging in morally hazardous actiomns. The
notion 'not 1ying' in terms of tglling the truth.seems to be based on
the idea that ﬁhere are standards of truth and that“these are decipher-
able to the person. In many cases this may be so, but with littleldif-
ficulty we can think of instanceslwhen telling the truth (being honest;
not lying) is a very.difficult noéion to get any handle on.

Pérhaps it is wrong to interpret the phrase 'a habit of not. lying'
as onelof positive action: telling the truth. | It might be-beﬁtef
analyzed és a "constant inhibitidn‘of any impulse'tp lie whicﬁ did

happen to come up." But if a person had impulses to lie, even if he

did suppress them, would we say that his 'habit of not lying' was a
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virfue? In my view we would have less reaéon to say this was a virtue
than to say that a person who 'told the truth all thé time" was not
virtuous. '

In any case, Peters might have explicated what he meaﬁé by a
'habit of not lying,' and he might have offered us some reasons why he'
thinks it important to promote such a habit. What does he believe the
consequences would be if moral educators did not do what they could to
habituate youngsters not to lie?

In sum, Peters provides n0'convinéing arguments, indeed no argu-
ments at ail for the particular habits of punctuality, tidiness and
politéness as requirements or preconditions of acting morally. These
"virtues" reflect a set of standards Peters thinks desirable;A others’
may not consider them so vital or intelligible as settled dispositionsor
"habits." And some of these forms of behaviour or habits--for example,
politeness—-may in fact prohibit or prevent individuals from seeing
other individuals as persons.

Why does Péters believe childfen should acquire habits? He sug-
gests that children, because of their lowly level of éénceptual develop-
ment, cannot reason about wﬁat they are‘to do. This shggests that
Peters believes that children cannot make discriminations, and caﬁnoé
be mindful of possible consequences{of their actions. If fhese'are'
his reasons, then I must disagree with him. Such a disagreement de-
pends for its resolution, not only on empirical research which might ’
téll'us what children are now capable of doing, but alsq-depends on’
conceptions of what children could think, and do;'if parepts’and

teachers would only, as it were, give their minds to this task.
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C. The Paradox of Moral Education

In my summary of Peters' analysis of 'habit,' I might have included
Peters" statemgnts.én the "paradox of moral education," since it is.in
discussions of the pafadox that Peters' treatment of 'habit' takes place.
I have kept separate, however, the sections of 'habits' and "the paradox"
as this latter "issue" is mildly puzzling. It is not clear to me, in
fact, whether there is a '"paradox," although there are some important
issues.

R. G. Oliver alleges that Peters presents not one, but four para-
doxes of moral education: the.Basic Paradox, the Stuitification Paradox,
the Brute Faéts Paradox, and the Conceptual Change Paradox (Oliver,
1978). I do not believe that-Oliver establishes this many different
versions in Peters; it is useful, nevertheless, to read Peters with the
Oliver argument in mind.

Apparently, Peters was intrigued by Aristotle's suggestion that
the things we have to learn to do, we learp by doing them: "just as men
become builders by building, so men become honest by being honest."
Peters, correctly or incorrectly concluded from this that habit-formation
‘plays an important part in moral learning. But those habituated to
being honest, ﬁe says, view the act of being honest in a way different
ffqm the moraily mature person. The'ﬁar;dog 6f mérél'educétion (like
the péradox of all education), he says, is this; “how-can a rational
levelvof morality emerge from é lowly level of habit4formation?" (RC33;
RC7l).'

This question can be'interpreted,'of éourse,'in af least two ways.

Peters might be questioning how it is possible or conceivable that a
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rational form of morality can emerge from habit-formation, that is, how
a child's moral concepts (e.g., honesty) change and develop as he grows
up. Or Peters could be questioning what empirical means (e.g., teach-
ing methods and/or non-rational methods) are efficacioﬁs in gefting a
child to follow. or obéy rules, rather than just conform to them. In
fact, Peters does speak of the '"paradex'" in both these ways: he ques-—
tions how a child's concepts might develop, and he asks what methods
might be used to aid this development. I believe Peters sees these two
questions to be logically related to each other. I think he would say
that if one could answer the question 'how do a child's moral concepts
change and develop?', one might then have some inside track on what
means are efficacious in bringing about that concept-change.

His "methods" interpretations of the paradox are stated in the
following ways:

1. "How can a basic content for morality be provided that gives

' children a firm basis for moral behaviour without impeding
the development of a rational form of it?" (RC72).

2. "What non-rational methods of teaching aid, or at least do
not impede, the development of rationality?" (RC72).

3. "The Problem of moral education is that of how the necessary
habits of behaviour and deep-rooted assumptions of the '1itera—
ture' of various forms of good activities can be ‘acquired in
a way which does not.stultify the development of a rational
code or the mastery of the 'language' of activities at a
later stage" (RH272).

And his statements of the paradox in terms of childrén's'concep— 
tual abilities are ﬁut in these ways:

1. "The brute facts of child development reveal that at the most

' formative years of a child's development he is incapable of.
this form of life and impervious to the proper manner of pass-—
ing it on" (RH271). .

2. "Through instruction, praise and blame, reward and punishment

by men who are already courageous and just, (children) can
acquire action patterns which gradually become informed by a
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growing understanding of what they are doing and why . : .

“how then can a morality . . . firmly rooted in habit . . .
provide the appropriate basis for a more rational reflective
type of morality?" (MD316).

Peters' "resolution" of the paradox is less than satisfactory. He
V claims to have solved the "theoretical paradox of moral education bj
reinterpreting 'habit' to show its compatibility with 'reason'--what
Prof. Kazepides calls a "conceptual diversion" (Kazepides, 1969, p. 179).
But Peteré doesn't address the more difficult and interesting problem of
how a child's moral concepts change and develop. Nor does he give much
: attention*to the question of what means likely bring about (at least do
not hinder) the developmént of moral autonomy (rationmal morality). He
speculates’ on which non-cognitive means (praise and reward or punish-
ment) will aid the development of rational morality and leaves the
working out of this idea to empirical psychologists (EE274)._ But he
virtually ignores the problem of how to reason with children in ways
they can understand and act on, so that their early response to reason
will develop later into more sophisticated reasoning.

On the question of the use of non-rational (non-cognitive or
"conditioning") means, Professor Coombs views the use of these means
with some skepticism. The use of these techniques, he sugéests, "puts
(educators)_in‘a_very hazardous position with_regard to thé so-called
paraaox.dfvmdral education . . . it may involve them in the use of
immoral means to promote phe ends of moral education."  Not that the
. use of non—cognifive meaﬁs to teach pestns t0'do>what they have
decided is right "is always immoral."“‘ But "thé peréoﬁ who emplojs non-

- cognitive means bears the burden of proof.. He must show that his
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particular employment of non-cognitive means is'ggg manipulative and thus
not immoral."  Coombs advocates tﬁat non-cognitive means be used "only
if it is true that‘qognitive teaching'Cannot be effectiye, and perhaps:
not even then" (Coombs, 1976, p. 25).

Notice how Coombs' position differs from Peters' assertién that
educators must employ npn—tognitive means as preparatqry to and as sup-
plementary to the use of cpgnitive ones. Coombs does not discuss when
he thinks non-cognitive means c¢ould be used to teach.persons, that is,
when they would be acceptable methods, but he seems suspicious of these
methods e&en when they are conjoined with cognitive means; Non-
cognitive means, when used alone or with'cpgniti&e ones, may be manipu-
lative and hence immoral.

The worrisome part about both positions is the assumption Peters
and Coombs make that cognitive and ﬁon—cognitive means can be clearly
distinguished from each other, an assumption which is far from true.
Peters sees some difficulty in this when he mentions giving reasons
"with a right tbne of voice," but develops this no furﬁher (PCZSG). In
any case, presenting reasons to a child with an authéritative or threat-
ening tone of voice, or presenting reasons with smiles and)praisé, ér
simply presenting reasons in a frigndly manner are methods both
"cognitive" and "non—éoénitive." ;These "mixed methods" are not at all
rare; they are used far more often by parents and teachers tﬁaﬁ:the
"éxclusive" use of either reasons or_punisﬁmeht/praise. -It'woﬁid Be
venorméﬁsly difficult to tell whether such mixed methods arexor are not
mgnipulative, and even more difficult to tgll Qhether'thevaere immoral._

For such mixed methods, at any rate, Coombs' suggestion about the "burden
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of proof" seems appropriate for the reason-plus-threat example, especi-
ally if an adult has an enduring disposition to threaten the child, but

his suggestion is not a convincing one for the reason-plus-praise

example.

* % % kx X %

In Part I of this chapter, I have examined Peters' analysis of
'habit' and have found that he finds the concept compatible with 'reason.'
The best way to habituate a child to behave is to provide him with
reasons for action. His analysis casts some doubt on reasons he has’
~given for inculcating habits in children: he has recommended thaf habits
be developed because cﬁildren cannot learn to reason at an early age.

In those arguments, hé strongly recommended the use of conditioning and
reinforcement techniques because of his belief that children's concep-
tual levels were not sufficiently well-developed for them to understand
reasons. | There is thus an inconsistency between Peters' recommendations
that habits be developed in children because they cannot reason, and his
recommendations that habits be formed by the adult's use of reason-giving

(rational) techniques.

IT1. Mbpives
iﬁ thié section, I discuss Peters' contention that moral principles
(énd ruleS):should becomevan_agent's-motives or motives for action. We
‘require answers>to two quéstions before ﬁé have a clear account 6f what
Peters intends: @D) wﬁat does the notion of a 'motive' mean fof Peters?
aand (2)thét'does Peters' aﬁalysis of 'ﬁbtive' contribute’ to our_dﬂdef—

standing of moral motivation?
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A. Peters' Analysis of 'Motive'
Thg term 'motive,' Peters says, does not dd a different explan-—
atory job from the hotion of 'his reason' or 'the reason why.' Rather,

"are

"motive' marks off certain sorts of‘reééons'from‘others. Motives
a parficular.class of reasons, distinguished by certain logical prop-
grties." Theories of motivation usually attempt causal interpretations
of human behaviour without recpgnizing the }ogical force of the term
'motive.’' For this reason, Peters conside:S‘it important to set out
the necessary features (logical properties) of the conéept.
| 1. ‘Motives, Justifications and Explanations

Peters considers, firsi, the contexts in which it is appropriate
to ask for a person's motives. We ask for a person's motives where the
action is a relatively impoptant Qne; and where there seems to be a
deparfure from.conventional expectations, i.e., in those cases where the
man's action seems to be out of character or in those cases where his
action seems not.fo-follow any standard rule—foliowing,‘purposive pat-
tern. Asking for a man's motive, he says, strengthens the suggestion
that there was some pbint in whét the man did, although the mén's pur-
suit.of his .objective may be gar;ied out according to no standard pat-
tern of rules, and hence may'hot be clear to us (CM,29); “"When Qe-ask
for a man's métive, his condict is up.for assessment:  his actions haye
to be jusfified, not simply explained. Thére is a'éuggeStion~£hat a
perSOn's.motiveimight be a discreditable“oﬁe. | We enquire of a man'é
motives, Peters says, when Qe are a little suspigiogé of the man's point
“or purpoée in doing what ﬁe‘did;

Against Peters, Browne argues that it is wrong to say that we only
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ask for a man;s motives where there is a question of asseésing his con-
duct--where we want justification of the man's actionms. Browne argues
that we can appropriétely ask for a man's motives in those cases where
there is not a question of'justification, but only a question of explan-—
ation: in those‘cases where the answer to the question 'What was the
man's motive in doing Y?' serves to ''dispel some mystery" (e.g., What
was the man's motive in giving up his legal practice just when he was
becoming successful? or What was his motive in making that odd bequest
in his will?). In cases such as these, Browﬁe argues, the actions appear
to stand in need of explanation--they may point'to unusual events——but
this does not imply that the actions call fof justification. The notion
of 'justification,' he reminds us, 'suggests there is some reason to sup-
pose that the action was done for some socially unacceptable reason,' and
this is only one context in which it is appropriate to ask for a man's
motive. . The word 'motive' is appropriately used, Browne insists, when
we wish to (1) justify or excuse an action, (2) discredit an action,

(3) mitigate an agent's guilt in performing an action, - (4) praise the
action, or (5) explain én action, without asséSsing it in any way (Browne,
p. 35££.). o | )

Browne's objections to Peters' account are well put. Actually,

Peters' comments‘on-'motives';-Written some ten and twelve years af£é£
his initial work——suggesﬁ a'change‘of heart. But he overstétes ﬁié case
in the 6ther direction. He writes that "we only talk about motives in
certain contexts {_. . when we are demanding éxplanations'§f'actions R
.we do not ask for motives for fgeling cold,lindigestion,‘ér mysticai..

visions" (ME109; EEml77; italics mine).
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My own view is that wemost often ask for a man's motive when we
suspect that a person has done something socially unacceptable—-wheh we
feel that what the men has done stands in need of some justification.
Now as a result of asking or searching for a man's motive, we may in

fact, receive answérs which serve to justify, excuse, discredit, praise,

or explain a man's action. But in asking for a man's motive, I believe
we most often expect that the action will be justified. In those cases

Browne selects ('What was the man's motive in giving up his legal prac-
tice just when he was becoming successful?' and 'What was his motive in
making that odd bequest in his will?'), we would ordinatily employ the
word 'reason' in place of "motive,' I suggest, if we did not anticipate
that the man did something socially unacceptable. Further, we would
use the term 'motive' in those situations where we did anticipate that
he did something socielly unacceptable. Browne's argument, then, does
not quite fit with my understanding of the contexts in which it is
appropriate to ask for a man's motives although I grant that we often
aek for a motive in situations which'require some explanation. Browne's
main point, however, is that the concept of 'motive' is essentially
explanatory. The question of when we typically ask about motives is
not part of his analysis of the concept, but rather concerns the occa-
sions on which it 1s'natural to want an explanatlon of a particular type.
Knowing why a person in fact did sqmething'iseoften centfai in determin—
ing whether he was, from his point of view, JuStlfled

Browne is correct, I believe, to concur w1th Peters that we
normally ask for a man's motive when the action is a relatlvely 1mportant

one, and when we wish to determine the reason or set of reasons why the
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man acted as he did. He is also correct to say; along with Peters, that
the notion of a 'motive' loses fotce if we assert that we have motives |
for everything we dc (cM,27). The “term is only appropriately used with
respect to certain intentional actions.

2. Motives as a Special Class of Reasons
Motives, asserts Peters, are reasons "of a directed sort." To
say of a man that he acted for certain motives is to say that his action
was directed towards some goal or end. The following locutions provide

us with some clues that the man acted for certain motives, that his

actions were directed towards some goal or end: 'He acted for the sake

of . . . ,'" '"He acted in order to . . . ,' 'He acted for the purpose of

e ! But not all reasons of a directed sort can be called motives.

For even though acting on habit and acting because of certain character-
traits suggest 'directedness' (and in the case of habits, a stereotyped
directedness), these actions do not imply directedness towards what
Peters calls particular goals or ends. Neither are all reasons for
action motives, Peters suggests. We often do things for their intrin-
sic interest, or becéuse a certain mood overtakes us. Whereas it seems
proper for us to say in these circumstances that we act for certain
reasons, it would be inapproptiate to label these reasons ﬁotives.
Motives are "operative reasons"--the reasons which actually move us to
‘act in a directed fashionttowérdsAcértain goals or ends. |
In'contrasting acting for certain motives, with acting because of
certain character tralts, Peters is.rlght to say that his account dlffers
from Ryle s account of motives (Ryle, 1957).-  Ryle claims that motives

1mply the d1rectedness of actions "of a dlsp031tional sort" (CM 33)
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But it makes sense, Peters argues, to-say that a person acted from a
certain motive, yet acting from this motive is not sufficient evidénce
of the person's tenaency o::disposition to act similarly under similar
ciréumstances or antecedent conditions. Bro&ne, too, takes‘Rylé to_taék
for saying that to ekplain an action by assigning a motive is to explain
the action by bringing it under the law-like hypothetieal proposition |
~ that the agent is a man.who tends to do the sort of thing the motive
indicates: ‘that the man's.motive is the sort of thing ‘the man would do
in similar circumstances. Like Peters, Browne cérrectly argues that it
makes éeﬁse to say that a man can act from a motive on one occasionAoﬁly
without this necessarﬁly being evidence of a disposition to act in this
way. In‘other‘wofds, a man can act out of vanity, generosity, revenge
or kindness without being a vain, generous, vengeful or kind man (Browne,
op. cit., 41ff.). We expect a vain man, however, to act out of (the
motive) vanity at least some of the time, a generous man to act with
generosity, a kind man to act kindly. Otherwise we would not ascribe
character-traits to people in the way that we do.

In short, certain éharacter—traits.imply actiné for motives con-
sistent with those traits; but acting with certain motives does noﬁh

‘necessarily imply'having those particular traits of character.

!
H

Peters péints out Kohlbefg's failure to distinguish between traits’
and motives (MD313)._ Noweli—Smith, it7$éemé, is anothér who doeé not
make this distinctioﬁ: he useé»the gerﬁ 'tfaits' and 'motives' inter-
changeably (Nowell-Smith, l954,.p.:22ff.). |

Without singling out Peters' argument,'Browne presents some objec-—

tions to the notion that motives are reasons directed towards certain
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goals or ends. Browne presents what might be called a taxonomy of
"intentional actions": (1) actions performed for their own sake,

(2) actions perforﬁed for no particular purpose (actions performed
because of certain dispositions, moods, emotions, or habité),

(3) actions performed as a means to some further end to be achieved by
the acﬁions, and (4) actions performed in order to do or secure some-—
thing that is not a further end. His example of a category (3) action
is a man who married a woman in order to get her money; ‘an example of

a category (4) action is a man killing another for revenge. Categories
(3) and (4) are the only actioms, Bro@ne suggests, where we can properly
speak of motives for action. The "end" or '"goal" of a category (4)
action is the action itself, or, as Browne puts it, '"Revenge is the man's
motive in killing another man . . . révenge is not some further end to be
achieved by the killing of the man" (Browne, p. 58).

Alston makes somewhat the same point when he says that in‘specify—
ing what motivated a person, "we are not necessarily specifying any éoal
he was seeking to achieve or any furfher ﬁﬁfpose in the intergét of which
he did what he did . . . the end of the action . . . is something which
exists, if at all, at the same time as A and is simply another aspéct of
the 'piece of béhaQiour' of which doing A is oné aspect" (Alston, 1976b,
. 400). ;

Browne'siand Als£on's remarks are salutary bits of advice for
Peters. Although Peters claims that the "ends" of the action must not
bé constrﬁed "merely:aé terﬁinéting points of activity" but. as ﬁcaught
up,ﬁ.in a sense, in:the action itself (CM,6), he often fqrgets his.qwn

remark and speaks of the ends and goals of actions as if they were
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further to the action itself. And his frequent use of_the phrase 'meaps
and ends' suggests that he likes to see the term 'motive' used onl& where
tﬁere is some ﬁurthér end in térms of which the action is performed
(CM,45) .

3. Motives and Reason Why Explanations

Peters contends that if we are to explain a man's actions by refer—l
ence to his motives, and if these motives '"are tied, logically, to the
goal or end in terms of which he directs.his~behaviour,"'the goal spec-
ification is explanatory of what the man has done. When we offer
'reason why' explanations of persons' behaviour, tﬁere are many kinds of
explanation open to us: we can say .that a man acteéd as he did because
he was subject to happenings (e.g., he had a brain tumour), or because
he acted habitually, or because he was in a certain mood, or because he
acted for certain reasons. .In order to specify a man's motives, we
must get at the real reasons for his action. Ihghreasons why he acted
as he did may or may'nﬁt coincide with his (allegéd) reasons.

feters seems not to have noticed that to speak of a man's real
reasons for acting may nét always be to speak of what motives led him to
act as he did. His real reasons for acting may have been because he was
subject to happenings, or that he was in a certain mood, or (to use an
examplé from Freud) that he had a métherfcomplex.

In any case, to determine what were a man's real-feasons (motives),
Peters reminds us th;t we must not be cénteﬁt simply ‘to ask_tﬁe‘man.what
his motives were. 'For'a man may adduce-va;iﬁus motives for acting—-
motives which were not the real reasons. I'Will not be'éoncefned.here

with the problem of determining what a man's real reasons are for doing
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what hé does. Nor is this the place to‘develop my belief that a man's
stated reasons are fairly reliable evidence of his real reasoﬁs. Suf-
-fice it to say that-in correctly assigning a motive or motivesvto a
person, we are faced with the task of determining which reaéoﬁé were
the operative ones for him--the reasons which were responsible fér his
acting in.fhe way that he did.

In détermining what are a person's operative reasons, we would.
probably also consider why. this reason or set of reasons has been oper-
ative for him. What set of conditions or beliefs has led the man to
act on these reasons andAnot on‘othefs? "In answering this question,
Peters writes, we must resist the temptation to say that a man's oper-
ative reasons were the ones that caused him to perform the actioﬁ. We
should look at Peters' reasons for saying this, but before doing that,
it is appropriate to discuss briefly what Browne, Alston, Davidson and
Abelson take to be features of "operative reasons' and to make some com-
parisons with Peters.

