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THE CONCEPT OF. EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY"

= ' - ‘ . . ) : . . ._\'-
Questlons of concept arlse 1n cpnnectlon w1th u51ng

N

the term "educatlonal technology,” as ev1denced by frequent )
efforts at deflnltlon in’ the recent llterature of - educatlonal ‘i -
technology. - Ly
"Educatlonal technology" is a complex term whlch
con301ns two dlstlnctlve concepts- educatlon" and “tech-
. nology " An adequate account of the concept of “educatlonal | ' }hzg
| technology" presupposes an- adequate grasp, of tpese two
underlqué concepts.'
o Analy51s of the underlylng concepts, "educatlon" and. _ 4

'-"technolegy and the possible loglcal relations between thent;f X ... -f-}k
shows that only a quallfled use of the terﬁ "educatlonal S i‘: C u'f
.technology“ can be defended The notlon that."educatiqnal ..
technolog is "a systems approach to the fa01lltatlon of
learning"‘is here rejected._ I argue. that "educatlonal’ o g s ':
‘technology“ refers to‘that.paré of educational thedry in . L .
whlch organlzed technical pr1nc1ples are brought to bear “on |
the practlces which. center around 1n1t1at1ng persons 1nto : .l - S
what is worthwhlle.ll.‘ : -; " ‘
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o © INTRODUCTION

technolqi;f has emerged as a term Wthh has won increasing
N

1. ‘The Nature of the Inquiry

In this thesis I'propose to undertake'an-analysis of

-

the concept of. "educatlonal technology This purpose has

'bullt into lt the presumpthn that "educatlonal technology™"

.

is an 1mportant concept and that se {ous questlons arlse in

connectlon with how 1t is to be unders ocod. "Educational

1

-acceptanc in educatlonal czrcles, as ev1denced both by the

fréquency w1th whlch it is cited ‘in educatlonal llterature,
)

" and by the emergence of spec1allzed Journals such as

Educatlonal Technology,:The Brltlsh Journal of Lducatlonal

Technology, The Journal of Educatlonal Technology Systems,

L

and Programmed Learning and Educatlonal Technology The

choice and adoptlon of an approprlate term to name that to.‘
whlch educatlonal technology,‘I among other expressions, is

held to refer has been a matter of con51derable\debate 1 My’

'purpose here is not to’ reopen the portlon of the debate on

. P
-
L3

- ¥ ) N 4 [
- . 1. ‘

* . : '
- lFor an account of the debate on termlnology, see
James W. Armsey and Norman C. Dahl, An Inguiry Into the Uses
of Instructional Technology (N.Y.: Ford Foundatlon, 1973)

+ Chapter One.

S



. terminology which has to do with selection of the appropriate

term. It is rather to-investigate what is involved in using

the expression "educational technologY“ (which has already won. X

wide acceptance) by analyzing the.conceptual featuresnz

associated with the expression.

it mlght be thought that a good way to get clearer

. b

about the concept ‘of “educatlonal technology" would be to
examine definitions of the term. A number of defln;tlonsbhave
been venturedQ;ecently-in‘the.literature of- educational

‘g' A
technology.2 No phllosophlcally worked out deflnltlons have

-appeared. however 3

In this thesrs, I will not be concerned
with conductlng a major rev1ew of the deflnltlons whlch so

far have been offered but rather wrth attemptlng "to put forward
a philosophical account of ‘the concept educatlonal technology
What ls aimed at, then, is not a study of - statements ‘made
about.educatlonal technologyhto-date, but rather. an ' - ~'vﬁﬁ

1nvestlgatlon of the loglcal condltlons connected wrth u51ng

‘thlS term 1ntelllg1bly I will, however, treat oﬁ a selection

"of deﬁinitions‘of "educational technology" in Chapter Five, ' -ﬂ:”f

2Donald P. Ely glves a "short list of definitions in
"Deflnlng the Field of Educational Technology," Audiovisual
Instruction 18 (March, 1973):52-53. For others, see Chapter
Five of this thesrs, as well as my Blbllography

Somewhat of an exceptlon is a recent paper bY'P ‘
David Mitchell- entitled "The Concept of Educational Technology: : R
Much Ado About Nothlngj"; paper presented to-the Joint !
Meeting of the Association of Atlantic Teacher Educators and Lo
the Atlantic Educatlonal Research Council, Fredericton,
New Brunswick, October 1973. Mitchell's paper does’ take some.
philosophical bearlngs, but it does not aim. at a thorough
.analysis of “educataonal technology " -

4
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inlo;der‘to show hoﬁ they'stand with respect to the conceptual
: points made in the thesis. | B

| :'My aim in this thesis'is, therefore, to clarify the
concept "educational technology"‘by'means of conpeptual | o .
analysis; In this respect, my aim is not totset‘forth‘e
udogmatic definitlon such 'as -those otten given in cne or two - _ .
sentences at the beginnind of an'essay;i Rather I propose to
show somethlng of the loglcal geography of "educatlonal

technology. No extended treatlse on the Rature of

conceptual analysis is to be ant1c1pated here- a famlllarlty
.with its methods is rather assumed.. ‘However, in the last
‘sectlon of the Introductlon, I w1ll make some brlef remarks
about what it 1nvolves bver agalnst other sorts of.attempts
at deflnltlon _In‘geheral,_my aim has not been to break

new Qround in phildsophical method as‘it~pertains to
educational questlons, but rather to extend the appllcatlon
of a method whlch has already proven frultful in phllosophy
of educatlon to the analy51s of" "educatlonal technology.

In seeking to clarlfy ‘the concept "educatlonal

. »

‘;technology," I have decided to glve extensive attentlon to '
its constltuent concepts ”educatlon" and "technoﬂpgy
Thls .is because ”educatlonal technology" is a complex
EYPIESSLOH formed by comblnlng two dlstlnctlve congepts.
‘1{A clear grasp of these concepts is a presupposltlon-of |
adequately understanding the term. 1In additionj-the'expression
has been used very unevenly and often very superf1c1ally in

its short llfe, so that there is no substantlal llngulstlc

"~
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_rather'formal task of mapping the geography'of—certain

_concepts. It will not be my .intention to,diécués substahtive

. this thesis does not consider whether in fect technologidai

However, I will not preeumerto make my analysis issue in any
»empiricél recommendations, leaving' that task instead for

-psychologists, socioiogisté} and other empirical investigators.

R —\ e
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tradition to appeal to, apart from the individual concepts

which it conjoins. . o ' _'\\'

In this thesis I will restrict my efforts to the

issues relating to such educational matters as curriculum

decisions, methods of teaching and learning, technology’

,ih'the schools, and so on. Empirical questions relating to,
e, g.,the psychologlcal ‘and soc1olog1cal dlmen51ons of } e
"educatlonal technology" w111 not be examined. It is’ howeve:
hoped that .this formal mapplng will contrlbute some’ clarlty

to understandlng “educatlonal technology"” whlch .may assist

‘inrmore.precisenformulation of empirical inguiries. Thus

processes have dlstorted educatlon in Canadlan schools, whlch
is an issue whlch must be deC1ded in part on. emplrlcal grounds,
but rathef\whether there are conceptual features of "education”
and “technology" which are in loglcal confllct with each

other, and‘lf 50 ln what way and to what degree. fThe.
possibility of 5uch logical conflict could provide guidancé

in formulating empirical research to determine emplrlcal

condltlons in whlch.thlsnconfllct becomes actuallzed




- In Chapter'Three, the question of'educational theory is.

2. The Structure of the Inqulry

The structure of the approach ‘which I have adoPted
may be graSped from anloverv1ew of the'chapters'1nc1udedJ'In
the last section of this IntrodUction I deal with.the question
of deflnltlon and conceptual clarrflcatlon in educatlon and |
indicate  the method of inquiry I propose to use. In Chapter\
One, I set forth in detall R S. Peters' account of the
concept of “eduCatron," along nlth an account of his )
treatment.of‘justlflcatlon ln‘gducatlon. -Chapter Twohis !
devoted to critical comments  on Eeters' approach and a.

statement of the light in which his views‘may be accepted.

examlned w1th partrcular reference to P. H Hirst's account.

In Chapter Four, I provrde .an account of "technology from

the standpornts of recent deflnltlons, Arlstotle S d15cussron,
and my own account of the technlcal dlscourse which I argue
underlles‘"technology. . In-Chapter Five, I show how the

: concept of educational technologyd may be grasped in terms

of the relations of the concepts “education" and "technology"
and rn terms cf the nature of educatlonal theory. & examlne'

a selectlon of deflnltlons of "educatlonal technology" w1th
-respect to my crlterla of “educatlbnal technology" and draw '

|

concluSions-regarding their adequacy. [

A few words may-be Sald .about the rationale for. .

structurrng my approach this way. " My discussion of definitions
and questions of concept in-education‘is intended to provide
a'general perspectlve ffr v1ew1ng the character of the tasks

which I am undertaking. R. S, Peters' analysis of education
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is next’examined— I have chosen to treat of hlS pOSlthH

- in depth rather than reportlng more brlefly on a collectlon' " .

‘of different attempts to conceptuallze "educatlon._ I take" o KN
Peters analysrs to be paradlgmatlc of the analytlc approach
showrng both 1ts strengths and weaknesses. . My treatment of

“his approach provrdes an opportunlty to 1ntroduce 1mportant
features of analy51s near the beglnnlng ‘of the the51s.
Another reéason for,cons1der1ng the concept of "educatlonW

" first is that‘&n_terns of the philosophy of education today,

we are on much firmer ground with'this concept that with any.

of . the other areas of con51deratlon wthh follow. Chapter

Two on cr1t1crsms of Peters is intended to show the major

'featureﬁ\of the debate whlch hls analys;s has generated
and to determlne whether his account is acceptable, and if
so, with what reservatlons.. It-also prou;des“an additional
0pportunit§>to discuss certain problens connected with the
nature‘of conceptual analysis. Immedlately related to the
. concept of "education™ is the study of educatlon -and, in
.partlcular, "educational theory." 1In Chapter Three, 1
eaamine P. H. lest s account of educatlonal theory as a
practlcal theory“'whlch is almed at contrlbutlng to practlcal
discourse about educatlon. The“features of practical oL

- -

discourse discussed here look forward to my'diSCussion'of
technlcal dlscourse (which I argue is one klnd of practlcal
_dlscourse) in the next chapter. The nature and struyture of
.feducatlonal theory as set forth. 1n Chapter Three 1ntroduces'

" the eplstemologlcal background for my account of how




"educational-technology" is situated with respect to-

educational practice. in Chapter Four I explore the
. eplstemologlcal character of "technology"™ and situate’ lt Wlth o - '{h
. respect to practical discourse.‘ This account of technologf
wprepares the way for my final chapter on "educatlonal

- technology; Here the conceptual-foundatlonS'whlch have

been laid‘are brought to bear on‘the clarification‘of

E

~n

educatlonal technology in” terms of .its connections with
- "educatlon,‘ "technologY,' and educatlonal theory Flnally,'
' some . recent, attempts at defining "educatlonal technology“'
are examlned\for ‘their adequacy ' For ‘this tash the o
conceptual ground covered in formulatlng crlterla of
educatlonal technology will be seen to be essentlall
]ustlfylng the reservation of thls exercise for the - o ) ‘:gi
concluding passages of the thesrs . A brlef assessment of = - , ‘vJ;:%
what ‘has been accompllshed concludes the ‘thesis.
The Blbllography includes "works c1ted in the text of
the thesrs, wOrks drawn on but not c1ted -and works thought )
. relevant and helpful for further research‘?ut drawn on llttle,”
if at all, in my text: For convenience, I have cla551fled
it .into sectlons containing works ‘on "edueatlon,’ “technology,"
educatlonal technology," and "phllosophy The section on
"philosophHy™ is an exceptlon to the goneral plan of the

Blbllography, listing only works drawn on or judged to bel

partlcularly relevant PhllOSOphlcal works pertaining -

< dlrectly to the other three tOplCS will be found 1n those ‘ .;Vf5

] N

sections. In my judgement, it would add llttle to the : : ' £y

usefulness of thiS'Blbliography to lengthen the philosophy’
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section by'addfng relevant general'works on philosophy not

used here, since these are well known, and the Justlflable

inclusrons would demand a llSt of unw1eldy length. i ':?_

[y

3. The Method of Inauiry

I have announced that I propose to show somethlng of
the loglcal geOgraphy of “educatlonal technology. In ‘the
course of the the51s, I w111 undertake to, discuss what I
belreve‘to be some of the major questions of concept which

 rarise in connection with" educatlonal technology It may

therefore prove helpful to dlscuss in a prellmlnary way o 3 ﬂf

’

some ..uestions centerlng around deflnltlon and the clarlflcatlon

of concepts, and to glve some attention to. the relevance of

~

these sorts of questlons to educat10nal discussions,

-

Intere§£ in clarlfylng a concept is often evidenced

¢

\by the activitiee centering aroundldefining a word which .
'standshfor the concept -in some specifiable eense.‘ Israel
Scheffler has presented'a‘ndteWOrthffaccount‘of the_natnre
and purpose_of definitions'in education which merits
'attention_herei} Scheffler_professes to be interested in
the logical features‘ofleducational‘definitions._ He examines
what force statements of definition may have #n aréuments, ' o~
what klnd a validity they may confer, and how their 1nferent1al
uses may be .Criticized.

Scheffler makes an initial dlstlnctlon between

1 o

scientific definitions and general defini-tionsT _Scientific'

-

-

4ohe Language of Educatlon ($pr1ngf1eld Illinois:
Charles C. Thomas, 1960) '




defrnltlons are sald to be 51tuated w1th1n networks of

Aother screntlflc statements, 1nclud1ng hypotheses, reports,
laws, and theorles. Sc1ent1f1c deflnltlons are 1nt1mately
_connected Wlth these other. statenents and must-be evaluated in

- terms of thelr thepretical adequacy, and ‘thus in terms of
. - - hl '

thelr srtuatlon w1th1n these networks. He claims that thelr

acceptabillty does not depend on their reflection of

conventlonal usage, rhetorlcal or social effects, or ablllty
" to help laymen ‘understand screntlflc matters. They are
-.technlcal statements Wthh serve the purposes of screntlflc

dlscourse and are addressed to members of the sc1ent1f1c

[

-communlty In contrast general deflnltlons lack thls technlcal
character_and serve specrflable purposes connected with ' .

pract;cal-discourse.; They are addressed.to the general public

.
or to practltloners and they have the character of general

;communlcatlons. For example, educational definitions may be
offered "in currlculum statements, 'in enunc1at10ns of program'

“and objectlves, in 1nterpretatlons of educatlon addressed '

to the general publlc, in debates over educatronal pOllcy. u5

.General deflnltlons are sald to 1nclude stlpulatlve deflnltlons,

descrlptlve deflnltlons, and programmatic- deflnltlonsr

.

‘Scheffler restrlcts hlS account of educatlonal deflnltlons to
their characterlzatlon as general deflnltlons.
Scheffler characterlzes stlpulatlve deflnltlons as

iegislatlng how.a term is to- be understood in ‘a particular.

< °Ibid., p. 12.
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.~discussioh'or a- discourse of a certain type.' Hon-inventive
stipulation refers to cases where the term has Had a prior

‘usage, whereas inventive stlpulatlon refers to cases where o

“the ‘term has had no prior usage. Stlpulatlve deflnltlons . - -

are employed for economy of utterance, for the convenlence of

‘ hav1ng abbrevrated terms or labels for partlcular meanlngs.

' Their success in prov1d1ng such economy and convenlence is

thelr chlef justlflcatlon, Scheffler clarms. )

) Accordlng to Scheffler, descrlptlve deflnltlons o ‘
endeavor to explaln the terms deflned by giving an account i|
gof thelr prlOI use and functronlng.- They are typlcally
offered as clarlflcatlons when questlons about the meanlng of
a term arise. Such dEflnlthnS aim to prov1de -a rule which
explains how the term is. normally used. -. A clarlflcatlon of its
.usage in.relation to other fam;llar terms may be offered 'a
'characterlstlcally phllosophlcal enterprlse 1nvolves formulatlng .
-a deflnrtlon for a term which is already belng applled
iapproprlately in partrcular 1nstances, "the pornt belng to
distill the guldlng prlncrple of such application and totshow
lltS 1nterconnect10n W1th others.“6 Scheffler proposes that
descrlptlve deflnltlons are. jUStlflEd or valid to the extent .
that they reflect and- explaln.predeflnltlonal usage.

Scheffler regards programmatlc defrnltlons as
expres51ons of practlcal programs. They tradc on the practlcal

soc1al orlentatrons assocrated with the typlcal group of

referents of certain terms. The program 1mp11c1t in such a-

4\

SIbid., p. 17. I




definition may include /recommending that these practical

'_orientﬁgions (1) b extended to new referents, (2) be

w1thdrawn from gertaln presently’ 1ncluded referents, or {3)
are only approprlate for the present elass of referents. For
example, an.attempt might bermade to extend the favorable
fsocial.orientations'towards_"professioh"“by definlng'

profe551on"‘1n such a way as to include an occupation not
prev1ously accorded the title _profess;on. When a deflnltlon
is programmatlc, the chief point of lts'use‘is itShpractical'
‘or moral forCe; and not just its usefulness as an abbrevmatlon
orblts accuracy in reflectlng prev1ous usage. -Scheffler'“
contends that programmatlc deflnltlons requ1re appralsal in

1

terms of the,programs of ac¢tion they embody

Scheffler pornts out that the same llngUlSth

formula may express a stlpulatlve, descrlptlve, or programmatlc,

- definition dependlqg on the-s;tuatlon.lnuwhlch it is usedt

;He also attempts to show; on logical grouhds, to‘what'egtent
.differeht definitional uses may‘overlap'on.the\sameIoccasioh

‘in the‘same definitional'formula.‘ This attemptﬁ which draws \

~.on the distinctions: between klnds of deflnrtlon whlch he ‘has

sought ' to establlsh isg not entlrely conv1nC1ng in lts detall

For example, he insists that descrlptlve and stlpulatlve

deflnltlons may not overlap, yet it is possrble to -think of

51tuat10ns in whlch speakers mlght wish to stlpulate that

the coventlonal usage of a term is to be retalned On the -

. questlon of justlflcatlon, he rlghtly p01nts out that

when deflnltlonal uses overlap in the same definition, the
* . ’
. . .
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definition must be aporalsed separately in terms of the klnd
of Judgement approprlate to each use. - | .

. Scheffler argues that deflnltlons cannot yleld practlcal ﬁ‘ '.-;:
COnsequences by themselves. Whlle they may p01nt to programs
of actlon, accuracy of deflnltlon does not’ ensure the
acceptablllty of the program. An enormous range of deflnltlons,
each suggestlng dlfferent practrcal consequences, are
compatlble w1th accuracy Because educational deflnltlons are
used for practlcal purposes, it is dangerous to lmport
screntlflc def;nltlons 1nto educatlon The purpose and = -
validity of 501entlfic deflnltlons lie ‘in the adequacy of ;
their contrlbutlon to theoretlcal networks. Using them for
descriptive, stlpulatlve,‘or programmatlc purposes distorts .
them because the purposes and crlterla of these practlcal o
deflnltlonal uses are dlfferent.--
| Scheffler s cla551f1cat10n of definitions is -

'1nterest1ng but not compelllng John Hospers7 prov1des an
account of deflnltlons whlch 1nvbkes 51m11ar categorles.
(stlpulatlve, reportlve, and.- persua51ve), but he also treats
of ostensive deflnltlons—-deflnltlons whlch p01nt dlrectly
'to the thlng being deflned Unllke Scheffler, Hospers makes
no prlor dlstlnctlon between scientific and general .

’

defrgatlons. Scheffler s SUppOSltan that a sharp dlstlnctlon"

4

can be drawn here strlkes me as questlonable -The claim - . -

that scientific deflnltlons are continuous with'the

kY

o _ 7An Introductlon to Phllosophlcal Analysis 2nd. ed.. .
- (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1967). . See especially PP.
18-62. o , o

“u
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theoretical networks in which they occur does not conflict 'in . r
‘any obvious way with‘their use in educational“theory oo f 5
Assumlng that the approprlate forms of- ‘justification are used'
such use would appear to be loglcally permfssable Clive
Beck8 has sharply cr1t1c12ed Scheffler on ‘this issue: - ' \&i'

on the" one hand screntlflc deflnltlons often have to be
made with an eye to familiar usage among academics and
technologists, to their ability to- enlighten scientistss.
in.neighboring fields, and to their social and rhetorical
effects within the academic community ‘and beyond. .
Science is not.the clean-cut, isolhted. activity we have
often'imaglned it to be. And on. 'the. other hand,
"general definitions" should and very often are set in
a relatlvely complicated network of theory: theory which
is relatively informal, perhaps, but which is neverthe- . 7 R
less of first- lmportance ‘Similar restrictions against : BEEEE

taklng definitions out of their theoretlcal context apply
in each case.9 .

Beck argues that because educatlonal deflnltlons must be set
in a network of educatlonal thepry,. there is seldom a place _ !.fﬁ
for descrlptlve deflnltlons in educatlonal theory. Whlle
prlor usage of terms may be glven dua welghth educatlonal

: deflnitlons typlcally have a stlpulatlve character. When
descrlptlve dEflnltlonS are tlghtened up w1th respect to how
they rule in borderllne cases, they too become stlpulatlve,

' Beck clalms He proposes that "The paradlgm case of an
educational‘deflnltlon is an‘emplrically sound theoretically
adequate, value- laden proposal for word usage. that has
1mportant 1mp11cat10ns for educatlonal practlce."lq 1 bellevc

Beck " has prov1ded a more plau51ble account of the nature of

8Educatlonal Phllosophy‘ahd‘Theory {(Boston: Littie,‘-
Brown, and Co., 1974) S . , .
Ibid., p. 233,

O1pia., p. 23s.
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: definitions are to be admitted into educational discussions

‘ connected with clarifyiné concepts than others. Descriptive

. or reportlve deflnltlons would appear to be a central case of S

announcing the shift,

o ———— e — T T ARSI T
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educational .definitigns and their relation to:educatiohal

theory and practice. Scheffler's insistence that'oniy general

.

is} I'believe, largeiy'anarranted o d . ‘ i . .:fTi
At the beglnnlng of thlS sectlon, it was stated that L Z;@"

deflnltlons often lndlcate 1nterest in clarlfylng a concept

The meanlng of this clalm dan now be’ stated more clearly. of ° . ﬁ’fﬁ

the deflnltlonal formulatlons exam;ned, some. ‘are more clearly

conceptual clarlflcatron 1n that they purport to demonstrate

what people conventlonally mean when they use a term.

Stlpulatlve deflnltlons announce the partlcular concept to.f
whlch a speaker 1ntends to refer when us;ng a word regardless

of how ‘the word may have been used.before. Programmatic'or

u

persua51ve deflnltlons may result in conceptual confusion

when they’ Shlft the cognitive meanlng of a term wlthout _ &

~

1 ' . - - . .
o As Beck has pointed out,.offering'definitions is

only part of the activity of definihg Conceptual analysxs
may comprlse a range of deflnltlonal act1v1ty without
necessarlly 1ssu1ng in the sort of. short deflnltlonal
utterance round in dlctlonarles.h-John Wllsoal;,has provided
some cohcise rewarks on this-form of'activityu ."éuestione of

concept"” arise in connection -with puzzlement about the

+ . .
. . - ]
! .

llThlnklng with Concepts (Cambrldge. Cambrldge
Un1versmty Press, 19631

ey
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meaning of words. He observes that while it is mlsleadlng to

. speak of the meanlng of a word, any concept occuples an area -

whlch can be r0ughly located and mapped - even if'the frontiersf
12

,are not in all cases very prec;se.» Cruc1al to thls

mapplng is ‘the pornt that some: cases of the use of a word are

-more central; they lle nearer to the heart of the concept than

‘ other uses. The act1v1ty of conceptual analy51s is characterlzed

by the mapplng out of the geography of concepts, in whlch - "v:

-prmmary and central uses are dlstlngu1shed from derlved and

f borderllne uses” This typlcally 1nvolves examlnlng model

contrary,-related and borderllne cases of usrng the concept.

Invented cases may be consrdered The soc;al context of

“the concept in guestion or anxletles underlylng its use may be

examlned In conSLderlng p0551ble meanlngs, practlcal results
in everyday life. or results in language may be examlned

Wilson does not mean.to identify concepts w1th words or the

meanlng of words. Rather,

the loglcal limits of a concept may be the same as'the -
-+ limits to the .range of meaning of a particular word: ‘
for/ instance, the limits of a man's concept of justice
are the same as the limits within which he uses and
understands the word "justice." This .is. not to say that
the concept and meanlng are identical: but it is to say
that they ate, as it were, parallel to each other; or .
that they cover the same- loglcal area. 3 ) .

It is deflnltlonal act1v1ty in the broader sensé of conceptual

analy51s whlch Wllson dlscusses that will occupy us in thls

‘ the51s.' Thé“alm is not to produce a one or two sentence

.

deflnltlon of educatlonal technology. It is rather to

-y

12 13

Ibid., p. 12. . P31pid., p. ss.
L. . : |

v
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describe. the logical geography which any such aefinition

‘needs to account'for, if it is to be adequate. The activity '
of conceptual analysis c¢an be seen at work in Petersl o ' ,"*Aﬂ
treatment of educatlon,“ whlch we w111 con51der presently

That questlons of concept arlse in educat10nal

discussions can be seen from the recent controyersy‘oVer_what
senses of thefterms,“education"land:“edncaticnalxtechnolgy“ | .tl _;~p'
‘are correct. Whilebmy discussion~o£ recent efforts to defrne .
"edﬁCational-tedhnology“-will be' reserved for Chapter Five,

it may prove helpful ‘to quickly review here some of the recent
' | ' 14 '

controversy over "education." Wllllam K. Frankena .has

dlStlﬂgUlShed several senses of “educat;on,“ 1nc1ud1ng (l)

. . r

1\soc1allzat10n or enculturatlon, (2) the fosterlng'of B

'rworthwhlle dlspos1tlons or states of mlnd and (3} the

L]

fosterlng of whatever dlsp051tlons the learner may desire.

He characterlzes the first sense as a neutral ~social ‘science

sense, whlle the second sense is a. commltted normative sense.

The third sense is the "free approach whereln the student is

free to develop whatever dlSpOSlthnS he may con51der‘

15 "

desirable or relevant. Mlchael Oakeshott has dlstlnguishe&

between “education“‘as.(l) growth .or actuallZlng a potentlal,

-,(2) 1n1t1at10n, .a transactlon between the generatlons,

Ll

: . 14"Thc Concept of Educatlon Todayh' in Educatiocnal
:Jud ements, ed. James F..Doyle (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul), pp. 19 32, , . oo : .
lS"Educatlon- The Engagement and. Its Frustratlon,
in Education and the Development of Reason,-ed. by R.' F.
.Dearden, P[aul] H. Hirst, and R. S. Peters (London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul 1973), pp. 19- 49. S

- - " - %

»
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(3) soc1alization in thé seénse of apprenticeship to adult
life for such extrrnsrc purposes as keeping socrety running-

-+

“Sm00thlyr (4) self- 1ndu1gence——the “free“ approach .an@ .. . ._ lié
(5) learning, technologically assrsted R.'Sﬁ.Petersis has' .

distinguished between "education" in'the sense of a procesds.