Browne argues'that-to expléin an action By giving the agent's
motive is to expléin the»action by reference to the agent's reasons for
action. This means explaining the action "in terms of the agent's
desires and informatidn".(Browne, p. 60). He claims that his analysis
is in partiai'agreement with that. of Ryle, whose notioﬁ~of"é feasén for
actiqn, or motive; enfails that the agent has certain desires,‘and that
he has certain related information. As a contrast to Ryle,_howgve;,

- Browne suggests that 'the égenf's desi;es' can be further analyzed.in'
terms of either 'the ageﬁt's;intentionf_dr 'ﬁhe agent's désire to . . '

As Browne puts it, 'when we explain an agent's action by giving his
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motive . . . we are explaining that action iﬁ iefms of the agenf's
reasons for action; and we do this by either reporting his intention or
by reporting some éesire of his." That‘is,

the agent's motive is always given in, or reducible to, one of
the forms 'He did it to @,' or 'He did it out of a desire to

9.' These are the factors that moved him to act in the way
that he did . . . that were responsible for his action. The
agent's reason . . . is of a special kind, namely a reason of

the agent's that indicates the objective or goal aimed at.
(Browvne, pp. 70-72)

Davidson's notion of a “primary reason'" is similar to Browne's
"motive-explanation. ' Whenever someone doeé something for a reason
Davidson writes, "he can be characterized as (a) having some sort of
pro attitude toward actions of a certain kind; and (b) believing (or
knowing, perceiving, noticing or remembering) that his action is of
that kind." The "pro attitude'" in (a) can be his desires, wantings,
urges, promptings or a variety of moral views, aesthetic principles,
economic prejudices, social conventions, or public and private goals

and values "in so far as these can be interpreted as attitudes of an

agent directed toward actions of a certain kind." These "attitudes,"

'

he says, are not necessarily convictions that these actions ought to be
performed; they can be permanent character traits or a passing fancy

that prompts to action. In our statement of an agent's primary reason

1

for acting, we‘can'incluae the pro attitude or the :elated'beiief or
both, Dé?idson'says,;"althoughvit is generally otiose to‘mention bothﬁ
(Davidson, 1963). DavidSon‘S'exﬁiicapion of a primary rééson roughly-
parallels Browne's notion of a motivéf_.Davidson's notion of:a‘"pro
attitude" is similar to‘Browne'S'"desires," and his notiénAof é

"related belief" is similar to Browne's ''related information."
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Alston suggests that to give a motivational explanation of an
action is to relate it in some way to a "desire" or "want."  The probiem
of the nature of moéivation, he continues '"is the problem of détermining.r
how a want can giVé rise to an action."  Alston points out the diffi-
culfy of analyzing such wants in.Rylean terms, that is, in terms of
behavioural dispositions to act in certain ways under certain antecedent
condiFions: "the dispositional account . . . of wants as dispositions
. . . will be enormously, perhaps infinitely complicated." But more
important than the issue of éomplexity, he says, is the fact that with
respect to any one action A, "the desire for x will ﬁecessarily give
rise té A, in appropriate éircumstances . . . ohly on the assumption of
further conditions which are either not formulable in terms of publicly
observable facts, or are indefinitely complex or both" (Alstom, 1967b,

p. 408).

As an alternative to‘the behavioﬁral disposition theory of wants,
Alston fresgnts the follOwing; "wants give rise to actions,' he says,
"by virtue of the fact that it is a lawful generalization that given a
‘desire for S and a belief that doing A is (or will lead to) bringing
about S, there will bé a tendency to do A, whether or not the agént
actually does A being further dependent on what other action tendencies
simultaneéu;ly exist, as wéll‘as_on whéthef factors pfévehﬁing ahyb
action at all are ﬁresent." He wéﬁts his énaiysié to rest on some
middle ground'between the view that'tﬁe‘mgpive or operative reason
ngcessérilegives rise to some.action,jaﬁd the view that there‘may be
factors which intervene between desiring thé action and actuall& carry-

ing it out.
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A view similar to Alston's is put forward by Abelson in his attempt
to clarify what it means to say there is a "logical boﬁd" between motives
and action. He saYé that "it is just plain silly" to say that this
logicai bond must be the relation of ﬁnrestricted entailment——thatia
motive for doing A must entail that the agent actually does A."> The

"true bond," according to Abelson, "is that of contextually limited

entailment between motive and act." Assume, he says, that Jones wants,
intends, desires or in some sense has a motive to do something. "What

does this entail about what he will do?" It entails that he will do
“the action "provided no reason,aris;s for his not doing so and provided
nothing prevents himf" He concludes that "a motive is indeed lbgically
connected to.an action, and not just through the way that it happens to
be described, and not just to the concept of the action, but to its
actual performance" (Abelson, p. 40). This amounts, I belieﬁe, to the
assertion that a man will do what he has reason to do unless He has any
reasons to the contrary. ~
Peters does not analyze these issues in the Davidson/Bfowne or
Abelson styles; he merely states that there is a logical connection
between motives and "doing" (EEml77; MEL09). He makes an attempt to
decipher the conﬁection between 'motives' and 'wanting.'  He says that
we must understand the concebt 'motive' to be conceptually c%nnected
with the notion.qf 'wanting,' not with 'wishing,' since 'wanting'
- implies "determinate ends'" while wishing does not (ME112; CM6§). 0thér~

than this, he offers no substantive remarks.
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4, Motives as Causes
Peters says that he understands why some persons speak ofla per-
son's operative reaéons_(motives) in terms of causes. Tﬁere is, he
admits, SOme.connection between the directedness of an aétioﬁ and "'some
inner éprings" in the individual. Motives or operative reasons seem to
act like "emotively charged reasons': the directedness of the actioﬁ

' But to insist on a neces-

"appears»to be set off by an emotional state.'
sary connection between motives and emotional states which may give rise
to motives, and to éay this connection is a causal one, "is to confuse
what is a 1ogicél'point about motives with the postulations of antecedent
states of emotion which initiates the directed behaviour" (CM,37). |
Psychologists concentrating on "drives" and '"reaction tendencies" have
frequently committed the error of supposing that motives are equivalent
to these kinds of goal-directedness.

Motives "lie somewhere befween reasons and cause," Peters suggests.
"They refer to the goal towards which behaviour is directed but also to
emotional states which set it off."  And for many motives, of course,
it is not obvious that an emotion-state initiated the directed actionm.

In these passages and. in those previously quoted, Peters hesitates

to call the reasons which get a person to act, the causes of the perSon's

i
i

"action. In this he differs from Wilson, who claims without hésitatioh'f
and without analysis, that reésops cause actions (Wilson,‘1972).

Browne's conclusion that desires (hence reasons and motiQes),.cannot bg
~causes is based on a much more'golid aﬁ;lysis than Abelson's. ~ Browne
and Abelson, however, both share'Pgters'_rgluctange_éthefning ﬁhié

particular designation of the term "cause." Davidson, by contrast,
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argues that because we talk of reasons as primary or operative ones-—-
those reasons which move a person to act--we should, in conéisteﬁcy, see
these reasons as thé causes of actions. Clearly, Davidsdn‘interprets
the notion of 'cause" much more broadly thén does Peters, who prefers to
restrict the term to discussions of "mechanistic" or "physibalist" prin-
ciples: principles which might be explanatory of, for example, neurons
‘firing in the brain.

It is understandable why Peters would not want to analyze 'reasons
for acting" or "motives" in terms of causes, since his entire anti-
béhaviouristic program was ge;red to finding some alternative to the
causal (mechanistic) account of human behaviour. But we know that hé
must believe reasons to be efficacious, in some sense, in the bringing
about of certain behaviour; otherwise his writing on actioﬁ and reasons
for action would be unintelligible. Our belief that réaéons are
resgonsible in some sense for actionsﬁshould not lead us to conclude
that reasons can be causes. But}it éhould lead us to regard Peters'
statements that reasons and motives‘cannot be causes as conjecture since

"cause."

he doeén't seriously consider any alternative account of
‘In summary, Peters' analysis of the concept 'motive' stands up'-
reasonably Qell. The features he selects as cﬁaraéteristic of '"motive'
' afé quife sound. iMlotive' is used in coﬁtexts'where éonduct is.beiﬁg
assessea, and where there is a bréakdown in;coﬁventional expeétations.
The term is used to refer tq.a reason of a difected sort. And it
_states'the'reéSon'wh&;# person acts, a‘reasoﬁ tﬁat'is 0perétive in the
situation to be explainédg. The motivé may coincide with a person's’

stated reason for acting, but it must be the reason why he acts.
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On the other hand, Peters' analysis of 'motive' displaysjé certain
sloppiness in his'treétment of the goal or end towards which the_ﬁéti-
vated behaviour is &irected. He pays little attention to the coﬁditions
(béliefs of the aéent)vwhich make a reason an operative one, and he dnly
glances at the claim thaf réasons are the causes of actions.

B. Peters' Account of Moral Motivation

Having answered the first question raised at the beginning of this
section? namely?v'WhatAdoes the notion of a "motive'" mean for Petérs?',
I now turn to the second one: 'What does Peters' analysis of "motive"
contribute to our understanding of moral motivation?'_

'1. Moral Motives

Writing on his "aspects (facets) of the moral life," Peters
repeatedly points to the importance of developing the right motives. He
takes his cue from Hume who said that there must be '"'some motive toipro—
duce right actions, as distinét from a sense of the action's morality"
(rRC20,99; ML377). Peters refers to the development of desirable
motives as an "important level of life" (RCI91). He also callé desirable.
motives "goals of life," goals which "point to purposes not ‘confined to
particular activities or roles" (RC17; CP289,300). His examples of
motives in the moral life are a cufious lot: ambition, benevolence,
envy, jealousy, érégd; 1ov§land respect (RC17,23,28). This list
includes exampies of "vices" and "virtues" and mqtivés like ambition
which arelnot'éésily classifiable és.either. v He‘surely intepds qnly
virtuous motives to be necessa?y to being moral.- I suggest, thergfore,
that we view his list simply as examples of moti§es; ré£hér tﬁén aé

examples of motives necessary.to the moral life.



156

The motives or brinciples of benevolence; tespect<for persons and
justice, Peters believes, must "become operative" in a person's life.
These motives he cails "rational passions"; they derive from non-
neutral appraisals of a situation. These principles (metivea) must
become a person's own; they must actually "move him to act" (CP295).

2. Appraisals

Let us look more closely at:this "non-neutral appraisalﬁ of which
Peters speaks. There are two .reasons for doing so: to see if Peters'
notion of ‘an appraisal contributes to his expiication of an "operative
reason," and.tq see what aistinction'Peters makes between motives and
emotions, which latter topic is the subject of discussion in the ‘conclud-
ing section of this chapter.

Motives and emotions, Peters says, ''relate to our feelings and are
intimately related to our cognition-—our ways of understandiné situa-
tions." The feeling is inseparable from the cognition, he says. What
this means is that "we could not identify such feelings without reference
to the understanding of the eitﬁations which evoke them'"  (LE49; RC80).
The feeling aspect of these states of mind pick out features which ate
of 1mportance to us (RC80,87; ME110; LE49 RP162) There is, he says,

"2 movement of the mind towards or away from the obJect or s1tuat10n in
respect of the way in which it is characterized" (EEllZ).' These fea-
tures "are sources of pain and pleasure, harm andlbenefit."

He calls these feellng/cognltlon states 'ahpraisais," arvfre—

" quently "non—neutral'appraisalsf He says that he would have used the
term 'judgmeht"instead'of 'appraisal,' if it had merely been a matter

‘of judging devoid of the feeling aspect (LE49).
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Motives, he believes, derive from "non—heutral aﬁpraisals" and are
intimately connected with what we gg¥ This does not mean that the per-
son who aects for patticular mqtives "is necessariiy subject to strong
feelings or is in a turbulent 'state.”  But there must be something in
common, he suggests, ''between being moved to act and being subject to
feelings" (RP157). When a person acts out of en&y or jealousy, '"his
non-neutral thoughts about someone having something that he wants

e
become connected with a variety of action patterns, the purpose of which
is to remedy the situation in some wayf (RC80). |

Emotions,'likewise, "derive from non-neutral appraisals." ° When:
these thoughts are connected with "things‘that come over a man, whiehl:ff““
may get him into a state or affect his perceptioh,.judgment and ﬁaﬁ#ér”ﬁ
of acting," we speak of this man as being subject to or assailed b&:(eﬂtfj
particular) emotion. | Emotions, Peters says, "are passive hhenomeheﬁ"

" (ECP; EPss; RC80,87; EEm; EE110). A person is subject to——that'ie3:'
passive in ‘the face of—;the emotion jealousy or the emotion envy:if'he
sees situations in a certain light without doing anything,éboﬁt-theée
feelings;

In addition to motives and emotions, Petere continues, . there are
appraisals not connected‘with'things that we do or with things that come
over us: "thete are apﬁreisals thet‘function ae‘motives”en& ae'emotibhs
. .'.. hich do not néceSsarily 1eed'tovactidn or even tehdeheies to
action™ (ME112) In the case of remorse or regret, he says, "we simply

view a 31tuat10n under the aspect. connected with the appralsal' (MEllO)
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3. Educating the Motives

It.makes sense,Ahe says, to speak of educating the motives an& the
emotions because‘of.their "intimate relation to cognifioh" (EE32; EI93).v
Although motive/appraisals and emotion/appraisals can_be; and oftéh ére,
irrational or unreasonable, both can be influenced by or‘controlled b&»
reason (RC84ff.). That is, we can make and can learn to make agprog—
riate appraisals about persons and situations.  He offers little meat;
however, on' what are appropriate'appraisals for the various motives gnd
emotions,'claimiqg only that learning to make appropriate appraisais is
a necessary part'of one's moral education.

Peters' writing on "appraisals," as it stands, is relatively
uncontroversial. He is correct to say that both motives and emotions
are based on forms of cognition—--on beliefs. Thése beliefs reflect
what is of importance to the believer; hence the beliefs are often
accompanied by heightened feelings.‘ Peters' views here are surely an ,
advance over those which display ignorance of the belief or cognitive
element of both motiveé and emotions. Hé objects to those empirical
'studies of the emotions which interpret emotions solely ' in ferms ofAthe
facial expressions or changes in‘the autonomié nervous s&stem that fre-
quéntly accompany "emotional reactions." - Peters correctly reﬁinds'us
that a man who acts out of jealousy acts Eecause of his belief that
soméone is taking liberties with another to whom he thinks he has a
special relatiqnship,_and that a man who acts_out,of envy 4cts bécauSe
of his belief that someone has something to wbich he feels‘he‘isAf

entitled.
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4, Moral Motiyes.and Moral Motivation
- The reader who searches through Peters' writing for comment on the

"motive/appraisélsﬂ.pe;uliar to the moral motives of resﬁecf, benevolence
and jﬁstice‘will come up with littie} Peters offers next to no analysis
of the beliefs the moral agent must have, or the feelings which should
accompany these beiiefs in order that morai concerns are, for the agent,
genuinely motivating.

As I have said in Chapter 3 (pp. 93ff.), Peters believes the
development of the imagination is important in furthering the motives of
compassion and concern for others, but he conducts no analysis of imag-
ination and presents only a few leads for educators wishing to develop
this ability in others. If this "imaginative ability" can be roughly
translated into perceiving what the effects of one's actions on others
will be, such perception (imaginative ability) is no doubt necessary but
not sufficient for an agent to be motivated by moral concerns. One must
be disposed as well to act on the information one has about other
persons—-thé information gained via the imaginative enterprise (percep-
tion). As many havelSaid, including Peters, perceiving the effects of
one's actions on another does not necessarily result iﬂ moral concern
for others. Put into the language of "wanting" and "aesires" in terms
of which'Browne, Alston, Davidson, and Abelébn wfite,-égd'abouf which
Peters makes a few remarks, the'agent who is métivétea_by mora1 concerns
must wantﬁthét others' wants or désires (intgfesfs) be fuifilled, at
. least notxi@peded, as much as he wants his own wants orAAeéires‘tQ.bé
fulfilled or at least not.impedéd; And he must act on thdsg wants. -

Again, in the parlance of many moral educators like Wilson, an agent, to
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be moral must be committed to considering others' interests,impartiélly
with his own. This commitment must be 'bornme out'" in action. “Qn’some
occasions, indeed iﬁ many, such a commitméht may require the agent to
put aside his own wants or interests so that others' #ursuit of ;heir
wants will not be impeded{

To be motivated by moral concerns, then, the agent must view others
as the same, in some sense, as himself; a commitment to equality seems |
basic to . being moral. But what is this "viewing" of others as the same
as onesélf? And how is an acknowledgement that otheré‘are'in some sense
the same AS’oneself of motivating interest to the moral'agent?

Much of what Peters and others have said bears repeating here. As
an empirical statement, the notion thatvwe are "all the same" can be
easily disconfirmed (Williams, 1969; Komisar & Coombs, 1964). The
similarity the moral agent sees between himself and others, presumably,
is based on other grounds, on features of himse;f and others which have
some normative or moral claim, for example that the agent and these
others all havé.rights. These mqrally relevant criteria provide the
deliberating moral agent with grounds--reasons-—-for écting towards other
human beings in certain ways and not in others.

Nagel suggests that for an agent to see a reason as a reason for

i

! . ' ! . .
action "is to see that reason as possessing motivational content.' ' For

an agent "to be led by‘cerfain‘reasons-._} . is to accept thoée reasons
as a justification for doing or wanting that which it is judged-one
.should do or want" (Nagel, p. 65). '

But motivational content, Nagel writes, is not motivational effi-

cacy. It is an undeniable fact, he says, ''that someone may acknowledge
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a reason for action and fail to act." There are many ways "the effects
of a reason'" may be blocked. First, a reason for acﬁing’may Se blocked
by a cbuntervailing.reason or reasons; in this case we ‘call the first
reason for acting a prima facie reason. The countefvailiﬁg reasons hold
the motivational content. |
But these couhtervailing'or sufficient reasons for -action, although
possessing motivational content, may not have motivational efficacy for
the agent. The agent may only be paying iip»service to the view that
these reasons are reasons for him. And there may be other causes of
the failure ‘to act on sufficient reason. "Weakness of the will, coward-
ice, 1a;iness, panic are all failures of ‘this type, and each represents a
subtle variety of motivational interferencef" . But the'fact that approp-
riete action or desire may be prevented in these ways, Nagel says, '"does
not cast doubt on the claim ehat a judgment of practical reason does
possess motivational weight."  Nagel then formulates a "description of
the motivational component' of reasons for action:
The belief that a reason provides me with sufficient justifiea—
tion for a present course of action does not necessarily imply
a desire or a willingness to undertake that action; it is not
a sufficient condition of the act or desire. But it is suffic-
ient, in the absence of contrary influences, to explain the

appropriate actiéon, or the desire or willingness to perform it.-
(Nagel, p. 67)

In assembling Peters';thoughts on the motivational content'andethe
motivational efficacy of reasons’ for action, we do not find an acebunt
which differs substantially ffom this poreion-of Negel's‘account.
Nevertheless, it is clear thaF'Nagel addresSesethe4queseion of meéivation

" more directly than does Peters, whose account is quite scattered and

hence loses much of its force. Peters speaks, rather vaguely, as I have
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said, of a "logical connection".between motives and:action:v he too under-
stands that reasons serve as motives of égents' actions. He realizes aé_
well that many factsrs can and dovpfevent the agent from acting on what
he may believe tp be a‘justifiable reaéon-for acting. "Inbthe next‘.
chapter, in fact, we Qill look at Peters' contention that 'virtues of the
will' are necessary to get the agené to carry out in. practice ﬁhat-he has
deemed to be a course of action supported by good Teason.

Peters devotes no attention at all.to the question'whethér moral -
rules and prinéibles can or cannof'be motivations for acting; he simply
assumes ‘they can be. As well, he might have clarified his underétapding
of moral motivation by considering the sense in which moral pfinciples
have the "directedness“ he thinks is characteristic of motives.

We may already safely conclude that Peters gives inadequate atten-
tion to the notion of a prima facie reason for action and sufficient
(countervailing) reasons for action. Recall here the critical :emarks
we made in Chapter 3: there we revealed Peters' failure to deal ade-
quately with the notion of "conflict of principle," and his attendant
failure to explore the notion of justifying decisions made when two-

principles (reasons) conflict.
* k k k k %

In Part II of this chapter; I have ldoked at Peters' aﬁalysis of a
motive in order to see whaf light it sheds on his notion of mbfal moti-
vation. Although there does not seem to be any inconsistenéy‘between
his earlier work on 'motives' aﬁd his later work on 'moral mdtivgé,' he

does not draw on his own earlier work to make clear what he means when
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he talks of moral motivation. Of those three features of a 'motive'
which he set out: motives as operative réasons, motives asﬁdirected
towards goals, and ﬁotivés as explanationsAand justificatidns,.it is
the second feature——the goal—directedness—;which s:ands in need of
reinterpretation for the notion of moral motives. For ;t is not clear
what Peters would mean if he said that persons who act for moral motives
have directed their actions towards certain goals. And it is not clear

how this "directedness™ differs from the "directedness' suggested by

'acting habitually.'

III. Emotions ,

In Chapter 2, I pointed to a difficulty in Peters' account of
‘morality concerning the interplay between reason and’ feeling. As T
mentioned there, Peters periodically interprets 'reason'. in morals in
the way Hume did: reaéon can discover what is true or false, but reason
"("by itself") cannot Tmove one-tofaét; At the same time, he asserfs
that "we must abandon the contrast between reason as an inert capaﬁity
and passions which move us to act" (RP160; EE314).