.'leading up to the emergence of an educated person and in the '

sense of the vast range of child—rearing practices. John -

_ Deweylj and more recently Lawrence Kohlberg18 have discussed
education" in terms of growth and development l? contrasting

this view with such formalist conceptions of feducation“ as

the transmission of knowledgev VIsrael Scheffler has noted

the'return to prominence.of the sense of."education"vwhich

1dentifies it wrth transm1551on of knowledge to the student.

He observes that this trenu is exemplrfied in particular in )
educational technology, the development of dev1ces,‘programs,"

“and new/curricula for the more efficient packaging and

distribution of'knowledge. 20 Within the field Of educational

L6upqucation and the Educated Man,' in Edutation and
the Deve10pment of Reason, pp. 3-18. ‘ .

*
L}

17Denocracy and Education (N. Y. : Free Press, 1366)}
Chapter Four. ‘ . o '
18Lawrence Kohlberg and Rochelle Mayer, "Development Lot
as the Aim of. Education,"" Harvard Educational Pevrew 42
' (November, 1972} :449-96.

: 19R F. Dearden has crltiqued ‘education as growth in
" "Education as a Process' of Growth," in Education and. the
,Developmcnt of Reason, pp 65- 84 :

20"Concepts of Lduoation Reflections on. the Current
: Scene,"xin Reason and Teaching (Indianapolis Bobhs-Merrill’
Co., Inc. l973), p. 59. - _ oot -

v
4
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technoloby, "education";is used'in the .sense of learning ‘ : ' - 4;>”
Thus, educat;onal technology is sald to be concerned with'

-a "systematic approach to learnlng, 21.lts central goal . ' T‘Z
being to "fac111tate and improve the quallty of human - |
“:learnlng. 122 Flnally, 1t has often been pointed out that
"education” in the sense of. an- enterprlse of process or
activity or social institution 1s to be contrasted w1th
educatlon" as the study or dlsc1p11ne of educatlon.23 This

latter sense of educatlon" is held to be .clearly sub51dlary ST

to and dependent on the former sense.

_This review of recently dlscussed senses of "educatlon"
'reveals several dlstlnct and recurrent senses. of "educatlon
The senses’ whlch most.requ;re examrnatlon in relation t& the’
teék-ofhanaiyzing “educetional technoloéy“_are eocielization,r . .
initiation,_development, and learning. The issuesuunderlying
the notion of hedUCation"fes tranemission'will be dischssed
under the aforementloned eenses, whlle the "free" or self- '

_1ndulgent notlon of "educatlon" Qlll not recelve dlrect

hattentlon hére.

' 21Norman MacKenzle, Mlchael Eraut, and Hywel C Jones,,

Teaching and Learning, an Introduction to New Methods and
. Resources in Higher Education (Paris: Unesco and the Internatlnal
Assoclation of Universities, 1970), p. 139. -

) 2Assoc:LatJ.on for Educational Communlcatlons and Tech—
‘nology,'"The Field of Educational Technology-‘_h Statement of
Definition," Aud10v1sual Instructlon 17 (October, l972):372

e 23Beck Educational Theory and’ PhllOSOphy, p. 300;
‘Frankeha, “The Concept of Education Today," p. 20; Oakoshott
"Education: the Engagement and its Frustration," p. '19; D. J.
'0'Connor, "The Nature and Scope of Educational Theory (l),' in
New Essays in the Philosophy of Education, ed. Glenn Langford
and D. ~J. O'Connor (London- Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973); p. 47.

1
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The existence of these diverse and conflicting senses
“' . ' ' ' . . o ! » )

of education poses a question. of concept, in Wilsohfs useful
phrase. Which sense or.senses of eduoatlon may be said to

be central and which are perlpheral or non- starters’ We

)
v 3

requlre an account of the rules or condltlons for u51ng the

term educatlon" correctly. A chlef aim of analysis is to
make such conditions or criteria explicit. Adequate criteria
of'"education"'must meet the following logical conditions:

1) they must rule in what we count as the central cases of

"education;“ 2) they must rule out cages Wthh are clearly

non- educatlonal 3) they ‘must offer gu1dance for dec1d1ng on

-

odd or borderlrne'cases;h%) in. all cases, they must show why .
a'oarticular’caeeis to he ruled{in'orhout—ethe'ruling must‘hot
be_arhitrary;l To illustrate, Wheh‘Johh‘Dewey'aéVocated‘
"growth‘lz4 as an accouht'of‘the concept of "educatron,“ some.
obﬁected that hlS account did not rule out the development
‘of crlmlnal tendenc1es, a case’ obulously contrary‘to the

central meaning of ﬁeducation.“ DeweY'attempted to remedy

this deficiency in Experience and Education?®”’ by pfoposihé
"continuity" ahd "interacﬁfon“ as criterra.ofr"education."

- These. criteria Qid'not'fare well,'because'it was'étiii possible
to make out a Caee_for-the criminai-life which;accorded with

. his criteria; TThe concept[of "education" must be articulated

in such a way that it yields criteria'which,clearly rule

24Democracy and Bducatlon, Chapter Four.

SN:X.. Colller Books, 1963 Chapter Three.
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out such obvious contrary cases. We now turn to the most
' prominent recent attempt to'accomplish this, in the ‘writings

of R}AS Peters:_

Tty T
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CHAPTER (ONE

THE CONCEPT OF EDUCATION: PETERS' ANALYSIS

L. Introduction - ‘ . . ' - T e

'p051t10n presented here w1ll be drawn chrefly from these three
lre examlnatlon af the crlterla, the model of educatlon

which have been‘axmed at- Peters' position—on'“education.".AMy‘

condltlons for 1ts acceptance w1ll be . reserved for the

. S a

R. S Peters has presented and defended hls view of

-

educatlon in numerous wrltlngs. Hls most exteénsive account

is to be found in Ethlcs and Education. The view presented_‘

_ Y C -
there has, however, been progre551ve1y modified”and elaborated‘
in two later wrltlngs, "Educatlon and the Educated 'Man; " and

“The Justlflcatlon of Education." The account of Peters

L

writings., I wrlljdeal in turnjwith his approach to analyzing

the' cdncept "education," the crlterla whlch he - proposes, his’

-
- ~

whlch 1nforms hls position, and his treatment of justlflcatlon

e

In Chapter Two I wrll present some of the major cr1t1c1sms

conclu51ons about Peters position,‘criticisms of it, and

L

latterlpart of_Chapter Two. The task of the present chapter

1

1See'Bibiiography_.'- : . S

. Coo2r S
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‘is to present Peters pos;tlon, and I shall refraln as much

as p0551ble from making crltlcal comments here; savlng these

for Chapter Two.

L}

2.‘~The'Concept of Education

- Peters 1ntroduces hlS dlSCUSSlOH of the concept of

" “education" with a defense of the sort of approach which

1nvolves formulatlng crlterla-

~+The uses: of a word are not always related by falllng under

‘a definition as in geometry where definitions are pProvided
for terms such as "trlangle"' Rather they often form a
"family" united "by a complicated network of 51m11ar1t1es
overlapping and cr155—crossxng ' sometimes overall. -
similarities, sometimes: similarities of detail. "l This is
particularly true of the sorts of terms in which
phllosophers are 1nterested for they are usually very
general terms, which have developed a llfe of thelr own in
atrlous contexts.2 - - '

-

- 1W1ttgenste1n, L. Ph11050ph1cal Investlgatlons (Oxford

- * :
Peters clalms that "educatlon“ is thlS ‘50Tt of term, and

that crlterla mast be formulated rathbr than 4 neat deflnltlon

'-sought "Educatlon" is sald to have crlterla coexten51ve Wlth

central uses of the “term. The formulatlon of these

.crlterla is* an effort to clarlfy what blnds together these uses
and to show how" central and perlpheral uses may be dlstlngulshed

ThlS effort con51sts in descrlblng customary'1gage rather than

*

statlng how the ‘term must be used
'The_other major p01nt whlch Peters makes at the outset

is that educatlon" is not'a word whlch has’ meanlng on the

»r

' model of a name assoc1ated w1th a. typlcal referent Whlle

:‘. .’ '

"’Ethics ‘and Education (London:. . Allen & Unwin, 1970),

¥ . Lo ’ »

=
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something is happening when education is taking place, no’

" particular kind.of.activity'is necessitated. Any of a
divérse range of -activities nay_be involved: ~ - - - L .

"Education” is not a term like "gardening" which picks .
out a -particular type of activity .- . . It [education]
- picks out no particular activity or process. Rather it
lays down crlterla to which act1v1t1es Or' processes .
must- conform. : - '

~

Peters is arguing here that there.is no special'process' L - o
. . . ‘ ' : y Y]
whiéh gives meaning to the. oonoept‘oﬁ education, Rather its

‘ meanlng re51des in crlterla whlch must be satlsfled

In arr;vrng at a formulation of the criteria of ST

o

educatron, Peters deals w1th the normatlve, cognrtlve, and

E

_procedural .or task aspects of education. Each. of ‘these must
be brlefly dealt with to. show what consrderatlons have had
bearing on "his formulatron of the-crlterla. ;
- The nQrmative-aspedts of education‘Which Peters‘
disousses center around his claim that "education" has bui;t :
into it the criterion that something worthnhile should be "f.'
achieved. "Edué%tlon“ is sald to be like reform in thls
're5pect for it would be a contradlctlon to say that a man
- had been educated or reformeo but had in no way changed for

v

.the better. ‘More partlcularly, “educatlon" 1mplles the

a

transm1551on of somethlng worthwhlle in a manner whlch is

morally acceptable Peters emphasrzes that the cOnnectlon
between educatlon and what is thOUght valuable is a

purely conceptual point; n0'comm1tment to Eartlculan

’

*Ibid., ‘pp. 24-25. R

i ¢




G O T e e B

. v
xS .

_ 24

-standards of. value is thus leglslated 4 Petersfconcedes-that
.there is a more neutral sense of "education” in which the
"'SOCLal sc1entlst uses the term to describe the’ educatlonal
.system of a communlty | But whlle the 5001al 501entlst does
not announce.hig approval by-u51ng'the.term, there is the
imhlication that the commﬁnity-he is deecrihing consider theii
‘educationel-System to invoiye what is"desifahle;';ihe neutral
social ecience sense.is thus e derivative Qf-the centiai cases o
: of:using>the terﬁ.”education," which refer to what-is thought
.valueble; | | | | -

..Peters prcposes a dlstlnctlon between achlevement and
task senses of using the term “educatlon,_ not1ng~that it is
'used'ln-both senses. The task senses refer to trylng, whlle
the achlevement senses refer to succeedlng.. “In the case ‘of

educatlon,' Peters clalms that the tasks and achlevements

are. connected w1th the normatlve aspects of the concept Thee
“to "educate" requ1res achlevements Whlch are worthwhlle, and
educatlonal tasks are required to be conducted 1n a manner'
" which * 15 morally unobjectlonable. .Both senses are embodled ih
cehtral usesch the term:- _"Educatibhal”practices are those.

=
' .

4Et:hlcs, p. 25. It is puzzllng what Peters 1ntends
by "purely conceptual™ here. His. point seems to bé .that
- "education" is tied conceptually to‘"worthwhlle," but not .to-
any particular notion of "worthwhile," or to any set of
standards for deciding what is worthwhile. Yet Peters argues
-1mpllc1tly, lt seems to me, that at least some standards are
necessary if "worthwhile" is to be used ‘intelligibly at. all:
these are the standards presupposed by practical discourse.
Peters' treatment of how the values of education are to be"
"identified and justified will be considered below under
"Justlflcatlon ln Educatlon." :
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in which people try to pass on what is worth while as well

- as those in which they actually succeed in: d01ng so.’ 5 The

crlterla assoc1ated with the task aspects of “educatlon are

'con51dered further in Peters' treatment of educatlonal

]

processes. ‘The'multiplicity of worthwhlle achlevemehts which

education maylinclude leads Pefers to consider the problem
. . ' . P

of alms in educatlon._

Y

. Peters clalms that much ‘confusion . results from seelng_ s

the normative feature bullt lnto "educatlon“ in terms of
extr1n51c_ends. ‘He argues that dlsputes about the alms of
'educatiqn are properly not.disputes about‘ends‘lytng outside.
gthe.concept,'but‘aBOut what achievements give content to the’
notion of ‘being an educated man,p “Education"-is.unlike'
"training"uin-this respect, for “training" typically refers
" to. speC1f1c extr1n51c end%" such as acqulrlng spec1f1c skllls
and preparlng for . a jOb To ask about the dims of tralnlng
would be to ask for such extr1n51c ends, whereas asklng about
'-the alms of education is to ask about what ‘is worthwhlle
1ach1ev1ng. ‘To ask for the extr1ns1c ends of educatlon is
»
llke asklng about the purpose of the good llfe, for
‘"Jeducat;on 1mplles the transmission’ of what is of ultlmatel
value_.'-16 'Peters clalms that‘the conceptual dlstlnctlon
between educatlon“'and “tralnlng“ is unaffected by the fact

that some, people may speak of educatlon in a looser sense‘

,‘whlch is equlvaient to.tralnlng. R .

>Ibid., p. 26. - ®Ibia:, p. 29.:
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Under the cognltlve aspects of educatlon, Peters

_ con51ders knowledge and. understandlng, breadth and cognrtiVe

perspectrve. Addltronal,dlstlnctlons are drawn, between
“education“ and "training.” He argues that we would not '
call a person "educated" who merely had acqulred some skllls_

or who was well 1nformed. For a person to be called “educated“

'hermust'posseSS'a body of knowledge which is more than;just a
collection of facts, and he must have some understanding of

"the 'reason why' of things.“7 His knowledge must not be’

inert’in the senses that it transforms_his‘way of looking at

things and that commitment to the internal standards of the

forms of knowledge is involved. Furthermore, his way of

seeing things cannot be ;?aracterlzed by . a narrow, speC1allzed

outlook. .His,knowledge t be connected Wlth a ‘coherent

‘pattern'of_life} The term "educated“ would be w1thheld ‘from

a person laCking‘such cognltlve perspectxve. Thls suggests the-;_--“'w

additional requlrement of breadth of knowledge.
Peters argues that "tralnlng" lacks-the,wider

cognltlve 1mpllcatlons of. "educatlon. . it'has reference,

rather, to "the acqulsltlon of approprlate appralsals and
8

'hablts of response 1n llmlted conventlonal 51tuatlon."_.fo

way of example, he suggests that "educatlng" the emotlons

'“%,would have reference ‘to the conceptual features whlch

dlstlngulsh the varlous emotlons. It would involve: gettlng

‘people to. achleve a dlfferent v;ew of the world Wthh

would 1nform therrhemotlonal responses to it. "Tralnlng"','T*{

-

N "l' . j""'--: v-'h__-'.‘---- AR EEEE R . - A ....,'.f_ — - ' ;
T _ : o 8. .. . = ' o
Ibid.; p. 30. . Ibid., P, 33.
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ehe emotiens imﬁliee'qo suph'transformatioﬁ of views, but
rather learnihgethe‘preper'eﬁotiOhal restraiﬁt er'apprbp:iaﬁe"
,emotlonal expre531on for varlous situations. Peters'stresses_
.the point that ftralnlng“ has appllcatlon to spec1flc ends.
.One may be."tralned“ as a cook or soldler, but not tralned in
a general sort of way.; This is because "tralnlng pertalns
to the acqu151tlon of a- partlcular Sklll or competence, for
example dOOklng, flghtlng, or rldlng blcycles. Persons are
descrlbed as "educated“ 1n relatlon to hav1ng acqulred a

wide range of cognltlve characterlstlcs, and ‘not just ln
1

relatlon to haV1ng acqulred some speC1f1c sklll ‘to be

.[“exerCLSed in, connectlon with a partlcular function. or -end.

Whlle it is true that cooks and soldlers may become'“educated"
as well as.belng "t;alned,“_Pete;s argpes that_lt woqld be
peCuliar to epeak 6f'bein§'"educaeed? for cooking,or ﬁigheing..
| ‘Under the heaaiﬁg_"Criterie of Edpeational Processes"
petefs considers the proceduial_orftask aspects of education. ,
He is conce;nedfto find if therexare‘additienal criteria<whieh
chareeterize'the-tasks‘ef educafidn as_distinet-from ite _-—-—~\l
eehieqeﬁents, Hie discﬁeeion here centers;on the m&@nee‘bf |
educetioh,-ﬁhe ngé of initietinérpersons intd Qhét is
,worthwhiie;' He'ﬁoeee that'the.manﬁer;of_edﬁcatien was
etresseq at tﬁe expense:of:eOntent in theechildecentered
.moﬁement's.preteet.against the‘traditibnai apﬁroach,to.
edﬁceﬁion, which stressedgmatter almost exélusiﬁely.
’ . ' . - \
In canvassing the possibilities:for criteria

associated-with the tasks of edhcatioﬁ,,he considers the‘taské
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of the teacher and the tasks of the learner. .The tasks of
':the learner‘are said to be prior. ‘While the learner nust'
eventuall? come to care ror Qhat is“wdrthwhile,'he need‘not
"be lnltlated 1nto commltment to 1t by any partlcular methods.
" The tasks of the learner center around certaln processes of
learnlng whlch can only be fully specrfled in relatlon to the
achlevements (e g. commltﬁﬁnt to science as a worthwhlle
act1v1ty) in whlch they culmlnate. The teacherfs tasks_center
‘around gettlng these learnlng processes 901ng._ The teacher's
success is thus to ‘be characterlzed in terms of the achleve—"

. ments of the 1earner.‘ "Teachlng“ 1nvolvesra concern w1th
'methods aporoprlate for brlnglng about these achlevements, and
thus w1th methods that respect the learner in certain ways. -
"To teach, 1n.the standard sense, is at some p01nts at least
to submlt oneself to the understandlng and lndependent
'judgement of the puprl. to hls .demand for reasons, to his
:sense of what constltutes an adequate ex'planatlon."9 Petersﬁg)
.clalms that whllel"teachlng" 1s an act1V1ty, “educatlng" is not"
'-'rather, 1t lmplles that" whatever act1v1t1es may be 1nvolved |
‘ satrsfy certarn crlterla. Teachlng may.convey matter‘or
.‘result;inlachievements’which do\not meet:the criteria of
education. . For example, ‘the art’.of forgery micht he taught,
but this would be ruled out ‘as "educatfon“ because'what isf
‘transmltted would not be regarded as worthwhile. Teaching]'f

‘mathematics to the exclusion of everythlng élse would violate

the requirement for. cognitive perspective.

“Ibia., p. 39, . L \
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The crlterla unlque to the tasks of educatlon whlch

L]

Peters makes exp11c1t~are seen to be connected Wlth the nature

~ of the processes 1nvolved Certaln technlques of 1nstruct10n

are ruled out because of moral objectlons connected w1th

respect for the learner. The learner must understand what
is’ expected of him, and the manner of. hls 1n1t1atlon into

‘an act1v1ty must be meanlngful On these grounds some '
forms of drill 1nvolv1ng mindless repetltlon would be

ruled out._ Condltronlng would be ruled out on the grounds -
that the learner must be W1tt1ng of what he is derg01ng.
and enter 1nto the act1v1ty w1th at least a mlnlmum of °
voluntarlness Whlle 1ndoctr1natlon mlght also be sald to -l"t

A}

1nvolve dlsrespect for the learner, some degree of comprehenSLOn

L3

‘and voluntarlness is 1nvolved The lack of respect for the

learner whlch it lnvolves is better characterlzed under the'

' normatlve andfcognltlve crlterla prev1ously establlshed The

crlterla assocrated w1th the tasks of educatlon ,are then the
mlnlmal crlterla of w1tt1ngness and voluntarlness to whlch the

technlques and procedures of educatlon must conform. Peters

. here rejects the pOSSlblllty of countlng as crlterla of

educatlonal processes the procedural pr1nc1ples sometlmes
extracted from partlcular notlons of the achlevements of
educatlon .such as growth ‘self dlrectlon, and leadlng out
He stresses the 1mportance of not allow1ng what is 1mp11ed
by the achlevement senses- of educatlon to spill over. 1nto |
what is lmplled by ltS task senses. - o '.l |

Peters sums up as follows the crlterla he takes to be

LN
.

1mpllc1t in, the central cases of "educatlon-
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These are:

(i)’ . that 'education’ implies that transmission of what
- is worthwhile to those who become committed to it;

(ii) that "education' must. involve knowledge and under-
' standlng and some kind of cognltlve perspectlve,
~which. are not :inert;

(iii) that educatlon at least rules.out some procedures
©  of transmission on the grounds that they lack
_wittingness and voluntarlness -on the part of the .
_ learner N :

Peters is alSo explicit about the limitations of congeptual
analy51s 1n educatlonal dlscu551ons.

a much clearer: grasp "of the fundamental lssggs underlylng
current controversies. is made possible by mapping the area
of the concepts and revealing the contours of the criteria
built into them. But a detached and clear-sighted view
'of the shape oOf :issues and institutions is all that
conceptual analysis provides:. It cannot of itself
determine the lines of practical policy.ll

In Peters ﬁiew}~the activity of conceptual analYSis does not

issue in. any substantlve recommendatlons, it merely clarlfles

the concept_ln guestion.. _d- . : .

. v

3. Educatlon, The Educated Man and the Two Concepts of
Education . .

In "Educatlon and the Educated Man"l% Peters

‘.recon51ders certain difficulties w1th the crlterla he has

- my Introduction.’ s

sought to clarlfy; He proposes to inguire "whether any

~
o1

10:pi4., p. 45. |
11 Ibld . . _ ‘ :."'- SN
lzThls essay first appeared in 1970 in Phllosophy Qf

‘Education Society -of Great Britain, Proceedings IV, four years
.after Ethics and Education was first published. -Here I refer

to a reprinted version of the essay, prev1ous1y cited in’
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condltlons Wthh begln to look llke 1og1ca11y necessary
) COndltlons for the correct appllcatlon of the’ term_'educatlon

have been provrded ul3 He consrders p0551b1e ob]ectlons to. . '; ,?v
_the cognltlve and value conditions and ways of 51mpllfy1ng SR ‘u{f
. the" ana1y31s which they suggest When thlS effort proves
cto reach an 1mpasse, he: elaborates the dlstlnctlon between‘

'educatlon" and the - educated man“ and proposes that whlch | 7i~; -
conditions are.seen to be fundamental depends on whlch of-

L )
_two concepts of educatlon one is interested ‘in.

Under objectlons to cognltlve condltlons, Peters:

'con51ders the cases presented by specrallzed education"'and
"Spartan educatlon "  He speculates that these cases can. .be - . F'u%
v1ewed as 1nstances 1n Wthh one :of the several condltlons

for using the term “educatlon“'ls wlthdrawn by connectlng it f"

.w1th a countermandlng word. '"Specrallzed educatlon,f‘he

' isuggests, might 51mply be regarded as withdrawing the usual

Hrequlrement for breadth of knowledge.""Spartagreéucatlon“ is

'uan 1nstance of u51ng the term to refer to passmng on whatever'
la soc1ety regards worthwhlle, w1thout any emphasrs on
knowledge and understanding belng 1mplled In thls extended
sense, educatlon“ rs used to refer to chlld—rearlng, various
forms of tralnlng, and even the. pa551ng on of srmple skllls

" and folklore. i ': o h ‘_ : -

| These objections to the cognltlve condltlons lead

Peters to examine the pOSSlblllty that the value .criteridn rs

~
v

lﬁ"Educated Man," p. 4. Co R
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the only 10g1cally necessary condltlon for the concept of’

: "educatlon; In view of the example of "Spartan educatlon,m

| J it mlght be supposed that it is only contlngent that we

value- knowledge .and understandlng. "He points out that this

51mp11f1catlon of the analy51s can handle the case of
b |

"Spartan educatlon," forx only a commltment to what is
‘thought valuable is now requlred Spartan ‘education

invo ved commltment to some thlngs thought- valuable, but not
;knowledge-and understandlng. The p0551b111ty of retalnlng-
only the value condltlon galns further plausmblllty 1n terms
of the connectlon between J.nltlatlonl4 into what is thought
: worthwhlle and "knowledge Of the good“ whlch consrsts of
'seelng thlngs under certaln aspects whlch constltute .

intrinsic reasons for engaging in them '15

that is, seeing'
what.. it is in thlngs that. makes them worthwhlle : He' .
suggests that' thlS supports the dlspensablllty of the
cognltlfe condltlons if they are thought of as requiring

'only depth and breadth of understandlng

Objectlons to maklng the value condltron elther

‘ fundamental or loglcally necessary at all are next consrdered :

These 1nclude the fact-that we can use “educatlon"'ln an
external, descriptive sense'as in the social sciences. We

can talk of "poor" or "bad" education;- The question arises’

as to.how to.draw the line between cases where the job is

‘14I deal briefly with Peters view of "education" as
"initiation" 1n a later sectlon of thls chapter

15“Educated Man,“.ph.ﬁo l' ' E "‘ o
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belng botched or the values 1nvolved are 1nadequate, and
cases whlchushould not beée counted as educatlon at alltl-‘ an
Fufthet,‘many people‘regard being . "educated” as"anfundesirable D ‘E?
state and assume no connectlon between educatlon and what 15
valuable Rather, they have no use. for the knowledge and
understandlng assoc1ated with 1t , Peters supposes that these_
objectlons serlously detract from the plausmblllty of maklng
the value condition the. sole crlterlon of: educatlon. To hlm,
1they appear to call inte questlon whether ‘the connectlon
between educatlon" and what is thought worthwhlle 1s
: fundamental or loglcally necessary. R h " - - l';_ L
Peters next con51ders the suggestlon that the cognltlve
condltlons are thecloglcally necessary ones, the value .
condltlon belng contlngent on ‘them. ‘In thls case, to be
"educated" is to have knowledge and understandlng Zﬁeing f h‘ ' ;;Wf
"educated" is thought valuable as ‘a contlngent matter because- - i
in our culture we, value knowledge and understandlng for thelr

own sake and for: what they contrlbute to 1ndustry and our

general quality of life. Such_anvaccount takes cate‘of S | '-15
~those who regard'education‘as a bad thingf for they.simply
belleve knowledge.andbunderstanding‘makes'no valuable
contribution to‘thelr 1ives.‘ This version also permlts

us to speak of educatlonal systems w1thout necessarlly

»approv1ng of what is g01ng on._ "Poor" or."bad" educatlon'

. would refer to “the eff1C1ency of transmlttlng knowledge or the
worth of what was being transmltted. Educatlon would be the . .‘- ”,fﬁ

knowledge industry.
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The dhlef objectlon to thls way of s1mpllfy1ng the
analy51s 15 that educatlon" has .a long hlstory of use
without connectlon to the cognltlve condltlons. Thls older,. . | :;
use still survives in speaklng of "Spartan educatlon" or | l_ S ]

e concept appears to.be

u51ng the term to refer to a w1de range of child- rear‘

practlces The tlghtenlng,u
. / - P
.connected w1th such- developments as the comlng of 1ndustr1allsm '
:and un1versal compulsory schoollng. Yet the older use of

educatlon" Stlll SUIVlVES.

Peters concludes that there are con51deratlons

‘pulllng both ways, and thus an 1mpasse appears to have been
reached in these attempts to simplify the analy51s He:turns

to the dlstlnctlon between “educatlon“ and the' educated“man"
as a way - of av01d1ng this" 1mpasse. |

| Peters explalns that in his orldlnal analysis he.
assumed the connectlon between educatlon" and_theidevelopment
-of an "educated man," hut-falled to7appreciate how widespread-
’the-oider use'of the'WOrd was; He notes that it was only in

the 19th century that "educated“ came to refer to the all- round
moralr 1nte11ectua1 and splrltual development of a person

The notlon of such a cultured person Exlsted prev1ously, but
”luntll then it was not usual to plck out thls condept w1th the
word "educated." The older use of "educatlon“ referred to
bringing up dhildren and anlmals, as. well as to schoollngf.'.
While this-older'use‘continues, the ideals of the “educated
man“ have taken root in educatlonal crrcles, Peters clalms.

'Thus it has become natural for educators to concelve of what
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they are doing in. texrms of the development'of such a person

! . . q ' . .
and the concept of "education" has been .tightened up on.

r

. accopnt of this association. W S S B

In the llght of this hlstorlcal background Peters

.suggests that how: the 1mpasse regardlng whlch condltlons are

v

fundamental_ls_to be resolved depends on:whetherllnterest

centers around."education“ or “the educated man." . In the' . : ' 7 ;ﬁ{j

case of "education," he propocses that -the value condition is

" the obvious choice, because the more general sense of

educatlon whlch refers to any process o£ rearxng or lnstructlng

Stlll surv1ves.' However he speculates that the connectlon

4

between educatlon and what is-thought veluable dld not o

-

become a- conceptual one untll the 1ndustr1al age when educatlon

came to be’ assocrated w1th 1nst1tutronallzed processes of
1nstructron concerned with. transmlttlng knowledge. -

Where the interest in analysrs‘tenters on‘what it o ‘ -

means'to be-"educated " the COnditions associated with: S _ -
knowledge and all- round development become fundamental

Peters reccunts that the 1deal of the "educated man

emerged 1nto promlnence when the’ 1mportance of specrallzed
knowledge became manifest in.the nineteenth century. As
"a reaction‘against utilitarian specialization it upheld
the value both of the disinterested. pursuit of knowledge
' and of all- round understandlng and development

1]

.when educatlon is regarded as belng_concerned with the

development of the "educated man," the-value condition'becomes

;

.

1ndlssolubly llnked wlth the cognltlve condltlons.' Value ' "

3

He1bia., p. 11,
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:may be‘ascribed to‘the‘puisuit-and'possession of hnoﬁledge-
in several\respects. Knowledge may be seen as "an absorblng

and challenglng actlv;ty, as 1llum1nat1ng ‘othei pursults, and - ' h

<. as 1ncorporat1ng the 1ntr1n51c value of truth n17 ‘Peters

4 L . T,
L ‘notes that both-theoretlcal-and>practicah‘activities involve

sen51t1v1ty to standards connected w1th the p01nt of the;_,

actLV1ty. Such standards as. clarlty, relevance, con51stency,_“

and correctness are assoc1ated w1th the pursult of trutH.: 18

-.-..‘ .

" Peters concludes that in view of thls the value condltlon of

'"belng educated“ depends on various aspects of the cognltlvef-
5 h]

©

"condltlons. R
‘Peters.obsernes that br%aking the connection betWeen.
educatlon" and the development of the "educated man" _ |
removes the dlfflcultles connected with the objectlons to‘
the crlterla of. educatlon which he has con51dered One may

thus speak of " "sPeC1allzed educatlon" or "Spartan educatlon“ h L

Aéaﬁgﬁ but not an. "educated Spartanp" for they were not’ educated men.

- When "educatlon" is used in the general more undlfferentlated 1
' £

N ' ‘sense, there is no dlfflculty in telklng about specialized klnds

of educatlon.' Peters notes that if educatlon is viewed as.
S L . .
.connected wlth the develoPment of an “educated man,
. e
speC1f1iftlons of the‘aim'of education must'be tautolggical

or function. as persuasive definitions, as he has previously
: . L 1

T ' : o : :

N

Ibld- r _p' 12.

. 18This‘anticipates Peters' treatment of non-
" instrumental value -in dducation, - treated of below in- the
sectlon on justification.

~
[
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‘arguedl Statements abOutVsomeone's aim, or an aim, may be
taken as spec1f1cat10ns of .what the. attrlbutes of an "educated
man”" are thought to be. -However,-lf.the-more general:notlon - "f'
of educatlon is ad0pted, it‘is not odd to‘sPeakgof driver-
education . or View_one aim_of‘educationjas:gettingua good'jobE
But Peters claims that-this-involves'viening]educational
:‘péocesses from the outside, 1inking them uith_goals'intrinsrc
'to the concept of the educated person. In this respect, he
observes that "Talklng about an educational? process;suggests

much less than talkrng'about an:, educatlve 'one."lg That is,.

we may speak cescrlptlvely of an, "educatlonal“ process, but' - .

an‘ educatlve"'process calls to mlnd the achlevements

assocrated with the "educated man."?o

LI . v .y

Pet rs next exanines what-point'there might be'in
sorting out these‘two concepts of'education:' He observes : . e
" that both concepts are in current use. He suggests that the

J .

‘attempt to make the more drfferentlated concept more RO
expllClt may shlft people s attentlon towards glVlng due e

welght to the values assocmated with 1t He argues that
drawrng-attentlon to the’ connectlon‘between-“education“ and -

the "educated man" and reserving such terns-as "training“_andz

5instruction" tor use when'such a connection-is'not
tenyisaged.should aid communication in ééfvicé of the rdeai.. L n
. He.notes that. the guestionﬂof Qhethcr it is desirablefto

¥

.

19"Eduoated Manp," p. 15.

20Thls is a dlstlnctlon partlcularly relevant for
eluc1dat1ng the meaning of . “educatlonal technology,“ to be
dlscussed An Chapter Flve., :

. ’ ; . o ' -




e RrRlar ks s o T

TEL e T e, .'.-_.—-.nr.'-r.:;‘. sl

.38

.'promote the talues associated with.the second‘more~5pecific‘i .
N concépt cannot be decrded by conceptual analy51s. Such -‘
}questlons can be con51dered only by turnlng to an ethical
dlscu551on. Peters justl catlon of these values w1ll be

 dealt with in a later sectl in of thls chapter.

4. Education as Initiation

‘Peters' treatment of "education" as 1n1t1atlon" needs

"

- only brief treatment here as ‘I do not env1sage the treatment

A3

of educatlonal metaphors to be an 1mportant part of the-thesis.
However, it may give a better 1dea of what model 1nforms
Peters' dlSCUSSlon of educatlon. It may also help to suggest.

how other models of educatlon mlght be fltted 1nto Peters

crlterla.
v
Hav1ng made the criteria of educatlon expllcrt

-

Peters adv1ses that a: synthetlc sketch is requmred to draw
|

together the 1mp11catlons of the analyszs and prepare the

way for the‘problems of ;]u.'s.tl’f:l.catlon.‘,2]-~ He observes that

both the tradltlonal and Chlld centered v1ews of education
proved to be 1nadequate carlcatures of what educatlon

+

-lnvolvés. He connects the achlevements of educatlon w1th

the development of mlnd "An educated ‘man 1s one. who has

achleved ‘a state of mlnd which is characterlzed by a mastery

_ of and care for the worth-whlle thlngs that have been . o

' transmltted, whlch are viewed in some kind of cognitiveg

.

P

211n this. sketch Peters assumes the connect10n of
educatlon' and the educated man.

s
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_perspective." '_The qhestion,.then, is how the deuelOPment of

.this sort of eduéated mind is to be conceived He examines

. features of a broad range of accounts of the development of

mlnd 1nclud1ng thOSe of Plato and Arlstotle, Descartes, Kant,

. Marx, Hegel the Brltlsh Emp1r1c1sts, and Plaget. Notlng the

1mportance of such features as reasonlng, the empha51s on

consc1ousness, the role of experlence, the -notion- of

1nd1vrdual centers of—consc1ousness,'and the 1mportance of

publlc tradltlons, he stresses the necessity of a conceptlon

of mind Wthh does justlce to both the 1ndrv1dual and SOClal

dlmen51ons_of-the development of-mlnd." | .‘ . -
' The need to account for the lndlvidﬁal and‘the.

social- leads Peters to support the notion. of "1n1t1atlon as'j

-an approprlate metaphor for the development of mind. While

the act1v1ty'0f the 1nd1V1dual is essentlal 1n1t1at10n

~into publlc forms of thought and awareness becomes the

avenue for development beyond rudlmentary conceptual skllls

Each of these: dlfferentlated modes of thought and awareness

is characterized both by.a content or ‘body of knowledge'

and by public procedures by means of whlch this content

has been accumulated; cr1t1c1zed and revised. Each has

its own family of concepts peculiar to 1t and its own
'_dlstlnctlve methods of validation.?2 :

Peters argues that these forms of. awareness are intersubjective

S . »

1n char%cterr 1nvolv1ng 1n1t;atlonr1nto publlcwtradltlons, and

are notfjustfthe product of maturation or moulding or growth.

‘Dialoghe is involved. .Education is pictured in terms of such

22Ethics',' pp. 46-47.
, 23Ib1d p. 50. This ls.P[aul] H. Hirst's view of_the-ﬁ
forms of_knowledge which will be discussed in Chapter Three.

-
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an- 1n1t1at10n- educatlon consists essentlally in the

1n1t1atlon of others 1nto a publlc world plcked out. by the
language and concepts of a people and in encouraging others o _ l“(

to 301n 4n explorlng realms marked out by more dlfferentlated
24.

]
forms of awareness. "4 The learnlng of language is an ’
) .

essentlal aspect of this 1n1t1atlon into.a publlc herltage
Wthh begins early in. the 11fe of the child. Teachlng, in
the early stages of 1n1t1atlon, is' largely concerned w1th
gettlng puplls on” the 1nsrde of a form of thought and

awareness. In later stages, teacher and pupll share the‘

" explanation of a common world,‘and~the dlfference between

them is only one of degree. Regarding the emphasis'on.the
indiuidual often stressed 1n educatlon, Peters argues that
self reallzatlon is approprlately v1ewed in terms of optlons'

.‘-w1th1n a range of worthwhlle act1v1t1es and modes of conduct

’ ’

Creatlveness and- 1nventiveness must llkew1se be seen agalnst

a background of competence in publlc tradltlons.

“

With respect to the’ crlterla of educatlon, Peters"
notes that 1n1t1atlon" is con51stent w1th the second group ‘of
crlterla whlch stress depth of. understandlnq Ihltlatlon i .‘tL o
also accords with the requ1rement of voluntarlness and - |
w1tt1ngness which the third crlterlon 1mposes on educatronal
processes.l-lnltlatlon does not however-suggest‘the |
transm1551on of somethlng worthwhlle, for one may be lnltlated

‘into 'gambling, devrl worshlp, and so on. In order to,comply

-

241pia., p. s2.0 . S
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with the flrst crlterlon, "worthwhile" must be ad&edi The

. descrlptlon of education as lnltlatlon lnto worthwhlle_

act1vrt1es or modes of thought and conduct does justlce to

-
all three'crlterla, Peters clalms.. o
S.: Justification in Education
| Peters.argues that questions of'ﬂustification
'necessarlly arlee in connectlon w1th ‘the concept of educatlon,
but .that conceptual analy515 cannot dec1de on matters ofq;///
"justlflcatlon: i
“1Education’ has notions such‘as 1mprovement' 'betterment',
and 'the passing on of what is worth whlle built into it. e
That education must involve something”of ethical value 1s,' ' Y

'therefore, a matter of log;cal necessity. There 1s,
‘Thowever, no loglcal necessity about the particular
values ascribed in partlcular 'societies to the variable ,
of 'being worth while'. -The justification of such values,
too, must go beyond the redlm of conceptual analyszs :
~into that of ethical theozxy. 25 .

In -"The'Justlflcatlon of Educatlon"g6 Peters embarkS'on such

~an excursion into ethlcal .theory. He 'is concerned to discover

. what values are SpElelC to belng educated and how these
values may be justified He remarks that-lt is 1n connection
w1th the concept of educatlon assoc1ated w1th the development
of an educated man that 1mportant questlons about educational
values,arlse. The more general concept of educatlon "can be

LY

-'accorded_any‘klnd-of 1nstrumental.va1ue_and S0 is notcof any

251phid., p. 91. Peters presumably wants to distinguish - ‘iﬁ
between ethical theory and the analysis of ethical concepts™ ' :

(which he might regard as just part of ethlcal theory)

26In The Phllosophy of Lducatlon, ed. R. S. Peters ' L Afﬁ;
{London: Oxford University Press, 1973), pp. 239-67. 3
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‘51gn1f1canbe for its valuatlve suggestlons..?7"Thed
.educated man,'lt may be recalled does not merely possessn
skllls. His yiew of the world 1s transformed by knowledge
and'understandlng whlch.ls not_Just specrallzed in one area.
He does things forttheir own sake;ghe has a sense of
standards, he cares-‘ The processes Wthh lead.to the
achievements constltutlve of the educated man are not to be
:regarded as mere means to ends. .For in most cases the
" logical relatlonshlp of means to ends 1s ‘such that "the
values of the product are embryonlcally present in the
learnlng process.f'28 |
Wlth regard to.how educatlonal values may be justlfled
' Peters flrst-examlnes 1nstrumental Justlflcatlons.',ﬂse to
".the.comnunity orrtofthe-indinidual.is;the most'ooﬁmon kind.:
:of justifidation of anything in our-sooiety, he”obsernes. -In
"thls manner, knowledge and understandlng mlght be justlfled as
belng 1n the 1nterest of the communlty and the 1nd1v1dual
because of the’ satlsfactlons which it promotes and the evils ©
‘ it.mitigates.' Knowledge;implies'saying what is thought'trde,_
and telling the truth is essentlal for communlcatlon. Givingt
ev1denoe ls.lmportant because it contrlbutes to a predlctable
form of social 11fe; Understandlng also alds predlctlblllty,"

-~

. and faoilitates adaptatlon 1n~a_rap1dly changlng teoh—'

nological soéiety. ‘Breadth of understanding might’be claimed

to ‘be a quallty whlch makes employees more efficient ox more

.

humane and crvrllzed

e

27ipid., p. 240. - %81pia., p. 241,

et
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Peters polnts out that it is not so easy to, grve .an
lnstrumental justlflcatlon of the non- 1nstrumental attltude
whrch is also part of belng educated ThlS attitude 1nvolves
dorng thlngs for their own sake, hav1ng a concern for features

of the means which may’. be employed and carlng about the

‘~1nternal standards of the act1v1ty whlch are constltutlve of

performlng it well ' Peters supposes that thlS attltude

‘mlght be justlfled by clarmlng that people who adopt 1t

_perform their work better and render better service to the

.,.

_publlc. But such an 1nstrumental conceptlon of an activity

Fs purely external and drsregards how . the partlclpants vlew
it. Peters clalms that this v1ew from the outsrde is what
1sl1nvolved-1h the manlpulator s attltude.

Whlle 1nstrumental justrflcatlons make; the.worth of
anythlng dependent on 1tS 1nd1V1dual or soc1al beneflt they ‘

cannot Peters argues, glve an account of what con51t1tutes

such beneflt. Pleasure: and satlsfactlon may be clalmed to

constltute such beneflt but they are in fact 1nseparable from &
‘thrngs that are done v.and offer no external form of

.Justlflcatlon. Thus the claim that thlngs are done for pleasure

and satlsfactlon abandons the 1nstrumenta1 form of

. own sake Thls leads Peters to examlne whether knowledge

and understandlng cahn. be judged non—lnstrumentally, as part

of what is constltutlve of a worthwhile level of llfe

Noting that questlons of non—lnstrumental or 1ntr1n51c

value are often posed in terms of what is worthwhile, Peters >,

i
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,noints_out.that “worthwhileﬁ may draw‘attention to the
-absorbing and enjoyable features of actlvrtles, or - |
‘alternatlvely, to what is regarded as belng of ultlmate ‘ ‘ - 'f}
value.
, N .
Under the flrst sense ‘of "worthwhlle,‘ actLV1t1es or

:states of mrnd may be valued because they are absorblng,

.1nterest1ng, fascrnatlng, or enjoyable and associated w1th
. the absence of boredom. In this manner, knowledge'and
E understandlng might be justlfled because thelr posseselou
makes life less borlng They transform act1v1t1es and the
way they are viewed, maklng them ‘more complex and provrd g .
added dlmen51ons .of 1nterest and pleasure. Knowledge is -

also 1nseparable from plannlng, orderlng, and systemat121ng,‘ o ‘;QE
-whlch are 1ntr1nsrcally satlsfy;ng act1V1t1es.‘ The psrsult : “: : :.;g
'of knowledge is not subject to the limits of cycllc bodrly
condltlons or sdarcmty or perlshablllty of the ObjECt whlch

may characterlze other pursults such as sex or collectlng

‘antrques. Theoretical activities also offer endless-

p0551br11tieé‘for developing skill and discrimination.

- . A R

Yet such arguments tend to be'one—sided Peters -points

“‘out. Emphasrs on- complexrty,‘duratlon, and open endedness

-

‘1gnore the value of the 51mple,.the evanescent, and the

'routlne and famlllar._ Further, 1f this form of argument 15

-relled on exclu51vely, a purely hedonlstlc defense musb .be
glven of sc1ence and wrsdom in pOllthS : Peters concludes
that appeal to the flrst sense of "worthwhlle,' although

-1mportant is Just one Way in which- educatlon may be
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justlfred A more well-rounded perspectlve requlres

‘considering the other sense of "worthwhlle.‘.<

-
oo

In the sécond sense of "worthwhile," the concern for

h is "regarded as haV1ng a worth Wthh is 1ndependent of

eneflt w29 Indeed Peters suggests, concern for truth

tr

might be regarded as a state of mlnd whose value is' such that

rovrdes a crlter;on of beneflt He argues that there is

"a group of v1rtues 1nseparable.from attempts to decrde

questlons by appeal to truth, 1nclud1ng “truth- telllng and

sincerity, freedom of thought clarlty, non- arbltrarlness,

4 -

1mpart1allty, a sense of relevance, consrstency, respect fon\d
n30 '

ev1dence, and people as -the source’ of 1t

Concern for the truth is relevant to the Justlflcatron'

of knoqledge and understanding; because‘justificatron as an

activity would be uhintelligible without such concern; In

order to justlfy dorng X rather ‘than ¥, X and ¥ have to be
dlstlngulshed 1n some respect  The search for truth is

presuppoSed in the sense that obvrous mlsconceptlons about

 the act1v1t1es.must be removed, - "There is a presumptlon, in

other words, that it is undesirable‘to believe what is false
W31 o

-

. G1v1ng a reason for dorng X rather than Y requlres

-

Showingfx to have a feature lacked by ¥ whlch makes it more'

. ' ' . N SN

and desrrable to belleve what is - true.

291pid., p. 251. T
30151&.;ip..252. These are the "values of reason."

3l1pid.
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rvaluable.f Achrevrng clarlty about such an 1ssue 1nV6lves
rejectlng arbltrary assertlons and 1rrelevant consrderatlons,
.and 1nqu1r1ng lnto'the ev;dence which supportslgenerallzatlons.' I
dThese Rrocedures'are‘presuPPOSed'by-thelsearch forAreleuant |
‘reasons. - They are "constltutlve of the search for truth"32
.and not matters of. 1nd1v1dual preference X 1f value were- not
ascrlbed to such procedures, ratlonal dlSCUSSlOn would be
| unlntelllglble as a public practlce ‘

- | Peters’ considers three‘sorts offdifficulties associated
with ascrzblng value to the concern for truth. 'In the |
flrst place, the value of justlflcatlon might. be questloned
'However, such questlonlng presupposes its value, for it

1nvolves g1v1ng reasons for and against it whlch is itself
,.a-justificatory actlv;ty. Maklng a.case agalnst.lt' -
'presupposes-it;'the_alternatlve-is an'arbitrary rejection not .,:f
Ebased on reason. Thus alcommitment to'the,value of

juStification and’the search for truth is involyed.in the ‘;jé
',very sort of questroning‘which might seek to deny the value ‘_ '-?ﬁ

: o N : B o
of justificatlbn—-it is a presupposition of-reasoning.i Petersl
points out that this argument makes a case. for no partlcular
d, kind of knowledge but 1nd1cates the 1mportance of knowledge
,Wthh is relevant for asse551ng bellef conduct and feellng.

| Secondly, 1t mlght be objected that the value of the <
"brebdth of knowledge is not establlshed by this form' of
' argument, Peters observes. Whlle it shows the value of someA "z:eﬁ

\

knowledge, it does not make a case for the breadth of

)

321bid,

ST
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hnowledge associated with the educated man. Peters arghes
~that the case for breadth of knowledge derlves from the llnk
between Justlflcatlon and the forms of knowledge. If'a.'
case is to be made for ch0051ng_between X and Y, it depends'
on how X and‘X are conceiwed;x How‘they.are.viewed_depends on
the forms ot knowledge availablg;and_the extent to which'f:.j - T‘ _ ii
‘the individu"al i‘s “initiated into them. Chooé;ing‘between IR |

- L]

X and Y is not a mere matter of Qbservatlon.. Peters argues

that a person should not’ be-: deprlved of-a range ‘of forms of o "‘“ﬁ
knowledge which might throw light on the alternatlves‘open
tq.him. Greater potential for'viewing_and appraising" |
oPtions.is offered by forms which have more.farfranging
influenoe on conceptual séhemes and.understanding‘and'more
far-ranglng cognitlve content ::- ._ o : .
Thlrdly, Peters examlnes the p0551b111ty that only
the 1nstrumenta1 value of t mpts to dlscover what is true
has been establlshed He a ks whether knowledge and .
understanding“are only anst umental to answerlng fWhy do thls
rather than that?f Are they only emplr;cally necessary |
oonditions like having a healthy body’l He argues that'
1n1t1atlon into knowledge and understandlng is loglcally
related to Such questronlng The values of reason whlc are w .
'embodled in knowledge and understandlng are the very values
' presupposed by such-questlonlng, wrlt 1arge. Attempts to
dlscrlmlnate ‘alternatives with clarlty and prec151on have
the wvalues of reason 1mmanent ln them.,;The valne does not

. -

" reside in acquiring knowledge per se but in the procedures_f”
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implicit in’ justlflcatlon. "It is belng olalmed that what

is. valuable is lnherent in the demand that what is done,

33 This

! thought, or felt should be ratlonally scrut;nlzedh"
argument-for theovalue of.hnowledge;basea on_the values of .~
reason'points, in addition to breaath"of knowledge, tolthe'
valne of‘oognitlue perspectiﬁe.' Itisuggests'that'what one}
knows and understands should be "interrelated in terns'of'

‘con51stency, relevance, ev1dence, 1mpllpatlon, and’ other such

"ratlonal connectlons 34.

| . Peters concludes that "the demand for justlflcatlon'

_ presupp05es the acceptance of the Values 1mp11C1t w1th1n it. n 35

' Educat;on, then, con51sts in 1n1t1at10n 1nto the forms of

knowledge and understandlng whlch are relevant to Justlflcatlon.'

Thus, 1nsofar as processes of’ educatlon .are processes which

1ead to knowledge and understandlng, they arel"lmplementatlons,

through time, by means of learnlng, of the values gnd ‘ |

.procedures 1mpllclt in Justlflcatlon 36
| ThlS second -type of non- lnstrumental account of what

is worthwhlle in education” is a transcendental form ‘of

'argument “whlch attempts to make expllc1t what a person 15

commltted to who makes use of hlS reason in attemptlng to

37

answer, the questlon.'What ought I to do?'" It is thus an

- account -in which‘fustificatory principles are sought in the o,

33, 34 35

Ibid., p. 260. Ibid., p. 261.

31pid. . 37Eth1e9, - 153.

1bid., p. 262.
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presuppositions of practical disCOurse.' These.presuppositions
.are the values and procedures of reason whroh are embodied in
the forms of knowledge and understandlng relevant to :
.justlflcatlon., Instrumental arguments and_hedonlstlc
arguments.are not ruled‘out but their'deficiencies are shoun
and the 1mportance of supplementlng them wrth a form of
argument based on. the presnpp051tlons of reason is defended |
' The values of educatlon thus center around- the values
of reason and the forms of‘knowledge and understandlng which
embody them and are relevant to justifioation Their
justlflcatlon lles in the fact that these values and
procedures of reason are presupp051tld;s of any justlflcatory
act1v1ty-_ Thelr value is presupposed by a commltment to
_justlflcatlon and the pursult of truth JThlS transcendental
form of argument prov1des the cruc1al support for Peters
g‘justlflcatlon of the achlevements which culmlnate inr belng

an educated man.'