He frequently says that the ability to reason about moral matters
must.be "supplementéd" by an ability to experience compassion or concern
for others. But secﬁion II of this chapter showedAthat Beters dogs
believe moral reasoning can move one to act: 'if~reésonévbécoﬁé a person's
motives, if reasons "become personallzed become one's own," then'reason
will 1ead to actlon in accordance with those.reaéons. ~ This "lead to"

does- not mean an entailment between: having partlcular motlves and acting

on them; Peters admits that there may be 1nterfer1ng factors between
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having a motive and écting on that motivé. But he aées.speak.ofia

"close conceptual connection" between motives and "doing;" One. gathers,
.then? that on Petefs' account, if an agent is motivated to do cééfaiﬁ
things,fhe'ﬁill in fact do thbse'things barring any’tendenciéS»(é.é.,
reasoﬁs) against doing them. To reason in morals, then, is to be "moved"
by_certain considerationé: the considerations of harm and.beﬁefit to

other persons. Peters eéxpects that his notion of a motive-appraisal

will capture the double-sided notion of being aware of and caring about

those circumstances in which others are harmed and helped. He there-
fore insists that fostering in others the motive—appraisals of benev-
olence, respect and justice is an important part, perhaps the most
importént part of a person's moral education.

In this last section, I fill out Peters' picture of the conceptual
connection he sees between 'reason' and 'feeling' by attending to his
treatment of the emotions and their "place" in the moral. life.. To
clarify his understanding of the concept 'emotion,' I add some details
to the account of emotion—appraisals begun in the previous séction, then
assess Peters' remarks on the iﬁportance of such emotion—appraisals’to
moral judgment and action.

A. Emotion—appraisals

Fear and anger, Peters writes, are the emotions which haQe'dfaﬁn
the most attentixnlfrouxbehaviourél fesearchers.(B63; EEm; ME109). No
doubt this is bécause these emotions, more than some otﬁers, are accom-
panied by noticeabie chapges{in’"visceral reaétioné" and changes in the
autonomic ner&ous syétem. There are, of ;ourse, many more emdt;ons

which invite examination: joy, sorrow, jealousy, envy, pride, wonder,
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shame, guilt and remorse. These emotions, as well as fear and anger,
"consist in seeing situations under aspects that are agreeable or dis-
agreeable, beﬁefigiél or harmful_in a'Variefy of dimensions.!" There is,
says Petérs, a connection between emotions and a class of cognitions -
called 'appraisals':

Fear is conceptually. connected with seeing a situation as
dangerous, envy with seeing it as thwarting, pride with
seeing something as ours or as something that we have had
a hand in bringing about.

"(ME105; EE32)

For: the various emotions, "something comes over people or happens
to them when they conside?,a situation in a certain kind of light";
Peters' term for this is "passivity." There is no conceptual cénnec—
tion, Peters maintains, between emotion and action. But if an agent
sees something in a certain light and it becomes connected with what he
does, the appraisal becomes a motive—appraisal. There can also be a
strong de facto connection between emotions a;d action: emotioné can
"disrupt, heighten and intensify motor performances."  Emotions, he
maintains, can affect the manner in which a person acts, rather than his
reason or motive for so actinglf The person's manner of acting "is
affected by the person's‘Consideration of aspects of the situation."v
A person's emotions, in othé; words, '"can speed a person on his way or
can deflect %im from his péfh}" Suéh appraisals can function, then, as
motives and emotions at the same time.

In addition; there'éan be and»often is, a de facto relationship
between perception, memofy and judgment on the one hand and emotion on

thé‘othérf In such cases, Peters writes, the emotion-appraisal "acts

on the person so as to cloud or distort, or heighten or sharpen the
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assessment that he is making." The appraisal "takes the attention away
from or clouds over the relevant features of the situation,” 'relevance'
here being definedlin terms of "whatever criteria are involvgd in the
type of judgment thﬁt is being made." The emotion can as Qell "éo
along with the criteria of relevance," aid -can serve to enhance or
sharpen the judément (ME112; PC259).

People often speak of the emotions and the emotional states or
reactions of persons as unreasonable or irrational, he says, énd they
frequently are (RP160). But to speak of them in these ways suggests,
-also,‘tbat;we can speak of them as reasonabletor rational: standards of
"appropriateness" can be reached. ~To say that an emotional reaction is
irrational, Peters says, is to say 'that the person experiehcing the emo-

tion has no grounds for feeling the way that he does; to 'say an emo-

tional reaction is unreasonable is to say that there are some grounds,
bﬁt not sufficiently good grounds, for his feeling that way. In spite
of the fact that we can speak of emotions as "rational" or '"reasonable,"
there is, nevertheless, a tendency for emotion—appréisals to be "unreg—
sonable" or "irrational.'" The appraisals "afe often made rather
intuitively and urgently, with little careful analysis of‘the‘érounds;
for making them" (RP160; RC85,94; ME110).*

Peters poinﬁé'out that appraisals connected with both motiveévané
emotions “are‘very élosé1y connected with a form of social life into
which we have been initiated-. . . in which we'view'ourselves‘ahd,others

in a certain light" "(PU401). The emotions jealousy, envy, pride,

*See also (Dearden, p. 83).'
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ambition, guilt and remorse all presuppose social concepts such as
‘rights,' 'claims,' 'possession' and so on. Other cultures ﬁay not
have the same inferﬁrétation of these concepts as we do. This remark
serves to point out in anotﬁer way, Peters' belief about ;ur passivity
in the face of many of our emotion-appraisals: the milieu in which we
were raised is in large part responsible for our beliefs. Some of tﬂese<
emotion-appraisals are unreasonable, some irrational, others reasonable
or rational. To develop the appropriate appraisals--the ones 'ration-
ally" based—;iS'often a difficult undertaking, because we héve learned
to react or-have been conditioned to react in stereotyped ways. And,
says Hirst,'"emotional response is not infrequently the outcome of
certain dispositions to believe what in fact we krow to be irrational
or uhreasonable" (Hirst, p. 68). To go against irrational or unreason-—
able emotions then, maj be to go against the grain of a particular
cultural trait and our own perverse tendencies. There may be limits,
Peters suggests, asito‘how much a'pefson can re-learn appraisals.
Behavioural. research, he recommen&s? is important.invhelping to_deter—
mine what these limits are. |

B. Comments on Peters'’ Analysis-of '"Emotion'

Peters' analysis of the concept 'emotion' in terms of an appraisal
orievaluative feature is similar to other philosophers' analyseé'of
'emotion.' ‘Déardeniwrites that emotions have an "inmer, feeiiﬁg side
to them" but are also "linked to objécts and states of affaifsvﬁhich are
seen in a certain evaluative.light".(Dearden, p. 80ff.). Hiré;_says
that all emotioﬁs are necessarily tied to beliefs, "for whét‘mékes an

emotional experience what it is is dependent on some understanding,
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appraisal or belief about the significance bf the situation for the
person himself. To fear, hate or love is only possible as a resuif of
soﬁe self—referring‘gfasp of the state of affsirs" (Hirst; p. 68).

: Alston, on the other hand, censidered it importahtsto'point oue
the insufficieﬁcy of the evaluational theory of the emotions (Alston,
1967a, p. 479). ‘He begins by listing what vafious people would take’
to be typical features of emotion-states: (1) the cognition of something
(evaluation) as in some way desirable or undesirable, (2) feelings of
certain kinds, (3) marked bodily'sensations of certain kinds, (4) invol-
untary bodily processes and overt expressions of certain kinds, |
(5) tendencies to acf in certain ways. "Theories of emotion,' he
says, 'differ as to which of these constitute the emotion and which
features are causes, effects or concomitants of the emotion."

After arguing that none of features (2) to (5) are essential to
»3ll emetion—states.(e.g., fear, anger, jealousy, envy, shame, etc.),
Alston addresses the question whether feature (1), the cognition or
evaluation of something, is the common, that is, secessary feature of
ell emotions.

We do distinguish between shame and embarrassment, he says, 'by
reference to how the sﬁbject perceives the object of the eﬁotioh. Shame,
for.example,'takes the object to be sOmething which is his fault .'; -
such7e§a1uatiohs;esn obViously be judged‘as more or less reasonable,
-reallstic, or justified. " Even though we can argue tﬁat the presence
of such evaluatlons seems to be what makes bod11y states and. sensatlons
emotlonal nevertheless, he says, we casnot 1dent1fy emotions with -

evaluations alone. "An evaluation can be e1ther emot10nal or
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unemotional; two persons can see éksituation as equally dangerous yet
one can be much more frightened than the othérj—the degree of fright can
vary without a vari;tion in the perceptual evaluation.ﬁf ‘As well,
evaluations are central not only to emotions, but to attitﬁdés like
love and hate, dispositiohs like desire and aversion, and qﬁaiities'éf
character like benevolencg and courage. Hence, he concludes it is
necessary to see emotions as evaluations -(appraisals), to which may be
added any of (2) to (5): feelings, Bodily'sensations and/of tendencies
to act 'in certain ways.

Al;ton presénts.a straw-man argument. He sets it up in such a
way as to suggest that features (1) to (5) could' somehow be considered
as the one necessary feature of all paradigmatic emotions, then argues
that (1) the cognition or evaluation, in the eﬁd, must be conjoined with
some other feature so'as to distinguish emotion-evaluations from the
evaluations peculiar to attitudes, dispositions and qualities of charac-
ter. But it would be odd for anyone to suggest. that (1) was the only
necessary condition of an/emotion; most people would maintain that
some feeling, or some tendency, or some bodily upseﬁ; accompénied cog-
nitions peculiar to the various emotions. Peters' notion of an
appraisal‘seems to capture the sense of believing sometﬁing, and béing
affected in some wayvby-the belief.

Moreover, Alstonis remark that some persons feel thingslmore'
strongly than others, does not count against his argumentlthat "evalua-
tions" alone could th.provide thé only necessary cqnditipn:of'an
emotion;. It doeé point out that some personé;‘evaluations-br appraisals

are based on stronger beliefs than those of another appraiser. But the
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variation in the strength of feeiing says nothing about whether we should
or should not consider the evaluative component to be the only necesééry
condi;idn of an gmoiion. |

Against those who afgue that not éll emotions involve an evaluétion
of somethiﬁg (an "object"), Alston correctly points out, howevér, that
the so-called "objectiess_émotions" knameless dread, vague apprehension
or anxiéty and general irritation) are not central or paradigm casés of
emotion; hence analysis of them should wait until we aye clear about
the evaluation-objects of the central cases. ~ Abelson ;grees that
emotions like "vagué anxiety" are not central cases of emotionms, bﬁt
says that we might just view these emotions to be directed toward
indefinite father thén definite objects (Abelson, p. 57ff.).

Thus far, we have seen that Peters' analysis of an 'emotion'
attends exclusively‘to the 'appraisal element' of emotions: believing
certain things and being affected by them in some way.  Emotion-—
appraisals are cognitions which have to do with what the appraiser
believes is of Value; emotions affect him in somé.way. As we will see
in this next section, Peters' notion of an emotion-appraisal is useful
whén we speak of the emotions of Othefs who may be affected by the
agent'staétions and when we speak_of the agent'é-own mofal emotion-
appraisals. |

C. Peters, Emotions and Morality

A consideration of the fole emotions play in moral judgment and.

actidn can lead in two ratherlbbvious directions, béth of whiéh eiicit
'a few comments. from ?etefs.« The first diréction considerswhatkndwledge

of other persons a moral agent should have to make well-founded
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judgments; the second considers what knowledge a moral agent should have
of himself in order to know and act on the judgments he makes.  The
first direction, eonsidering what knowledge»moraluagents should have of
others, can again be divided into two relatea categories: (a) general
knowledge of persons'and (b) knowledge of perticular persons. .The"
second direction, considering what knowledge moral agents should have of
themselves, can be divided into (c) self-awareness of enabling and
inhibiting emotion-appraisals, and (d) emotioneappteiSals like shame,
guilt, remorse, indignation and resentment—-the so-eeiled "moral emo¥
tions." All of tnese categories suggest areas of concern for educators
wanting to improve the moral competencies of people.

Regarding the knowledge of other persons which is essential to a
moral agent's judgment'and action, I will give some indication of the
sorts of things Peters intende. If we put aside, once again, Peters'
view than an agent's own self development or self-perfection is a
matter of moral concern, and concentrate instead on what he takes to be
the main thrust of morality--the avoidance and prevention of harm to
others——it followé, logically, that the agent'e ability and disposition
to avoid harm to others must be due, in part at least, to the egent's
knowledge_of.others' states end conditions. In consistency nith his
general Viewpoint about moraiity, then, Peters must Hold that;_to'be N
moral, agents should heve‘a goodly emount of knowledge eboutithe tecipi—
ents or prospective rec1p1ents of the agents actions. |

I have taken the 11berty of dividing such knowledge into. two.

- categories, although it is,not clear that«Peters.would separate them in

this way. I have done this because it seems clear to me that the
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decisions moral agents nust make and act on are generally of two kinds:
those for which we have little opportunity to know in great detail or
with any'detail at all the particular feelings, intereéts;»desires,

. wants or beliefs of persons who may be affected by actions we take and
on the.other hand those for which we "take into account" the feelings,
interests, desires, wants and beliefs of particular persons (this does
not rule out knowing what are general features of persons, but could
probably be cdnsidered a sub-set of‘general knowledge.about persons).

When I say general knowledge about persons to be affected by

'agents' decisiens'and;actions,'l mean knowledge (beliefs):about what
persons are likely to feel or do, or what they Eggld feel or do in
certain circumstances if, for example,'their'wants_or interests are
ignored or deliberately violated in some way. Examples of this would
be the.decisions’noral agents must mahe regarding foreign aggression in
Vietnam, or,_closer.to home, decisions about local government policies
affecting various. groups of the.population: East and native Indians,
heroin addicts, the elderly, religious_cultists, the unemployed; The
competent‘moral‘agent making well-founded moral decisions on these cases
'must have, not iny some sense, but a glggz_sense of how persons are
lihely to feel if eertain governmentalndeéisions are taken andAacted.
upon. Anothet'way of sayinéLthis,il_believe, is to say that having the.
concept of these_others gs_personslis;‘at‘the least, to know what things
will bring these nersons unhappiness and unnecessary pain: thqse actions
which promote not Justice, but 1nJust1ce. | | |

" In'a moral agent's personal relations, as well he must not only be

aware of what other persons' feelings are likely to be--what persons
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generally might feel--but also what particular desires and aversions
persons have with whom he comes in contact: in his relationships with
the opposite sex, with his children, and at his work and leisure.

Certainly a great part of this knowledge‘of persons in the agent's
daily life and in his resolution of moral problems, is knowledge gained
via or simplY-igrknowledge of these persons' emotien-states. As Peters
and Hirst both say, the existence of emotional responses is a very
effective indicator of the existence within persons of certain beliefs
or attitudes (Hirst, p. 68). Abelson, in essential agreement with
‘Peters and Hirst, puts it this way:

To attribute an emotion like anéer)-ldve or jealousy . . . to
another is to explain his present and likely future actions
in terms of the.way he envisions his situation, the way he
interprets his bodily agitations (if any), the goals he
pursues, the relative values he places on those goals, and
the rules of action that, for him, link means and ends. In
brief, ascribing an emotion to a person is short-hand for an
extraordinary amount of information about him, which may
-help explain why adequate psychological understanding is so
difficult to achieve. :

(Abelson, p. 60)

It is not clear, however, to what extent (how) the competent moral
agent must consider or take into account the emotion-states or likely
emotion-states of persons with whom he has close contact or who may be
affected "from afar" by the agent's actions. This uncertainty is
further compounded when we realize that many persons’ emotionéappraiéals
are unreasonably or irrationally held. ‘Does the agent's knowledge of
other persons, gained via the recognition of their emotion-states or via

: [4
imagining their probable feelings, present him with a prima facie

reason, or a sufficient reason, or no reason at all perhaps, for

deciding what to do one way or another? It is difficult, of course, to
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answer this question apart from analyses of particular cases. But as
well, Peters must provide a more comprehensive moral theory than he does
ip order to answer eheSe questions and analyze particular'cases;
Certainly it is not clearlwhat knowing other persons' emotion;states
actually says to the moral agent who wants to know what he should do.
Peters does not enter:this debate——he does not say in what way knowledge
of other persons' emotions is relevant to moral decision-making; he.
simply says this knowledge is relevant..

It seems.easier, on the other hand, to see the relevance of the
moral agent's knowledge of his:gyg_emotion—appraisais to hie moral delib-
eration and action, althqﬁgh there are problems here too which Peters
leaves largely unattended. There are all sorts of cases, says Peters,
where a person judges something to be the right course of action, but
fails to carry it out "because he gets side-tracked by emotions like
fear, or hesitates because of jealousy" (EE32; PC259; also Hirst, p. 685.
If a moral agent knows that he is envious, or jealous, or angry, Or
proud--if he can correctly identify his own emotion—stateé——and if he
knows that these feelings are due to particular cognitions of beliefs he
holds, it is conceivable that he. could "do something about" those ones
he may conclude ere unreasonably'or irrationally held. He could try to
assess the adequacy ef_fhe gfeuhds'for‘feeling in the way that ﬁeﬁdeee;
he could attempt to "eradicafe false beliefs" and in so doing moaify his
appraisals (RC100; EEm). He could attempt, in short,Athe'education of
his own emotions (Hirst,:ggk cit., P 13).

Actually, Peters ddes not hold out much hope that such education

of one's emotion-states will proceed by self-examination, for "the
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determination to examine the facts of the matter, to base oﬁr'appraiséls
on well-grounded beliefs, is not a disposition that‘comés'na;grélly to
most men': (EEm). And he states this even more strongly: the emotiéns
jealousy, anger, envy;vpride (what he calls the 'self—refereﬁtial emo—:
tions'), are "extremely unamenable to education.'"  Perhaps the oﬁly way of
changing irratiopally_of unreasonably held emotions into rational emo-
tions "'is by encoﬁraging the 'self-transcending emotions': 1love, awe,

a sense of justice and respect" (DR135; EEm189). =~ These emotions enable
a person to apt on’what'he knbws.of”judges to be right; theéé, he says,
are the emotions which must fugction';s a person's motiveé.

Peters does not say how-these emotions énable é person to act on
what he judges to be right. And certainly, with respect to awe, at any
rate, it is not at all clear how this could be so.

Peters is probably right to say that most people would not find it
easy to re-appraise the beliefs upon which their eﬁotion—s;atés are
based. But it is not only because -this is a "disposition" unmnatural to
men; it -is also because it is often quite confusing‘to peoplé what is
and what is not a 'rationally—héld' emotion-appraisal. Peters does not
examine what. are appropriate or correct emotion%appraisals. I Eoncﬁr
with Williams when he says that this is one issue which."cries out for -
examination" i

What should be feared or hoped for '; . is obviously, to some
extent, a matter in which dlsagreements of value between soci-
eties and individuals come out. - Equally this is a central
matter of moral education. . If such education does not revolve
round such issues as to what to fear, what to be angry about,

what——1if anything——to despise, where to draw the line between

kindneéss and a stupid sentimentality--I do not know what it is.
(Wllliams 1965, p.20)


http://what.it
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ﬁnless an agent can decide when he should be angry or when he should
have feelings of "1ove, awe, and respect,'" it makes little sense for
Peters to recommend ‘that the impact of one's self- referentlal emotions be
lessened by the encouragement of the self-transcending emotions of love,
awe and respect. |
of eourse, Peters makes the distinction between anger as a 'self-
referential emotion' and moral anger or indignation. The latter, like
the other moral emotions of shame, guilt, remorse, resentment, give the
agent some ‘indication of the rules and principles he holds. These emo-
tions, tod, must be based on eppropriate‘appraisals and should come to
function as an agent's motives:
To writhe with sympathy, to fume with meral indignation, to squirm
with guilt or shame, (are) more desirable than to be incapable of
vsuch feelings. But it is surely more desirable still that these
appralsals should function as motives for doing whatever is approp-
riate. This is particularly important in the context of dealing

" with tendencies to action which issue from undesirable motives

such as envy, hatred and lust.
(EEml89)

Guilt, he says, may be due to our .fear of punishment or our aneic—
ipation of disapproval from someone we view as an authority. On the
other hand guilt may be experienced when we have internalized some moral
rules and principles;- it is this guilt which is the more desireble kind
(DR147; EEmlS&; PC260).*’ Guilt of this second type,randAphe‘gther
moral emotions ofisheme,_indignation and remorse provide at least prima

facie reaeons fofwacting in pefticular ways and not in others. The
‘trick is to know when enefs anger or indigﬁatien originapes'with -

" rationally-held moral beliefs, and when one's anger is ‘due only to one's

 #0n this, see (Hirst, QR.”cit., p. 68).
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beliefs about.what should or should not have happened to oheself.
Peters' discussion of the emotions and the moral emotions'sets_the'étage
for a'consideration.of tﬁis topic, but he leaves it to the reader to.
sort out when an_emotion'isfa'mOral emotion, and when that moral emotion
provides a giigg facie or sufficient reason for acting.