- CHAPTER TWO

PETERS® AVALYSIS RECONSIDERED:- _ . h
CRITICISMS AND QUALIFICATIONS

¥

1. 'Introduction

In this chapter I. will consider a representitive

selection of critigisms of R S. Peters" writings; These

criticisms are chlefly concerned with two major aspects of

Peters' work: ‘his crlterla of educatlon and his transcendental .

approach to justlfleatlon in educatlon, Inqu1ry'1nto Peters'
appreach'to'formu}ating criteria ef-education turns out to |
‘involve raising-majbr'questiensAabout the_naturefef
conEeptual‘analysis, espebialiy.with respect te what

clarlflcatlons lt may offer concernlng the evaluatlve meanlng B

of words.' Concern with problems relatlng to value is also to

be seen in the questlons which are ralsed about Peters

transcendental-arguments. A major the51s would be requlred

-for an. adequate examlnatlon of each of these two major areas

of 1nqu1rjp- Here I may only brtefly 1ndlcate some of’ the

questlons "that have been ralsed and 1nqu1re to what extent o o
they may affect the use which I hOpe to make here of the
dlstlnctlons ralsed by Peters>'

- .50 -0
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2. 'CritiCisms of.Peters' Analysis of "Educatiof”
Harold J. Franz?' has criticized the narrowhess of"
Peters' crlterla and his- tendency to further narrow the .
criteria in his exp051tlon ' Franz,takeslPeters empha51s on
the centrality of the achlevements cf'the learner to be af . '
reductlcn of. the range of meanlng of "educate" to what is
accompllshed by the learner He'clalms that "the success of o
'educate' is not 1nd1V1dual it is cultural "2 pointing out
that this 1s 1mp11ed.by Peters “view of education as initiation. = L
"Educate, .in its majdr usage, is predicated of teachers and '
1nst1tutlons. Franz argues that the achlevement sense of
"educate" is not central because achievements have to do
:w1th unigue and deflnlte tlme 1nstants. * The dominaht sense'of
educate" is Qeflned by the qualltles and relatlons of the . R
state of‘"belng educated. ' He clalms that this state 1s not
even adequately encapsulated by Dewey! S notion of growing and:
learnlng throughout 1life. ' He suggests that - -

"Educate" requ1res the 1mpllcatlon of cultivation in the _
student of selecded and commended criteria, ‘alp act which -
is more than an act of learning! ‘There are; of course,

-norms and standards which must. be fulflllednln order to-
predicate a given state as in the case with marklng of an
achievement. The difference between these comes in the

-manper of fulfilling. There is no achievement of

educatlng, but a continual deepenlng or excelllng.3

While there is a point 1n tlme where one may be regarded as

lHarold J. Franz, "The Criteria of 'Being Educated’,"
Educational Theory (Fall 1972):395—402}

Ibld.,.p. 397.

31b;d., pp. 397-98. | L,
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"educated" in a'minimal sense, tne education is never

achleved or accompllshed in the sense of belng completed
| Franz ralses guestions about Peters' treatment of the ' - l‘é

normative features of educatlon.' He doubts=that'Peters notion

‘of 1ntr1n51c worthwhlleness can sort out the varlety of clalms 'l;}

which can be made about what ' 1s good Herargues that Peters

'attempts to. remedy the vagueness of worthwhlleness as a‘

_crlterlon by maklng the crlterla of cognltlve value tighter.

Franz doubts that this’ approach to amendlng the argument is

sﬁff1c1ent He belleves that Peters' requ1rement of knowledge

and understandlng in depth and breadth unpacks the notlon of

wholeness' in ‘terms of a ratlonal unlty only and falls ta
suggest whether anythlng beyond theoretlcal awareness is . _.' S;WHh
requlred. Franz is dissatisfied with this-emphasis on the
cognitiVe aspects of'education He suggests that the'
lmportance of a criterion of aesthetlc value connected with

; educatlng has’ been overlooked by Peters. Agreelng w1th _1'.‘\
Maritain,- Franz asserts that anf attempt to specify what : |
"-is the: 1deal educatlon requlres a comprehen51ve and adequate '
theoretlcal map of experlence. 4 He,argues that Peters o ;
restriction of the cognltlve criteria to the theoretical‘.
cannot do justice to what‘this'involves.,.Thus-Franz‘doubts

that what he .calls Peters‘ plurallst“ theory of value can be

adequately supplemented by merely tlghtenlng up the cognltlve'

crlterla

» Y1bid., p. 401,
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As an alternative}_Franz offers the notion of-"a

..

way df life" as a way of giving content to what is worthwhlle,
Tne ﬁustlflcatlon of partlcular goals or values is necessarlly

carﬁled on from wlthln -a value system which constititutes a

way:of llfe. Partlcular values must be vindicated 1n terms of

thelr accord w1th a way of llfe. He 51tuates educatlon
l
within the context of thls notlon-r "o educate' lS'tO get

tlle student- to commit to a way of life.""5

.

He holds the‘ _
criteria of educatlon to be largely procedural clusterlng
axound what is involved. 1n,"the selectlon, commendlng and

L -~
cultlvatlon of a way of llfe n6 He cr1t1c1zes Peters for

minlmlzlng the procedural crlterla, and he denles that
ethlcal and cognltlve criteria are central to the concept.

Educatlon is an ideal-oriented task, not because we can

ustify the‘comp0nents as intrinsically'worth hT 1e;'hut.

"‘ﬁ.ﬂv--

/ pecause the’ crlterla we use.are largely procedural and the
!
) %ubstance of the act is thereﬁpre optlonal w?
g  Franz's crltlclsms deserve several. remarks hére. ' He
fappears to agree with Peters that educatlon is connected w1th
.gouestlons of value, but he seeks to. handle the matter in a .
;fashlon whlch escapes the narrowness to Wthh Peters has
; commltted hlmself.' Franz S cr1t1c1sm of Peters treatment-
of the achlevement aspects/of educatlon appears to 1nvolve a
E confusion. Peters does not characterlze educatlon as an

t
: E ach;evement rather he clalms that the notion- of . "belng

i
ﬁ educated" is glven content by the achlevements associated with

.~

'SIbid.,-P. 402 . 6

&
a
E Ibid. Ibid.
| id

t

t
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the educated man. The whole process is not regarded as an |
achlevement-‘rather a group of achlevements is .seen to be -
1nvolved,,and a very.openeended group of-achievements at

that.8 - . : B S

Whlle I flnd salutary Franz 5 cautlons about the

1ncompleteness of specrfylng “educatlon' 1n.terms of only‘,' o
cognltlve‘values,‘l cannot agree with his characterization‘

-of_Peters' treatment of:the cognitiue criteria."Peters

does not restrlct education to theoretlcal knowledge. It

lnvolves "knowledge of the good" in the sense of sens;t1v1ty "
to the standards connected with the pornt of an act1v1ty.‘

‘ Peters argues that such a knowledge of the goopd is 1nvolved ' ‘

. in both theoretlcal and practical pursults, and that |
theoretlcal understandlng may transform practlcal pursults.

tnus "Belng educated . . . involves a capac1ty for ”

) absorptlon and enjoyment whlch is connectéo W1th sensitization

to standards whlch structure act1v1t1es and pursults'"g- I-

" read Peters as clalmlng not that education 'has merely to do.

with the cognltlve but ‘that the cognitive: achleuements , a . | :~?;
a55001ated w1th belng an edhcated man transform other sorts

" of pursults which may indeed range from theoretlcal actxv;tles

to purSUltS w1th llttle 1ntr1n51c cognltlve content at all,

such as eatlng or sex._

L

) 8For examaple, "Belng educated' marks a group of
achlevements which are internally related to a family of
tasks." ' (Peters, Ethics, p. 13.)

9Peters, "Educated Man," p. 13.
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Franz's recommendation of the notlon of’ the selectlon,.

‘commendlng, and cultivation of a way of llfe as the central

., notion in educatlon would seem to .amount to opting for'

Peters more undlfferentlated concept of educatlon whlch

" refers to passrng on. of whatever. a communlty may con51der

worthwhlle. "Commendlng a way of llﬁe" 1s another ‘way of

talklng about pa551ng on whatever a communlty ‘regards

fworthwhlle. Thls 1mp11es an attempt to unpack educatlon in

terms of what is presupposed by the selectlon, commendlng,
and chltlvatlag of a way of life., Thls is an 1nterest1ng
suggestlon but it would require exten51ve exp051tlon to flll

it out adequately, and thlS Franz has not done. .He would

' have to show how the presupposxtlons of thlS sort of pursult

lnvolve pr1nc1ples relevant to eduoatlonal Judgements. Thisg
sort of pursuit appears to be equally .as vague a§\quest10ns
concernlng worthwhlleness. Further, commltment to pursulng
questlons-connected-w1th a way of life appears to be much
ea51ér to escape than commltment to practlcal reason.‘ There

+ -

is, however--a sense, in whlch questlons about a way of life

4

‘are coexten51ve wrth practlcal reason, for they are questions - -

of the form "What ought I to do?" and "Why do this rather o

than that?". Attempts to answer such questions involve the
ualues of reason and the'procedura; principles to which

Peters has referred. 1In fact! Franz lays emphasis on

- procedural criteria, But Peters has shown their 1nsuff1c1ency‘

for prov1d1ng a full account of the use -0f the term- the

E tasks of educatlon ‘can only be fully accounted for in

<
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connectron with the achrevements in whlch they culmlnate.lb' J | !?:
YThus it appears that Franz s program elther lands him in the.
commltment to practlcal reason and the pursurt of truth _ L o Vfﬂ
Wthh characterlze Peters' more dlfferentlated -concept of
educatlon, or else he is commltted to the selectlon, commendlng,
and cultlvatlon of a way . of llfe w1thout the giving of reasons h -~
| berng requlred Wthh sounds arbltrary indeed.
| More serlous challenges to Peters crlterla of
. educatlon" approach arlse from doubts whlch several wrlters
have expressed concernlng_Peters handling of conceptual _ _ . d'kﬁ
analysis. A. J.fWattll has critioized the doctrine that I
"educatlon is worthwhile for its own sake, and expressed doubt - ‘ /1{;
that conceptual analysrs can establlsh this. ' F. N Dunlop12 . - ‘_l:
fhas questloned Peters' program of makrng expllc1t the
conventrOns of llHQUlSth usage. He proposes that a
=phllosoph1cally srgnlflcant treatment of a concept ought to

shéw how it is forced on us by the nature of reality.

G. Reddlford 13 ~ has developed the distinctionrbEtween_COnceptnal

e f N . s

0Ethlcs, pp. 37~ 38. Peters does not regard procedural
principles as unimportant, but he insists that their educational

importance is to be grasped in- connectlon with the achievements
of - the learner.

l"Conceptual Analysrs and Educatronal Values, .
Educatlonal Phllosophy and Theory 5. (October, 1973):27-37.
L ”'lz"Educatlon and Human Nature," Philosophy of Lducatlon T
50c1ety of Great Britain, Proceedlngs v (January, 1970) :21-44. ol

: 3"Conceptual Analysrs and Educatlon," Philosophy of ool
Education Society of Great brltaln, Proceedings VI (July, . : 4
1972): 193 215 = SRR ‘ :
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connections and logically necessary conditions.. He argues
that Peters has'been-ableito‘establish only conceptuaI

coqnectlons between educatlon and value and knowledge. John -

Earwakerl has 1nqu1red 1nto how the knowledge and value

COnditions are connected and he has offered a four fold

cla551f1catlon of concepts of educatlon based on these
' 15

connectlons James Lund has rejected Peters two—concepts

approach to educatlon. He has sought an approach presupposrng

the unlty of the concept . ‘Abraham: Edel 16 has dlscussed

‘Peters' two concept approach w1th respect to the nature and.

T

_ and limits of conceptual analysrs. Jonas Soltls éas p01nted
'out the way in whlch value. issues challenge the paradlgm of o "';eg
~ conceptual analy51s. These lnqulrles amount to a fairly ‘. |
‘broadranglng cr1t1c1sm of the type of use to whlch Peters
has put conceptual analysls. I propose to consider_each of
these cr1t1c1sms in turn. | |

. Watt raises issues about both Peters genera; clalms-
-about how crlterla relate to educatlon, and about the value.__

crlterlon in partlcular. He contends that Peters' dlchotomy

'lq"R S. Peters and the Concept of Educatlon,
‘PnlloSOphy of Education Soclety of Great Britain, Proceedrngs

VII (July, 1973}:239-59.

TlS“On Education: An Introduction," Man and World 7
{August, 1974):279-92, : _ .

16"Analytic Philosophy. of. Educatlon at the Crossroads,
‘in Educational Judgements, ed. James F. Doyle (London . :
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973), pp. 232-57. - - -
— l7"Analysrs and Anomalies in PhllOSOphy -of Educatlon,
Educational Philosophy and Theory 3 (October, 1971) :37-~50.
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between words whlch pick -out’ a class of referents and words’

i whlch lay down crlterla is false Laylng down crlterla and

\,plcklng out a class of referents amount to the same thlng.
"A word can plck out a partlcular class of referents only
by laylng down crlterla to which anythlng must conform to
be a referent ";8_ Like educatlon, gardenlng (Peters' |

example of a word whlch plcks out a: part&cular act1v1ty)

»plcks out no particular actrvrty- tllllng, plantlng.:waterrsg

weedlng, pruning, and hoeing are among the act1v1t1es which

LY

may be.invﬁlved. These actrvrtles belong to gardenlng in the
sense that. they conform to the criteria of gar?ning'.
Watt wrltes, "To set crlterla is. 1pso facto to mark out .a
class or type, howeVer roughly nld I belleve Watt's v1ew
here is correct and offers valuable clarlflcatlon That

_educatlon lays down'criteria is. not unustal; it 1s rather -a
A
basic feature Of any concept that there are condltlons for -
using it correctly., This pornt‘is not damaging for Peters'
__overall approach but 1t demonstrates that - 1t is mlsleadlno
to claim that there is anythlng spec1al about a concept
hav1ng crlterla
More partlcularly, Watt argues agalnst Peters

conceptual clalm that "educatlon" is only used approprlately
with respect to what is 1ntr1n51cally valuable While it
_may be a llngUlSth fact® that: the word "educatlon" is a

'favorable normatrve term, Watt doubts that-its exclusrve

*

121pia.

e SR U

18uconceptual Analysis‘and_Educatfonal V;£B95r"'p.,29.
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reference to what is of 1ntr1n51c value can be a lrngulstlc "
| fact. " He denles that the llngu1st1c fact of favorable

nnormatlve usage can support ‘the c0nceptual truth that the ) : -'-Q:

achlevements of the educated man are valuable in themselves.

He cr1t1c1zes Peters- for treating the normatlve force of‘ o -
"education"” as”part of_lts de51gnation. 'He argues that ‘
educatlon" is ndt a word like ' excellent" or "deplorable"

whlch lack desrgnatlon and have only normatlve force. 'It.ie

contradlctory to say “That 15 a bad book but there s

nothlng wrong wmth it,” but "My son has been educated more' s

the pity; he' s a useless, selflsh snob" 1nvolves no.

contradlctlon.20 In short, Watt clalms that-concepthal : | ‘: “.“ &

. analysis cannot yield the-conclusion that.education is .

_intrinsicallj‘valuable. Watt's argumente herelare A l-:iag
interesting\but dnconClusivef _Given the'unditferentiated-
concept Qf "education"_which.Peters.describes, he .is quitei'
correct:. This is how his exanple.“My son has been -

. educated'. . " gets ite‘leverage; a more - adequate concebt

~of educatlon mlght well exclude calllng someone "educated" in _

‘such a case. Yet 1t is arguably a llngulstlc fact that

educatlon" 15 used in the second more s ec1f1c sense to
P

mark out a group of 1ntr1n51cally valuable achlevements There

2OIbid , Pp. 34-35. wWatt® s example of "a bad book" is
only contradictory if the same set of standards is- being
referred to by both "bad" and "wrong"--but there is no
reason why-this must be the case. In his example,'"bad“'mlght
refer to conventional moral appraisals, while "wrong" might
- refer to some distinct ethical or aesthetic principle to
-whlchlthe author of the statement is appealing. Similarly, Watt s
"selfish snob" example might indeed be contradlctory "if the
speaker has Peters' strong sense of’ educatlon in mind.
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. 15 no aoparent reason why a concept may not in fact plch out

‘a group of non—1nstrumental values. The'concept of -“flne

art” would appear to be another case. It would indeed ‘be odd ' .{:

.

.11f a person admltted that a certaln palhtlng was clearly an
example of }1ne art yet claimed that it had only an
"1nstrumental sort of value. We‘would doubt that he:had the
concept of "fine art | N

| Dunlop has raised questlons about what Peters is
dorng when he does conceptual ana1y51s 201nt1ng out that
"concept" may apply to a word, thought idea,‘thing; or S 1?%
natural ciass of things, he claims that concepts are more |
ph11050phlcally 51gn1f1cant if "forced on us by the nature

21 Dunlop argues that conceptual analysrs _ . o

of reallty "
should do more than show how cexrtain people use words

‘He speculates whether Peters notion of concept is "something
.llke 'a distinction whlch is somehow forced on us by the

“nature of the’ world. '“22,

He observes that this "appears to
be denled in Peters"statement that "I would count as a’
_'conceptual connectlon one that appertalns to the general
use of a concept in publlc language."23 'Dunlop clalms that

the Central, paradigmatic’ uses of" a concept "touch reality":.

"we must have these concepts if we are (to be) human n2d He

21“Educatlon and Human Nature," p. 23.

© 221pia., p. 29.

23"A:|.ms of Educatlon, a Conceptual Enqurry, Reply," in
Ph11050phy and Education, Proceedings of the International
.Seminar, March 22-25, 1966 (TOronto: Ontario Institute for _
Studies 1in Educatlon, 1967), p. 30; quoted in Dunlop, p. 33. .

2f"Educatlon and Human Nature, P. 38.
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insists that "an“argument,about'the concept of education

.ought to start from a con51deratlon of what belng human is,
or must be. w23 o0 ' ﬂ',.: - ‘ - : RN
Two sorts of comments must be made here. First,

arguments from the nature-of reality-have the unenviable

metaphysical task. of show1ng what the nature of reallty is

or must be thought to be, whlch is far beyond anythlng

env1saged here or by Peters hlmself Dunlop seems to assume

Sy
~

that some sort of easy and direct access to the nature of
reallty is avallable. Yet ‘the hlstory of phllosophy, and - t .
}lndeed recent sc1ence, shows that a more: dlfflcult to

establlsh foundatlon could hardly have been chosen. SeCondly,.

Peters does indeed have a concept of . human nature in mind, but ;“
» - 4
he does:not-err in maklng his arguments depend dn it in any.

1Y

naturalistic sort of way. . He regards .man as a “"rational

-

animal“; "human life is a context in which the'demands-of‘ .

" w26

reason.axe 1nescapable By thls observatlon ‘he does not

commlt hlmself to* argu1ng naturallstlcally, as in- ‘the. Greek
doctrlne,of function. -Rather, the fact that "human. life

o : . :
already bears witness to the demands of reason"27 serves as -

the startlng point for hlS transcendental argument Dunlop

expects far too much of conceptual analy51s, and he’ appears

Pia. - L

27

Peters, “ﬁustificationf“ p.'253.

Ibld., p. 255.° o e \




“belng educated“ and “knowledge and understandlng." ‘He
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to be. fllrtlng w1th both naturallsm and metaphy51ca1

speculatlon Wthh can hardly prov1de a flrm support for

_reasonlng about educatngh

Reddlford 1nqu1res 1nto the loglcal status of the

'connectlons whlch held batween "educatlon" and "value" and

examines what-klnd of truth_may be 1nvolved,1n‘such .

connections: .He points out'that conceptual truths are not.

emplrlcal truths (de facto true) or truths of logical

-necesszty (knowable a Erlorl) The prov1510n of 1og1cally
‘necessary condltlons for u51ng a: term results in a weak

- definition; loglcally sufflc;ent condltlons yleld a strong

definition. Logically'necessary conditions, he ciaims,_

-typically-have the character of-analytic’statements; and‘iti

is. often not p0551ble to produce such’ condltlons. In such

a case one. must be content w1th conceptual connections whose

truth whlle 1nformat1ve about the world and/or the way we
thlnk about the world is not emplrlcally or. loglcally

necessary truth. Whlle allowrng that there are loglcally

_necessary c0nditlons for‘the use of any word Reddlford argues
‘ that such condltlons cnly “spe01fy the conditions under whlch

'anyone can meanlngfully say anythlng in any\area of discourse

n28

or w1th1n any conceptual framework. These formal

condltlons do not entall any substantlve crlterla which must

be Satleled they rather specrfy what is requlred to ‘use

-~

28“Conceptual Analysis and Educatidu,“ p. 197,




T thlngs 1n the ways that we do an

a-word: meanlngfully.at all.' Reddirord argues'that this is
much more minimal than what lnterests Peters and hlmself
He argues that the meanrng Of a term like "education” | | . .
cannot be examlned apart from the conceptual systems Wlthln
‘which it is used,' The same term may be used in dlfferent
conceptual systems; In one-system, educatlon" may refer to
.knowledge, understandlng, and regard forx the values of ‘ ";'
reason, while in another system concerns about technologlcal : .': .-J:;
manpower and SOC1a; mobl}lty may be_paramount7 - Reddifoxd |
.argues that conceptuai'truths:are_the expression or“the

conceptual'connections.and'relationships within a conceptual

system. While claiming that ‘they are necessary truths,.he
~disagrees wrth Dunlop that conceptual truths are forced on ' 'Q;J

us by the nature of the world: "Thelr necessrty (i. e. thelr w e
' LR ' K

1

belng more. than de facto) lles in- thelr expressrng relatlonshlps_

wrthln the conceptual frameworks that we employ and must

'employr granted what is a- contlngent matter that we see

have the purposes that we

f
have."

Reddlford shows how hls account leads to a rev151bn
= [
of what 1is 1nvolved in the correct and 1ncorrect use of a -
- MY
term. The correct- 1ncorrect dlstlnctlon has not to do. wrth

loglcal necessrty and self- contradlctlon, but with mlstakes

whlch may be made in usrng a word, and.w1th procedures for

|
correcting usage. Correctness has reference to partlcular

291bid., pp. 202~3.- - . .- S [
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.

conceptual frameworks W1th1n which people rEgularly accepf . , fﬁ

‘or reject dlfferent usages. Maps of ‘such usage can be made
and criticized- conceptual analysrs“ con51sts of such o ‘éj
'techn1QUes of cr1t1c15m, Reddiford letes. Peters' Co . .sl“
“1dent1f1catlon of the conceptual connectlona ?f ”educatlon“ ' )
‘;wlth “knowledge“'and value" thus has reference to the
‘conceptual system to whlch he .is commltted 1n whlch the et

'correctness of usrng the word "educatlon“ has centrally to

connectlons are possible W1th1n other conceptual systems.
Reddiford's proposal is an lnterestlng account of
t v
what is 1nvolved in Peters' efforts. ‘Hls suggestron that‘
conceptual connections" is a more approprlate expressron than

"loglcally necessary conditions” hlnges, however on the

rather narrow specrflcatlonrhe has given to "logically
w . - . '

'necessary?conditions.d He has identified the latter with

formal'logic, whereas I believe Peters' usage is closer to .' ~
¥

what . Reddlford means by “conceptual connectlons. His view

’that correctness and meanlngfulness have reference to conceptual

- .
b

systems is a useful one, which shows how conceptual change
and dlvergent usages of a term Wlthln dlfferent 51tuatlons are
possrble. It suggests a relatrv;zatlon of - Peters

.accomplishments whlch may be somewhat mrsleading. A

commltment to any sqrt of ratlonal 1nqulry ‘would appear to
land one, at least embryonlcally, Wlthln Peters ‘sort of
c0nceptual system I conclude that Reddlford's attempts to

.work out what is lnvolved in conceptual connectlons are
o ;.
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'rnterestlng vyet lead to no deplslve modlflcatlon of Peters
p051t10n 'as sketched here.
. | Earwaker-professes to be interested in whether Peters'
has provided the conceptdof'edncation or merely a concept of ’
-education. He is curious about what the relation between the
knowledge and value crlteria may be, and whether the latter
1nd1cates evaluatlve meanlng or posrtlve approval He
wonders whether what Peters has offered amounts to a
prescrlptlon under the gulse of analysrs, in that it only
tells part of the story. Barwaker revrews the arguments -
presented by Peters which show how elther crlterlon can be
made the sole one, w1th the other becomlng merely part of

-a speC1f1catlon of it. Thus knowledge and.understandlng

might be part of a specificatlon_gfrwhatlis valuable. Earwaker.

is partiCularly interested in those cases.where “education"'
has the character of dls~value,le g. in some of the statements
;of de- schoolers and radlcal student culture,‘or in the case of
the practlcal hardheaded man 1n the street who rejects
.educatlon as 1rrelevant" 51ssified

Noting that Peters has admltted "educatlon" may be
detached from both the knowledge and value condltlons,
Earwaker proposes a four—fold-classrflcatlon of concepts of.

education Thls class;flcatlon allows not only that the value:

',and knowledge condltlons may or may not be met but that. e1ther‘

;may be met 1ndependently of the other.- He 1llustrates this

with the follow1ng_d1agram:30-

~ — . . _ ] . ‘
BP“R.ZS. Peters and ‘the Concept of Education," p.-246,

X
Y
A
el
.
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More

Older ' " .Differentiated
undlfferentlated o . . Specific

Concept " _ ' Concept. -
‘ . : : (B) The development , W
. of desirable states )

: : {not necessarily

o . _ stre551ng knowledge)

(A) Any process - (D) Any process

of bringing up ‘ S of bringing up.

or rearing _ S children (i.e. A)

children, animals, . . " that develops
. Or even plants (no S . their kriowledge

necessar N and understanding

connection with .~ 7/ in depth and

knowledge; not : : ' : . ‘breadth (i.e. C),

necessarily o - with the

considered : P -implication that

desirable). - : : this is a -
: : - - .+ desirable thing . D
o ' R to do (i.e. B). ' gk
(€) The development . S ' o
of knowledge (not o SRR
“necessarily implying ' e '
its desirability).

Earweker Charecterizes Peters’ two-concept view in terms of f f"fﬁ
‘a Shlft from A to D, with B and C being regarded as -
dev1atlons.' Earwaker argués that there are 1nstead thesel
four ba51c ooncepts dlstlngulshable w1th1n the loglcal
geography of "educatlon He points out that these arelio

fact dlfferent ways of t;ghtenlng the concept up, a subtlety

which Peters disregards. He rev;ses hls dlagram to show
. 3] .. , :
these .possibilities: ' -

311bia., p. 248.
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. - - Value-loaded .

‘B | . . o D
"Value-loaded = . . L Value-loaded

: - Generalised . - ] Specific

g Concept — o , /,// Concepts

‘ s .

Generalised - ' Specific-
A ch . A - C .
Value-neutral .~ S A : Value-neutral
Generalised - . | ' Specific.
Concept - C ‘ ' - Concept

Value;neutral

hile Peters' progression.from A (Education as "rearing") to
(Education in the "educated man" sense) combines increaaing .

alue-loadedness with 1ncrea51ng spec1f1cness, lt is clear

e G g

-

"qhat this is’ not necessarlly so. nghly valued general

cbncepts and neutral specmflc conceptlons are among the
p0551b111t1es. A specific conception need not be prlmarlly
cognltlve elther Earwaker's second chart also substltutes
value—loadedness for dESlrabllllty, allowing that both
agproval and dlsapproval may be built into ‘the concept.
Acknowledglng that he has analyzed only the form, whlch
the concept “educatlon“ may .take, Earwaker suggests what
melanings may be connected with the dlfferent p051t10ns inh
-his-diagram. A is- a purely descrlptlve, general term which

_ might be used to refer to, e. g American schools, or what

gces on in them, or to what mothers do with their children.

B {is that sense in'which_education is roughly equated to

: ;learnlng, where the de51rab111ty of a whole gamut of thlngs

a child may learn is empha31zed - Earwaker believes its

-~
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deficiehcy is not in berhg.non—cognitive, but-in being'sq
imprecise as to be not satisfactorily defiued at all.h_C is
a quite.precise and clear, but neutral. lahel which is‘most
‘often equated with schooling.' It is. the sehse in which one
.might speak about comparatlve educatlon or educatlonal systems
- without implying any evaluatlon of what is 1nvolved . Earwaker
agrees wmth Peters that the more phllosophlcally 1nterest1ng
meanlngs 1nvolve both prec1se sPec1f1catlon and bUllt-ln
evaluatlon._ These are the meanlngs which cluster around
'5sense DellEarwaker notes that this sense_ihcludes both Peters'
"educated ﬁah" sense and most of'the positions taken by
other contemporary educatlonai wrlters, for both cognltlve
and non-cognitive spec1f1catlon, ‘and posltlve and negatlve
Ievaluatlon may be involved: '"Thus R. S. Peters, the
ede—schooiers, and almost everyone else who has ever thought
about it, dlrect our attentlon away from mere learnlng (too
generallzed) and away from mere schoollng {ignores value~
dlmenSLOn) onto. some klnd of spec1f1c, evaluatlve concept
oftypeD"32 ' ) ) e

Earwaher concludes}that four different concepts'of
education, »and not just four different views, are operative‘
in our use of the word in various contexts.A Further, the
central - ‘uses of educatlon in category D cannot be dlstlngulshed

by loglcally necesaary conditions. :Appeal to discussion

]

321pia., pp. 252-3.

i
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and consenanS'is reouired,'Earwaher asserts.. He claims that
"Peters, by trying to analyse the content of 'educatlon as
well as its form, iays hlmself open to the charge of 901ng .
beyond mere analysis altogether_and offerlng a strpulatlve
33"

- Earwaker believes that the analysis

of ednoation involves. "setting out the complete range of
| 34 | |

possible meanings."” He shows that-Peters has clearly

not done this, having satisfied himself withlmaking'exPlicit‘

2 current concept of education. Earwaker has, he hopes,

offered an analy51s which shows’ how Speaklng of . educatlon as
soc1allzatlon,' "1earn1ng,ﬂ "1nd1v1dual development, " andl.
SO on 1nvolve not mlstakes of. usage but ch01ces wrthln the
range of p0551ble meanings.

* Earwaker, I"belleye,rhas done an eremplary job of
setting out the possihle meanings of edﬁcation. His claim
that Peters-has presented oniy a partial vieﬁ in his criteria |
and his two-concepts approach’ appears ]uiflfl&d However,_i
do not think Peters may be faulted for olalmlng to have
presented the only pOSSlble meanings of education: he does
not claim to do that. In maklng hls case for what may be
taken as the central senses of educatlon, Peters has also
made exp11c1t the conceptual framework wlthln which he is
operating, which 1ncludes a fundamental commltment to
reasonlng and truth. If we read Peters as argu1ng for the_

only jUStlflable conceptlon of "educatlon,' or as purporting

331bid., p. 254.

341b1d , p. 256.
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to merelp show the'range of‘possible meanings it may take; -
then Earwaker s remarks constltute a- damaglng argument 1ndeed.
However, I read - Peters as, almlng for the more‘modest |
;accompllshment of descrlblng a conceptlon of educatlon whlch
has considerable linguistic currency (as he has established

in his examples of usage) and which admits of a throughgping
rational defense’(whlchshe has attempted in his transcendental
'argumentatioh). My main criticism, then, of Earwaker'iS' h
that he does not admlt the legltlmacy of what Peters is dorng.
I agree wrth and support hls account of the range of meanlngs
of educatlon" and I con51der thls a valuable contrlbutlon,
although I do not agree wrth his conclusron that four .concepts
of educatlon" are operatlve. I would prefer .to understand

hlS distlnctlons ‘as four clusters of meanlng w1th1n the

one co?cept. I wish, ‘however, to assent to. the legltlmacy-h

of Peters more’ dellmlted efforts, though I would not

support any clalm made by Peters to be accompllshlng the larger
task proposed by Earwaker._

. Much brlefer remarks may be dlrected at the cr1t1cal
p051trons adopted- by Lund Edel, and SOltlS " Lund rejects
Peters' 'reference to two concepts of educatlon as unjustlfled
He argues that. Peters' hlstorlcal account ‘does not provrde

]

grounds for supposrng there are two concepts. while the
concept may have undergone the historical development Peters

- attempts .to demonstrate, thlS does not Justlfy the supposition
of a completely dlStlnCt sense of "educatlon" meetlng Peters'
criteria. Lund wrltes, "The task therefore is to glve ‘an
account..of the concept of educatlon Wthh Wlll presuppose the'

.

. i ) ‘ ' , .
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‘unlty of the concept and to. attempt to make 1ntelllglble all
uses of. the word, even when these may be mlstaken, 51nce
the p0551b111ty of recognlzlng a mlstake depends upon a - 'f.‘ - Y

'recognlt;on of the crlterla for the valid use of the

word.“35

Since Peters':criteria are cleatly;not neceéssary
or sqffieient cdnditione for using the'word_“edﬁcation"

- meaningfully, Lund argues that their logical status.and the . ‘hfﬁ
reasens‘for choosing them ate'in doubt: - Lund has‘also noted

‘that Peters' claim that the'concept”of education "lays down
eriteria““invites confusion. He argues»that the establlshment

of criteria‘is a puhlic act.. To attrlbute to concepts,

. active powets of laying.60wn criteria is to misconstrue the . : : ‘x;?
nature ‘of COHCEptS and crlterla as 1nstruments of thought. BRI ' ttf;
SOltlS claims that Peters' crlterla lnvolve hlm in a prescrlptlve ; g;ﬁ
account of educatlon which makes value recommendatlons of the ﬂg : fhf;
manner and matter of educatlon. Referrlng to Thomas Kuhn s
well known dlscu5510n of scientific paradlgms, Soltis has
clalmed that Peters treatment of these value aspects has-
1nvolved him in issues which are beyond'the'limits of what
can.be entertained within the analytic paradigm Edellhas
commented on thesge observatlons by SOltlS, and he hds agreed o

v

with Soltis that it is not desxrable to keep excludlng

evaluative and empirical issuev ffom the‘ 'normal"” paradlgm of R

4

analyeis; Edel questlons whether 1t is necessary for Peters
to carry out the redeflnltlon of educatlon attempted 1n

35"On Education: An Introduction," p. 282.

.
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"Educatlon and the Educated Man."- Notlng that Peters has

1dent1f1ed certarn o tlons regardlng how "education® ma be .
P Y /

-deflned Ldel suggests that the proper approach 1s to give

-an, explanatory preamble and choose your path on consc1ous and
n36

significant grounds. He argues that the ethical, soc1al

empirical, SC1ent1f1c, and hlstorlcal consrderatlons are

1ntegral to the analysls and -ought ‘not to be regarded as

separate as the credo conceptual ana;ys;s\leaves everything

]

as it is" suggests.

I am in agreement w1th Lund that an . approach to
conceptuallzlng “educatlon" which presupposes the unity of
the concept is desirable. Whlle thls 1nvolves 1ndent1fy1ng
crlterla, it need not be supposed that the concept takes ‘an

actlve role in leglslatlng ‘what. the crlterla are, or that the

.

criteria are "bUth 1n. " Peters' efforts to make a case for .-

o his dlfferentlated concept of educatlon have made'hls

.crrterla the target of considerable criticism,'as Lund,

Soltls, and Edel have pointed out. Hls "tlghtened up"” sense

' of education is not the only meanlngful way of usrng the

term, and his apparent prescrlptlveness has been seen.as

partlcularly problematlc with reSpect to the doctrlnes of

'conceptual analysrs ' ThlS has in turn ralsed questlons'

o
about the legltlmacy of the normal“ paradigm of analytlc

phllosophy " I find 1nterest1ng the suggestlcn by Soltis and

o]

-Edel that’ evaluatlve and empirical 1ssues, i.e. substantlve

issues, ought to be dealt with_in analysis. Similar

36
p. 249.
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"Khalytic Philosophy of Education at the Crossroads, "
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dissatisfactions have led 'C. Beck to reject analytical

phllosophy as an adequate approach to phllosophy of education.

Yet it is. surely 1mportant to preserve the distinction

between conceptual issues and substantlve 1ssues, -even if this

.dlstlnctlon does .not turn out to be as flrm as. some analytlc

‘phllosophers perhaps hope. Indeed Peters has pornted out that

 the use of educatlon" to pick out concern w1th what is

worthwhlle {and cognitive achlevements in partlcular)

' was once a ‘matter of contingent judgement but that the link -

 how questions of concept and substantive questions are

. 'seems. to, me that ‘the case concernlng Peters' prescr1pt1v15m has

‘_operatlve in dlscu551ons about . educatlon.‘-Hls prescrlptiveness

.linked e. g‘ how conceptual 1ssues and empirical 1ssues can

_be handled are far from self-eV1dent and tHe defense of such

" an approach is beyond the SCOpe of thls thesis. Yet it

 the term,

now appears to have become conceptual (at least for some

speakers). Perhaps, too, more‘attention has to be:given to .

codetermlne a course of sc;entlflc 1nqu1ry However, the moves

by whlch the inclusions recommended by SOltlS and Edel may

been overstated. Rather than recommendlng partlcular moral
pr1nc1ples, he is recommendlng a conceptlon of educatlon

picked out by criteria which- can clearly be seen to be

lies in having empha51zed a concept of educatlon rather than

4

simply descrlblng the full -Tange of meanlngs a55001ated wlth
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-3, Criticisms of Peters' Transcendental Arguments

—

The cr1t1c1sms of Peters transcendental arguments
have almed chlefly to show that they cannot do what PeterS‘w
hopes they w1ll do. A, W. Beck has attempted to show that’
Peters' transcendental form of argumentatlon cannot Support i
currrculum dec151ons A. J. Watt38 and. John Kleinig39 haue.
descrrbed the general featu es of this form of argument
argulng that. its limits- preclude it from accompllshlng what

”

Peters hopes it will do. Peters4 has .responded to Kleinig

. with a restatement of h1= purposes in introducing'arguments

of thlS form

A W. Beck has dlrected hlS CrlthlsmS towards Peters'
transcendental Justlflcatlon of worthwhlle act1VLt1es.‘ He._
points out that Peters has sought support for this ‘
justlflcatlon in Peter Wlnch s argument that the moral value

of truth- telllng is. presupposed in any attempt by a soc1al

communlty to use shared language. Beck recalls Peters'

-

argument that concern for truth is the dlstlngulshlng feature -

of worthwhlle actrvrtles wWhich brlngs 1n the transcendental

argument that any attempt to serlously answer the questlon

37"Does 'Ethics and. Education' Rest on a Mlstake° "o
Educational PhllOSOPhy and Theory 3 (October, 1971) :1- 12

: 38“'.granscendental Arguments and Moral Pr1nc1ples,
Phllosophlcal Quarterly 25 (January, 1979) 40-57.

"39,

"R. S. Peters' Usé of Transcendental Arguments,"

R Phllosophy of Education Society of Great Brltaln, Proceedlngs.

VII (July, 1973):149-66.

40"A Reply to John Klelnlg " Phllosophy of Education
Soc1ety of Great Brltaln, Proceedlngs VII (July, 1973) 167-76.

L o -




R e . D e R

_“Why do thlS rather than that’" presupposes a commltment to |

the 1ntr1n51c value Of,EFUth Beck s counter argument is that‘

a person who serlously asks this questlon mlght value truth . : hl
only 1nstrumentally as a mgans for flndlng out how best to-

llve. He argues that, whether people value truth for ltS
'1ntr1n51c worth 1s a contlngent matter of emplrlcal fact ‘;

‘not a loglcally necessary consequence of thelr ratlonalzty “41
.Beck dlStngUlShes between two.senses of truth telllng The
.flrst has to do with belng trustworthy and not conceallng

facts. A moral commltment to truth telllng is thls sense is ‘ “?ﬁ
a requirement of sharlng a language " The second sense of
truth- telllng is the maklng of true statements, as exempllfled
by the true statements whlch science seeks to make about thej
unlverse. Taklng part 1n thls latter SOrt of act1v1ty is . C '—1fﬁ
not a matter of moral obllgatlon abt all " -Beck argues‘that.
Peters' extensron of the transcendental argument from the - p "fiﬁ
.truth telllng requlred for communlcatlon (sense ‘one) to the "_',, ,h{ﬁ
truth~telling involved in making e, g. hlstorlcal and sc1ent1f1c ’ |
statements (sense two) is not 1091Ca11y Justlfxed ‘He"“'__" K
' regards thlS as a confusron of what is morally binding with

.what 1s merely morally acceptable Currlculum act1v1t1es such

as hlstory and science, whlle they may be regarded as morally
L acceptable and even 1ntr1nsmcally valuable, are not in any

way morally blndlng Rather than hav1ng the .morally blndlng

character of" categorrcal 1mperat1ves, they have more. the

_ 41"Does 'Ethics and Education' Rest on a Mistake?,"
p. 3. A o S ' :

1
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character of hypothetrcal 1nperat1ves in whlch "You ought te:
do A" typlcally functlons as "If you do X, you wrll have a

wonderful trme in addltlon to argulng that Peters cannot .

'nby transcendental arguments show that currlculum act1v1t1es

- are: morally obllgatory, Beck remarks-that Peters' approach

leads to too great an. emphasxs on truth- telllng actrvrtres in

F

the currlculum, leaV1ng the case for aesthetlc act1v1t1es

3

without flrm support ' Beck speculates ‘that srnce Peters

transcendental argumentatlon has these weakneSses, another
sort of Justlflcatory pr1nc1ple such . as 1nstrumentallsm may. -
have to. be sought for currlculum act1v1t1es.

Whlle Beck's dlstlnctlon between two kinds. of |
truth tellrng 1s wellhdrawn, its appllcablllty to Peters

case is in doubt For the pursult of truth implied- in

A

1nqu1ry into questlons such as “Why do thrs rather than that’"d

seems to 1nvolve more ‘than. communlcatory truth telllng It

o

has more the character of 1nqu1ry 1nto what true statements o

may be made, and what dlstlnctlons between cases are correct

and relevant. Whether Peters wants to Say that currlculum

L]

‘ actlvrtles are morally obllgatory is another questlon. ‘He

‘

- seems rather to want to:say that beyond beung morally

‘e -4 '
acceptable they are 1ntr1n51cally commendable. In- addrtlon,

»

a degree of famlllarlty wrth the forms of thought and "f{

.awareness open to us seems to be a requlrement for any deeply

lnformed apprecratlon of worthwhlle actrvrtles. But one 1s

.not morally obllgated to achleve thrs famlllarlty, 1t is more

- '

on- the order of a necessary cOndltlon for such appre01at10n.

‘We are rather, as educators, morally obllgated not to deprlve_‘

+*
4

L
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L‘Hg notes that part ‘of tﬁ% strength of such an argument comes

;; irom the dlfflculty of regébting the form of dlscourse

. also allows for non-instrumental justification based on T K

- form of argument thus- e e - . . s,

‘ lnvolved In the case of a form of’ dlscourse such as astrology
'“presupp051tlons. An extreme p051tlon eggardlng the use of such’

‘lt must be shown that 1t 15 necessary not for jUSt a form of _:.

' results from denylng 2 prlnclple and yet g01ng on, usxng a .
*f',.___?._. e v.l RIRES I
f__; . 42‘hﬂ?ranscendental'Arguments ané Morai r1nc1ples,“ p. 40.
} v . ¢ o e .L-f @ ‘7 é/-

. . - .,
[ - ; e " . ' . .

4 ' . v B ' : Y
persons of such familiarity Flnally, Beck's suggestlon that RN

another justlflcatory pr1n01ple be sought lgnores that Peters

. . i , .
wants anhd needs. - : ' S o L

- Watt proposes to con51der the use of transcendental

R - . il -,

arguments to Justlfy moral pr1nc1ples. Such pr1nc1ples are

sald to specafy the klnds of reasons . whlch are Ielevant for o

decmdlng on moral issues. He characterlzes the transcendental

The strategy of, thls form of arguﬁEnt is Eo accept the
skeptical~ conclus;on that these principles are not open
" to any proof ‘being presuppos;tlons of reasoning rather
. than conclusiors ‘from it, but go.on:to argue that
. . commitment to-them is ratlonally 1nescapable, because .
+-they must, logically, be assumed if one is to engage in."
. a mode of: thought essential to any rational human life.
The claim is not, exactly that the pr1nc1ples are true,'
but that their adoptlon is not a result of mere social
convention or fre€ -personal’ decision: that a mistake is
involved in repudiating them whlle continuing to use the
.-form of- thought and dlscd%rse in. questlon.42 :

R -

ta . ’b . -
1t,m1ght be very easy to reJect the form along with LtS N

/

arguments holds that for a presup9051tlon to be- lnescapable,.‘ -

A . e

-
, L .

dlscourse, but for any dlscourse at all.] The more., usual

" -"\. S

approach in ethlcal argpmentatlon holds that 1ncon51stency
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form of discourse of which it is a presupposition.- Watt -
remarks that "Such an argument could have con51derable
justlflcatory force, if founded on a mode of thought and
dlscourse whlch no reasonable person would repudlate, even
though a repudlatlon of lt and its presupp051t10ns could be
"43

- Watt p01nts out that how broadly the form of dlscourse
is defrned depends on what prlnc1ples one hopes to defend f
_the- prln rples hhve substantlve moral content the temptatlon
w1ll be to deflne the form of.dlscourse more narrowly to
lmprove the chances of show;gg that the pr1ncrples are
presupposed The more narroggthe SP;c1f1catlon glven, the o
more dlfflcult it w1ll be to Ehow.nhat everyone mugt use the

form of dlscourse. Watt notes that Peters‘has been. sensltlve

' to thlS problem, almlng to put forward “arguments porntlng

. or w1th hlmself what he ought o do.

3\or agalnst certaln actlons, or else such dellberatlon would be

to what any 1nd1v1dual ‘must presuppose in so far as he, uses a
®
publlc form of dlscourse in éerlously dlscu551ng with others

w4 The very general

presupp051tlon plcked out is that one is commltted to
' » N [ ! .
recognlzlng that somethlng “must be . counted as a reason for,

b

L4

empty. Watt’ emphasrzes the vacuousness ‘of thls presupp051t10n

and its 1nab111ty to yleld substantral content He

cr1t1c12es'Peter attempt to base an argument for the

431pia., p. 43. R I

. L ! .

44Peters, Ethics and Educatlon, pp,'lli—ls;‘quoteo ‘

l1n Watt p. 44. v

Dok
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pr1nc1ple of Justlce orlequallty on it: "The principle
rules out only actlng w1thout any reason ‘at all, whlch we
Lwould call 1mpulvae or mlndless, rather than unjust."45 L | o
'Thls prihc1ple is nelther a moral pr;hcrple nor any: sort of
“suhstantlve practlcal prrncrple, Watt asserts.

. R Watt proposes that one ratlonally lnescapable substantlve

prrnc;ple of practlcal dlscourse may be claimed: : “If?a

ﬂperson dld not regard the fact that an action would beneflt

‘him as- a reason in 1ts favour, he would have rejected such a‘ Ce e

central and paradlgmatlc instance that he could not be sald

446

. to have the concept of practlcal reason. ThlS pr1nc1ple is .

presupposed in that lf one is tovaccept anything as a reason Tel

for acting, one must surely accept thls. Yet Watt questlons
-whether a moral prlnClple has thus been defended He argues
hY

that thlS is rather a case of prudence. He -reasons that '

within practlcal dlSCOUISE one’ may accept only prudentlal -
- . L4
: reasons, denying moral ones, wlthout 1nourr1ng logrcal

-l LI

Ccriticism. ‘Watt argues that Peters has. deflned practlcal

dlscourse broadly enough to make its repudlatlon 1mprobable,

h)

LA - o 4S.Watt, “Transcendental Arguments and Moral Principles,"
e p. 46. N - : ’

b

461bld., P. 4%. Watt is trading on the prlmacy of

" prudence in everyday reasoning in this example. Yet, .
especially for religious persons, personal bepefit would not v
necessarlly be a central ‘or indispensable reason in favor of an
action. .Such a person mlght even regard personal benefit as a

S . reason Speaklng agalnst an actions and yet not lack a grasp of

e - practical reason.  Indeed, spiritual and religious reasons might

~wéll be added to the list of practical reasons whlch I propose

_ln the last sectlon of Chapter Three.‘ ' :

’
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but that in doing so he is not able to establlsh more than a
prudentlal prlhcrple and falls to establlsh the pr1ncrp1e of

consrderatlon of everyone 5. 1nterests. On the other hand -

more naxrow specrflcatlon would make repudlatron of the. form

of discourse much easrer.L
Watt's account of the dlfflCUltles involved 1n‘

constructlng transcendental arguments prov1des valuable
clarification lndeed Tt helps to account for Peters"' .

very broad deflnltlon of practical dlscourse and the very formal
character of the prlncrples he attempts to show presupposed by
such dlscourse. Watt s arguments provrde damaglng crrtrcrsm _
.of" Peters' attempt to justify a formal prrncrple of justlce
which, however, has not been-a major consrderatlon in the
.‘present the51s. Watt-S"account does not on the other hand
:have much bite agalnst Peters' arguments concernlng ‘what is
;presupposed by the pursult of truth Thls aspect of Peters
transcendental argumentatlon would appear to be on much-
flrmer ground partlcularly since he does not clalm to" show '
that the values of reason are mOrally obllgatory.

Klelnag has. also drscussed Peters attempt to justlfy

‘moral prrncrples by transcendental arguments He defines
transcendental argument thus: "We can understand by
.'tranSCendental argument' any argument wnlch Justlfres.or
purports to justlfy a pr1n01ple by showrng that 1t 1s"
‘ 1og1cally presupposed by some speech~act or eplstemlc

'51tuataon. 47p Klelnlg questlons whether Peters is ba51ng hls

. ' -
47nR. 5! Peters’ Use of Transcendental Arguments,” p. 150.
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argument on the presupp051tlons of moral discourse ox praotlcal

dlscourse in general : He notes that the skeptlc may w1thout
!

contradlctlon choose to opt out ‘of moral dlscourse whlle
i

- 59111 carrying on practlcal dlscourse. He acknowledges

1

Peters' ergumEnts,ere quite effective against the practical
skeptic: he woulo-have to give up telking about what ought

'tp e done. However, Klelnlg argues that such: arguments

are typlcally almed 1nstead at the theoretlcal skeptlc who
oould WLthout contradlctlon refrain from dlscu551ng what

ought to be done. Klelnlg empha51zes that the function of such

.
] argwnents 1s.not to show the psychologlcal 1mp0551b111ty of

skept1c15m but its logical incoherence."48
i

% ..Like Wett Kleinig objects that Peters' principle of
H
vt

Just;ce is a prlnc1ple of such generallty that it cannot
justhy dlstlnctlvely moral pr1nc1p1es Notlng Peters'
{ -

asseﬁtlon that .the prlnc1ple of Justlce "is really the pr1nc1ple

that there should be prlnc1ples nd3d Klelﬂlg remarks that
l

o Peters has 51mply presented the prlnc;ple of ratlonallty iﬁ
practical dlscourse by this argument

. _E In. his reply to Klelnlg, Peters agrees w1th Klelnlg
that he ls concerned to make expllclt the presupposztlons of
practlcal dlscourse, the sphere of the moral belng dlfflcult
Vto speblfy. Peters argues that Kleinig's theoretical skeptic

VlS already 1nvolﬁed_inrpractioel'discourse:_ "in being

[ o

Ibid., p. 154

. ‘ 49Peters, Ethics, P- 123 quoted in Klelnlg, pp
161-62.;" : ‘ . :

-~
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condérned to know whether we have good enough reasons for
_engaglng in practlcal dlscourse is he not hlmself already ' .

cohducting sometklnd of practical dlscourse with hlmself?“50

Peters d;stinguishes two_tyﬁes-of yalue which are presupbosed
in practdcalfreasoning: the norme'of rationality-(the values
of reason such as con51stency, clarlty, reievance,
'non arbltrarlness, etc.) and those criteria of evidence Wthh
‘are neceSSary for discriminating those features of experlence
.Wh1Ch are relevant for actlon. Peters suggests that the
-clatter may be 1dent1f1ed wrth wants and avers:.ons.51 ‘Peters
admits he is skeptlcal about belng ‘able to provide a |
transcendental justlflcatlon for con51deratlon of others.
Peters also acknowledges that his treatment of ]ustlce does
.not estab};sh'atgreat deal. -
. Kleinig's definition of transcendental aréunents
provides an.interesting clarification, for-he extends it
beyond including only forms of dlscourse to more spec1f1c
51tuat10ns. Yet in Peters' case we are clearly concerned
with the presuppositions of practical discourse;_~As_Petersl
pointshout; Kleinig's objection that the theoretical skeptic
:'may'escape Peters' argument’ seems lnconclu51ve. Yet Kleinig's
argument prov1deskan addltlonal example of the importance of

testing the limits of transcendental arguments by 1nqu1r1ng-

into whether they may be escaped.’ Like Watt;_Kleinig'

S0up Reply to John Klelnlg,' p. 167. -

. . *Lrhis recalls Watt's criticism that such arguments -
: . establish only prudentizl, and not moral, principles.
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argues that Peters' argument is so general that 1t

-

' establlshes falrly little. Peters admits as much 1n the case

.

of justice, but he defends the case for the values of reason,_

" which we have consrdered at length in thlS the51s. Thls is

fortunate, slnce the values of reason are far- more cruc1a1
for Peters' concept of educatlon. The dlfflculty Peters has
encountered in justlfylng other-regardlng wants would suggest
‘that he is less able to. offer a transcendental justlflcatlon
for certain - aspects of the manner of educatlon than he is:
for‘itsrnatter: The transcendental Justlflcatlon of the
-manner of educatlon may have to be regarded chlefly from the
p01nt of v1ew of the 1nd1v1dual learner lf only prudentlal
prln01p185 can be Justlfled '

While any dlSCUSSlon of transcendental arguments here
is far from being an exhaustiye.treatment of,literature on'the

subject, I believe I have dealt here with the major points

bearing on Peters' argument which have arisen in recen<
52 '

4, ConclusiOns

-

The task whlch remains is to draw together the more

'cruc1al aspects of the con51derat10ns above,uln order to

52An earller treatment of Peters transcendental

-argument is given by Keith Dixon in his paper: "On Teachlng

Moral Procedures," British Journal of Educational Studies
_XVI (February, 1968):17-20; see also his article "Moral
-Philosophy and Moral Educatlon,' in Philosophy of Education

" and the Currlculum, ed. Keith Dixon . {(Oxford; Pergamon Press,

1972), pp. 135-83. For other articles on transcendental
arguments, see Blbllography Xnder "Phllosophy "
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.show what view of the concept of "edﬁcationﬂ may be.
accepted here, |
Regardihg the criteria of education; i_coﬁtend, along
- with wWatt, that."education“'s association with criteria
governlng correct appllcatlon of the concept does ‘not lnvolve
~any. specral or unusual status belng clalmed for the concept.
As D. W, Hamlyn observes,-“All concepts have crlterla.“53
All words have rules of appllcatlon embodied in llngulstle .
usage and more or less expre551ble as formal conditions.
Indeed, there are criteria of gardening to wh;ch_act1v1t1esa
mist conform to count as gardening._ So Peters' claim that
_“education? is‘epecial in this respect is aieleading. “ T rf-
| The‘criteria of condrtions for'using "education”

'correctly do not have the status of loglcal entallments, as’

Reddlford has pornted out I take conceptual analysis to'

‘be a matter of maklng explicit the logical geography of a . _ 'f%
concept and-the relation of central and peripheral cases of . SR
the concept ‘as Wilson has suggested Criteria of a conceptf_‘- e

express, more or less formally, what is involved in picking-

the central cases out. The necessrty derives from the

givenness of the conceptual framework'involvédl " Peters has f'. T
.acknowledged that the necessrty of the value and knowledge

condltlons is in doubt, because there are 1nt81119121€

~cases of usxng "e&ucat;on- whlch_do not involve them. The

~ knowledge conditions'elaborated by Petere may‘only'be said

53The Theory of Knowledgey_London:“MacmillanL 1970,- _ L 3"L;~

p. 71,
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. to be necessary for that’groﬁp~of speakers who share a
conceptual framework in which;the notioﬁﬁof the educated man

as an ideal'has taken hold.
r

o

‘Peters discusses. a variety. of uses of the word F.ow
educatlon,“ and he appears to take all of the famlllar usee
into - con51deratlon to some degree. However, he does aot set
out. the range of recognrzable meanlngs in the systematlc
fashlon emploYed by Earwaker. Larwaker s approach has the
virtue of resolote descrlptlveﬁeee. ‘His_formal analysis |
of the range of meanings showefwhy the cluster of'mean;ngs
within which Peters' cbﬁcept emergee is. the area of particu;ar;
phllOSOphlcal 1nterest yet he demonstrates the possib}lity
.of other specrflc,.evaluatlve meanlngs than those‘enoapsulated
by Peters crlterra.-,Earwaker s suggestlon that there are_
-actually four conoepts of‘?educatron" is'here réjecteo as
spurious; The v1ew taken here is that he has provided a
' 'generallzed map of the 10g1ca1 geography Of - "educatlon.
.anrwaker s analysrs notwrthstandlng, I wish to allow the
legltlmacy of Peters' more SpelelC approach to conceptualizrng
- "education." Peters'.analy51s is here regarded as prov1d1ng
‘ aﬂpanalysis of "educatlon," but it may also be_viewed.as

an attempt to provide the analysis of "eddcation" for -the

group of speakers whio share the conceptual commltments

- ¢

‘of the “educatéd man. oo -
Lund's-dehand_that an approach presupposing the unity

Iofjthe concept oﬁl"educatioh; beltakeh is here upheld.