Finally, in Peters' treatment of the moral emotions, he expressés
agreement with Rawls' thesis that the moral feelings of shame, remorse
and guilt are necessarily connected with the '"natural attitudes" of .self-
esteem,. compassion and love. Feeling shame depends upon a-developed
sense of one's own self-esteem; love is exhibited in a tendency to feel
guilt or remorse in certain circumsfances. A chiid's self-esteem and
ability to love, Peters maintains, thich lays the_fqundations for the
latef development of (his) guilt and remorse Wheﬁngéral’conéepté are
introduced,"-afe established early'on in a "rigﬁt relafionship" with the
mopher (PC259,61). Regrettably, Peters gives no attention to the
influential roleAthe father does, or could play in helping to maintain
bqfh the mother's and the chiid's sense'of‘self—esteem and "ability" to

love.

* k % K % %

'
i

. In Part III of this chapter, ‘I have looked at Peters'vanalysis'of;
the concept 'emotion,' and the role he sees for the emotions in the
moral life. A key feature of his concept of an 'emotioﬁ'.ié fhe'
'appraisal' or belief of the person Who'ﬁas fhe emotién—appraiéél. When .
he speaks of edﬁcating the emotions as aﬁ.e$sential tésk of‘moréihedﬁca-

tion, he séys that many. of these appraisals or beliefs cannot be changed
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or re-learned. Nevertheless the impact of the inhibiﬁing emotions might
be lessened by encouraging other "positive" ;ppraisals or beliefs. He '
avoids saying, howeéer, whatvbeliefs or appraisals persons:shpuld make
if they arevto be morally educated: that is what they should feél

guilty about, or angry about or indignant over.



CHAPTER 5

Chafacter and Virtues

Virtues connected with the will--for example,
courage, integrity and perseverance-—are con—
nected with rationality, with consistency and
with the maxim that to will the end is to will
the means. '

(RC28-9)

v?he purpose of this chapter is to.determine to what extent the
notions "virtue" and "character" add to or clarify Peters' account: of
moral judgmént and action. Do these notions provide a unifying theme
for the picture he presents? Is his sense of 'character' consistent
with his other views? Perhaps more importantly, do his notions of
."virtues" and "character" provide cues to the moral educator whose
tasks are, first, to enlafge peoples' understanding of moral matters,

and second, to help dispose them.to act on the judgments they make?

I. "Virtue" and Virtues
"Virtue" is an unfashionable term théseAdays: -it suggests rigid

adherence to narrow éocial expectations. We have come to associate the
term either with certain historical times-~the reign of Quéen Victoria:
for instance--or with‘feiigiqus/theological pqSitiohs, in which partic--
ular behavioural codes having to do with sexﬁal cqnduét'br_personal N
piety were or are recommended and in some degree enforced.

: Victorians, for éxample, thought men and women'"godd‘and ViftuOus"
if they acted in accordance with standards allbgood ladies and gentlemen

179
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would accept. "Vice" was used to signify the falling away of men and
women from those standards. For women espeéially, the térﬁs "yirtue"
and ''vice" were used.to evaluate their sexual coﬁdﬁct. Vices wefe
evil; virtues good——with little room between the two extremes.

An etymological examination of the terms "yirtue" and "vice" would
no doubt be interesting, as would historical éécounts of their current
" narrow interpretation in our language.  This, of course, is not esseﬁ-
tial here. What we can do, however, 'is to see how far Peters' use of
the term "virtue" and his encouragement'ofvbarticular’virtues is based
on, or is at least cOnsisteng with his view of moral éonduct.

Given Peters' claim that his view of morality differs from a view
based on particular codes of conduct (see Chapter 2), it is rather
ironic that he would choose to use the term '"virtue" at all. His use
of this term suggests that he may have adopted'those presuppositions
about moral conduct against which he has set his own "rational" view of
morality. The question should at least be asked whether the virtues
Peters selects have a rational fouﬂdation, regardles;iof the status of
the térm "virtue"ﬂin our language.

of éourse Peters may just be using '"virtue" as. a technical term to
indicate what he thinks are praiseworthy acts and disppsitions. But if
tﬁis is so, the term does not seem to do aﬁy sBecial 5ob in his account’
of morality. Hé simply believes that there is a good rationale fo;
encouraging those behaviours he calls virtues; he implies thatbthe
reasons fot promotiﬁg these virtues differ from’reasoné givén by those
who demand adhergnce to specific codes‘of conduct. -

Part of my task, of course, is to assess whether his grounds for
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promoting these yirtues——particularly fhe self—controi virtues-—are
coherent and rational. . We must also 1qok_at Petérs'lﬁotiqn_of
'character,' for in'ﬁis scheme, the qotions 'virtue' and 'charactef' are
logically reléfed to each other.

Virtues, according fo Peters, are of four kinds.

Category 1: the hiéhly specific virtues or habité such as
punctuality, tidiness and honesty. These are connected, he says, with
specific-typgs of acts; "tﬁey lack any built-in reason fér acting.in
the manner prescribed" (see Chaptef 4). Recall, however, his statement
that the so—cailed "habits ‘of perception" are not virtues (Chapter 3,

P- 9&). |

Category 2: the'virtues such as compassion, benevolence and con-—
cern for others which serve as motives‘for action.

Category 3: the more "artificial" virtues, such as justice and
tolerance '"which involve more general considerations to do with rights
aﬁd'institutions, and which require much in the way of thought."

Category 4: the virtues of a "higher" order, 'such aé courage,
integrity and'pefseverance, "which must,Be exercised in the face of

counter-inclinations.” These are.fhe'virtues of "self-control"

(MD318).

Peters' classification of virtues raises several difficultiés,
among them the rather arBitféry way he selects examples of (1) hébiff
traits, (2) motives,'(js artificial virtues, and (4)'self—cdntrql_
traits. . Can any of the specific virtues or habitslhe names be»motiveéf
Could juétide or'tolerance be motives? Might bene§olencebahd #onqern

for others be correctly considered dispositional traits? The answer
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to each of these questions, 1 believe, is 'Yeﬁ.'

The problem with his classification echeme is not just that we may
see reason for grouping his examples differently'than he does;"iihe
major problem lies with his assumﬁtion that motives comprise a différent
logical category than either of tﬁe others; in parfiéular.ﬁis assumption
that motives (acting for certain motives) differs from acfing because of
certain traité, His classification scheme is thus rather odd from two
points of view: (1) the fact that he sets out four categories of
virtues would suggest that his categories represent ‘leng-term or endur—
ing dispositions £o act in par;iculér‘ways (traits), yet he inc}u&es
motives among these categories, and (2) the fact that he ’'separates
motives from the other categories of dispositioenal traits.

We saw in Chapter 4, Part II (Motives), that. Peters thinks it
makes sense to say that a person acted from a certain motive witﬁout
implying that this motive is evidence.of thé person's tendency or dis-
position to act similarly under similar ‘circumstances or antecedent con-
ditionms. At the same fime, we should reﬁember that one of Peters' key
Iideas is his insistence that moral motives be developed in‘pérsons.

His favourite phrase is that moral principles (e.g., respect,'compas—
sion and concern) ''must become personalized . . . must become a pefson's
'oﬁn."  lThis iﬁdicates that hé believes tﬁat acting for moral motiﬁgs is
acting ffom, or on accounp'of, an enduring disposition or trait. Noﬁ,
"we might séy‘that a person could act from a:moral mofivé of respéét,

for example, on only oﬁe_occasion. That'is, it does not seem pé_be a
1ogigal contradigfion to éay?that a person could act'with‘resﬁeét or

benevolence and still not be considered a respectful or benevolent man.
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But it is inconsistent, I believe, to say that a man has "personalized"
the principles of respect and benevolence,.aﬁd to say'that this man has
not developed dispositions or traits to act for moral motivés}
| Peters' classification of the virtues_suggests thaﬁbﬁe“believes.
>motives differ from the other traits, even though he says.that Briﬁcigles
can be traits: |

To call something a 'trait' of character is simply to suggest
that someone has made a rule, for example, of honesty or justice
—-his own. Whether a rule, which can also be regarded as a trait
of character if it is internalized, is a principle depends on the
function which the rule or consideration, which is personalized
in the trait, performs. To. call justice or concern for others a
principle 'is to suggest that backing or. justification is provided

by them for some more spec1f1c rule or course of action.
: (MD313)

But the only examples Peters'.gives of principles as’ traits are

"are important

justice and honesty. He goes on to say that there still
differences between virtues which are motives and those which are
character traits." These motive—virtues——cgncern for others and.com—
passion—idévelop‘earliér in 'a child's 1life théﬁ do justice or even
honesty. "Concern for others . . . can get a f;othold in a persons’
moral life earlier than justice, because it is not necessarily connected
with rules and social arrangements, as is justice" (MD313). . From this,-
I conclude that Petefs believes that motives such as compa551on and con-
cefn can be dlsp051t10nal traits, but they dlffer from hab1t tralts of
"honesty and Justlce, and they dlffer from the self—control traits of
persistence and determination. - Hablt—tralts and self—control traits,
he says represent "1nternallzed fules widespread in soc1ety and the
manner in which people stick to léwer-order'rules. . 'Motlves,' however,

is a term that we use "to ascribe purposes to people of a'BerSOnal
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rather than specifically institutional sort" (ME%4).
I will leave aside, now, questions about his categorization of
virtues, and motiQe-Qirtues, and concentrate inéteadlpn-categories (lj

and (4): habit-traits and self-control traits.

II. Character-Traits

Peters calls categories (1) and  (4) traits, that is, long-term or -
enduring dispositions to act in particular ways. Motives, I have con-—
cludgd, can be &ispositiopal traits. But mbtives; Peters says, are
"teleOIOgical"'concepts: they aré'conceptually connected with "goals."
Categories (1) and (4) traits,'on the other hagd, are "non-teleological"
in the sense that they‘indicate."the type of regulation a person imposes
on his conduct whatever his goals may be“ (CM5; PC245).

Within the class of traits, the self-control traits are 'content-
free," he says, while traits of the social-rule variety are not.(MD314;'
CM5; PC251). Moreover, both catego;ies of traits differ from those
traits we associate with a’person's temperamént, nature or persdnality
kPUAOO; PC245; TCl35). |

A. The Social Rule Variety ofFCharacter—Tfaits

The first‘group of virtués, habits or character—traits——about
whi;h we have spokén in Chapter 3 (pp- 80ff.)—j"embody" or "pepresent"
éhe "internalization:éf'sociél rules" (ME94; EE57; MD314; PU400;_R¢17),
They are not connected;with any social role, but "affect the ﬁaﬁner in
which an individual conducfs himéélf within a role as wéll'és in his
non-institutionalized relationships with others" (CP289);1> Pefers now

expénds this category to include the character-traits (habits; rules)
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of unselfishness, fairness, honesty, punctuality, considerateness,
thrift, tidiness and chastity. It is with reference‘to thisvgroup of
traits, he says, that we often épeak,'"in 5 non-committal sense;" of a
man or woman's character. 'Character,f here, refers to tﬁe sum fotgl
of the traits a person exhibits, 'the part of the social code which is
stamped upon him" (TC135). |

B. Self-Control Character Traits
1. Self-Control and the Will
_The self-control category of traits—-Peters' fourth category of
virtues—-—are those traits or dispositions to act which also affecflthe
manner'ip'whiéh’a person-adheres-to rules or follows certain pﬁrposes

(RC17,20; CP289; CM5,32). ‘But he calls these traits the self-control

virtues since "they must be exercised in the face of counter-inclina-
tions." There would be no point in marking out the social-rule variety
of traits, he says, "if there did not - exist, iﬁ general,‘inclinations
wﬁicﬁ they regulate or canaliseﬁ (PU400). But while'theAsocial rule
traits géz_be exercised in ‘the face of counter-inclinations, they need
not be. The‘notion of self-control, howeﬁer, logically demands a con-
text of temptation.

The "éelffcoptrol traits" he mentions mosf frequently ‘are deter-
.ﬁination,.iﬁtégrify, copscientiousﬁesé'ahd'cénsiétéhcy,* To this list
he éddé entefprisé, courage, persistenée,rﬁéréQVefance; incorruptibility
an& resoluteness.**  Except for some passages on the notion of

consistency, and some speculation about how he believes courage is

*(RC17,20; CP289,292,298; MD314; ME94; EE345 PU40O; EEm190; DR134).

*%(RC20; PU400; DR128; CP289; MD314; EE34).
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developed (MD327), Peters does not analyze these traits in any detail;
nor does he psy‘much attention to seleeting those sitnétions‘for which
he thinks each is apnropriate. |

These "'self-<control" traits, Peters continues, "are linked with
the will." In a rather ambiguous move, he says that the conneCtion
between these traits and the will is one of necessity: '"part of our
understanding of a 'principled morality' is that people should stick.to
their principles in the face of temptation, ridicule and the like."
fMoral agents should have these traits," he continues, "if they wish to
earry out what they see as just" (MD314).

Giyen what Peters has ‘said abOut”ﬁoral mptivation, we must try. to
determine the status of this present claim. Does. Peters mesn that it is
merely desirable'thst.moral egentS”have these traits? Probably more
than this. Does Peters'mean that unless persons have these traits, they
cannot carry out what they.see‘as43ust2‘ This latter,‘strong, claiﬁ sug-
gests at least two different interpretations, one of which is more
plsusiblelthan the otﬁer;

2. Interpretétiens of Peters' Clain
(a) as a conceptual claim

We mlght 1nterpret Peters claim that moral agents.should have the

{
!

"self- control"‘tralts, first, as a comment on what it méans to’ act on
their moral judgments. | If agents acted on their Judgments, then on
this'interpretation, these agents must‘have exercised their w1lls,
their self-control. 'But if this iS”his meaning, Peters must e;so
telleve, to be consistent, that'a'persbn's motives er Operativetreasons

are not suff1c1ent, are never sufficient in themselves to move that
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person to act. The peréon who acted morally must not only have been
motivated to act because of moral concerns but must also have overcome
some coqnter—inclinatibn or counter-motivation to act in this'way;

T0'interptet Peters' claim as a conceptual claim, howevet, seems
a bit forced, and lands Peters with a rather perverse view. The very

presence of the word '"should," rather than "must,"

would seem to rule
out any conceptual point about acting on judgments.

Let us turn then to -a secopd, more plausible interpretatioh of
Peters' claim that moral agents should have the vittues'of self—contrql
in order to do what they see is just.

(b) as an empirical claim

The commtn—sense or "natural" way to interpret Peters' claim is as
a general empiricél claim about the difficulties moral agents may face,
in fact usually will face, when they come to act on their mora1 judg-
ments. I examine some of these,difficﬁlties——what Peters calls
“counter-inclinations"--in section 3 below.

In the face of these difficulties, the agent may have conflicting
motivations: motivations which tell him that he ought to do X, and-
motlvations thch tell him not to do X.or to do Y 1nstead His motiva-
tion to do X’ (e. g.; to act with falrness) may ﬁrove to be insufficient
to move-ﬁim_to act,on X. - If, thén, the agent "w1shes to carry out whatl
‘he sees as just," most értall of the time, he should be a person who can
exercise self—contfollbver his couﬁter—ihclinatioﬁs or couptef;mdtiva—
tions. |

To say, however, that the moral agent should be one who can

exercise self-control is to suggest that he have enduring dispositiohs
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(traits) to exercise self-control. If. we make the claim that agents’
cannof do what they see is just unless they have these traits of self-
control, this claim‘éould plausibly be offered as a conceptual édint
about the nature of thése'traits. That.is, incorruptibility just is
the abiiify'to withstand corrupting influences, determination just is
the disposition to act even in the face of difficulty, courage just is
the ability to overcome fear to do what is just.

To make analytic or conceptual points about the nature of thgse
traits does not imglx<that original motivations to do X mﬁst always have
been insufficient to'ggt the égent to-aét on X. -There would be plenty
of cases, surely, in which'an'égent's original motivations would be
sufficient to get him to act without his overcoming particular conflicts
or counter-inclinations. On many occasions the agens's ability or
disposition to exercise his self-control may not even be tested. In
other words, to say that an agent cannot be moral all the time without
self-control is to make a.cqnceptual'point about self-control, not é
conceptual point about fhe agent's moral motivation. . And to say that
an agent cannot‘be moral all the time is to make an empirical point

about moral motivation: an agent mdtivated by moral concerns frequently

encounters opposition, and frequently'these motivations of his are

i
i .

insufficiéﬁtféo move him to’act,

If; however, we éay that moral agents shopldfhavé‘self—control
traits in order to overcome céunter;incliﬁatigns vand‘act'én what they
see is just, we must pick out what,traits of'se1f—con£ro1 these are.
Eof surely not all_instances‘where the agent encountefs pppositioniénd

where he exercises the "virtues of self-control" are relevant to his
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being just or fair to otheré. Peters' failure to differentiate between
traits that'are required for being moral from those that are not, causes
some difficulties as I will show below. |

3. Counter-Inclinations

Peters distinguishes two’kiqu of counter-inclinations. I call
them (a) outside inflﬁentes, and (b) inhibiting physical and emotion-
reactions. |

(a) outside influences

Peters' phrase for these influences is "inclinations social in
character."”  They include (i) bribes and flattery, ;nd (ii) the indi-
vidual's susceptibility to group example or pressures: "taking‘one's
colour from the company one keeps" (PU401; DR128; TC135; MD327).
Presumably, what distinguishes category (i) from category (ii) is the
‘purposeful or intentional aspect of category (i) actiomns. There are
intentions behind category. (i) actions-—intentions of others to get
agents to do and think certain things--which are either abseﬁt ip the
case of category (ii) influences, or which are less directly "inferred."
Regarding category (i) influences, Peters says ''a man who is at the
mercy of his passing inclinations is a man whose behaviour shows very
littletSign of being rule—governea." He distinguishes this from
category (ii) actions: '"a man whose behaviour is rule-governed but
whose rules are those of the éompény he keeps".(PCZSl).

Before looking at these influences in more‘detail, we should remark
on Peters' sense_ofv"autonémous morél agenf"‘fof this notion is central,
I believe, to his account of the agents' abilities and dispositions fo-

overcome or resist these influences.
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Peters believes that "independence of judgment":ié a character-
istic of the aﬁtonomous méral agent (CP292; PU&lQ), - In Peters' Qiéw,
being morglly'autpnoﬁous entails, at the least, being abie to fesist
"COfrupting" influences. ~In addition,'thé "auton;mous moral agéng"
acts on'his'choices and carries out his tasks with what he calls "authen—
ticity" or genuingness. Peters usually speaks of the authentic choices
the agent makes for himself. But he seems to sugéest'that autonomous
agents will make ép;hentig choices in respect of their moral (inter-
personal) conduct;as well--that is, in respect of their acting on moral
fules and principieé.* Let us{consider now‘Peteré' reasons for press-—
ing his case for "autonomy and authenticity" as ideals of human conduct.

As I noted in Chapter 3‘(p. 1i7), Peters presents an alternative
to a style of living which he thinks lacks colour and verve. Hé seems
to despair of persons who display a kind of "second-handedness" in their
» choice of personal goals and in the means they choose to reach tﬁesg
goals. These people live life, "as a kind of toil," hé'observes, or
in a way which suggests they need approval.  Peters' autonomous ﬁoral
agent, by Contrast, chooseé and acts in an authenfic manner: he carries

out his duties with dedication, his reactions are "his own," he is

*To Peters the notion "autonomous moral agent" suggests having a
passionate commitmént to reason, to truth.. It means the development of,
or commitment to what Peters calls the "rational passions":  the love .
of consistency and hatred of inconsistency, impatience with irrelevancy,
abhorrence of the arbitrary, -determination to "look at the facts," etc.
(MD329; 330). But he seems to suggest that "this passionate regard for
reason" means as well, a passionate regard for those considerations - '
which moral (intefpgrsopél) principles make relevant: a sense of jus-
tice, respect for othetrs, consideration of théir intérests,; freedom and
truth-telling. The connection he sees between an agent's passionate
commitment to the norms of practical reason and his commitment to moral
principles is what I am concerned with here.
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genuinely committed to his goals (CP297; PU410). As weli, the_auﬁonf
omous moral agént, on Peters'.conception,."pgrsues the human ekcellences
. . . with creativity; wisdom and autonomy . . . (his pursuit of tﬁésé
excellences) depends on the development of (his)‘rationél éapacifies"1 .
(RC17). Clearly, Peters interprets "mofal“ in the phrase "autonoﬁous

-moral agent" to mean the awakening of the agent's sense of his own
‘personhood--his own peréonal fulfillment—--and Peters includes here‘the
development of the agent's rational capacities. Peters wénts people,
he says, to put considerable personal effort into "making somgthipg of
themselveé" (PU401; PC246; CPéQZ). |

What is not clear in Peters' account, as I have indicated, is the
connection between the sense of "moral" linked to some kind of persqnai
fulfillment or effort, and the sense of "moral" as a category of actioms
of an "interpersonal sort," in particular, those which are harmful or
helpful to others. If Peters assumes that a "self—fulfilled" autonpmous
agent acts morally in respect of others' interests, his assumption, it-
Seems to me, ié just ﬁrong.’ It’isApossible to think.éf autonomous
adults; exerqising independence of judgment by ma%ing choices in an
Mautheéntic" ‘or genuine manner, living their li?es in ?creafive"‘fashién'ﬂ'
-;but who dojnot act morally in the sense- of avoiding ;nd prevengihg harm -
té‘othér péréohs; .ﬁow‘it is poséible, df éourée; fhaé both sélf4i
fulfiliﬁenf and respect for others are, for:Peters, necessary'conditiéns
qf being a rational, autonomoué moral agent.  But if this is so;‘thé
‘questiOn can still bé»put to- him whether‘hefyould‘cqnsider'an agent to
 be rational and autonomous if that agent was "éelf—fulfil}ed" but nbf

respectful towards others. At any rate, Peters' discussion of counter-
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inclinations the:agent should overcome in order to be moral gives evidence
of his concern that agents be both‘"self-fulfiiled" autonomous agents‘and'
that they act so as to.avoid harm to others.