Earpaker's anaiysis of the domains of meanihg‘withih_ '

picked out by Peters, partlcularly in hlS account of the notlon
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"education" Iﬁtake to be'a'gnide to the range of senses of
.one underlylng concept. Whlch areas of meanlng are regarded
as central would appear to depend on one's conceptual ‘ .f

. !

commltments.. This leads to a rejectlon or modlflcatlon of'

- Peters' alleged two-concepts notion. “In my view, there are

not. two concepts of educatlon any more than there are four.
Rather,.there are.dlfferent areas‘of meaning within the same
'concept,-as sdggested by Earwaker's‘survey. AThis view is |
consistent with the presnmption:in‘conceptuai analysis.
that’there aredcentral and neripheral cases of using a-
concept but it adds the assnmption that the persnective'
-bUllt into the conceptual framework Wthh one shares w1th

_a communlty of—speakers affects which cases or senses are
thought to-be central.’

I have sought to defend the view that Peters does not

1apse into prescriptivism in the Sense'of nakinghsubstantive-‘

value reCOmmendatlons under the gurse of descrlptlon. ‘As

1 have noted Peters has taken palns to, polnt out the llmltS

r
r

of .his descrlptlve task He has noted-that the connection

~ .

1begween "education" and what is thought worthwhile'is_only .

. : v .
conceptual, that conceptual analysis cannot yield practical -

.recommendatlons, and that many speakers usé "education" w1thout

maklng any connectlon w1th what is thought worthwhlle. -His

prescrlptaVLSm might be sald to 11e in laylng empha51s on

.

a view of "educatlon in whlch what is thought worthwhzle,
N

_partlcularly knowledge and understandlng, flgure centrally. ‘

. Phis appears to me to be a matter of persPectrve. It is~

-
-t
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descrlptlon 1f regarded as a specrfrcation of the concept
. held by a group of sPeakers who share a partlcular conceptual -
‘framework. It is prescrlptlon if thlS v1ew.of feducatlon"f a
is held to be‘the only prcper one.” As an account‘of the |
concept as held;hy those for whom‘the ideal of'the educated
‘man 1nforms thelr conceptual framework 1t appears legltlmately
'descrlptlve. The justlflcatlon of the view connected wrth |
_ the educated man Peters ‘has regarded as a separate task in
_ethlcal theory. | -

How doesipeters; account'fare'wdthprespect"to what'“
has been'said about.educationai definitions° whether Peters
is regarded as-offerlng a stlpulatlve or descrrptlve account
‘:epends on the axe whlch one wrshes to grind. He.clearly

regards hlmself as dolng a descriptive job-'and a good case

may be made for thls.' He mlght be regarded as descrlblng how

. o

the word 1s used in what he regards as the central cases of"
its use, and then stlpulatlng that that fé what he meanS‘to
1//_ understand.by'the word. Indeed this is how I regard my
| efforts~in this thesis. There iS'nO\real contradiction, since
two.0ccasdons'are inwolved.- The first occasron anvolves
descrlblng how the word is used, whlle the second occasron
COn51sts of stlpulatrng the understandlng thus. elucrdated
.for use with regard to further purposes.(ln the present case,.
.for the purpose of elucrdatlng ‘the notion of""educatlonal
technology") |

Whether Peters' account is proéraﬁmatic.again depends

on how it istregarded. ,The emphasis on his more differentiated




"lmngulstic usage whlch he - 1s descrlblng.

-.sought to clarlfy these here.' Thus Peters account of

) g8 | o .

T

concept of "educatlon" mlght be regarded as a programmatlc

hmcve,‘and 1ndeed I believe it is. ThlS programmatlc

character of Peters"' account should not, however, be- confused
with the prescrrptrvrsm 1nvolved in making practical ]
recommendatlons It is prlmarlly a descrlptlve-programmatlc
approach, 1n wnlch an understandlng reportlve of the llﬂgUlSth
usage of -a group of spEakers is recommended, along Wlth what
15 implred Peters' program is thus that'educatron ought
lto be concelved of ih terms of transm1351on of what 1s‘
”-worthwhlle, partrcularly knowledge and understandlng. ThlS

' program is, however, an 1mp11c1t and central feature of the

' ) *

With respect to C Beck' 'S admonltlons about. the
1mportance of developlng deflnltlons adequate for educatronale
theory, 1t would appear that Peters. has gone a consrderablel
way . towards complylng wrth thrs demand His'treatment'shows
how the meanlng of "educated" may be elucrdated in terms of .' ' C

such major phllosophlcal dlmen51ons as epistemology, ethics,

and phllosophy of mind. Connectlons with emplrlcal -3:

dlsc1p11nes are 1mplrc1t in.. hrs accountk although I have not

"education" would appear, on prellmlnary examlnatlom, to have|

a good deal of the theoretrcal adequacy for whlch Beck has

'called - I -.“ bf .
How dc Peters'-criteria of educatlon“ fare w1th.resp ct -
to the major senses of the word “educatlon"? Educatlon is

_sometlmes ldentlfred wrth socrallzatron or enculturatlon._

L
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'-.observes that when people use “educatlon" ln a non-spec;flc, .’T

terms, the soc1allzatlon view of"educatlon mlght be regarded
‘speC1f1c use 1f schoollng and educatlonal systems are belng :

soc1allzatlon requlres a modlflcatlon of the Value crlterlon.

-as educatlon The knowledge condltlons may also be played

thought of as almost any process of learnlng.L Earwaker

'would be that some sort .of learnlng is taklng place., Thls o

“what spe01flcatlon 15 glven to learnlng. Whether certaln

'processes 3re ruled out on moral grounds in the cases of

89

Peters has allowed that the more- general concept of educatlon

is often used in thls sense. In this case, a speaker may
: iy
refer wrthout necessarlly approvrng to the process whereby

i\
a socrety passes on what rt regards worthwhlle. In Earwaker s

.

as ‘a value-neutral non-spec1f1c use, or as a value—neutral
referred to. In terms of Peters crlterla,_ educatlon" as

The value-neutral view of. the process from the outsrde

implies no approval-of the social process belng referred to

down ox w1thdrawn, dependlng on what rs belng passed on 1n the ;

. l:r: l- : .-

process under consxderatlon. o #;5

oW . T
.Peters has observed that %fucatlbn may also be G

.‘ s

value -loaded way, they generally eguate it wrth le;;%lng: B
Both Peters and Earwaker characterlze thls as a uery dlffuse |
use of the term Thls use mlght or. mlght not 1nvolve
w1thdraw1ng the value condltlon, dependlng on whether the

process of learnlng was regarded as. worthjhlle. The knowledge

condltlons would be largely w1thdrawn.. The cognltlve crlterlon

mlght approxmmate to the knowledge condltlons, dependlng on

’
/
<
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" the SOC1allzatlon and learnlng v1ews of educatlon depends on

how socrallzatlon and 1earn1ng are concelved. Concelved of -

in thelr broadest senses, they would not appear to rule out
' ’ [ ¥ T S ’
any processes on moral grounds. ST

L

The "development" sense of educatlon is: 1mp11c1t 1n .

Peters notlon of educatlon as 1n1t1atlon, for he devalops : L
' hls notlon of lnltlatlon with respect to the development of ,
mind. 'As- Scheffler ‘ahd Hamlyﬁ have polnted out ‘the problem

"‘w1th the notlon of educatlon as gevelopment is that.

e
"development"'ls much too vague ,§1t does not adequately

speclfy what educatlon 15 about. 54 ‘Tﬁe crux of the matter

15 that 1t all depends on what 1s belng developed

'Worthwhlle staﬁes ef- mlnd, character, bad hablts, -and .

Zi‘pathologlcal tendencres may all.be "developed 7 The .

il

appllcablllty of the crlterla hlnge on what is to be developed
If it is ‘a mere acqu151tlon of rudlmentary Skllls for llVlng
that 1s to be developed none’ of Peters' crlterla may apply -
to any 51gp1flcant degree Alternatlvely, the. value_.

condltlon mlght apply here’ lf thls 1s regarded as developlng

'what is worthwhlle Clﬂ'!t is the states of mlnd which

Y S

constltute the achlevemenfs of the edhcated man whlch are- to \
b

: be developed then all three crlterla may be Sald té apply

ThlS brlngs us to the 1n1t1atlon" vlew of educatlon..

! -

.The view that educatlon 1mp11es 1n1t1atlon into what 1s L

: - 54Israel Scheffler, Reasdn and Teachlng Indlanapolls-
Bobbs-Merxill, 1973,.p. 167; D..W. -Hamlyn, "The. Concept-of

f'Development,“ Phllosophy of Educatlon Socrety of Great Britainj
‘ Proceedlngs Ix (July, 1975), p.,38 Ce T o
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worthwhile ts subsctibed'to by'Peters, Frankeha, and g
Qakeshott.k The ve;sioh of Peters sumﬁafizea earlier may be
taken to he represehtitive. The problem with “"initiation" is
that it suggests toco much of a satisfactionﬁwith the status—qﬁo
of a way of life.. There is the connotatioh~of being tahen into'
_somethlng that is largely a settled sort of affalr, like jolnlng
a club It plays down the revolutlonary oxr the p0551b111ty
of utter conversion from one view of life to another, as -in
rellglous conversion. Plcturlng the process.of educatlon as
'a'process of initiation smacks too much of socialization.
.Despite'the'allowances which Peters makes for the indivi‘dualf
”Tinitiation" draws attention away from the autonomy of the
ihdividuai.' The stress on the pUbllC {and with thlS, the
conceptual) may tend to. give 1nsuff101ent attention to
valuable personal and prlvate forms of awareness such as
those found in medltatlon Qr 1n the 1ncommun1cable features of
joy and desPalr 1n-one S personal experlence.' It igno;es
the fact that not all SLinflcant meanlngs avallable to humans
fare within the amblt of the public forms of thought and
awareness whlch socmal groups share.

The notion of "education” as initiation wouié however, .
appear to be a sehse of education in which all of Peters" = -

. crlterla are fulfllled prov1d1ng 1t/}s lnltlatlon into what

is thought worthwhlle‘that is involved. My own view is that

1n1t1atlon" is a reasonable ch01ce, if a' sense of “educatlon"
must be chosen. Like’ 5001allzatlop,’ it acknowledges the

social dimension of education. It clearly involves learning
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and development yet it grves a more adeguate spec1flcat10n

to what is 1nvolved in educatlon than either thel"learnlng"
"development" senses.u,It rmplles a commltment to the process,

whlch is in accord wrth the 1ntr1n51c value connected w1th

educatlon Whlle it may have some of the connotations
whlch I have hlnted at which might suggest somethlng more

limited or constrained than what we might wish to mean by_

educatlon," this does not constltute a fatal flaw

.

For it mlght be - contended that "initiation" can 1nclude

1n1t1atlon into tradltlons in which revolutlon and conversion

of v1ewpornts are“acknowledged to be implicit possibilities.
| The vie& that education consists of P process of

.transm1551on of information or knowledge has'been often

entertained, as Scheffler p01nted out. Thls'yiew would seem .

to be' implicit in.Peters' view that education‘involtes-the

transmlsSLOn of what ls worthwhlle: partlcularly knowledge

r and understandlng Yet Peters v1ew of “transm1551on"

‘approximates more to 1n1t1atlon" which is a broad understandlng

indeed’ of transm1551on. "Transmission" is sometimes i
 conceived’ ‘more narrowly as the most efficient way of routlng

1nformat10n from one place to ancther. The analogy of machlne

processes such as data transfer from one computer memory to

another becomes pertlnent here. "Socialization" too

implies transmlssion'of a culturallheritage. Such transm1551on
hwould typically be concelved of broadly,_though not

necessarllytapproved of. '"Learning" and "development" do not

imply transmission in any strict sense, although it is

possible to learn or develop as the result of some sort of

A
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transmission of skills, information, or knowlédge; "But

© - - .
" "transmission" is not built into either of these latter

concepts, as it is in the case of "initiation" and
."sociaiization.“ Mere transmission of ingormatibn need no;x
Afulfill-any of Peters' criteria, for it mightrinvolve_
tranéﬁissiog of information of little or nc value (d; indeed,
false-beliéfs) by means of coercion or subconscious |
conditioniﬁg.

"From this we may conclude that it is pdssible to give

accounts of "education" in the senses of "socialization,"
. . . .

] t

"learning," "development,' and "initiation" in terms of

Peters' criteria_and-the degree to wh%@h they may be fulfilled

-in_each case. "Initiation"” is the sense which most adegquately =

cdnveys that to which the criteria refer. Peters’® criteria

thus have the virtue of making some sense of what is involved

in .these various views of "education."” /Avmofe adequate

picttre can be . achieved by sﬁpplementing Peters' account with
the genérél distinctions which-Eérwaker”araws in his survey.
For the purposes of this thesis, Peters; three ériteria are
-accepted, given the~reser§ations_concérning Peters' oveiall'
account of them indicated in this qhapter..

i A few briéf Qords ﬁay bé addéd concerning Petérs'
transcendental justifiéatioﬁ.- While I have éiready indidaﬁed
" its limits and'quélified.acceﬁtabiliéy,.i wish to empha?izé
here that its complémeptaqy role wgﬁh'respect to other forms

of jdstification has nat bEép adequately appreciated by

Peters' critics. It has received attention in this thesis

[
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because it is an indispensable feature of Peters' account of
education. Peters' criteria do not constltute a suff1c1ent
ba51s for making Judgements regardlng the manner and matter

of education. Such judgements must have a justificatory

basis, and Peters has provided in his transcendental argument

a useful account of what may bé>appealed to,, beyond wants

and aversions, in seeklng non-instrumental Justlflcatlon.

 But educatlonal Judgements are not just a phllOSOphlcal

matter. More is involved than‘deflnitional criteria and

‘theories of justification: To gather a’morercomplete

picture of what is involved, we must turn to the second major

~sense of education: the study apd,theorj ofleducation.




CHAPTER THREE
EDUCATIONAL THEORY

"1, Introduction

As I p01nted out in my 1ntroduct10n, two very broad
senses of the term eeucathn" can be dlstlngu1shed, In thei;
first sense ;t is used to refer to the practices_end'
accqmplishmenté‘which-constitute edueetion, wﬁiletih the-'

. second sense it refers to the study of educatlon and ‘the ' .
theory of educatlon. In the precedlng chapters I dealt w1th -
"education® in the f;rst-sense, glVlng attention to its
analysis as'a concept. My aim in those considerations was
\
'to prov1de part of the conceptual basis requlred for
1nvestlgat1ng the possible connectlons between "education"
and "techholbgy n I now pgﬁpose to extend thlS conceptual
ba51s by c0n51der1ng “educatlon" ‘in the latter sense, the
study and theory of edgcatloq.--ihls chapter-on educatlonai R
theory is crucial. for establishing my thesis because I
~intend to afgue that the connections between "educationﬁ and
"tééhnology” which are most significant fof'clarifying the
‘cohcept of "education teclinology" lie within the field of
educational theory. The aim, then, of the preseﬁt_ehétter will

95 .
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be to provide a-sketch of educational theéory which will help
to establish the basis required for showing the connections

. between educatlon" and "technology“ to be 1nve;?T§3fgo in ' -

N 3
Chapter Five. My dlscu5510n of practhal discourse in

the present chapter also ant101pates my discussion of

technlcal dlscourse in Chapter Four. BRI £

-

2. The Possibility of a Disciplind of Education L

. The issues centering around.the stuay-of edueetiOn
"and ‘the nature of educatlonal theory are sometlmes'ralsed by '._‘ )4‘ A
| asklng tne questlon, "Is education a dlsc1pllne°" Israel
Scheffler considers this questlon in his artlcle; which‘beare
the same name. He presents the following partlcular questlons
. whlch cluster-around this general concern:
Does the enterprlse of educatlon rest upon{a dlsc1p11ne
‘'of education? . Is there some autonomous branch of '
knowledge underlying educational practice? oes the, o

~art of education derive its gu1d;ng principles from a -
distinctive realm of theory? S

'Soheffler suégests that such questions are most serious ‘when
they refer, not to the-current state of affalrs in the study
)of education, but tQ the p0551b111ty of developlng a discipline
of education. He dlstlngulshes bétween “dlsc1pllne" 1n ‘the
sense of an act1VLty governed by rules and 1nvolv1ng skills

whlch requlre training and experience on the one hand and in

the serse of.theoretical discipline constituting a

l“Is Education a Discipline,” in Reason and Teaching .
(Indianapolis: Rpbbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1973), pp. 45-57.

1bid., p. 45. C | | | S
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'distinctive‘branch of kowledge on-the other hand. He .

i

asserts that the presence of rules and skills in an’
‘activity ("discipline” in the first 'sense) is' Hot sufficient

to support claims about the presence of a distinctive ) S
§ . . . S, . . ’
underlying branch of knowledge ("Biscipline" in the second
C
sense} connected with the act1v1ty. He then examines the

pOSSlblllty that there is or could be -a dlSClpllne of

.educatron in the sense of a dlstlnctrve branch of kapwledge. \\‘

Realms of thlngs 1nvolved in education, educatlonal

phenomena, and educatlonal terms are canvassed as p0551ble

bases for a correspondlng dlStlﬂCtlve dlsc1p11ne of educatlon.
X In each case Scheffler concludes that there is no reason to

N : ' oo
suppose they could support a dlstlnctlve dlsc1p11ne. While | » 4.

it is not pertinent to revrew the detalls of Scheffler's

arguments here, we may note that each of these cases is

shown to be based on mistaken assumptlons concernlng what o -
.8

characterlzes a dlSClpllne. Dlsclpllnes cannot be ¢construed

'in terms of peculiar realms of'objects or pure classes of '(

phenomena which they have as their objects. Neither does
the existence of .a distinctive terminology guarantee the
£ . .

existence of a discipline. ' ,

Scheffler suggests that "dlSClpllnes are dependent
on the avallablllty of established sc1ent1flc pr1nc1ples, o
that is theories and laws . . ."3 It is the presence of a

body of laws and theories Wthh marks out a dlSClpllne

>Ibia., p. s54.° - o o S ) f/[ s

S
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Whlle sc;entlflc pr1nc1ples are formulated by means of  the
llngUlSth apparatus assoc1ated with a dlSClpllne, the mere

presence of distinctive terms does not sufflce to show that

a dlSClpllne has been establlshed The pr1nc1ples distinctive

-of a d1501p11ne can, however, have connectlons with terms and

§Eatements falling- out51de.of the discipline. Thus whlle phySLCs,
cannot explaln what an abstract painting 1s, it could explaln

why a partlcular one fell off of its mountlng . Scheffler
suggests hhat even if educatlon never becomes a diScipline in

his proposed sense of "a systematic and conprehensive'body

‘of aSSertions"‘4 comprlsed of laws and theorles, it may still.

-have connectlons with establlshed dlSClpllneS The explanatory

prlnc1ples of thesge dlSClpllnes may be applled in educatlon

'

through being linked with famlllar educatlonal terms. He

belleves that it is a matter of controversy whether any

dlSClpllne will develop whlch .can establlsh reliable
»

principles for explaining educational problems. Cltlng Ernest

-
Nagel, he ,Suggests that for social inguiry to yield -such

principles, it must be advanced considerably beyond its
present stage of development. He holds out hope that

relevant 1nqu1ry by a varlety of 1nvestlgators 1ncludLng

*psychologlsts, anthropologists, sociologists, economists, and

educatlonlsts may yleld 1f not a unique educational dlSClpllne,

at least "a varlety of systematized laws and principles, g

applicable to.the practice of education."s

‘1bid., p. 53. " Ibid., p. 56.
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Several features of.Scheffler's brief inquiry
aeserve mention. He fightly suggests that what is:intemesting.
about the questlon of whether educatlon ‘can be a discipline i o ;&
lls the question of whether a dlstlnctive branch of knowledge
underlylng educational practice and providing - guldlng
] principleS‘is possible. In investigating this possibility,
he examines thernatute of‘theoretieal disciplines, disposes
bf several unsatisfactory accounts; and provides one he
'believes is defensible. He clarifies'the poesibility of
established dlSClpllneS contrlbutlng prlnC1p1es whlch explain
educational 51tuatlons. These moves are useful ways. in
which to clarify the'nature_of educational theory; They
call.attention to the need.to show'the poésible'connections
_betneen theoretical knowledge'and eoucational practice. My
chief objection to'Soheffler'e account is his netfow
conception of "discipline:" He identifies the disciplines
w1th sc1ence, holdlng that they are "dependent on the

6

avallablllty of establlshed scientific principles."

a move rules out or renders highly problematic a number of

Such

forms of knowledge which are'distinct-from science, including
history, ethics, aesthetics, and philosophy.' Scheffler'e ~'i
‘program involves the nerrowing-of the seatch fot principles ‘
‘for‘educational practice to an inouiry into what explanatory

principles miay be. relevant to the concerns of education.

llowever, this apgears to amount to the restriction of

Ibid., p. 54. ' ' s
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“educational theory to matters of.explanation, and scientific
explanation at that. Through its rather exclusive emphasis

on scientific explanations, Scheffler's account leaves doubt
about how éthics and philosophy might contribute to the -
formulatlon of justlflEd principles for educatloqal practlce.
He does not aéequately clarify the nature of such principles
and theirflinka with practice.‘ Furthermore,ASchéffler does
not, aftef'all establlsh one way or the other whether a
'd1501pllne of education is possible. In order" toadec1de this
sort of issue, a much clearer.account of the stuuctufé of

i knowlodge and the criteria which\ma;ﬁ off distinct forms of it
'ié_n?eded. whiie Scheffler's account'has certain interasting

features, we must look further for an adequate account of

educational theory.

N

3. The Nature and Purpdse of Educational Theory.

.-

My criticisms of Scheffler anticipate the possibility'.
of presenting an';ccount of educational theory which unpacks
its theoreticai struccure in terms_of a more adequate account

of the organization of knowledge and, in oartiCular,'the

nature of practical theories. Such an account might adoress

the concerns which undanlie'asking the question "is éducatidn

a dlsClpllne°" without necessarlly becomlng entangled in the
issue of what constitutes a discipline. ‘When it is asked whether
an ar%a of'knowledge is a "dlsC1p11ne," oifférent sorts of
intercats may ba-at ééake, for exanole professional interests

associated with recognition or monetary gain, or 4

epistemOlogical1interes£ﬁin the structure of knowledge
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charactéristic of a field. It is this.latter interest with
-whiéh we are concerned here. However, ;he further pursuit ’
of this interesﬁ'will;nqt'here be made to hinge'on the .
concept éfj"discipline." The account of”eauéatiénal £heory
developed by P. H. Hirst7 constitutes a wgll worked dut
example of the:sort of approach‘l.have hinted at abdvel"
" Hirst's account is,. I believe, one of the more substantial
'and inﬁeresting‘receht'philoSophical treatmenté of‘educational
'-ﬁﬂiheory. f propose to déﬁste the larger part of this chapter
to Hirét's_accouﬁf and certain c;iticiéms of it. In my
concluding remarks I will:seek-ﬁﬁ.show how these considérations
havé contributed to providing the ground necessary for
glucidating-the connections b;tween "edqcation“ and "technology"
which are of central interest . in this‘thesis{-
In hié paﬁer "Educat‘ilonal‘Theoi:y,"8 Hirst observes that
in its recent historical development the study of educétion‘ e o f }

has - shown a concern for inguiring into the basic aims and

* \ . N . . ! I
7"Hirst has presented his account in a succession of ' S
papers in which the structure of knowledge is a central theme. ‘ Y
Perhaps the most well-known paper is "Liberal Education and the '
Nature of Knowledge," in Philosophical Analysis and Education,

ed. R. D, Archambault (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1965),

pp. 113-38. I deal here with later papers: (which I cite in -
passing) in which educational theory and its relation to the o
structure of knowledge is more centrally an issue.. . Lo

_ 81n The Study of Education, ed. J. W. Tibble (London:
Routledge, 1966), pp. 29-58. Hirst presents a similar accouht
in'his earlier and shorter paper "Philosophy and Educational
Theory," British Journal of Educational Studies XII (November,
1963):78-98. , \ -
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valdes'ef'educatien and.fer.discovering how educational
practice can be based on scieatific knowledge. .While,
recognition of this fundamental eoncern is important, Hfrst
notég=that‘wé'still‘iack a clear'copeept of educational
theory which-accprateiy'characterizesthe nature and-function

" of the_enterprise as ‘a whole and shows its distinctiveness.
He poses the following questions:

What is educatlonal theory, as a theoretical pursu1t
trying to achieve? How does this theory relate to
educational practice? What kind of theoretical structure
has it got and how in fact do the various elements that
are obviously part of it fit in??

- Suggesting that these questions have not received adequate
attention, he proposes to examine the concept of eﬁucational
theory w1th the purpose of developlng a more adequate |
framework for research and teachlng in the area.

. Hirst begins his examtnatlon w1th an 1nqu1ry into the‘ .
possibility'that'edﬁcational'theory is essentially a _

“philosophical enterpfise. The attempts to establish tais-
ﬁypgthesis ﬁhich he considers may'be'roughlymclassed into’
four relatea approaches. Theee include i) the proposal that
educatlonal pr1nc1ples can be based dlrectly on phllosophlcal
bellefs, 2) the: proposal that philosophy is suff1c1ent for
determlnlng educatlonal alms, other sorts of con51derat;ons
.belng required only for determining educational methods:

.3) the attempt to 1nterpret the notlon of philosophical bellefs
_so broadly that all conSLderatlons relevant to educational
pr;ncmples may be said to be‘philOSOphicalrin character:

9"Bducational Theory," p. 30.

»
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4) the suggestion tnet edncational princip1es_cen be formaliy‘

tdeduced from‘philosophical beliefs. ‘Inpits most basic fotm;

the nypothesis which Hirst is'examining here consists in the . '
cla1m that educational prlnclples can be derlved from.
phllOSOphlcal bellefs This view of the relation between
philosophy.end‘education holds it to be fone,of-direet |
implication,‘assuming that thoroughly valid principles for
. determining educatlonal practlce can be readlly 1nferred
stralght from phllosophlcal beliefs.' ;0"H1rst belleves that
this view presents a Rlcture of the ‘nature of edueational
judgements which %s seriously_misleadingl It ignotes the
eomplexity of educational questions. For instance,‘a
knowledge of psychologlcal aspects of the development of
moral understandlng 1s requlred for making appropriste
JudgementS‘about-lssues in moral education. Social and
psychologidal éonSidetations must enter into curriculum
decisions. 'Hirst argues.that to suppose'that pHiloSophicel
beliefs are suff1c1ent for elther formulatlng general
pr1nc1p1es or making partlcular practlcal deczslons in
education is to misconceive both the nature of these issues E _ >{$
and the adequacy oprhilosophy for such tasks.

One way of'avoiding these criticisms which the nore

general claim 1s open to is to try to show that phllosophy

is suff1c1ent for determlnlng educat;onal aims, and that only

the methods or means depend on other sorts of considerations.

Yrpia,, p. 31.
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~Hirst contends that this proposal is squect to two objectionsﬂ
He holds that educatlonal aims are more approprlately -
concelved in terms of "what we practically wisR to.achieve in-

11 rather tban in terms bof broad

the conduct of education"
-, philosophical notions of the aims of life or what is good.
He proposes that_the'determination of such prac ical

L

educatlonal aims as those connected w1th currlculum and

admlnlstratlon, not the alms of llfe in general is the-'"-
proper functlon of_ educatlonal theory 12 . The judgement of
,such practlcal.alms cannot be- accompllshed by purely
phllosophlcal methods, he argues; psychologlcal and soc1al
con51deratlons, among others, must be‘lncluded His second
objectlon rnvolves him in ‘the- prOposal that in educatlonal
matters the dlchotomy between aims and’ Jneans or’ methods is
often a false one, For example, he suggests that what sort
. of mathematlcal understandlng one achleves is cruC1ally
”dependent on the methods used. Methods are not merely
.dlfferent routes leadlng to the same destlnatlon, the sorts

.

of understandlngs and notlons of the enterprlse they lead

.

. to_var;es w1th their character. Thus alms-and—methodS'are

4

r

. lllbld., p. 32.. Hirst notes later on (p. 52) that
Peters' analyses have made it plain that-educaticonal theory's
task is to determine what is to be aimed at in e&ﬁcatlon and
‘not, just the means for ach1ev1ng these. ends.

lzof course, in some cases no sharp distinction
between curriculum aims and the aims . of Jife can be maintained.
This is especially true if Peters' view of ‘education as -
initiation into'what is worthwhile is to be sustained. - In
particular, curriculum aims in ethical studies might -
center around the aims of life in general, ideas about
what is of ultimate worth, etc. '
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inextricéblf eonnected‘and both present probleme which
require philosophical and'empiricai consideration. Hirst's
point_here does not appeer to be that there is no'important; 7 ' v
distinction between_aims and meane; Rather, he is criticizing
tne supposition that they can be split off from each orher

.and suojectea to essentially different kinde;of oonsiderations
wnen rt is'educational matters that are infquestionn'

lest next examines the p0551b111ty that a broad

enough interpretation mlght be given: to the notlon of

. philosophical beliefs so that'it would embrace all

conswderatlons relevant to ]udgements of educatlonal principle.
This approach‘establlshes the phllosophlca;.character,of ’ - 'oF
educational_theorylby using “phiiosoony" as a-blanket.tern

which includes psychoiOgy,-sociology, and eVerything releyanu

-to education. Such a move results in the imposeibility_of

distinguishing between the role of philosophy in.edubational
theory and rhat of, for exanple,lpsycholoéyf On the other
nand it might be argued that apart from such con51deratlons
" as those falling under psychology and socrology, phllosophy
prov1@es educational theory with a domain of general ‘
.. philosophical beliefs about the nature of man, reality, the

good life,_and S0 forth Hirst protests that such bEllefS

are the product of diverse kinds of knowledge rather ‘than

' [

inquiry whlch,ls_dlstlnctlvely phllosophical._ Thus the-
attempt to 1nterpret philosophical beliefs too broadly leads
to the 1mp0551b111ty of dlstlngulshlng any unlquely phllOSOpthal

' contributions to educatlonal theory from other =sorts of

contrlbutlons
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" of practical issues is SOLgreat that it is quite imoossible
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1

Hirst next considers the pOSSlblllty that educatlonal
pr1nc1ples can be. formally deduced from phllOSOphlcal

beliefs. Since what is expressed in the premlses prov1des

the sole basis for the conc1u51ons whlch -are obtained, the

initial premises must 1nclude all of the necessary facts

‘and beliefs so that the conclu510ns can be reached by purely

formal manlpulatlon of statements.. lest doubts that
educational principles can be determined by such formal
deduction. While formal deduction‘may be used in some

instances, Hirst believes that-?in general the.cohplexity
to set out explicitly all the facts and beliefs which must

n13

be taken into account. Part of the difficulty lies in

the lack of exactness and precision in the form of expression

‘'we give to much of the knowledge and belief essential for

educational‘issues. This is especially true of expressions-
relating to_oersonal'and.moral issues, and of the use of
metaphor,\analdgyf and paradox to exXpress some understandings.
Hirst points out-that'when‘conclusions must be drawn by
puttino together consideratiohs from diverse sorts of
knowledge and welghlng thelr relatlve 1mportance, it is hard
to see how they could be reached by an unlnterrupted chaln

of deductlon. He proposes that such conclusions are
C

reached by a dlfferent form of judgement whlch is based on

. the most comprehensmve p0551b1e view of the issues.

» ’ . ) 3

131bia., p. 3.
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By examining these possibilities, Hirst has sought

to ‘'show that the attempt to reduce educational theory to a
.phllOSOphlcal enterprlse cannot be maintained. To the
extent that the approaches con51dered exhaust the 51gn1f1cant
alternatlves, I think he has succeeded HlS arguments
. against the pOSSlblllty of a purely philosophical conceptlon
of educatlonal theory also break 1mportant ground for his
attempt to describe the structure 0of knowlédge 1nvolved in
it ‘He has argued that the formulation of pr1n01ples
adequate for educatlonal practice must draw on not only
hphllOSOphy, but other areas of knowledge such as hlstory,.
psychology, socrology: and ethlcs. He proposes that the
formulatlon of such prlnclples depends on a process of
judgement which is much looser and more open than strict .
logical deduction, Its grounds lie in beliefs, factual
-knowledge,‘and.general values The reasons glven for what -
is advocated must refer to these grounds Such judgement
cannot be characterized in terms of formal deductlon Rather,

"in the mldst of a complex network of understandlng which
cannoct be_adequately and-formally expressed, we form
reasons, draw attention to the major considerations whlch

14

have 1nfluenced us " While phllosophical‘beliefs are

important in educational theory;_they are not axioms, but

rather contrlbute to the comprehensive sort of. understanding

necessary -for educatronal judgements.

-~

Yipia., p. 36.



Hirst next takes up the'probleﬁ of the sense of

“theory" which is/most approprlate for characterlzlng
eduoatlonal tleory Hirst's dlSCUSSlon proceeds along the
lines of a critique of D. J. O'Connor's treatment of “theory"ls
in his own attempt to discover the job educational theory is
“trying to do. Two of the senses of theory which O'Connor °
distinguishes are important in'educational contexts, Hirst
suggests. In one of these senses the term "theory refers‘to

"a set or system or rules or a collectlon of precepts whlch
gulde or control actlons of- varlous klnds.“lG- Theory 1n‘thrs'
sense is contrasted with- practlce Given this underStanding
of theory, educatlonal theory would be comprlsed of the
‘ portlons of psychology of perceptlon, learnlng, concept‘
formatlon and motivation which ére dlrectly related to the
;work of the teecher; The'othergsense of "theory" discussed
hasfits‘home in the natural sciénces.and refers to "a'srng;e
hypothesis or logically intercoénected set of hypotheses

that have been confirmed by._obsf—:rvation."17

O'Connor argques
that this latter sense of theor? provides standards which }
enable us to judge the value anﬁluse of any candidate which

N
- )
I

15D J. o' Connor, An Introductlon to Phllosophy of
 Education (London: Routledge, I957)

oy : .
_ Ibld ; p. 75, quotedgln Hirst, "Educational Theory,"
- p. 38. '

l—iH_L:«:st "Educatlonal Theory, p. 38. Here Hirst is

paraphra51ng o' Connor s dlscusslon of "theory" in An Introductlon

to Philosophy of Education, pp. 75-76. It is.odd that O'Connor
makes out confirmation to be part of the meaning of "theory "

- even SClentlflC theory.: He appears ¢o be confusing the meanlng
of "theory" "explanatory hypothes;s“ with the manner in
whlch thé%rles qua. explanatorf hypotheses are to be justlfled

1‘-
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claims the right to be termed artheory. In particular,-he
)

holds that thlS sense offers standards by which the value of
educational’ theorres may be judged. O Connor holds that the
term "theoxy" is justlfled in educatlonal contexts only where
the estahlished experlmental flndlngs of psychology and
sociologY'are applied to educational practice; any other
use of the term is'merely a courtesy title: Such appllcatlon
requires .further development of the soc1al sciences.. Here .
I would llke to observe parenthetlcally that the notion of
educatlonal theory proposed by o* Connor that lest is here
con51der1ng rests on conceptrons-s;mllar to those assumed by
Scheffler. Theorlzlng about education is taken to ‘be properly
a sc1ent1f1c affalr which must await further developments in
the social sc1ences before it can be carrled on effectlvely
-0 Connor's account is distinctive because it uses a more
explicitly worked_out concept of theory.

Hirst observes that-in view of the'understanding of
theory recommended by O Connory, much of educatlonal theory
) would appear unacceptable " In addition to the empirical
considerations allowed by'O'Connor;?it usually includes
value" judgements and appeals to metaphysrcal b2liefs., 1In
accepting a sc1ent1f1c paradlgm of theory, 0 Connor has
'\fagled Hirst contends, in flndlng out what educatlonal
theory's ]Ob is, The acceptance of the SClentlflC paradlgm )
precludes recognlzlng the importance of such non- sc1ent1f1c
elements as ‘value . Judgements and metaphysrcal bellefs._ They

‘are ruled out ‘as not_belng approprlate to a scaentlflc form

-



L

of discourse. Hirst believes that O'Connor has-so tightened
up the concept of educational theory that it could nat\\“
possibly prov1de the basrs of Judgement for determlnlnglthe
range -of practlcal activities involved in education.

. ‘Hirst proposes that the first of the two senses of
"theory" dlstlngulshed by 0'Connor is more approprlate for
'educatlonal theory. His own proposals,center around the
concept ofipractical activities. He argues that scientific
theories and theories of practical activrties.differ
radlcally because they perform jObS Wthh are qurte different.
Theorles of empirical scrence express our understanding of
asPects of the phys;cal world such tested bodies of statements
‘are the end products of scientific investigation. ~In the
case of practical activities like education, theory‘is not
vrewed as a product but . rather\as a structure for determlnlng
and guldlng the acthrty. Hirst characterlzes thlS account
as the “traditional'distinctlon between knowledge that is
organlzed for the pursuxt of knowledge and the understandlng
.of our experience, and knowledge that is organlzed for
determlnlng scme practical’ act1v1ty. w18 He concludes that a.
practlcal form of dlscourse cannot be properly understood 1f
.construed in terms of the character and structure of,a purely

b

]

18Ibld p. 40. It might be objected that education
is not necessarlly just a practical activity, especially

if it is viewed as being concerned with what is of ultimate »

worth, or with' the development of knowledge and understanding. -
The strength of such an objection depends on how'narrowly '
"practlce" is being conceived. I do not believe that Hirst

is’ presenting so narrow a view of practlce as to warrant any.
strong objection of this sort. By "practical," he 15, I

believe, drawing attention to the contexts of action in which
educatlon goes on. ) : . ) -
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theoretical form of discourse.. Edﬁcational-theory is not the

*

»

end product aimed for in educational inquiry; its function is

.

rather to determine what ought to be done and what ought not:

- to be done in the conduct of educational activities..

The crlthue cf O Connor Wthh lest has accompllshed

permlts h1m to distinguish between two senses of educatlonal

theory: 1) the body of scientific knowledge which supports
- . . . ~ . } - J ) .

rational judgements in educational matters; 2) the larger

enterprlse of constructlng a body of ratlonal principles for

the purp05e of gu1d1ng and determlnlng educatlonal practice. _

The flrst.sense, whlch 0'Connor advocates, is held to be

included within.the second.  Hirst ackndwledges‘that,neither

use.is the correct one, but he adopts the larger sense which
views educational theory as drawing on ghher forms of
knowledge in addition to science fo 'the burpoée of forming

. ) i
practical principles. Hirst's chief criticism of 0'Connor

is. that he tends to reduce educational theory in dits broader

sense to the narrower scientific sense, whereas educational
practice depends on the broader sense., Historical,

philosophicei, end moral forms. of understanding must be
, W

‘drawn on in addition to scientific knowledge.

3

4. The Structure of Educational'Theory

Having demonstrated that an adequate ‘account of
educational theory must show its_coneectionsiwiih'both
educational bractice and a large range of purely theofeticel
forms of understandlng, lest turns tb an examlnatlon of

the structure of educatlonal theory. He proposes to show

-

~
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how such different forms of knowledge are "Organized into a
theoretical -structure which culminates in rationally justified

19 In order to show

¢

principles for educational practice.'
features of the logical sﬁructure of educational theory, he

provides his account of_the.threerways in which knowledge'is,

“or can be, structured or organized: these are “forms,"

"fields," and'“pfactical theories."20

lest claims that all human knowledge can be V1ewed

as belng dlfferentlated into several domains orf}orms Wthh

‘are-loglcally dlStlnCt. Knowledge is dependent for its:

bossibility on our use of patterns of concepts which make

our experience intelligible to us. Understanding in every
area of knowledge is achieved through the éevelopment or use
of these cqneeptnal schemes. However, knowledge is also
dependent.on‘critéria for validity or truth which enable us to
dis?inguish betwken truth and erron,‘factiand‘fiction, what

is valid and what is invalid, what is right and what 'is

Y1pbid., p. 42.

< 2035 Hirst and Peters note in The Logic of Education
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970),"there are several
notable works which attempt to map «the modes of knowledge and:
experience. These include: L. A. Reid, Ways of Knowledge
and Experience (London: Allen & Unwin, 1961), M[ichael]
Oakeshott, Experience and Its Mod (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1966 ip H. Phenix, Realms of
Meaning (N.Y.: McGraw-Hyll, 1964). I do not deal with these
works here both for reasops of space and because the views
presented there 'do .not constitute a direct-attempt to work out
the structure of knowledge as it relates to educaticonal
theory as a practical theo Y. In saying this I do not mean to
.deny the contributions whi efforts can make to
clarlfylng currlculum decisions. What is at stake here,
however, 1is the structure of educational. theory 1tself
and this is what Hirst addresses.
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wrong, and so on. Thus knowledge depends on both using
--conceptual sohemes and oriteria for validity or truth. :

Hirst's analysis{of the whole domain of knowledge'
shows that'its‘forms c¢an be'distinguished in three ways:
ll) digtinctive conoepts; 2) distinct conceptual structnres or
networks for releting the distinctive concepts which determine «
what meaningful-propositions ere possible; and'3) dis-
tinctive tests-for'determiningzthe truth or validity of
these propositions; For ékample, good, dught, and virtue
are distinctive moral concepts, scientific teérms like "atom"
can be related to other terms only accordlng to certain- loglcal
rules, so that e.g..one cannot speak meanlngfully,about the
~color of atoms; in mathematics the criteria of validity are
those of deduction from akioms, In view of these three . R
-logical differentia; Hirst suggests that the.d%stinotivelfOrms
of understanding include science; mathematics, history, morals,

aesthetlcs, phllosophy, and rellglon. ~While the status of o S

.some of these forms is dlsputed Hirst believes that’ the
dlfferentlatlon of knowledge 1nto 1og1cally dlStlﬂgUlShable

forms lS an account of its hlstorlcal development whlch

appears beyond dlspute.' Whlle allow1ng that the. forms may
become further differentiated or extended, or applled in
new ways, Ilirst -claims that the growth of knowledge cannot

be logically conceived outside of the framework:whioh the

S

forms constitute. - ' o

Ay

lirst makes.twqhadditional points which are pertinent.

Each form which has been logicallysdistinguished'by its formal

structural features can ‘also have further distinctions drawn
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_in it in terns'of content.. Thus science }ntludes‘éhysics,
.chemistry: zoology, ﬁiochemistry,Aand so forth. ‘ﬁirst
suggests that these diyisions are based on conVenience,,
convention, and‘interest rather than distinctive-logical
.features."Secondly, while the forms are iogically dietinct,_
they lnterrelate with each other in 1mportant ways. For
1nstance, SC1ence makes great use of mathematics, and moral
judgements requlre emplrlcal foxrms of understandlng .'Yet
each form makes such contrlbutions in terms of its own
distinctive features. The contribution is-used instrumentallx,
and its valldlty does not guarantee the valldlty of the |
judgements it contributes to -in another form, though of course
the falsrty of 'the contribution would 1nvalldate the |
Judgement. Thus sc1ent1f1c experlments ‘depend on accurate -
observation and are not guaranteed'by mathematical tests,’
though errors‘in_mathematicsowouldflead to the rejection of
the resnlte. | ' |
Hirst“characterizés “fields of knowledge" as organizations
of knowledge around oénters or rnterest such as'certain sorts
of objects, phenomena or abstract entities. In contrast to
the logically drstinct forms and their .sub-divisions, "fields"
are characterized as artificial organrzations of knowiedge.
Examplas given by Hirst include "the nelghborhood “power;"
and fthe modern European mind." Hirst argues that geography
has this character too; various formS'of knowledge are
organized aronnd‘an,interest in man and his environment. By
a-"field," then,‘Hiret means a colleotion of_knowledge drawn
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from varlous forms whlch lacks any distinctive concepts,
.1nherent Jlogical structure, or unigue criteria of valldlty,
1ts unlty der1v1ng solely “from the relatlon of the knowledge
to some center of 1nterest . The advancement of a fleld

and its grasp by an 1nd1vrdual,/depends on developing
understanding_of.the various forms involved, and is therefore
a‘complex.matter; | |

>

"Both forms and fields - -are organlzatlons of knowledge

~

important ‘for the development of cognltlon and understandlng
- it itself, both as a personal and as a publlc affair, In‘
contrast, practdcal theories" are organizations whose entire
purpose lies in their practical function of determlning'
‘what ought to be done in a particular range of practical
‘activities, Having chaéacterlzed forms and flelds, Hirst .
is now able to further his dlscu581on of the dlfferences
_in loglcal ‘structure between theor;es of practlcal.knowledge
and theories of purely theoretical knowledge by analyzrng
the difrerences between'practical theories, fields,dand forms.
As with fields, practical theories gather knowledge
fron several dlfferent forms and centers around a partlcular
1nterest but the 1nterest here is in a partlcular range of
practical act1V1t1es such as’ englneerlng, medicine, or
educatlon. Whlle fields are 51mply collectlons of knowledge
drawn from the forms for the purpose of-furtherlng some
theoretlcal rnterest practlcal theories gather knowledge

from the forms for the purpose of formulatlng prlnC1ples for

practlce For example, educatronal theory is simply a

[

b
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matter of collect;ng knowledge about educatlonal practlce, ‘ . -
1ts whole purpose-is to organize this knowledge for the
determination of what should be done in practice. P;actical | ‘-’. A\
theories llke education have a logicel unity'which goee

beyond an interest-centered collection of knowledge' as in

fields. . Their unity lies in the provision of a rational

struéture for basing the justification of braétical'principles
on knowledgerfrom the forms. | '
While distinct from fields, prabtlcal theorles are
also enllke forms.‘ They have no distinctive concepts oL
unique criteria of valldlty.- For 1nstance such educatlonal ‘\;
concepts as school, subject,. and teaeher have no logiéal .
uniéueness.-'While they erexused to'characterize.the area
of education and its interests{ they do not refer Eo‘any_

distinctive:form“of awareness. It follows that no uniqﬁe
] :

'tests for valldlty are lnvolved When mathematical _“
_statements are used in sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry, the valldlty of

‘the sc1ent1f1c statements depends on the dlStththEly

scientific criteria of empirical evidence, given the validity

of the mathematical-sﬂatementsm In the case of educational

' The tests of its validity are eﬁhausted by the tests unique : N

theory, if the val‘iditfof the psycholegical, moral,

historical, or other elements is eSEUrea, the velidity of

.

the educational principle being formulated rests;On nothing else.

" to the forms of knowledge involved in formulating the

pringiple. _ ’ _ S 7 A

-~
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S. The Justification of Educational Principles

‘Having characterized educational theory as a.
practical thedry and thus distinct in its logical structure - , .
from forms and fields, Hirst produces the following account
of how educational principleslare justified. Their .
fjustification is held to involve producing reasons for.them
of a scientlric, philosophical, moral, historical, or other
logical sort. They .are to be defended or attacked in terms
of reasons drawn from the different forms. Each statement
or truth which is appealea to in this reasoning must be
judged accordlng to the crlterla unique to the form from .
which 1t is derived. There are no specral-educatlonal
reasons 1nvolved in .this process of justification. Educational
principles are justified solely by the support they derive
from knowledge contributed by the forms. An example which ’ ' :—5f
Hirst gives may he1p~td illustrate this: ‘ . o . .“fﬁ

. .o.oa pr1nc1ple for compulsory rellglous 1nstruct10n
in maintained schools must be defended in terms of the .
.philosophical status of claims to religious knowledge, o -

" what is known of the psychological development of ‘ ‘
religious concepts and beliefs, the relationship between
morals and religion logically, psychologically, and
sociologically, the historical significance of rellglous

bellefs, the guarding oflthe pr1nc1ple of complete
rellglous liberty, etc. 2 . :

: Thif example, I believe, wellﬂillustrates the logical S

.complex1ty of educatlonal justlflcatlon, its rellance ‘upon .

dlstlnctlve forms of knowledge, and its dlrectlon towards
the formulatlon of practlcal pr1nc1ples. When the reasons

derlved from the varlous forms have been valldated the

21Hirst; "Educational Theory," p. 51.




orinoiple_has been justified, ahd no special educational

validation remains to be performed.

‘ hirst_gext cohsiders the interesfihg possibility "_ B
that practicalfthedries~ﬁight'he characterized as falling

-uhder moral knbwleage. Ih this view, just as withih science

'the variocus sciences ‘are distinguiShed by their topics,

practlcal theorles are dlstlnngShed by the ‘range of

act1V1t1es for which they formulate pr1n01ples. Thus

' englneerlng, medicine, political theory, and educational

b s

‘theory can be distinguished in terms of the activities with
which they are c¢oncerned. The problem which Hirst ‘raises
here is interesting, and important for my general thesis:

these aptivities are very differeht in kind from each other,

and therefore call for varying:types offpractical principles. L{f
He suggests that in engineering and medicine the-ceﬁtral

proklems can.be fairly clearly 1nd1cated and the alms ‘are | a ;

-
-

in large measure agreed.’ However, the -aims and areas of

act1v1ty covered by educational and polltlcal theory are

often serlously_dlsputed.< lestﬁpltes‘Peters . attempts to'
outline criter;a of edudation and thus mark . out the territory
of educatibnal.theory' It' is clear from Peters analyses,
lest remarks, that educatlonal theory has as a fundamental

~ task the determination of both' the ends orx goals to. be | o "f

aimed for and the means or-méthods to be used in education.

In contrast, "engiﬁeering consists almost entireiy of the

4
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means to agreed ends.

. S o9 L
use of scientific knowledge in determining efficient
' 22

[4

| Hirst points out that even though many of the

principles which eaucational theory.formulatee are distinetively
moral, they are not hlgh level statements about what is

rlght or good but rather statements of what ought specifically - j:
to be done in education. The pattern of reasoning for such
praotical principles whioh dtaus on many kinds of knowledge
may well He different from that required_for justifyiﬁg

such baeic principles as freedom and respect for‘pereohe,
Hirst emphasizes that_not‘ali of the principles which
practical theories formulate are essentfally moral.
Educational theory'deale with purely techhical questions

about such matters as teaching techni@ues and,admihistrative
organization. rIndeed Hirst points out that some practical
activities llke engineering are almost entirely technlcal in
character Thus a moral charactersmay be all but lacking in.
some practical activities, In that practlcal theorles are

the product of interest in partlcular ranges of practlcal
act*v1t1es and formulate prlnc1ples stating what ought to

be done which are in varylng degrees technlcal and moral

lest belleves that good reasons exist for regardlng practlcal
theories as a distinct kind of organization of knowledge,

The suggestion.that they are a branch of moral knowledge is

thus ruled out.