Let us leokAmore closely'at these‘influences. ‘People who-use
techniques of bribery and flattery no doubt have reasons, some rationale,
. for engaging in these activities: = reasons usually havtng,tp"dorwitbvtheir
own self-interest. Peters expects that the moral ageﬁt-will be able to

recognize subtly coercive pressures and will be both able and disposed to

- reero~ ... withstand such influences_fqrmreasons_pf_awhigherqoxder, e.g., justice and____

fairness. To resist these influences, the agent may see reasons whi
otgers might approach him with bribes or flattery, but the moral agent
.. _ must.not. consider .those reasons. as reasons for him to act in the way the
briber or flatterer wishes. The reasons (intentions) behind a briber's
or flatterer's actions, i think Peters would say, must not even become
s e v - PELTE faCLewreasons for. the,agent,in his. deliberation, about -what to €o.
That is, to resist bribery it is necessary that the agent not let his
desire for the good offered as a bribe o#etride his legitimate reasons
w»w<w“~wfor-acting.~-u0f~eourse,‘Peters.expects.that.the_ageﬁt,woul@tpqtaenggge
in acts of brlbery or flattery himself. | o
Peters p01nt about re51st1ng this kind of outside 1nf1uence is
~-v4vvw~vwwell—takenu. It 1s good adv1ce for..those. susceptlble to sueh 1nfluences
espec1ally those- whese.role—dutles demand fa1rness and 1mpartlallty in-
assessments of petsons. .Thus, with respect to.mbral matters_(where )
o wgy,x,”;gmeralﬁ-is¢interfrete&minsthetayqidance—of:harm_sense),;thetg;§§§m$jgb;¢yvvwm
: be little difficulty with Peters' claim. | |

Acting on his advice, is, however, another matter; especially if

T LAt AT
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we interpret the notions 'bribery' andl'flattery' more broadly thanu
simply "crossing the palm with money" or "complimenting a person."
Techniques akin to bribery and flattery are evident in advertisipg com—
mercials and media images as well; no doubt these are influences moral
agents should recognize and'at least make some attempts to resist.

But suppose an agent did not resist the bribery which he or others
associated with advertising commercials or media images. Suppose that
in another situation, the moralAagent‘did'égﬁ‘resist the flattery of his
friends. Could we éorrectly say that he was not an autonomous agént?
Could we correctly-say that. he was not an autonomous moral égent (ﬁafm
sense)? If our agent "succumbed" to tﬁe lure of advertisements, or
flattery, we may or may not have sufficient evidencéﬂfor saying he was
not an autonomous moral agent (self-fulfillment sense), since there is
obviously here a matter of degree. On the bther hand, we may have no
grounds at all for saying our agent was not morally autopomous in
respect of actions of his which affected others. ‘If, as well, he.lived
his life in a "second-hand way," as a kind of toil, or in a somewhat
colourless fashion, we would have insufficient grounds for'cléiming tﬁa;
 he was not an autonomous moral ageﬁt (harm sense), although we migﬁt‘say
he was not autonomous (self-fulfilled sense).

With respect to the caseé of bribéry gnd flattery, We_COuld‘dhly
say of an agent that he was not autonombus morally (hafm sense) wﬁén,
under the influepce of bribes and/or flatter&, he acted'immofally.i |
(unfairlf) to others. Petgr#"claim; ;héﬁ;»thatjp§0ple shoula évergbme
: these‘outside*influences of_must'be mote cfga;ive in théir iifeétyles.in

order to be or act moral should be suitably qualified or interpreted to
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take account of those cases where it is not wrong (all right) to allow
oneself to.be'iufluenced by others' actions, and those cases where:
acting because of those'influenees does harm totothers.

Peters' second category of outside influences he calls "taking
one's colour from oue's company." In this category he puts 'those men
who have no generalized or thought-out principles, about, for example,
"being honest" (PC251). First, there are those men who haue no settled
principles . . . those who act in accordance with a principle such as
'"When in Rome live like the Romans'; he calls these '"chameleons.”
Second, there are those men who, "as a matter of policy, act on a prin-
'ciple such ‘as 'One ought always to follow those rules that others follow'
~or 'One ought always to follow the rules laid downm byithe Church, the
leader or the local community group'

Both kinds of conformist attitude indicate to Peters a lack of
"autonoﬁy." This is evident in the way Peters describes the cases.

But it isn't clear what Peters means when he says that persons should
resist these‘influences in order'to be moral. If Peters intends that
individuals should resist group pressures or example to aveid hurting
others, then we could agree with him that these influences ought to be
resisted. On the other hand, 1f Peters believes that conformlng atti-
tudes ought to be'resisted‘as part of the individual's quest for personai
autonomy (1n.mak1ng his own mind about matters), this clalm has a differ-.
ent status. " As he has described his cases, Peters has no grounds for

claiming that individuals should resist these conformist-attitudes in
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order that they "act morally" (avoid harm).*
If Peters had discussed in more detail the.notion of 'cdnformity'

we would have a clearer indication of what he intends. It is ‘not clear

whether he understands ’EOnformityffto be antitheticai to 'rational,
autonomous morality.' If he dees so comsider it; then he would have
adeqoate grounds for saying that if agents conform to the group tﬂey are
with, they cannot be'retional, autonomoue agents. This would follow
from what it means to be 'rational and autonomous' and what it means to
be 'conformist.' But this would.be a not very eolightening conceptual
claim. On the other oand, Peters could mean, not that conformity is
antithetical to morality, but that it indicates a lower-level of personal
_ independence and decision-makieg capability, which may lead the agent to
commit harmful acts to others. If Peters means this, then a person who
Qas a conformist would need to reacﬁ another "higher' stage of autonomy
in order to be fully rational and'in.order to avoid those actions which
harm others.

But to say, as Peters does, that moral agente'should overcome
conformlst attitudes in order to be ‘moral is not very 111um1nat1ng An 
agent's conformlst attltudes may not always, 1odeed may never- lead him f-

~to commit harmful acts towards other persons.

""*Peters' comment is remlnlscent 6f critical rematrks levelled by
some adults against the hippie ‘and youth communities of the late '60' s:
'they all think alike . . . they even dress alike . . . obviously not an

individual among them.' - But surely hipple and youth resistance to |
 ord1nary custom was some evidence of their "culture's" individuality of
expression. "look—allke" garb of jeans and beads indicated a

" "conformity® to norms, ' but a’ conformity brought’ about by a desire for
anonymity, or a search for some: refuge against an exasperated and hostile
~ public. 1f the individual's hue was similar to .his company's colour, it
was understandable, surely, and not reprehen51b1e. The essence of this
example I owe to D. G. Brown. :
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At this point, Ivshall assess Peters' treatment of "outsioe.
influences" for_the "practice of morality." ‘Why should we be concerned
about how to interpret.Peters' claim that people should overcome counter-
influences in order to be moral (act morally)?  The importance, I think
is this: if Peters wants to claim that people should exercise self-
control kcounter these influences) in order to be moral, then we must know
what sense of "moral" he intends (self-fulfillment or'avoidance'of harm) ,
in order to know whet traits of ‘character he is sqggesting agenté shoold
have. |

Of course, it is not necessary'tmat Peters gggt_meen one sense of
'moral' or the other. He could mean both. ‘He could say that agents
should overcome all kinds of counter-inclinations (including conformity).l
in order to "be moral" and mean by that that they should be self;fulfilled
and respectful towards others. What is not clear, however, is mhat rides
upon his suggestion. What implications follow from his claim thet agents
should exercise their self-control in order to be moral? What must the
community do, if anything, to or for agents who do not have the;"virtues"
of self—control>Peters'thinks they should have? -

In discussing the virtues of self-control, Peters does mot eddress.
the question of what happens--what the community{s responsibility is—-in
those cases ‘where agemts do not exercise their se1f4COntrol;r { offer
below some general remerks'on thic topic.

The.notlon morallty suggests, at least, that morality ought to
be enforced that 1nterference in people ‘S 1iberty is Justifled where

:those persons have commltted or are about-to commit 1mmora1 (wrong) acts.

The wanton murderer is caught and punished; the tax evader is made to
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pay his taxes. We ﬁsually agree that the commﬁnity has some-grounds for
interfering wiﬁh the liberty of persons who perform wrong aété. Buf
limits to that.authoriéy to enforce morality are determinea;'as it were,
by the kind of commitment a commuﬁity has to the protection of the liber—
ties of its members.

The balance we dréw between the enforcement of morality and the
p;otection‘of liberties, to a large extent, says what kind of society we
will have. On the one hand, we could be committed to a strong prinbipie
of.enforcing morality and committed to a weak pfinciple of liberty. On
the other hand, we could be committed to a strong prinéiple éf individual
liberty, and commipted to a weak principle of enforcing morality.

Another alternative and a more desirable one than either of these, I
suggest, is a commitment to a strong principie of enforcing morality and
commitment to a strong principle of liberty.*

But it is essgntial when acting on either of the various combina-
tions of strong and weak principles of morality and liberty to know when
an action is a wrong one;‘éﬁd to know whether égents' interférence in that
action will or will not produce.further harm. Whereas we consider it
right——juStifiable——to_interfére with agents who do not exefcise thgif _
self-control in fhbsé cases where tﬁeir 1ack of self-controlileads to
their committing immoralv(ﬁrOﬁg)5écts; we reQﬁire more justification;ior"'
a different kind of jﬁstificatiaﬁ to decide whethér we should interfere

with agents who have not developed traits of personal "self-control," -

et S e e e T T am gfatéfﬁi:tb“?rdféSsor“D;"Gi‘Bern for-the ideas “I have-pre- “--— **-

sented in this section. The statements I have made here reflect his
own scholarship. : o
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i.e., those who in Peters' terms haye not reached the stage of autonomy |
The heroin addict, the motorcycle gang member, the grey—suited business—
man who owns three cars, may each in his own way illustrate some lack of
"self-control" and some lack of ' autonomy. What Peters does-not discuss.
are the gronnds for interfering with agents' liberties when these agents
lack "self-control."

As I have detailed in Chapter 2 (pp. 75ff.), Peters selects the
Prlnciple of Freedom (Liberty) as one of his five fundamental principles.
of morality: an agent.must not interfere with another agent s conduct
(restrict his liberty) unless this second agent isnharming or is about to
harm another. This is Peters"(or'rather Mill'sj generalloutline of a
principle of freedom: it provides one ground for interfering with agents'
liberties, namely, when those agents are harming others. But Peters does
not discuss when it is right to restrict another agent's liberty if one is
committed both to enforcing morality and protecting liberty. Neither
does he consider those circumstances in which the community might justi—
fiably interrere;with agents' liberties (1) for the agents' own good
(Justlfled paternallsm) or (2) for the good of the community.

This puts us in the difficultvposition,'here, of'trying to imagine '
when Peters would consider it justifiable for agents to 1nterfere with |
'other agents llherties when these’ others do not exhibit self—control. i
Whereas many in the community might like to severely restrict the liber—

ties of those agents'who:do not or have not exerc1sed self—control, my

view is that only in'very'rare casses is paternalistic;interference in
adults' actions justified.

This brief discussion of outside influences, liberty and morality
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raises important issues for the moral educator. He must decide what can

and should‘he done to help persons resist these_outside'influences-in
-order that they arevdieposed to act on theit good moral judgments. As
well the moral educator should make his students aware of those circum-
stances in which it would be rlght and those circumstances in which it
would be wrong for the community to interfere with agento liberties.
The moral educator,ethen, must be clear about what self—control virtues
he should promote in his own students. He should strive, as well, to
make his students aware of their responmsibilities vis-a-vis other agents
who lack "self-control." |

Peters does not speak of "enforcing morality,' although he con;
siders various justifications for punishing persons who transgress rules
about not harming others (EE276ff.). Nor would Peters want to enforce'
self-development given his commitment to liberty. But if he insists
that agents should exercise self-control in order to do what is just, he
must surely have some»views about what, if anything, should be done to
bring others to exerciee their self-control.

I turn now to another of the counter-inclinations Peters believes
agents should overcome in order to be moral: inhibiting phys1ca1 and
emotional reaetions..

A(b) 'ihhibitihg phyéicél and emotionfreactioos:

As we eaw in ChaoterTA,NPeters‘giVeS'eome attention to those
inhibiting-physical ahd emotional reactions which he thinks theimoral_
agent should overcome in. order to ‘act on what he Judges to be rlght. - In
thlS category, Peters.mentlons counter- 1nc11nat10ns "whlch come from (the

agent's) consciousness of heights or from his stomach" (PU401 DR128; TC135).
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'In speaking of moral'dilemma situations, we usually come to some
agreement that moral agents should counter.their_feelings of fear, nausea,
dizzinese: . to save a éroWning person,‘to disentangle a drunken woman from.
a chaotic situation, to rescue a chiln from a tree-top.. [The agent in
these situations has to decide when he must overcome his feelings in order
to do a "greater good," and when, for reasons of self-interest, i.e.,
prudence, he need not. ‘In deciding what morality requires of an agent—-—
and this includes, I heliéVe,-the ways ln which the agent might exercise
prudence so as to perform the moral act--much depends upon what means are
available to him to provide the needed help or prevent the harm. Assess-
ment of these means undoubtedly.includes the agent's evaluation of his own.
physical reactions, aversions, inabilities, phobias——conditions which
could possibly worsen already delicate situations.

I am not suggesting that any phobia, any aversion, any inability be
considered an "excusing condition" for agents who do not act. My only .
point here is that Peters mlght have qualified his clalm about overcomlng
inhibiting phys1cal reactions to account for the various ab111t1es and
'dlspos1t10ns of agents to overcome such reactions.

Recall from Chapter 4 that Peters mentions what he th1nks are the
most promlslng means for overcomlng the 1nh1b1t1ng emotlons of fear and
anx1ety. he d0ubts whether these feellngs will be controlled or overcome
by "self-control": "by the agent saylng "no' to temptatlon, by his stand—
ing firm, or by his. be1ng 1mpervious to eoclal pressures. He suggests_
that developlng in the agent the p051t1ve mot1vat10ne of the self-

transcending sentlments" (1ove, awe, benevolence, respect) is Just as

important (efficacious) in helping him to overcome inhibitlng physical
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reactions as is "the development of his prudence." ‘What Peters leaves
unsaid is how-this could be the case: how is it possihle‘that‘a person's
feelings of love, respect, especially awe could overcome that nerscn's
fears and anxieties in moral dilemma situations?

C. Deciding and Acting
To this'pcint, I have discussed two categories of inclinations

which Peters believes moral agents should overcome in order to act morally.

In the case of outside influences,_the_agent might be corrupted or tempted
Aby others to do what is wrong, even though the agent may himself know what
is right and wrong. The agent might also adont whoiesale.others'erulés
or ways of living instead of choosing his own style of life in.an auton-

omous, authentic, first-hand way. In the case of inhibiting emotion

reactions, the agent may be deflected or inhibited from doing what he knows
is right. 'Weakness of will,' he‘says, "is explicable in terms of emo-
tions such as fear, anxiety and lust, which disrupt peoples' well-meaning
intentions" (EEm190).

These two categories, however,. do not exhaust.the possible kinds;of
1nc11nat10ns agents might or should overcome in order to act morally. A
third category consists of those "disinclinations" to follow- through or |
act on the Judgments agents make. Now, Peters does not speak of these
"disinclinations_té'act"»as a "category" of influences to Be'overébmé; /
but he does frequentiy ﬁéﬁtion agents who-do not act on their judgments.
He speaks of the self—control, persistence, and COnsistencX which he
’belleves moral agents should exhlblt——con51stency and pers1stence in

. carrying out their p011c1es or plans. It seems to me that there are

many sorts of reasons why agents do not act "justly,' reasons which have
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neither to do with their being subject to others' corfupting infiuences,'
nor with inhibitions arising from particular emotion;appraisals such as
fear and anger. I will disooss these reasons here. ' As well, i»look.
at Peters' notion of 'coosistency.' o

Peters>says that ﬁany kinds of factors might account for "the gap
between judgment and action' (PC259). Here follows a survey of these
factors, some of which appeared.in the previous two seotions.

First, Peters brings up the case of the "wicked man" who knows in
general what he ought to do, and who hss the judgment to see that 5 rule
applies to his particular case, yet‘ruthlessly does what he kno&s is wrong.
This man simply wants to do something .else much more; he feels too little
remorse or guilt to resist corrupting influences. Second, there is the
"evil man," who has a oode snd pursues it in a determined fashion; _this‘
code however consists in harming others (e.g., thrashiﬁg his children;
keeping his wife in subjectioh). Third,‘thers is the man of "weak will,"
Peters says, who knows what is right and who,wants.desperately to do it,
but because of his emotional instabilisy'cannot slways do it.  He is the
man "who elther seems constitutlonally lacking in persistence or who
,seems to bers constant victim to various forms of pass;v1ty;‘ He may be;
beset by 1nsecur1ty; unconscious wishes - orvstrange moods" (PC262)

FOurth toere is the psychopath says Peters, who can only speak of
whao ﬁe ought to do'"in.an 'invertsd commas. sense.v.'.Moral 1anguage

" ('right,' 'wrong,' ought,-,etc.j-"does‘noé reslly bite<x;his beosViour."
This man cares very little about d01ng what he ought to do: "he is

" impervious to his obllgatlons N w1ckedness 1sn 't even a possibllity

for him."
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Peters believes that there are lessons to be learned from his | ;;

descriptions of these persons.,7:1n the first case, the‘mOrailagent

‘should learn to resist temptations; he should allow his own conscience

to>indicate‘what>thete are good‘(pethaps overriding) reasons fortdding;
In the second case, the moral agent must come to adopt reasons for acting
which take others' interests into account rather ‘than those which don t.
In the case of emotional instability (what he calls'weakness of will),

agents should either.learn'totsay'ﬁno',to these moods or feelings, or

else overcome them by cultivating "the more pqsitive.sentiments of love,

benevolence, respect, awe." Fron Peters' description‘of the psychopath,
moral agents should come 'to understand: that to use moral language (making
judgments.of 'right' and. wrong, 'I ought. .. . .") is ‘a serious bu51ness..
To use moral language seriously is;, in some sense, .to commit oneself to
acting on ité—to beigenninelyzmotivated by. the concerns the language
represents;. as Peters puts it,.""to be eommitte&:to its point."
Peters believes that if an agent is sincere in“his use of moral

language, he will come to act on.the judgments he makes:.

The general function of nords like 'right' and 'wrong' is to move

péople to “act. ~ If there is no such disposition to ‘act in .a

particular case, we would say that the person is using the term

in an external sort of way or that he is not sincere, or somethlng“
similar to that. '

/ S | . D329)
But surely ‘an agen ld’sinterely make méral judgments (using
' the language of good ought,"-erng,- .right, ),'and,etill‘not act

P R -

‘on hlS Judgments. An agent' s 31ncer1ty in u51ng moral language, in

other words, 'does not entall thaf‘the agent w111 act on his Judgments.f'

CIf a person uses moral<1anguage like ' tlght and. wrong .and ‘does not
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seem disposed to act in a particular-case, there are othet possible
explanations than Peters' explanation,thatithis person is belng inslneete-
in his use of moral terms or that he is using these terms "in an external
sort of way.' - .

We mlght be tempted to say that the agent failed to act on X or Y
because he was weak willed, or because he was fearful, or that panic over-
took him or that he had overriding evil intentions, but we do not need
to explain the agent's failure to act on these ways.

Moral agents, too, may fail to act on thelr Judgments of 'right!
and 'wrong' because they do not.know how to act on thelr Judgments. This -
lack of knowledge is common, I believe, among those who see the moral‘i
wrongness of a particular government policy but who do not know how to
express their disapproval of it. 0f course, among those who believe‘a
pollcy to ‘be immoral, many simply do not have the determination or
persistence to find out what they‘could do actively to oppose it. But
there are others determinedly and persistently opposed to a puhlic policy
who are still unclear about what they can do about it. ~ There appeats to
be, in othet‘words, some gap between the judgments they have nade‘and- l
their knowledge and disposition to act on those judgments. | |

Could not the agent, also, see that many courses of action offer
le__.gééli reasons for actlng——for whlch he could 51ncerely sayﬁ'X 1s
perm1551ble to do; so.also is Y.perm1551b1e to do, and yet see that
nelther X nor Y prov1de him with an all things con31dered' rlght thlng—.
to—do?_, The agent mlght 81mply flnd it dlfficult to resolve confllcting
obligations, or to make a ch01ce between X and Y 1f both'X and 'Y are

morally permissiblevacts.
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Certainly we do have difficulty.cboosing between conflictingv
reasons and-obligations. On Peters' own account, anyone who adopts-or
sees the point of his five fundamental principles (freedom,ltruth-
telling, consideration of 1nterests, respect for persons and’ equality),
and who attempts to "put these into practice" in determining when a moral
rule may be juétifiably overridden, for example, will face indecision for
at least _s_(_)llﬁ ‘of his deliberations.

PeterS'.answer'to the problem of resolving conflicts of principle,
as we have seen, is to say that the'agent must emercise his 'judgment';

" then act on

the agent must simply decide "in terms'of these principles,
his decisions. This advice is good,’perhaps, for those agents who would -
endlessly.deliberate about what to do-mithout'ever‘getting around to |
acting "on what they see to be just.'" " But it is not particularly
enlightening for those Qho see the complexities of moral dilemma situa-
tions, and for those who-see‘the-conflicts between their various obliga-
tions, especially if tbese persons'are convinced.that there must be some
criteria in terms of mhich they can weigh competing considerations.

To conclude, Peters is correct to say that persons can be deflected
from doing what is right by others' corrupting inflnences. He is-cor-
rect to sayvthat persons can be deflected from doing what is right by.
adopting-a "bad code.-; Persons can be 1nh1b1ted from doing what they
see is right, as well by tbeir 1nh1bit1ng emotion-states. They mayt
also be imperv1ous to the seriousness of u31ng moral'language (that it
involves'their own behav1our). B have suggested ‘as well that agents

failure to act ‘may be explained by agents indec1sion in the face of

their sincere and honest attempts to resolve complex moral problems. by
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their inabilities to resolve what may be conflicts of principles. As
well, I suggest, agents may not know how to act, in the public realm for
example, on the since;e moral judgments they may make.

Are my "additional cases" examples of 'weakness of the will"?
Although I believe Peters unwisely limits weakness of the will to cases
of emotional instability, I would say that my cases do not necessarily
demonstrate such a weakness. One case calls attention to another kind
of "gap" between judging and acting--a gap due to the enormously diffi-
cult decisions moral agents must make. The other case has to do with
insufficient knowledge about how to act on moral decisioﬁs.

Peters speaks frequently of overcoming counter-inclinations by
developing self-control and by being consistent. By consistency he
seems to mean "acting in accordance with the beliefs an agent has or the
judgments he makes.'"  Consistency, he says, is "sticking to a principle
or pursuing a policy or plan" (DR128). He says this form of consistency
"is possible for people who adhere conscientiously to a simple code," and
is possible as well for people "with a complicated morality if they care
. . . if they are passionately devoted to fairness, freedom and the pur-
suit of truth, respect for persons, if they are concerned whether others
suffer" (CP298).

Surely he is right to say there is a difference between knowing
right and wrong and caring (MD329), and surely he is right to say this
type of consistency and caring is an "i{mportant positive type of motiva-
tion" (CP298). In saying these things, however, Peters implies that if
 agents "know what is right and wrong" and if they care about others,

they will be able to decide and act on complex moral problems they face.
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In my view, more is required of the "competent moral_agentV: pfirst; an
ability and dlsposition to.appreciate:the poéitlonsvof others who may'be-
affected by thelagent}s actlons, and seconh, a fuller grasptof moral ”
theory to help him balance the conflicting claims and interestsiot:those
persons whose positions he "appreciates." |

My'statement here may be denied hy those who claim I am making it.
too difficult for ordinary citizens ever tC)attain'Hnoralkcompetency."
That may well be. My suggestions offer however, "levels of attainment"
towards which the "average"- moral agent can strive.:A 6nce we have'a pic-
ture of what "moral competency .looks llke we' can dec1de what moral
educators might do to help average persons attain at‘least some of the

competencies (knowledge, abilities and dispositions).

III. Peters on the Development of Character

Having commented now on Peters' two categories of character-traits

e TgedTal-riile Variety “and ‘the -self-control variety--T will® put—-—-—=

together Peters' picture of the development of character. One of the

chief tasks of moral education, he-says, is.to aid in developing peoples'

thatdcter, by which e means” persons who 'have character.': == =7t - Phoeos SR

i A. Senses~of 'Character'
To hegln, Peters quite rightly says that the concept 'characterl
"i%"a systematlcally “EIippery "dondept’” (TC135) : We speak#on'character-
in the following ways. In the first place, he says ‘we speak of a
person s character in terms of the sum total of his tra1tS°' ones llke
‘”honesty, con51derateness, punctuality, sincerity or 1aziness.'— ﬁe calls~—n

" this the.'non—committal sense," although it is not perfectly clear what'
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he means by this (FT237; TC135). Usually when we say that a person is
honest or sincere: or lazy we-are positively or negatively evaluating
wnat he does or does not do. ' We are not necessarily evaluating his
conduct, however, from the moral point:of'view. Wm.-Hare, I believe,
is correct}to suggest this (Hare, Wm.,‘1978), } If.Peters takes "non—
committal"” to mean evaluation"but not necessarily moral evaluation, then
I am in agreement with him. 1In all probability, Peters‘means that  the
notion 'character' is non-committal, not that 'honest,' or 'sincere'"
are. The notion"character' is non-committal when coﬁpared to 'having
character' which means having a good thing. | |

Second, Peters says, we speak of 'character' in the way cnaracter-
ologists do: in terﬁs,of "certain arrangements of traits in persons, for
example, a penurious man, or pedantic person.'"  Freud appears to have
adopted this sense of 'character' in his writing on the 'subject, says
Peters, since he was concerned with the range of traits which,persons
display in a distorted or exaggerated manner.

Third, we can speak of a person's character in the sense of 'having
character.' Here; he says,'we are referring "to a type‘of consistency
- the person 1mposes on his other traits by his adherence to higher—order
pr1nc1p1es such as those of prudence or Justlce (FT238 PCZ47)

B. fHaving Character | |

Peters enplicates the notion 'having character" in terms of'the
inner effort 1nd1v1duals must. make. his favorite terms for this qnality
are "effort," "personal ch01ce," "dec131on," "control " "con31stency,

. even "integrity. | The . person who 'has characterfglhe says, 1s-one_who

has his own distinctive style of rule—following; 'having character'’
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suggests "the type of regulation (he) imposes on his own conduct." A

man who 'has character' differs from Qne.who‘"merely exhibits particular

character-traits like honesty or truthfulness"; those who are honest or
truthful "may (still) be at ‘the mercy of their vacillating inclinations" =
(PC249).

Peters thinks that persons who display certain character-traits do
not necessarily 'have character.' As well, he believes that persons who
'have character' need not have any particular character-traits,.certainly
not ones we woulﬁAcall moral traits or habits.

When we say that a man 'has .character,' ‘we are not simply referring -
to the sum total of his traits . . . a man: who. has integrity of
character is not credited with any definite traits . . . whatever
traits he exhibits there will be some sort of consistency and con-
trol in the manner in which he exhibits themn. _

. e ) . . (TC135)

This is in line with Peters' statement that the "self-control

traits" are -content-free: ''they prescribe no particular rules or

phiﬁéseé" (MD314).” But lét s seé what this view leads to in Peters'
account. |

Petefs remarks that persons migﬁt 'have‘character' in the sense
‘that they have their own dlstlnctlve styles of rule-follow1né But
these dlstlnctlve styles "do not‘necessarlly imply any partlcular rules
or content? (PC250). . The notion_'heving charaeter,f he says, is
f'compatible'With a wide Vé%iety“df“types bf‘cﬁaracterﬁ Iﬁ“fact,‘féter$ e-
contlnues, a person could have character—-be per51etent have st&le—;
and "st111 be bad"™ (TC135; PC250). ‘By_thls Peters does not Juet mean
.that a pe:eon who ‘had ‘character could”adt,bédly'er’"be.bad" oh one or a”- .~

" few occasions; he means that a person might 'have character' and be
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evil. On Peters' account, Hitler is one we éould say 'had character.'
Although Peters does not speak in terms of ﬁecesséry'conditions, his one
necessary éondition for 'having character' seems tb’bé this:f-ﬁperéons
must be consistently'rulé-governed and must adapt-ﬁheir:?uieé~in;elli— ;”
gently in the light of their supreme princibles“ (PC252). -

A maﬁ who acted consistently in the light of his supreme prinbiplés
-—a person who 'has character'--may present an appearance of inconsisﬁency
to the world, Peters avers. But this is because he "follows rules which
seem to him to have some point; he modifies them intelligently accordiﬁg
to différences in circumstances, and the boint (of What rules hé‘chooses)
is dete;mined by the man's édherehce fo certéin'higﬁer—order'principleg"
(TC135). |

Are these principles Peters' five fuﬁdamental principles? If they
are, would Peters speak of a pérson who 'had character' who was evil?
Probably not. Are these principles whatever.prin;iples the person.who
'has character' chooses to act on? If this, then theseAprinciples
could be'ones iike 'TI will only do whatever givés me the greatest.
personal‘éleasure"or 'TI choose to}do that whigh bringé the greatesf
pain to minority groups.' Peters' sense of 'héving character' is

compatible with choosing principles which cause or which do not prevent

{
!

harm'to otherupefsbns.
c. Moral.EaucAﬁioh_énd Charécter Developﬁent _
What, tben, aré‘we»to make of Pefers' suggéstixulthatfén importanp
aim of moral education is:t6 de§él§p‘§exs§ns ﬁhq Vhaﬁe éharactep'?
To.ansﬁér this queétibn, iét us revieﬁ(what Péters.says ié the "complex

task of moral educatiOn," where he speaks of this as character-
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development.

fetgrs says, first, that moral educétors éhould be concerned with
what cha;acter—traité they would like people to have, that is, what éocial 
rules'ﬁheyAwould like to see "étamped uéoﬁf inﬁiﬁiduals' behavioﬁr. |
Second, educators'shouid be goncerﬁed with how children learn to apply |
rules: how they learn to "discriminate and use their judgment." - And
third, Peters says edugators should be concerned with déveloping chil-
drens' characters in the sense of their 'having character.” What
mefhods, then, does Peters, éelect for fhe accomplishment of these tasks?

ﬁé says that 'tréihing character’ is‘an important way to look at
the deve%opmeﬁt of character, since this latter notion consists in
developing the self-control traits and the inculcation of social rules-
(MD328). The notion of 'habituétion' is an important one, too,
especially for the development of the "self-control"” virtues. The
child, he says, "must learn to stick up for principles of 'fair play' in
the face of gréup pressures.'" It may be necessary, he;sayé, for chil-
dren ''to be témpted, or made fearful." The more famili;r children
become with such éituaﬁioﬁs,."the more likely they will be led to control
their immediate réspbnseé." Habituati&n,‘hé says,f"may heip to_layidbﬁn
a pattern'of response that mayAbé ﬁsed in-the service of mbré éppropriaté 
"motives at (a child's) iater'Stage“ (MD327). | |

To develoﬁ particﬁlaf't#aité‘bf'the sbcial;rule variéty, the
"stamping metaphor,"” he says is én aépropriaté one. - fﬁé notions of
' ;drill' and 'authority' are a1so appfopriate. '"Training of.character;f~
he says; "sﬁggests efforts to ensure reliabilityiof reéponée in'aécdkd—

anée with a code." But this, he admits, would be a rather limited sort
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of operation, since it would not suggest any endeavour to get traineea
to understand the 'reason why' of things. Moral 'education;' in con—
trastto'nmral trainihg,' is a queation of "tackling peoples' beliefs“
(EE34; TC138).

To develop character, Peters says, the notion of conflict is an
ihportant one. "The child must learn to choose from among many possi;
bilities," he says, and this he will learn to do if he is introduced to
various rules and made to face conflict-situations (EE198; TC137). The
child must also be erposed.to‘adult—ekemplars "who can give practical
reasons for their principles.” :.We must remember, he says, that the
individual's character is "his own distinctive style of rule-following'}
the emphasis is on the individual, "but the Qay-he acts‘is'drawn'from a
public pool" (EE57); A man's 'character,' he says, ''represents his own
achievement" (EE57; PU400). |

The question which can be put to Peters is this: if‘he sees that
one aim of moral educatlon is character development, and if he sees that
the best way to.do this is by (a) stamping a code upon the child,

- (b) teaching the child to make "discriminations'" about where this code
(the‘roles) should be applied, and (c) encouraging the child‘to makeuup'<‘
hisvown mindland.stick to his decisions, what emphasis does he give to
theae:three7', In his insistence that a soc1al code be"étamped upbnﬂ

the 1nd1v1dual, and that tralnlng 'is an 1mportant ‘method to use to do
that, he implies that unless educators do that, they w111 have omitted

an 1mportant part of developlng a ch11d s character. Thls indicates to
me a rather restrlcted analysis of what peoples .characters consist in.

He could just as well have.presented further analysis of what educators
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might do to develop people who are characteré;

The "natural sense" for"qharacterﬁdeveloﬁment'Vinclhdes developing
desirable character t%aits, to. be sure. But we should not assumeiéhat
desirable"cﬁaracter traits will.result froﬁ "stamping a éocial éodé" «
upon people.

In emphasizing as he does the individual's own choice of prinéiplés
and rules in the face of conflicts he is made to face, and in drawing
attention to the fact that a person could 'have character' and be bad,
Peters'.aim_for moral education as character development is rather con-
fusing. He is open to the charge that theléoals of moral education/
character develbpment would be attained if the autonomous choices made
by agents led them to act on principles of prudence rather than prin-
ciples of morality. If he does not mean this, then he should have
provided moral educators with a notion of character to which they could
appeal, and which they could consistently apply. Probably Pefers
intends that charactef development is only one aim of moral educatioﬁ,
Abut he does not say what priorityvshould‘be.given to developing persons'
character and what.ﬁriofity'should be given to preventing harm to others,

. for example.
, , ‘ _ x k % k % %

>ih this chapter, I haﬁe éxaﬁihéd Peters' noﬁion of virtues,
particularly tﬁose hé callé‘tﬁe "ééif;control"bvirtues,.aﬁd his notion
of character.  The self—conﬁrol virtugs, he says, are thoée Whichlarg
exercised in fhe faée of counter-inclinations. .He:mentions.t&o kinds

of counter-—inclinations: outside corrupting influences and inhibiting
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emotion-reactions. He does not distinguish between those 1nfluén¢es
which may result in an.agént's acting uﬁjustly of unfairly, and thSe
which, if adopted by £he.agént, indicate his.conformist attitude to:;he
_groﬁp. » I.have suggested that the agent need only exercise selé—cghffol
over these influences if his not doingséo results in harm to others.
Getting clear the sense of:"moral" Peters intends is important for the
community in respect of its commitment to enforcing—morélity and in its
commitment to the protection of liberty.

After mentioning the inhibiting emotion reactions and the ways

Peters thinks these ma§ be oVerqome’b& the'agént, I looked at "disin-

n

clinations to act on judgments"'by exposing Peters' view of the' "gaps".
betweeh judgment and action. I pointed out that he is wrong to say
that an agent will act on sincerely made moral judgments. There may
be, in fact, many ways of accounting for "failing to act." One of these
may be the agént's indecision in the face of conflicting principles;
another may be his not knowing how to act on the sincere judgmehts he
makes. - |

I turn then to Peters' notion of 'héving character' and hisv§iews,
on the development of charaéter_as a goéllof mofal éducation. 'Haﬁing, '
chafacter,"he argues, is ébmpatible with being bad (evil);"a neceéséfy
vconditibn‘of>'haVing chgractér' isﬂhéQing.the'sélf—contfoi vif;ﬁes of
Eontrol‘and consistency. A person who 'héé character' is ong'who makés
up his own mind, and whé makeé his decisions in thevlight of-principles

"he sees have some point.



CHAPTER 6

s mn meTE ol - Moral Education and Research-

In the last ten yeats, educators have assembled many kinds of moral
education materials and proérams for use in schools; as Qell, educators
have become active participants in what is known as ''moral education
research.”” Many of these educators believe that students <can become
educated into morality or moral thinking just as other educators believe
students ‘can become educated inpseience, histoty and mathematics. For
many moral educators, morel'education means initieting students into the
‘form of discourse calied moral discourse in.such a way that these
students will be disposed to act motally. Their hope is that students
of moral education will learn to be moral.

Educators who see persons"initiation into morel thinking and
behaviour as the goal of moral education have occasionally acknowledged.
Richard Peters' contribution to the field, but have not used‘his discus—
sions oflmorality and moral education in any overt way as the basis for .
‘their schdol programs and research. As we have seen in this thesie, |
nowever Peters belleves that 1n1t1ating persons into moral thlnklng
will help dlspose them to ‘act morally Peters' work represents,'ln
fact, one of the few recent attempts of: phlloeophers of educatlon to
give-a comprehen31ve aceeunt of what it is to reason in morals and what

it is to be dlsposed to act for moral reasomns..

Peters has not made many practlcal recommendatlons for moral

215
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education in the schools, nor has he considered it his responsibility to
select problem areas fer empirical research study. . Although he occa-
sionally refers to research studies, his own wpfk is almost eﬁtirely
concerped with conceptual issues in moral education.

There is, it should be said here, a particdlar richness.to‘Peters'
writing on moral education: in the range of topics he covers and in his
many examples. But if we are to decide what school programs or research
hypotheses are at least consistent with his views, we should"trece out
what are his best—supperted theses: thbse'euggeetions most 1ike1y to
yield concrete proposalslfor-the'"practice" of moral education.

In Chapters 2 to 5, I have presented a systematic account and
criticism of Peters' views on a range of topics: meral rules and.prin—
ciples, the form and content of morality, moral motivation, the role of
the emotions in the moral life, and the virtues of self-control. Here
I further cqndense his views in order to suggest leads to educators work-
ing in the field. I do this, first, by noticing what constructive leads

come from Peters' account; second, by drawing attention to those areas

‘of his account whlch require conceptual and empirical work, and third,

by out11n1ng specific prOJects for currlculum bullders, teachers and

researchers;

R “Thé“Contrlbutlon"of R 'S. ‘Peters:tO‘MoralfEduEation“ o e

A The Development of "Settled D15p031t10ns

As we saw in Chapters -3 and ‘4, Peters belleves that morally edu-

“cated“perSOﬁé“mUSt'have ‘settled dlsp031t10ns" toact” in 'particular ways."

" He calls'theée settled dispositions "habits"; they are ways of acting
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automatically. 1But;the notion:of 'acting automaticallv'>is a probleme
atic notion requiring further investigatlon. He. does not say what"“
happens when two such."automatic" habits or dispositions -come into con-

lflict. Nor does he say whether it is logically impossible for them to

conflict.

Peters is correct to stress’ the development of settled disPositions.
Part of being moral, surely, is having some character-traits or disposi—
tions which "embody" the basic social rules: honesty, unselfishness and
considerateness. Peters does not analyze in any detail, however, the
notion ofa ''moral rule"; and.this is a task to which.educators conld
" fruitfully turn their attention.

Peters does not present convincing arguments, moreover, for many‘
of the social-rule character-traits he believes persons must have in
order to be moral. Being honest, unselfish and considerate‘are closely
connected with being moral; it is easy enough to agree with him'that
these traits are requirements of morality. Rules of punctuality,
politeness,'tidiness and chastity, on the other hand, are not require-
ments for being moral. | These latter rules suggest standards of behavi-

our—estandardsiof social "

gracefulness"_perhaps—~but‘educators should :
not confuse them with moral standards, as Peters seems to do. |

| Educatorsv(teachers and parents) who set out to develop the social—
rule varlety of character—tralts 1n chlldren should 1earn to distinguish

then, between long—term dlspos1t10ns or hablts which have centrally to do

w1th morality and those which don' t. Somewhat paradox1ca11y, educators

LI D P PERRR KRS - ..xlv__ R et T SR P Hote

may have to teach youngsters to be pollte or. ‘tidy on spec1f1c occasions,

as part of teaching them to act with considerateness and unselfishness.
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Teaching childreii some forms'of'politenessau;partvof teaching them to be
considerate to others, differs, however, fromlteaching children to con-
form to rules of politeness, punctuality or tidiness. _ Chlldren must
learn to sense when it is appropriate for them ‘to be punctual or polite
or tidy-—that is, when their being punctual, polite or t1dy will prevent,
harm, hurt or discomfort to persons other than themselves. -But Chll-'
. dren should not be requlred to internalize rulesbof punctual1ty, politef_

ness and tidiness as "settled dispositions,"”

in order to be moral. | As .
. well, initiating children into sone sociallyfaccepted forms of polite-
ness mayjactually prevent them from seeinglother people'as persons whose
rights and interests ought (morally ought) to behtaken into acdount.*
Before he'attempts to'inpart these rules to others, theny the‘educator
should learn to.diSCrininate between those forms of politeness which, if
acted on, respect other people as persons and those which don't. If
the educator insists‘that children he tidy, punctual‘or polite on
specific occasions, he must do so in such a way that children will come
to see punctuality, politeness and tidiness as empirically necessary to
their avoidance and prevention of harm‘and dlscomfort to other persons.
Educators should also develop programs for 1ntroduc1ng the ch11d
to the concepts which form the basis of those rules which can Justif1—
kably'be calledﬂéérélurules, :“i§igg, cheating, bullying,'stealing,'for*'
example, can take‘many‘forms.:( The child should come tolsee'which

~ actions of his would constitute stealing or lying or promise—breaking,'

T kSed Chapter 4,7 Part I”‘ “T’suggest” there that the' pollte act
of opening doors for women may prevent others from seelng women. as
" persons. :
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so that he might refrainAfroﬁ‘rheseJactions;' Althqegh-Peters seys thai
the child's‘possession of many eonceﬁts (e.g., 'property,}'fself,‘ and_.
others') are prerequisites to the child's grasp of the cohcept steals'_
ing,' for example, he does not say ‘what concepts are prerequ151tes to. :
1earning the other moral rules (MD325).

Moral educators would do well to examine closely the moral—rules to
see which concepts are prerequisite te the child's .obedience to theseA
rules. This work would be useful to educators interested in developing )
elementary school currlculum matérials in moral education. ' Given the
recent ‘literature on the subject of promising, for example, moral educa- -
tors could choose this as a beginning topic for their conceptual,
curriculum—aevelopment'and empirical_work.'

B. The Development of Motives (Principles)

Peters argues that moral principles (e.g., justiee, concern,'cem—
paséion, benevolence and respect) should become a person's own motives
or operative reasons. He gives two reasons why he thinks persons must‘
come te"acr on moral motives; first; he believes that a person must
have‘moral motives ih order to apply moral rules intelligently; ‘seeond,
he-belieses.thetvhaVing moral-motives is necessary to assessing properiy_
the vali&ity or jﬁstificetien of the moral ruies. (See Ch. 3;

p. 90.)

Having moral motives, Peters suggesrs;fis:ﬁdt the same thing as
ﬁshowing sensitivity or eohcern for-others." <A1chiid csn‘learn:to be -
sen31tlve and caring, he says, but these feellngs-may not be the chlld s
own reasons (motives) why he does seme thlngs rather than others.

‘Peters says that if we help to develop a child's sensit1v1t1es early on
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in his life, these sensitivities may become the‘child's operative reasons
(motives) when the child grows older (when the child "has 1earned to
reason' ). ‘One of the best ways to develop these sensitiv1ties hesays,
is~by developing'the child's imagination in an atmosphere of reason—ﬂ,
giving. o |
I have earlier pointed to my difficulty in accepting Peters' state-
ments about the development of the child's sensitivities’ along w1th hlS
statements about the inability of children to let these sensitivities
(concern, caring) become their'operative reasons (Ch. 3). ' In‘my'view,'
it is odd to talk about developing a child's concern or compassion for
others by providing him with reasons for action, without also believing
that the child is learning to adopt those reasons of compassion and con-
cern "as his own." It is not a‘logiCalAcontradiction,_perhaps, to say
that a child is compassionate'and caring on soecific occasions, and that
he has not developed a long—standing.disEOSition to act with comnassion
and concern. And it may not be a logical contradiction to saylthat_a
chiid_has these sensitivities and that he does not act for reasons of .
”COmoassion'and concern. ‘ But since our grounds forvsaying that a
person -ShOWS compassion or is compassionate come from our obServations.
of what that person does, it does seem 1og1cally odd to say that a Chlld
_ has sen51t1vities and that he does not act for reasons of comp3551on and
concern. |
If Peters' claim is that young, children can 1earn to be. compassion-
ate and caring and that they may or may not act out of motives of
compassion or concern when they are_older; certainly he is correct._,All_

sorts of factors can and do intervene between the early signs of
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compassion in children and their later actions and reasons for action.

But if Peters' claim is that children can learn to be compa551onate and

must (loglcally must) be older ‘to let these considerations become their

‘reasons for.act;gg,'lt seems_to me that he.is just wrong. I believe
that cﬁildren can learn at an early age to apply rules intelligently in
the light of the principies of respect for persons and the consideration
of others' interests, for example. This is only in part an empirical
claim about what I have seen children”do;.,it:is also a claim about the
groupds we must have to say that children feel compassion'or respect, or
 that they are sensitive to others' feelings. We make dnferences,about
their mind-states from their behaviour.

Of course, if Peters believes that children can develop sensiti-
vities early in their lives but that they are unable ‘to "make use of"
these feelings to assess the justification or validityfof eocial rules,
then surely he is correct. In order tomeesess thevvalidity of moral
rules, considerable knowledée and experience is required of a person--
likely more than‘ehildren have.

Regarding Peters' concern‘that moral motives be de?eloped,'an'
edormous amount‘of work can’ be done by educators to develop materials
whose aim ‘is to 1ncreese ch11dren s,ladolescents and adults' compas51on
and seneitivity'to others.“'This cduld ioclude the development of a_7>
"body of literature;" the eneouregeﬁedt'of‘drematic productions, and
the orgaﬁizatioo of activities ﬁhich idvolve'ohiidfen id eoﬁmdoity work.
I assume that these actiyities would be efficecioue id incteesing sensi—
Ativity,»out there is probably no guarantee that inyolvement’in tﬁeée

activities does help to develop a persons' sensitivities to others.
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In addition todevelopingcurriculum materials foriuse in the
schools, educators must themselves learn how to show respect'for others
with whom they are in discussion, and they must somehow develop respect
for persons of all colours, of both sexes, of every age;—lf they do not
already have this’ respect. Children, adolescents and adults might .
prefer to model their behaviour after these educator/exemplars. |

Part of the educator's responsibility, too, in developing others'
senses of compassion and caring is to provide good analyses of those
social"conditions.(school, home andlcommunitjj which promote a child's
sense of his own self4respect and his respect for'others,‘and analyses
of these conditlons which systematlcally destroy "human spirit and poten-
tial for acting with compassion. The educator should not stop with
"analysis" of these conditionms, of course:. he must work hard to improve
those conditions.. |

Peters' specific'suggeStion that children's sensitivities to
- others can be heightened or increased by exp051ng children to the sight
of suffering ‘may be a good one, although I do not haveanyemmirlcal_
evidence to conflrm or deny. thlS, and Peters prov1des none. : The edu-
cator might couple the child's exposure to suffering with suggestions.
to the child about what may have caused ‘the suffering, and suggestions
about what the ch11d and'others could do to allev1ate sufferlng and gi“:
prevent sufferingr, This teachlng could ‘be combined with discussion
about "51gn1ficant harms,' €.8., those circumstances in which hurting
others is permissible (e g., to extract a tooth or remove'a sliver),
and when such hurting is not (e.g., cheating, lylng, promlse—breaklng)

In getting students of all ages to view matters "from the moral
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point of view",and to help them to he motivated,by morai concerns, the‘
educator should aim to‘improve'theAreasoning skills of'his studentsfby.»

_introducing them»to nays of‘evidencing the?empirical beiiefs which bear"
on their moral dec151ons, teaching them to spot errors of deduction in =
‘their own‘and'others reasoning, and- teaching them what moral principles
can be used as premises of their~arguments (Metcalf, 1975). These tasks
must be carried out with considerable catre and sensitivity, however, so;
that students will come to see.moral ‘Teasons and the 'conclusions" of
moral arguments as’ genulnely mot1vat1ng reasons for acting; rather than
as opportunities,for them to "score noints in debate. - |
Recall from Chabter 3 my statement that Peters devotes little
attention to an analysis of the so-called "local" or "relative" rules.
As I suggested there, these rules are more 1ihe issues an agent must
decide than.standards’of behaviour to which the agent must become'habite
uated. Peters' list of local rules displays some shortesightedness
about what moral issues agents do, in fact, face. Moral”agents‘might
have to decide whether to smoke or gamble, whether to conserve water,
whether to become aimember of a trade—union,‘whether to be usurious in
money—lendlng._.‘But these issues are not nearly as.common oY serious-as
those moral 1ssues wh1ch arise when 1mm1grants and other mlnorltles are
discriminated against nor as 1mportant astheAnmrallty" of 1iv1ng.1n'd7
unprecedented affluence while mllllons, at home and abroad live at
‘subsistence levels. If agents (students) are to learn to ''reason well“
_on moral- matters, they should be challenged by issues wh1ch "touch thelr
own lives" to be sure, but'issues for which the consequences.to(others

are of great seriousness, i.e., those consequences which deprive others
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of liberties and opportunities and respect.
The educator's selection of "issues" (local rules), to my mind, is
a matter of great importance in plannlng moral educatlon programs for
persons of "all ages. Students must be made aware of those’ situations
which have. serious moral consequences; they must see that:moral ques-
:tions arise and moral debate takes place in contexts where peonles'
‘claims, interests and wants are at stake. Unless students come to see
in what eircumstances it is.important‘for them to "take the moral.point‘
of view," they will probably not come to see moral considerations as.
‘reasons &hy they should‘act in certain-ways and not in others.
C. The Role of the Emotions "_ , f
If a person (student) is to‘develop "moral motives," he must eome_:_‘
to see others in some sense as the same as himself. Part of the agent's
knowledge or awareness, as Peters points‘out, is his abllity to recognize
his own emotion states and thosebof others. ‘Being notivated by moral |
concerns is not just knowing that'otheIS'experience pain, br not just
knowing that others can become frustrated, angry .and despairing lf their
desires'are'thwarted; being morally motivated is, as.well, caring or
appreciatlng'thatvothers can and do experience these,emotions. The'
fact that other persons experlence certaln emotlons——fear, anger;
frustratlon——should prov1de the moral agent w1th at least a Erlma fac1e
reason.why he and others should refraln from actlng in- ways that cause
unhapp1ness‘and pain. | And the fact that the agent h1mse1f experlences
certaln emotlons (evg.; anger, Jealousy) should prov1de the'agent w1th .
prima facie reasons for not. commlttlng harmful acts to others. That

is, if the agent knows that he is. Jealous or angry and 1f he is aware-
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that states of jealousy and anger often lead agents'to hurt'others;%he

o

~must not ‘allow his anger or Jealousy to become reasons for or against any-
action toward_others.' In particular he ‘must not let these emotion—f
- states be'reasonsiforiharming others.‘ | o

If, however, the agent recognizes his own emotion—appraisals as
those of his own conscience (his 1nternalization of rules and princ1p1es)
--e.g., moral guilt and remorse--then these feelings should prov1de him -
with at least prima facie reasons for deing certain things:‘ acting so
as to put right those situations in which he has acted badly.

In moral education work, the subject of the emotions and the morai
emotions is of great importance and is ripe for much interesting concep- .
tual and empirical work. As I have-pointed'out in Chapter 4, however,
knowing that 'the emotions” (one's own and others') are relevant to.
moral thought and action is not:to say how they are relevant. The prob-
lem for educators and moral agents is knowing how to balance.thelconflict—
ing‘claims (interest; beliefs) of persons whose emotions‘the&'canAboth
"read" and.appreciate. Short of having a more complete theor& of the
moral releuance of emotions, the eduoator-might simply have to take his
clientele as far as they can go in understanding and apprec1at1ng their
own and others emotlon-states. ‘ ThlS, comblned w1th 1ntroduc1ng stu—i‘ B
dents to oomolek‘dilemnaJSituations (issues), fotrWhich students" -
knowledge of the protagonists emotibns is relevant;'may be as'much és"l:
the educator can do to assure his students that the emotions are

adequately represented"'or taken acount of in the1r moral reasoning
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D. Conflicting Claims, Rules and.Principles

Peters' recommendations for the resolution of.eonflicting ciaims,
rules and principles areiweak. Educators should'be aﬁare of this 
weaknesS'in'his account, and shoulo try to‘face‘the question of what it
is to justify decisions made when principles and rules‘come into con—
flict.

Peters claims that conflicts between rules can be resolved by the
agent's appeal to moral principles. The rule "Do not ‘lie,' for exampie,
can and should be overridoen, he‘says,‘in those cases where telling the
truth will hurt someone: "he sa&s that the principle of consideration
of interests‘fstands as an ever—present correotive to moral rules when
they confiiot."

As we have seen in Chapter.3, however, Peters interprets the prin-
ciple of consideration of'interests in various ways; hence, it is not

clear in what way Peters thinks that this principle provides a "

correc-
‘tive" for conflicts—-of~rule. Moreover, he does notvmake clear why he ‘
chose this principle over the principle of‘respect‘tor persons or‘thel
prlnclple of freedom.

Another problem arlses, as I have mentloned frequently, with
Peters account of resolving confllcts of_prlnciple.' 'Judgment,' he
Says,vls learned from those who have 1t.'> This'is an interesting'(and
probably true) account of how a person s. sense of olscrlmlnation devel—
ops, but it does not tell us what’ ‘this drscrimlnatlon 1s..' By what |

r1ter1a does.the.moral agent determine who has Judgment,’ or ﬂthe‘

‘ best judgment,' S0 that he might model his behav1our after ,hat person

or persons? If the agent belleves thatru:one in hls company 'has good
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judgment' on moral matters; or if he is uncertain what this judgment is,
can the agent learn to apply princ1p1es according to some criteria?

Can the agent, for example, determiner;f,,for "moral" reasons, he‘should,;
override andther.individualls autonomy‘(conflict between respect for
persons and freedom) in order to do what is "in that individual's best
interest" or. to do what is "in the public interest"? These are not
easy questions to'answer? of course, but neither are they remote from
the kinds of'decisions’morallagents face.

E. Self-Control .

Peters"mriting on the "self-control virtues" presents us with some
dlff{culties._ He is'unsystematic in his treatment of this grouplot
"virtues,'" leaving them almost completely unanalyzed. The problem for
the reader is to determine'what Peters means when he speaks of these
virtues as virtues of "self¥control";, further, mhat Peters means when he
~says that an'agent should:emercise self-control in order to act morally.

Peters says that ‘the moral agent- should resist’ bad or corrupting
1nf1uences (like bribery), that. he should. resist flattery, that he should
"be hlS own person," that he should overcome 1nh1b1ting emotions like
fear and anger, that he should use moral language with s1ncerity, that-hed
should determlnedly and per51stently act on the moral judgments he makes
--all this, apparently,'ln order to act on what he sees to be Just;

Obv1ously, Peters examples of "self control virtues" are of'many~
different'kinds;4' Although we can probably agree w1thtum1that some
self control" is a de31rable, even necessary tralt of the competent
h moral agent, Peters' treatment of this class of virtues 1llustrates ‘some

confusion about what may be required of ind1v1duals in order that they
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' be well-developed or self-fulfilled tautonomous and retionai), and what
may be required of ‘autonomous mofal agente, where "moral" means acting

so as to avoid and prevent harms to othets. -

The educator must at least be aware that the’claim"individuals
should exercise self—oontrol in order to be moral' can be variously . .
interpreted. He must learn to discriminate between those virtues which
may be essential to persons' self-fulfillment and those which are eseenf
tial for persons to act on moral judéments, i.e., those judgmente’toddo"
with the avoidance and prevention of harm to persons.

In classroom discuesion,”the teecher could point out to his stu-
dents that the community might~considet it their moral responsibility. to
intervene in individuals' affairs if individualsdare not exercising self-
control. He could point out the dangets of intervening in indiuidual
liberties and rights. The_educator could help hie students to see in
what circumstances it seems moraliy justifiable fof the community (othef
moral agents) to interfere with persons' liberties.(when those persons
‘are themselves harming others); and when it is probably not morally
.JuStlfled for the community to 1nterfere with persons if these persons
ate.“pursuing their own interests, To conduct these discussions. Well
oficourse, the teacher mustthave a.fairly sophisticated grasp of'the.:4
notionsuofxmofaiity.and‘1ibefty;'{ Indotneitwofdéi teachers must be'ede—{'
quetely.ptepared to 1ead'sucn.discussion$§"and this suggests the
nreparation of curriculum materials for'both teacher—edueation;andj
‘'school clessroom Qbfk.

To help his students overcome inhibitiné emotion—appraisels,“ the

educator might point out to his students those situatlons (in 11terature



229
and in current atfairs) where ‘individuals and groups overcaﬁe'their fears
~and anxieties to'do what ‘' they thought was right. Thetteacher'might also_
engage his students in discussion of their own. fears and anx1eties. ;.hutf‘
it is uncertain.whether these activities would have the desired effect.;'

I do not agree with Peters, however, that children 'must be gggg
fearful or purposefully tempted to do what is wrong as part of teaching
them to overcome these inhibiting inclinations. In my view,‘there are
numerous situations in the child's 1ife wh1ch‘are fear-inducing or which
do tempt him, without educators deliberately making a Chlld feel fearful
or tempted.f Praising the child for resisting these’ 1nfluences is, how-
ever, another matter: the educator's pralse might help the child to
overcome his fears andAdevelop his courage. This, hewever, is an
empirical problem; and as Peters suggests, it could do with‘some study.
In general though; l share Peters' skepticism about what educators can
do to help students overcome their fears and anxieties in order to get
them to act on theirbmoral judgments.

'In:getting students' to follow through or act on the moral judgments
they make, educators should know of the factors which typlcally intervene ,
between persons moral Judgments and their dlsp051t10ns to act on the1r
moral Judgments. | They should know, for example, ‘that persons can be |
deflected from d01ng what they think is right by peer pressure, and that
:they can be inhiblted by the1r lack of" courage in the face of danger.

In addltlon, educators should be aware that maklng dec1sions about
. moral matters is often an extremely compllcated and demandlng bu51ness,
and.that often, oersons "failure to act" can be explained by the1r

d1ff1culties in coming to "all—things cons1dered" moral: Judgments. This
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being the case, the educator should devote time to helping students make
well—grounded'decisions on.moral matters; One way to do this is toA
help students evidence the empirical questlons which bear on the moral
problems he asks students to face. Fot most.moral'prOblems, this is.a
long'and arduous task; and certainly teachers and students can nemet
claim to have '"all the evidence." But teaching students how to evidence
their empirical beliefs could show the student that he should not "take a. -
positionf on an issue unless there are good groundslforlthe position he
takes.

hhen teachers and stndents are“satisfied, howevet,-that they do
have sufficient evidence to "make well—gtoundéd_deciSions" on moral
issues, they should make those decisions, then explore the ways both
teachers and students can act on those decisions. For some issues, e.g.,
discrimination against East Indian residents by local neighbourhoods,
students should be shown how to channel theit energies into helping those:
persons discriminated-against, tather'than aiding those persons who are
causing harms. For other'issdes—ithose which arise becanse of particular
government policies;-stndents can be introduced to. ways citizens can‘ptof
pose legislation and register their protests against legislation they
helieve'will have morally unacceptable consequences for segmentslof the
population.A Thls-lnformatlon and actlon would be a start, at least, on’
the students political edﬁCation; .and it would serve to show students
that to act on some moral dec151ons may mean engaglng 1n polltics and

governmental affairs.
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IT. Remaining Conceptual and Empirical lsSues”in Peters
_,Having‘given a'general outline of what.things educators might do
nsing Peters' analysis of morality and moral education, I turn now to'l
those conceptual'and'empiricalfissues from Peters' account which requ1re
more work. _While I believe that educators can proceed at once along-'
the lines I have outlined in the previous section, ithshould be clear
that there are a number of emphases in.Peters' account requiring consld-
erably more conceptual and empirical study.f
A. Conceptnal Issues and Peters' Account of Morallty
1. The Scope of Moral Education ”

In Chapter,2 (pp- 4lff-), I offered several interpretations oé'
Peters' claim that the initiation of persons into worthwhile activities.
is a‘moral matter. Two of these interpretations—--the’ general or
"othical education" view, and the requirements-for-avoiding-harm view--
offer different emphases for the scope of moral education. The fourth
(ethlcal education) interpretation makes moral education v1rtually
coextensive with general education,’ whlle the fifth restrlcts moral
education to helping persons av01d ‘harm to others.' I suggested that if
educators‘adopt the fifth (narrower) sense of moral educatlon, they may
consider that gettlng persons to become 1n1tlated into at least somel
"worthwhile activities" is an empirically necessary way of gett1ng_these'
persons to be. 'morally educated" (av01dance of harm sense)

Throughout this the31s, I have 1nterpreted all of Peters claims
aboutgmorality and moral edncation in terms of the narrower v1em of
moral education. - This reflects not:only.my‘own'rlew about what”moral—

ity is and what moral education should be about, but this approach is
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consistent with Peters"statenents that'his primary concern is.with
rules and principles of an interpersonal sort. .As we saw in Chapter
5, however, Peters vac1llates between talk of those virtues necessary to
becoming’ autonomous, rational agentsvand those virtues necessary to the
prevention of harms. I 5uggested in that chapter. that 1t is possible
to think=of'personslwho are autonomous and rational, and who.are not
disposed to avoid and prevent harms to others.

Much work could be done to uncover the grounds for saying that
" morality (and moral education) should be concerned, centrally, with
avoiding and preventing harm. ThlS is not to say that such an under—
taking should hold up (impede) conceptual, curriculum—development and
research work consistent with the avoidance-of-<harm view. But an
investigation of these grounds (in the writing of J. S. Mill, for
example), would prepare edncators to defend the narrowerlconception of
'morality,' when it is'opportune for thembto do so. = This would be
better, in my view, than adopting the avoidance of harm sense, without
knowing the grounds for this choice.

In my experience, discussions of morallty and moral education in
terms of the av01dance and prevention of harms to persons.usually lead-

to cons1derat1ons of g1v1ng beneflts and helping others.. Moral educa—.

i
i

~ tors' would do well to be clearer than they are on the ‘conceptual’ con—"

nections between the notions preventlng harms,”’ not cau51ng harm,
"helping,' ‘giving benefits.' Cases whlch dlstingulsh these notions.

would be helpful..
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2. Moral Rules and Moral Motives

The second topic‘requiring_more conceptual work, as‘I have said in
Part I of this chapter, is the .subject of moral rules and thOSe con-
cepts which are central to the moral rules. ~ Part ot thls analytical
work could center on the differences there are between moral rules and
legal rules (laws), customs,Econventions and habits; another part of
thls work could address the question 'What does it mean to say that
‘moral rules exist?'

Peters says that habits which embody the moral.ruleS'imply a kind’
of'"directednees"; hablts, however, " do not imply. partlcular "goals"
towards which these actions (habits) are dlrected On the other hand
the notion of a 'motive' (operatlve reason) implies both "directedness"
and the notion of a'goal or goals towards which an agent's actions are
directed. Put into the language of 'reasonms," Peters' suggestion is
that having habits (conforming. to moral rnles) is acting for certain‘.
reasons; these reasons, howener, need not be the agent's "own." Having
notives or reasons for acting, on the other hand, means adopting‘partic—
ular reasons as one's own.

In my opinion, t1me could be fru1tfully spent by educators in anal—
ysie of the differences between the notions "acting for--in confornity
with——(other'S)'reasons" and "acting‘for reasons of one's own." Fbé/'
this WOrk;'the literature on-the_differences between ‘conforming to a’
rule" and "obeying'a rnle" ie televant (GreenA1967; McClellan, 1967)

3. The Concept of a-'Person' | | “

In Chapter 4 I mentloned that 1f the agent sees. that other people

"do experience emotions, that is, if he comes to see other people as
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persone, he will 1ike1y refrain from these acts which are harmful to -
these persons. _ The conceptA'person' requires some conceptual work,
beginning with a review article outlining the approaches various wrlters
have taken in their work on this concept. . Some of the analytical work
on the concept 'person' might center on the concept of an 'emotion.'
Other work mightvcenter on the notion of a 'right,' in'particular the
arguments which have been put forward on justified and uniustified
interference in persons' rights. |

4. Moral Component Schemes

In recent times; groups of moral educators have put forward three
different "moral component schemes': John Wilson of the Oxford project
(Wilson, 1973), Paul Hirst of Cambridge (1974), and AVER of Vancouﬁer,
Canada (AVER, 1975).* These three lists of moral components—-"the
comnonents of noral competency"——reflect what the authors believe are
logically necessary abilities, knowledge, skills and dispositions of
competent moral agents. The authors have drawn up these lists of moral
ccmpetencies to enable educators to proceed with the conceptual and
emplrlcal work necessary for currlculun work and teaching the lists
represent the parcelllng out of abilities and knowledge, etc., so that
research and curriCuium develonment in this field will proceed 1n a
éomewhat.crderiy gashion. |

Apart from some comments on Wilson's list of components (see,Brent,
.1973), there have been no attempts to systematically examine and -

cr1tic1ze these three schemes and the theoretlcal bases from which they

' %¥See Appendix.
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have been constructe&. ‘To engage in this conceptual task would be
highly interesting and enlightening to others in moral education.

From Hirst's dlscussion of morality and from his list of moral
components we see his attempt to build from Peters' aecount of morelity.
Wilson, on the other hand, explicitly acknowledges the WOrk’of.R.'M;
Hare; ' this is particularly evident in Component PHIL (CC) (Hare, 1952,
1963). AVER's components A and.B are based on Singer's acceunt of thé
Generalization Principle (similar to Peters' Principle of Equality or
Justice) and Singer's account of the Generalization Argument (Singer,

1971).  AVER component D, however, reflects.Hare's analysis of "i

imag-
inative role-taking" (Hare, 1963).
B. Empirical Issues and Peters' Account
1. The Question of Non-Rational Means

In Chapter 4, I looked at Peters' treatment of the "paradox'" of
moral education. - One version of the paradon'was put as follows: 'What
non-rational means aid, or at least, do not‘impede, the develdpment of
a rational form of moralityé' This question suggests that'edueators
must balance the useuof rational (reason-giving) means and the use Qf
nﬁon;eognitiVe" (ﬁnon—rational") means in morally educating:persens.ihBy
"non-cognitive" or "non-rational methods, Peters means the use of
"conditioning aids," e;g.,:preise,'bleme;heppreval and disappruval;
Peters‘stresses thst some non;ratlonal or non—cognltlve means must be
used as supplementary to the use of reasons even as prerequ1s1tes to the
(effectlve) use of reason, since he belreves that young chlldren cannot

understand reasons. They cannot act for the1r own reasons, he belleves,

until they have conformed their behaviour to others' reasons (rules).
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What non-rational means, he asks, should be used to'help the child become
an autonomous moral agent? |

He views this’ question as an empirical matter, since he leaves the
working out . .of this idea to empirlcal researchers. Researchers, acting
on hlS lead, might want to explore the question of how much punishment
or how much praise will aid or ‘impede children from becoming morally
autonomous. But this question, they should know, is not an easy one to
translate into operationsl definitions or empirical hypotheses. What
constitutes "non-rational means' as opposeo to "rational" means is ambig-
uous: the line between them probably cannot be neatly drawn Reasoning
with a child has some "conditioning" effects on the child. The child
who is continually reasoned with likely has an increased respect for
himself--at least an increased respect for his own powers of reason.
Reasoning with a child about moral matters, then, might well have the
same results as praising him for deeds he does well; moreover reasoning
with him is often accompanied by:praise, and sometimes is indistinguish—
sble from praise;

If empirical psychologists see the question of non-rational means
as a viable one. for research study, they wouid do well to explore in "
some detail the notlons of "rational" and "non-rational means" and the
notion of mlxed rational/non—ratlonal means before they embark on thelr
empirical work.

I find ‘that another question, nsmely; ’What‘rational means help
children to reach a_rational forn of_morality?; suggests more fruitful
lines of inquiry. In an attempt’to answer thislquestion, moral ednca—

tors could explore the ways in which reasons could be presented' to
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children so that they both understanq these reasons and come tonact_on
them. Part of this work would involve detailed studies of the ways
children reason about.moral'matters; another part would be teaching
educators - (teachers, parents) how to fespohd to.children's moral claims.
and arguments. Such work would seem to me to be amenable to research
work: hypothesis formation and field etudy.

2. The Question of Reasoning Abilities
Peters is caught up, to some‘extent, in the lock—step>stage—
developmental'account of children's reasoning abiiities adumbrated by
Piaget and "confirmed" by the moral education researcher Kohlbetg.
Although Peters presents many criticisms of the Piaget/Kohiberg account.
of moral development,. he relies on findings from this school of psycholf
ogists for the recommendations he makes about when and how a child can
reason about moral matters.. He repeatedly says that a Chlld must con-—’
form his behaviour to rules before he can be obedient to them, although
he does say. that it is not a conceptual truth that childten conform.
because of the fear_of punishmeht before theyvconform because of the
deeire for praise (PK150).., Neﬁertheless, aSKWe have seen, Peters
_estrongly recommends that a child be habltuated to rules before he eanv,
act for moral motives. | He gives. evidence that he believes a child
caﬁnothactAfrom moralmetives from an early age.

The question of "ab111t1es to' reason" shodld be of some concern
to moral educators. fut this question cannot Just be settled by
emplrtcal means unless a goodly amount of prior conceptual work is domne

.on the notion of what it is to reason, and what it is tolfollow reason.

The notion of following or acting for particular reasons cannot be
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interpreted in the uncomplicated way of "giving what one thinks is one's

reason for acting." If this were the sole criterion of what it 1is to

act for one's "own" reasons, children would brobably fail the test.

R

The question of what levels of competency adolescents and adults

¢ -
5,

can reach in their reasoning isAalsokéﬁ imporﬁant and relévant question
for moral educators. Educator/researchers might spend some time study-
ing the ways in which adolescents and adults reason on moral matters so
that these educators might 'see what reasoning errors are commonly com-
mitted. From this work, educators could begin to put togethef what
should be doﬁe to get adults to eliminate these reasoning errors,
particularly where their reasoniﬁg errors lead or cotld lead to signif-

icant harms for other persons.

III. Curriculum—Development and Research

In this country, there is now only a handful of teachers who are
able to deal competently with moral issues when they arise in their
classrooms. In order to set into motion any large-scale school moral
education programs, therefore, many more teachers should be educated
into moral thinking (Green, 1976). The suggestions I make below fér
‘the improvement of moral education iﬁ the schools center on the develop-
ment of teacher-education materials. . Some of these materiais could and
perhaps should include curriculum units for students with whom teachers
would eventually be working.

Teachers should be given much practice in helping students to view
issues and current problems from "the moral point of view." To do this,

materials should be prepared showing both the teacher and the students
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how to engage in moral reasoning; Part of this task consists in expos-—
~ing teachers tc the many different kinds of reasons people cffer for the
positions they take cn moral issues;"another part consists in helping
them to distinguishAmoralnfrom non-moral reasons. This survey Af
reasons need not be gleaned from empirical studies of the reasohs people
typically give, although it may be.. Educators might follow Singer's
suggestion (Singer, 1974), and set out the different ways people could
reason about issues, accompanied by statements about what reasons are
better than others andfyhx_some reasons are better than others.

Second, teachers ehould be intrpduced;to the different ways in
which an educator/teacher might deal with moral issues when they arise
in the classroom, and the ways in which adults, for example, do and
could engage in '"moral discourse." ' The best way to do this, I believe,
is through video-taped or filmed sequences which are accompanied by
either video-taped or written analysis. Again, the preparaticn of
these materials need not come from filmed sequences in real classrooms,
although they may be. Studio productions are.prcbably just as useful.

Thlrd teachers should be given some prepared lessons and curric—
ulum units on tOplCS in moral educatlon,* so that they mlght see how tc,e
do short term and 1ong—term planhlng on partlcular topics. Teachers
should also be encouraged to prepare ‘their own moral educatlon unltsi
and to. revise them in the 11ght of systematlc yet sympathetic criticism
from those of‘more expert:status. Teachers and teacher-educators might

also work together to determine what parts of the existing school -

*As samples, see the AVER units on Prejudice, The Elderly, ‘and War.
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curriculum are suited for discussions of morality. .Working fogether,_
these people might prepare lessons on moral concepts (e.g., 'fighté')

.

which could be used at various points in the structured curricdluﬁ[ o

| | In my view; it makes little éensé to engage in large resea:éh
studies of moral developmeﬁt, unless there are teachers who are weli-i
prepared to handle moral discourse wﬁen it arises in their classrooms.
At this time, I believe that it is wiser for moral education researchers
to engage in-short-term research aﬁd development projects designed to
improVe the moral competencies of teachers, parentévandAschool
“counsellors. | |

This -is not to say that work ﬁéed lag'on‘the.preparation of

méterials to be used by children'and'adolescents.in the'schoolé. Much
good work has been‘doﬂe here already. In preparing morél education
materials for children éﬁd adoleécents, educators ought seriously4to_'
consider writing good fictionalizedjacco@nts (e.g., béoké, short stories, -
plays) which feature persons engaged iﬁ moral reasoning. Educators
coﬁld also encourage ;his kind of production from those who they are
attempting to morally educate.‘ This kiﬁd of assignment might well cap-
ture_thé'"moréi imagiﬁatién" of both school students and_their féécﬁers,-

ihiwéys more effective than ordinary didactic/discussion methods.
. . i
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APPENDIX I
Richard, S. Peters; Some Bidgraphical Notes

A. The Career of 3. S. Peters*

Richard Peters currently holds the chair in Philosophy of Educéfiqn
at the University of London Institute of Education. He has.held that
chair since 1962, to which he moved from his fifteen—year.long position
as lecturer and reader in philosophy, psychology and education ét
Birkbeck College,iUhiyérSity.of London. He has written in the fields.of
psychology, philosophy and educétion; andAhi;'influence, particularly
among professors and students of philosophy éf education, has been
enormous.

His preoccupations with religion first started himvon the doing of
philosoﬁhy. -But as he became initiated into the ;ubject matter of
philosophy, hié interest in the problems of philosophical psycholpgi
grew. His doctoral thesis, entitled "The Logic of Psychological Inquir-
ies," examined three major gmﬁhases in psychology:' Piagegian develép{
mentalism, Freudian'tﬁebry, and Behaviourism. Peters was influenced
by-the work done on human motivation and psychological explanation by
hié theéis supervisor, Sif Alec Mace. Peters' own wofk, however,
reﬁreSeﬁted a'siénifiéant'départuré from Mace's owﬁ‘poinﬁ pfAview:}iB;
Petgrs' dwn_accounf, fﬁe ﬁritings,and‘personalities of Mace, Poppér,

Ayer, Passmore and Ryle had-considerable influence on him.

*The‘infdfmatioﬁ“in this section was taken from the preface to
R. S. Peters (ed.) Psychology and Ethical Development. London: George
Allen & Unwin, 1974. ' o
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When he moved to the Institute of Education to work in the field
of philosophy of education, he concluded that little significant work
had been doné on thefconcepps peculiar to the study of education,.save
that done by Louis Arnaud Reid and Michael Oakeshott of London and by.
Israel Scheffler of Harvard. Peters' abidingAinterest in problems on
the borderline of:ﬁhilOSophy and psychology was evident in his ea?ly
writing on the concepts 'education' and 'teaching.'  He continued to
provide expository and critical comments on the three psychological -
theoriés-which had interested him earlier, two of which--Piagetian and
Freudian theory=-he considered to be complementary to the other. He
also wrote on the relationship between psychology and teaching. He
presented criticisms of the theories of B. F. Skinner and Carl Rogers;

in so doing he attempted some definition of his own position.

B.. The Publishing Record of Peters

Beginning with the editorship of Brett's History of Psychology

(1952) and his own book Hobbes (1956), .Peters' publishing career has
been impressive. He has co-authored two books, one with Benn in 1959,

Social Principles and the Democratic ‘State, the other with Paul Hirst

in 1970, The Logic of Education. He has co-edited another with Dearden

and Hirst (Education and the Development of Reason, 1972) and has been

the sole editor of several others, among them The Concept of Education,

(1967) and The Philosophy of Education (1973).
Aécounts of ethical déVélopment have always interested Peters, he
says, "in both theoretical and practical ways." Many of his papers, in

fact, examine theories in the fields of ethical and. developmental
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psychology.  He describes his work as "a philosophical approach to
psychology:‘ how man should live and how human behaviour should be

explained."

His book Ethics and Education (1966) is widely known among educa-

tors, while his earlier book The Concept of Motivation (1958) is widely

-known_among philosophers.
In 1974, twénty of his major papers on morality and moral educa-

tion were collected together in an edited volume entitled Psychology and

Ethical Developmeﬂt. .This.VOlume.provided much of the primary source
material for this thesis..
In 1971‘and'197f, Peters delivered the Lindsay Memorial Lectures

at the University of Keele. These lectures were published in 1973 as

Reason and Compassion. Another collection of articles, Authority,

Responsibility and Education, first published in 1959, has been widely
used by those who teach the foundations of . education. This book is

now in its third edition. Recently, Peters' edited volume Dewey

Reconsidered (1977), and his own volume Education and the Education of
Teachers (1977) have been -added to the l1ist. As well, Peters continues

to write numerous articles, book reviews, short essays and addresses.
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APPENDIX I

KOHLBERG'S STAGES OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT .

I. PRECONVENTIONAL LEVEL

At this level the child is responsive to cultural rules and labels .

of good and bad; right and wrong, but interprets these fabels in
terms of either the physical or hedonistic consequences of action,
punishment, reward, exchange of favors, or in terms of the
physical power of those who enunciate the rules and labels.
This level is divided into two stages: '

Stage 1: The punishment and obedience orientation. The '
physical consequences of action determine its gpodness ot .
badness regardless of the human meaning or value of
these consequences. : : i

1
5

Stage 2: The instrumental-relativist orientation. Right ac-
tion consists of thar which instrumentally sarisfies one’s :
own needs and occasionally the needs of others. Reci-
procity is a matter of you scratch my back and I'll scratcch

yours. 1L

CONVENTIONAL LEVEL

following two stages:

At this level, maintaining the expectations of ‘the individual’s
family, group, or nation is perceived as valuable in jts own
right, regardless of immediate and obvious consequences. The
attitude is not only one of conformity to personal expectations
and social order, but one of loyalty to it, of actively maintaining,
supporting, and justifying the order and of identifying with
the persons or group involved in it. At this level there are the
.

Stage 3:; The “good boy-nice girl” orientation. Good
behavior is that which pleases or helps others and is
approved by them. There is much conformity to images
of what is majority behavior.
Stage 4: The law and order orientation. An orientation
toward authority, fixed rules, and the maintenance of the
social order. Right behavior consists of doing one's duty,

LII. THE POST-CONVENTIONAL, AUTONOMOUS, OR PRIN-
CIPLED LEVEL :

At this level there is a clear effort to define moral values and
principles which have application apart from the authority of
the groups and persons holding these principles and apart from
the individual’s own identification with these groups. This level

.showing respect for authority, and maintaining the social
‘order for its own sake. -

has two stages:

Stage 5: The social-contract legalistic orientation. Right’

action tends to be defined in terms of general individual

rights and in terms of standards which are critically

“examined and agreed upon by the whole society. An em-"

phasis upon procedural rules for reaching consensus. This

is the official morality of the American Government and .

the Constitution. |
Stage G: The universal e
is defined by the decision of conscience in accord with
self-chosen ethical principles appealing to logical com-
prehension, universality, and consistericy. These prin-
ciples are abstract and ethical, like the Golden Rule, and

not moral imperatives like the Ten Commandments.'

At heart these are universal principles of justice, of the

thical principle orientation. Right '

(adapted from L. Kohlberg, "From Is
to Ought: How to Commit the Natural-
istic Fallacy and Get Away with It
in the Study of Moral Development,"
in T. Mischel (ed.) Cognitive Devel-
opment. New York: Academic Press,
Inc., 1971, pp. 151-232.

reciprocity and equality of human rights, and respect for .

the dignity of human beings as individual persons.”
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MORAL COMPONENTS

A. Wilson s Components (John Wilson, The Assessment of Morality. NFER: 1973,

pp. 38,39)
. PHIL(HC) Having the concept of a “person’. |
Claiming to use this concept in

PHIL(CC)

PHIL(RSF)(DO & PO)

EMP(HC)

EMP(1)(Cs)

EMP(1)(Ucs)
EMP(2)(Cs)
EMP(2)(Ucs)
GIG(1)(KF)
GIG(1)(KS)

GIG(2)(VC)

GIG(2)(NVC) |
KRAT(1)(RA)

KRAT(1)(TT)

KRAT(1)(OPU)

kRAT(Q)

an overriding, prescriptive and

"universalized (O, P and U)

principle.

Having feelings which support
this principle, either of a ‘duty-
oriented’ (DO) or a ‘person-
oriented’ (PO) kind.

Having the concepts of various
emotions (moods, etc.).

Being 'able, in practice, to

-identify emotions, etc. in one-

self, when these are at a con-

'scious level.

Ditto, when the emotions are
at an unconscious level.

Ditto, in other people, when at
a conscious level.

Ditto, when at an unconscious
level.

Knowing other (‘hard’) facts
relevant to moral decisions.
Knowing sources of facts (where
to find out) as abovc

‘Knowmg how’—a “skill’ ele-

" ment in dealing w1th moral

situations, as evinced in verbal
communication with others.
Ditto, in non-verbal communi-
cation.

Being, in practice, ‘relevantly
alert’ to (noticing) moral situa-
tions, and seeing them as such

; (describing them in terms of
- PHIL, etc. above).

Thinking thoroughly about such
situations, and bringing to bear

whatever PHIL, EMP and GIG _

one has.

As a result of the foregoing,
-making an overriding, pre-

scriptive and universalized de-
cision to act in others’ interests.
Beingsufficiently whole-hearted,

free from unconscious counter-

motivation, etc. to carry out
(when able) the above decision
in practice.
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" B. Hirst's Components (Paul Hirst, Moral Education in a Secular Society,

A (i) Procedural knowledge or ‘know-how’ of the logic of rational

.London: University of London Press Ltd., 1974, p. 91)

moral judgments, .

(ii) Procedural knowledge of social skills and roles.

B (i) Propositional knowledge or ‘know-that’ of the fundamental

moral principles,

(ii) Propositional knowledge of the physical world.
(iii) Propositional knowledge of persons, both self and others,
(iv) Propositional knowledge of social institutions and roles.

C (i) Dispositions, conscious and unconscious, to think and judge

morally.

(ii) Dispositions, conscious and unconscious, to act in accordance

with moral judgments.

D Emotional experiences in keeping with rational moral judgments

which facilitate moral action,

C. AVER Components (Association for Values Education and Research,

"Canada Council Proposal for Moral Education
Research Grant," University of British Columbia,
Vancouver, Canada: AVER, mimeo., 1975, pp. 23-25)

Belief in or commitment to the generalization principle
expressed in the following two formulations:
(1) if it is right for me to do X it must be right

for anyone in similar circumstances to do X;
(2) if the consequences of everyone's doing X in a

given circumstance would be unacceptable, then

it is not right for anyone to do X in that circum-

stance~ .
Sensitivity to morally hazardous actions, i.e. actions
about which consideration is needed to determine whether"
or not they ‘fulfill the generalization principle. '
This means that one must have the sort of . sensitivity
that alerts him to (1) actions that may have consequences
for others that he could not accept for himself, and
(2) actions which may have dlsastrous consequences were
everyone to engage in ‘them.
Inclination to determine the consequences of actions which
are morally hazardous

_Ability and inclination to put oneself imaginatively into

the circumstances of another person- and thus come to appre-
ciate the consequences of a proposed ‘(morally hazardous)
action for the other person.



Ability and inclination to: £ill in the missing parts
of an incomplete moral argument and to assess the
validity of a moral argument .
Disposition to seek justifying. argument from others
who propose morally hazardous actions

Resolution to do what one has decided is the right
thing and to refrain from doing what one has decided
is wrong ’

Skill in verbal and non-verbal communication .
Ability and disposition to assess the reliability of
authorities

Ability and disposition to assess the truth of empirical
claims

Ability and dispositlon to be clear in the language we

use in deliberating about moral issues.
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