-~

2Ipid., p. S2.
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are used in formulating educational principles which

- principles ‘and the facts of the situations.

' clarifying the nature of the theory and not with how ~

3

e I O
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: . .
Hirst rejects the notion' that educational' judgements

.tequire a theoretical synthesis of the.elements_of‘knowledge

that contribute‘tc them. . He holdsfthat a synthesis of
knowledge from different forms is quite unnecessaty fer
educational justification;-‘Furtherhote there ts doubt, about
the logical possibility of such a syntheses. It is the

edﬁcatiohal principles themsélves which constitute'the uniting

- of elements from various forms of knowledge- these diverse

.

"and sometlmes confllctlng elements do not require any prlor

harmeonization in a theoretlcal structure._ It is not cleer how
knowledge achieved thfough:logiba}ly;distinctive\schemes could .
be synthesizea at a theoretical level, he observest It is

precisely the fact that-diverse.eiements:of knowledge

characterizes educational theory. ' o -

| lest suggests the relatlon between educatlonal theory _
and educatlonal practice lies in “the naklng-of partlcular
judgements in individeal cases according to the relevent
w23 While educational
theorists formulate the principles, it is educetional.
ptactitioners:who'use the principles in making ind%vidua;
decisions,.‘Hirst-nctes that the process of forming such

judgements is not well understood either in logical or e

psychologicdl terms. While he has been concerned with

*31bid., p. s6. : '
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particular jﬁdgements are-hade, he recogaizes that
educationai theory stems from practical problems and it must.
continuaily be brought to bear on them. Its propet'ﬁse
depends on close links with practical particulars anduon.the
development cf "the appropriatelart o,f.'judgement-"24 byj.

practitioners.

6. Criticisms of Hirst

Two exchanges between Hirst and his critics. are

notable.- D. J Q' Connor2§ has challenged lest s 1nterpretatlon

of the nature-and scope of educational theory. -Ellzabeth

Hlndess26 has questloned the eplstemologlcal status of Hirst' s_
"forms." Hirst 27 in turn has responded to.both of these.
challenges.

O'Connor's criticisms of Hirst .center around two chief
issues, the possibility of including value Jjudgements in

educational theory, and the task which educational'theoty

is’ requlred to perform O Connor suggests that while lest

Al

probably agrees with hlm that educatlonal theory should be

hY
T N - \

241bia., p. 57.°

25“The Nature and Scope of Educatlonal Theory {1)," in

New Essays in the Philosophy of Education, ed. Glenn Langford
and D. J. O'Connor. {London: Routledge, 1973), pp. 47-65.

: 26"Form's of Knowledge,” Philosophy of Education '
Society of Great Britain, Proceedings VI (July, 1972):164f75.

27“The Nature.and Scopeof Educational Theory {(2),

. Reply to D. J. O'Connor," in New Essays “in the Philosophy of

Education, ed: Glenn Langford and D. .J. O'Connor (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973), pp. 66-75; "Forms of Knowledge--

A Reply to Elizabeth Hindess," Philosophy of Education Society’

of Great Britain, Proceedings VII (July, 1973}:260-71.
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+ explanatory and refutable, they dlsagree over what other - f

i
condltlons are necessary fo; its adequacy. ‘0! Connor belleves

that a suff1c1ent addltlonal-condltlon would be that =~ .o | , .
educatlonal theory guides educatlonal practlce in the sense of
1ndlcat1ng what can be doné in the fleld In order to fulflll
this functlon, an educatlonal theory contalnlng only gmplrlcal
c0mponents should be adeqﬁate in hlS v1ew "There is no,
feason that 2 satlsfactorf screntlflc background to

educatlon should not enabﬂe us to brlng about those educational
E

outcomes whlch rare accepted as de51rable in a given communlty "?8

Hirst' s-1n51stence that dducatlonal theory must include value
E

components O Connor flndé unnecessary and loglcally
‘ unacceptable O'Connor notes that Hirst claims educatlonal

'theory 1nvolves maklng vblue judgements about educatlonal aims, oo

and that in doing so 1tére11es on the logic of moral reasonlng ERE

O Connor 1nsrsts howevef that an agreed loglc of, moral
!

reasonlng is unavallablé' Furthermore, he doubts that any
r

loglcal relatlons betwekn factual statements and value statements
can. be shown. He suggésts that value statements can perform -
their job of prescrlptﬁon and gu1dance just as well out51de
.the theory as Qithin Qt.‘\?e argues that.untri iogical ‘ : oy
relations between facé and value statements”can be shown, -
the importation of value statements 1nto educatlonal theory ' : \_i}ﬁ
is unjustlfled Whllé acceptlng that educatlon may be guided .
by "the currently accépted concept of human welfare,"29 ‘ o

e il

- 28"The .Nature land Scope of Educatlonal Theory (l),' p. 55. N+

Ibld., p.

N
'f
f
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1

he believes this function.must be carried on outside ot the
theory.

On a-related score, o' Connor challenges lest's notion _ ) R
of the use of educational theory © He con51ders the a T
90551b111ty of an analogy between -education and other

socially important act1v1t1es like’ medlclne and engrneerlng.

e |

,TheSe activities, rather. than being SC1ences, are held to be

E YA

based on a background of screntlflc knowledge. He then makes
"~ the. rather dubious clalm that educatlon requlres no
theoretical background such as that prov1ded by the relevant

sc1ences in order to be effectlve, whlle effectlve medicine

and_englneerlng could not exist without a theoretical background.’

v

Whlle there hads been a ;}story of 2,500 years of effective

educatlon in Europe,

There .simply was no effective medicine untrl the sciences
of physics, chemistry, and biology had become well
established ... . And the same ‘can be said, mutatis
mutandis, for the’ development of engineering. My claim R T
therefore is that education does not really stand in - ) o T
need of a theoretical background, if we mean by that ' : S
phrase, a background of developed scientific theory. :
Medicine and englneerlng on the other hand could not
exist without it,30 :

-

He believes that "the traditional lore of the'craf.t"B:-L is

largely suff1c1ent for supportlng educat;onal practlce.

Another way 1n whlch thlS analogy appears untenable
. to O'Connor 11es in the underlylng sclences: med1c1ne and
englneerlng are supported by the natural sciences whereas N i

educatlon mustilook to the social sorences for its

O1bia., p. 60. . *l1bia., p. 6l.
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theoretlcal support The social sciences do not offer the‘
‘same sort of support because 1) their truths are obvious and
unsurprlsrng,.Z) they are at present in an undeveloped and
controversral state, 3) the. findings whlch are establlshed

are too remote from practlcal experlence. O Connor bellevesl
that thelr possrble contrlbutlons lle in the areas of problems
~of teachlng and-problems of-admlnlstratlon. However, he
observes that it is polltlcal and SOClal value judgements
rather than SClentlflC findings that largely determine how

d
.admlnlstratlve questlons are answered. Psychology and

socrology have.not made 1mpressrve contrlbutlons to
1mprov1ng currlculum, learnlng lncentlves, or presentatlon,
"he‘claims. Thus O'Connor argues that-the analogy between
educatlon and med1c1ne and englneerlng breaks down, and he
doubts that scientific educational theory would lead to
1mpre551ve‘advances in educational practlce, even if it did
developn ‘ ‘

‘ ‘Let us examine how Hirstjhas answered these‘critioisms.
e notes that there are areas of agreement between himself
and'O'Connor.._They agree that‘educatlonal theory must.
explain, be.refutable,_and be concerned with'guiding practice_
pand the promotlon of human- welfare., Hirst's.disagreements - '«r
'center around the place of value 3udgements in the theory and
the necessity of the theory for practice. lest argues that
education involves‘deliberately planned_activities, and that.
:it'can only be described adequately in relation to‘suoh
purposes; However, understanding of human purposes 1is not

reducible to an understanding of what can be observed. Mental . L
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concepts have a different iogic thah scientific concepts;
he asserts.- Thus explanation in texme‘of beliefs, values,
.and reaseﬂs as'well as_céuseelis logically_neceeeary, yet
_ science cannot be expected to yield this eott of explanation.
( Hirst :ejectSPO;anno;'s claim thatlvalﬁe judgemeﬁts-
must be kept outiof‘edecationalrtheory; He argues that |
O'Connor’s account_provides only for the possibiiity of
answering -technical questions: "his account of the
' guidanqe‘the theory offers is tﬁet of the techpicai meane
.thé‘sciehceé ean ptovide for realizing ends'COming from
outside the theory——from‘eociety at large and its 'cufrently

1n32 Hirst on the other

accepted concept of human welfare.
. handn:nSLSts that educatlonal theory is "concerned with

_determlnlng "the ends as well as the means of edﬁéatibn,’the
answers to all queétions about what ought to‘be done, moral

as well as technical w33

lest argues that 51nce judgements
about educatlonal practlce cannot escape dlrect or 1nd1rect
tvalue commltments, statements about value must be lncluded in =~

-

any stateﬁent of reasons for action wﬁich is to be adequate.
A theory of practice whicﬁ'is to be'adequate must -be involved
in‘debate about veer_juééements; |

. Hirst accuses.O;Connor of Having a too narrowfyiew of .

logical'relations. He believes it may be possible to map

the logic of the fact-value relationship, though the relations

32"The Nature and Scope of Educational Theory (2),
Reply to D. J. 0! Connor, " p. 68.

331bi4.
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. are unlikely to be 51mllar to those Wthh hold between .
M ¢

scientific truths. He points out that the pOSSlblllty of
conducting moral discourse'is not preeluded by the fact that
we are unable to adequately analyze it in logical terms.
He cites the old argument ‘that there were valid sylloglsms.
before their loglcal features were ever dempnstrated. SC1ence;
‘rtoo, developed before the loglc of its explanatlon could be
satisfactorily shown. He belleves that phllOSOphlcal work on
mental and'moral'concepts maynfurther understanding of fact-
Galne reiations. Thus Hirst-rejects the force'of O'Connor‘sh
claim thatpwe lack’an adequate account of moral discourse:d
lest agrees w1th o' Connor that aims requlre value
commltments for thelr spe01flcatlon, .but he rejects the notion.
that such prescrlptlons can come from outside the theory.A‘For
"One thing, the means and ends in education are_often
.closely llnked "The means often‘involve-activities that
. must be assessed not merely as eff1c1ent means but also in

w34 Means must often

moral terms as ends in thelr own right.
be v1ewed as ends, or oonstltutlve of certaan‘ends,-thus

requ1r1ng to be regarded valuatlvely " In addition,'Hirst
notes that notlons of general welfare whlch a SOC1ety may

e

have are: much too general for the derlvatlon of detalled
%

prrncrples for educatlonal practice, no matter how much

-selentlflc»1nformatlon.ls-avallable. He concludes that

neither means nor ends can be properly appraised if educational

theory is restricted to the relevant sciences.

34Ibid._, P 71.2
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In view of thesensorts of considerations, Hirst

rejects 0' Connor's stlpulatlve deflnltlon of educatlonal

theory. The restrlctlon Wthh it involves precludes ‘the i_ : .;
pOSSlblllty of it fulfrlllng 1ts function: 1n relatlon to

educatlonal practlce lest does not accept that his’ broader Co o .
view is 1nherently 1rratlonal. Rather- than seeklng the unlty

of the theory in the pre- establrshed unlty of sc1ence, lest

1

points to the unity of whlch the use of elements from

‘drverse forms of knowledge in provrdlng reasons’ for actlon

is constltutlve. S ' : »

Hirst IEJECtS O Connor s account of the analogy between
educatlon, medicine, and engineering: "there was much ‘ ] ‘.%d
effectlve currng and impressive road and brldge burldlng ‘ }Lw;
based on trlal and error, long before the relevant sc1ences - ‘“:{f

35 That certaln forms of learning were passed - _ . s

developed "
on successfully in the past does not mean that teachrng is not B _-:JJ
-more successful now. lest suggests that elementary
'educatlonal problems are being compared w1th complex and
dlfflcult medlcal andg englneerlng problems in O Connor ¥
account ‘He argues that in all of these areas, complex ang
dlfflcult problems reguire sophisticated theoretlcal knowledge
for thelr solutlon. He does not accept that the folklore of'
education is adequate for such problems, any more than medlcal

or englneerlng folklore would be for such problems. In

view of the complexrty of educatlonal problems, he belleves

*Ibid., pp. 72-73.
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‘O'Connor is belng ungenerous about the contrlbutlons of

psychology and soc1ology, and he expresses great Optlmlsm

about futura developments.
Let us turn to 'the debate between Hirst and Elizabeth
Hindess_on the forms of knowledge. Hindess'calls into

gquestion the epistemological status of the forms. -Hindess

- professes to be puzzled about discrepancies in Hirst's various

.accounts of 1) the names of the forms of knoﬁledge, and 2} the

L]

conditions which pick out the forms. She proposes that

given these dlscrepanc1es, one could choose to 1) ignore

them, lnvestlgate a form,. and draw conclusions-for‘teaching

practice;. 2)'investigate the status of various‘forms, producing

reasons for or agalnst countlng them as forms, 3) suspend
judgement on the susp1c1on that the nature of the forms and the-‘

relations between them have not adequately'been shown. She

LY

- argues that it is not poSsible-to pursue alternative 2 for
‘long before raising issues, such as the status of the
: conditions which pick .out the forms, which lead to 3. Choosing

_ alternatlve 3, HlndeSS professes to be .puzzled about what

sort of bu51ness Hirst is in. She claims that while’ professing'

to be answering such questlons as "How dé we at present

categorize or classify knowledge?" and ""What is it to have an
educated mlnd?," he appears to be answerlng the questlons."By

v1rtue of what categorles 1s knowledge, and all experience, =«

possmble?" and "What is it to have a mind (at al1l)>"36

36“forms of Knowledged"‘p. 171.
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She takes Hirst ‘to be shifting his discussion”from
'the contingent question of .what forms.of.knowiedge we have to
an inguiry ihtO"the possrble limits of knowledge, "and thusu N .
what is necessarily the case.‘ The'remarks of Hirst's which
alert her to this Shlft are his claims ‘that the forms are
fundamental categorlal‘d1V1510ns,_1rreduc1ble categorles, and
‘that experlence would be unlntelllglble without such a
gnitive framework. She argues that lest has landed hlmself

in the busaness of explaining the p0551b111ty of all

ar

3exper1ence. Vlewed in these terms, she wonders whether all
of the forms have such a fundamental status ' She suspects
some may be more ba51c_than others, and.presupposed by them.
For’example; they all require logic, and discriminatioﬁ of -
'obﬁects in the.external world is arguably a condition of
intelligible-thought.. She suggests that it mlght be possible
' therefore to’ distinguish a hlerarchy within the forms Thus
Hindess raises large questlons about the ultlmacy of the forms
and the character of Hirst's enterprlse

Hirst's reply to Hindess begins with a partlcularly
clear account of the sort of 1nqu1ry his theory of the forms
qustltutgs.; He -takes the domain of knowledge to be "centrally
the domain of true_pr0positions or statemerts." The. questlon
of logically distinct forms of knowledoe is thus: the questlon }
‘of loglcally dlstlnct forms of true prop051t10ns While .
'there are many ways of cla551fy1hg true propoSLtlons; e.g.
-indicative or hypothetical,-particular or geheral, a

fundamental classification must be in terms of what makes’trueé P
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proposi%ions or statements what'they are, and thus different

H

from other forms of expression such as guestions and

_pfomisés. He aSserts that "What makes a true prOposition

just ﬁhaé is the employment of concepts accordlng to qulte
SpElelC loglcal rules so as to form what we mean by a
proposition, and there belng a set of truth criteria whioh
it satisfies.” .Tne diéferentia wnich are to his mind
fundamental aré "the concepts, tneir:logieal structure and

the truth criteria involved." Thus Hirst bases his logical -

2

‘classification of forms on an analysis of the concept "true

”"

proposition," and the logical differentia he uses are

37

L2

‘derived from this concept. =

..

. lirst then patientiy deals with;the'objeotion Hindess
has raised. Regarding discnepancies in the names for the
forms in his va;ious accounts, he'explains,.“The'labelS'thet L

I have used_for‘distinct forms of knowledge are to.pe . L

understood as labels fo: different classes of true . ;o
| .38 | |

. propositions. Changes in the names reflect changes in

his own views of what classes of true propositions there*

are. He now doubts tﬁat the.social sciences and history

constitute distinctive classes; rather they are logicelly

complex. He recommends 1nc1u51on of lnterpersonal knowledge,

N -

and maintains, hlS support for moral knowledge., Regarding

discrepancies in crlterla, he has rejected methodology as;a

1

k3

_ 37
p. 261.
‘ 38

"Forms of Knowledge--A Reply to Llizabeth Hindess,"

Ibid., p. 263. -
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condition for forms because it does not adauto the strictly.
loglcal dlstlnctlons he wrshes to make He suggests that the
condltlon of criteria of valldlty can be glven broad
1nterpretat10n to include e. g. symbollc~expre551ons such as'
works of art which have propert;es loglcally‘equlualent to,

39

those of propositions." The truth criteria he views as

fundamentallyha demand for objeétiﬁe_judgement, and that, he .
'belreves, may take many forms - '

lest takes palns to clarlfy the llmlts of the sbrt
of enterprlse in Wthh he is 1nvolved.: Regardlng the status

of the classrf1Catlon hlS three crlterla achleve, he remarks,

The three features 1 have suggested for a classlflcatlon

of true propositions, necessarily provide a classification

for all prop051tlops, and thereby also of the concepts
.applied jn those propositions. From this it follows
that if one holds, as I hold, that experiences are.
-1ntelllg1b1e only by virtue of the concepts under, which
we have them, a cla551f1cat10n of forms of knowledge can
be used as a classification of forms  of experience.
What is more, the distinctions between the forms’ that
I have been concerned with, are what I understand by
categorial distinctions,. bemng guestions of the

- determining types of concepts, logical structure and
truth criteria which are irreducible to each other. 40

He}agrees_that_he has become‘involved in stating the present‘
eategories by virtue'of which ‘we have'hnowledge;" fhis,.ini‘l
his unaerstanding,;alsotstates the preseht categories of'onr'
experience. Yet he regards hlS statements as descrlptlons
of present condltlons rather than as statements which are
absolute and mark out the llmlts of knowlodge and experience

f
for all tlme He professes never to have sought to answer

.-

391bid., p. 264, A01pi4., p. 266.
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questions "about the categories which all knowledge and

experience'must necessarily take, or logically could take;"
' 41 |

‘or about "what it is to have a mind (at all)."’~ Hirst

- apparently concludes that Hindess is confused about the'

. . A
legitimate scope of his inquiry.

‘I concur here with Hirst t*hat.a statement of the

. categories by which we at present have knowledge is not the.

same as a.statement of the categories logically required for

-

the pOoSlblllty of any knowledge. The former kind of statement

it appears to me, descrlbes how knowledge is p0551ble in much.

more llmlted_and prov151onal ‘terms. It does not aim to be a

coﬁprehensive answer to the question of how'knowledge is’

+

'p0551ble, but rather to show that our present conceptual

"

schema are necessary for, knowledge as we have it now. Indeed“

o

o lesﬁ\admlts the p0551b111ty that. our concepts of experlence,
.intelligibility, consciouSness, and knowledge may change. .His

account does not attempt'to encompass the possibility of such:

change. ' - ) i - ™
' . ' N - N N ( <
He agrees with Hindess that it is possible to discover

-

xloglcal hlerarchles which cut. across the forms, as well as

elements which are so ba51c that they are necessary for all

knowledge and experlence. Yet he doubts that it is necessary

'to identify the fundamontal categoreal most’ loglcally

prlmltlve concepts in each domaln, for hlS purposesf He ' -

admits that dlstlnctlons in these are presupposed by his '

Hibid., p. 267 | ‘
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endeavor, yet the demarcétiop which he aiﬁs‘for, in'térms of

features appiicable to kqulédge claims: depénaé és much on

differences first reéogniied in less primitive cpncePts.and. - ;‘ .
judéémgnts based on these. Thus there appears;té‘bé a |
. question again of differgnee of interest'between Hirst and

" Hindess, Hirst being interested in demarcations which can be

"based on fgatures of our knowledge claiﬁs;'while Hindess is

4

‘curious about identifying primitive concepts which such claims . C .

- .presuppose.

Hirst characterizes himself as "involved in a

. phildsophical investigation which is in the end concerned with
the iogically necessary features of knowledge-and experience

. » . .
nd2 He disclaims any attempt to show what

as we have them
forms there must be. While acknowledging that Hindess has

raised a number of‘iqﬁeresting metaphysical guestions about .

‘%
.

‘knowledge, he believes she has misconstrued the nature of

g?%;ﬁ;(ﬁ. his eﬁférts‘and their legitimate.limitations.
| Looking back on this review of crit%cisms of Hirst,.
"it seems to me that the objectioﬁg to his position reviewed

here_ are largely without force when viewed in terms of what

.

he is_trying-to,a¢com§liéh. Hirst's pfeferénce‘forlr

interpreting ‘educational ﬂheory.broadly so as to show its

~ '

. formulation of principles for action is justifiablé and leads

A

to different considerations than O'Connor's narrow .interpretation. °

It pay be said for O'annor that at least he reéoghizes'the

. N -
. ¥

' - %%1pia., p. 269. . : | |
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importance of value statements in making decisions for

educaﬁional piaétice. VScheffler-ddes nbt.eveh.mention these,
‘ccnfining edugational Principles to explaﬁations of "how and '
why chil&reﬁ learn, s¢hoois develop; cur%i;ula change? ideais
c:c.mflict,".43 and so on. Hirst's iﬁsiétenée that debates-
about value issues Shouid be.céfried on within eéﬁcation'
theory is, I think, entirely defensible.

Jaﬁes Gribble has largely accepted Hirst's views in
his own acé¢count ‘of eaucatiénal theory. He'does,uhowéVer,.
'contgnd that educatidnél thécry may in some respects also.be'
like a field of knowledge: ‘ | |

' Much.df the theory is'{qUite legitimately) aevoted to the
. development of understanding’ of educational matters for

. 2 .
©1ts own sake. The knowledge must, of' course, have some
bearing on educational matters—--education is the

"sélected topic," just as "the modern European .mind"
-may, be the focus of another field &f knowledge. In our
vieWw, much educational theory exhibits the - = . - 4
characteristics of a field of knowledge, 'much of it.is

speculative rather than practicale44
Gfibble observes that HirsgLé-own inquiry sé@mQVto_hévé more
thHe character of speculative interes£ than the.f&tmuldtién‘of-
principles for‘pfaétice.he demahas: 'He suggeéts £hat"
edﬁcationgl tﬁeory may be conceived bf.és:having the
éharaqtéristics bf‘boﬁh a field ané:a.practical theory. This
wéuld not howéyer meén'eﬁpanding the range bf inqui;y

involved. _Gribble claims that the interest in educational
. ' ‘ ! ) ' - .

43Scheffler, "Is Education a Discipline?," p. 55.

- ames Gribble, Introduction to Philosdphy of Education -
(Bostbn: Allyn and Bacon, 19697, p. 186. : :

- .
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theory must necessarily, center‘on,educational matters, o |
1whereas it is purely cog;iggent whether such inquiry-leads

to the constructlon of pr1n01ples for practlce. I am w1lllng Lo _;
~to accept Grlbble 'S reservatlons, for it does seem accurate'
to say that much educatlonal 1nqu1ry,'1nclud1ng that of lest,
O Connor, and others, is. 1argely 5peculat1ve. In allowing
that it sometimes remains' at a sPecolative'level we do not

1nValldate Hirst"s descrlptlon of the way the forms enter into

the theory, or how they are used when they do in-fact issue |

o 1n pr1nc1ples for practice. We-merely allow that’ when it

remains speculatlve, 1t has more the character oﬁ a fleld //;////

HlndeSS s objectlons to lest are 1nterest1ng but
less, as they seem largely ‘aimed at a sort of undertaklng

in hlch lest does not profess to be'lnvolved What makes

them)pertinent is that they lead’ lest to offer a valuable

clarlflcatlon of his position- where he states more expllc1t1y‘

- .

the nature of his efforts to c1a551fy knowledge and how such

clas51f1catlon may be based squarely on the loglcal features

of knowledge claims.

7. Conclusions o - _ :
. + A N . | N . _'_;:|“

In the' context of the present thesis, such a lengthy'
.account of Hirst's description. of educational theory and the . . 7%

crltlclsm it has prompted can be Justlfled only 1f the points - RN

brought forward can be used in important ways I now have to

,show where I agree with Hirst, indicate why I* think the views

I‘accept are justifiable, and show what point they may have -

for analyzing educational technology.

L
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As I statea at the beglnnlng of this chapter, I hold

it to be essentla% to dellneate certaln features of

educatlonal.theor? because I propose 6 show the links . __ ' ‘;‘
between educatlon-and technology in terms of the1r connectlons |
with educatlonal’theory Another reason for examining
educatlonal theofy is that it 1s, like educational technology,- .
an express;on formed by the conjunctlon of - educatlonal" and
another term. These cases are. related in more than form; for

A

both . "theory" and "technology" 1mply general connectlons
I : ) CNt
‘with educatlonal practlce-and both refer to‘act1v1t1es -

L

e,

connected in some way. w1th knowledge. So "educational theory™

,

is, on £he fate of it, a much more 1mporﬂ/nt,related case than,
. i _ o .
for example, Weducat;onal bulldlngs or "educational furniture.”

N g . . . .
What {is interesting about Hirst's account is that he
N ; o . ‘ o
describes'edﬁcational theory in. terms of its practical. function

t
,

and guided bx this conceptlon he works out 1ts features in

‘ eplstemologldal terms This is a phllOSOphlcally :Lnterestlng

sort of charécterlzatlon as opposed to, say, a descrlptlon of
educational theory in terms of what sorts of gut- level
feellngs peoﬁle have about it or in terms of from what

soc1o—econom1c ‘background the 1ndLV1duals who 1ndulge in lt

come. The questlons Hirst asks about educatlonal theory are .

similar to questlons we mlght want to ask_about educational
~ technology. In getting'clear-abont-edncational theofyg a )
Hirst considers its relation to edncational bractice, the

structure of knowledge_;nvolved,.its.status as an.edncational .

activity, and the sort of justification it can offer for

the principles which it advocates. These, I would argue,
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. are con51deratlons worth brlnglng to bear on the concept: of '

educatlonal technology, S0 it 1is worthwhlle to see how ‘Hirst
has tackled them. ’ R ‘ o ) ‘ '

The plcture whlch lest presents ofreducatlonal theory
lS that it is . the theory of educatlon as a practical
’ .
activity, and.as such concerned w1th offerlng principles for

action. In Peters' useful phrase, practlcal reasonlng

!

involves reasonlng about the world in. whlch, beyond the
.presupp051tlon of emplrlcal ev1dence, “addltlonal crlterla of ’
evrdence are -required to dlscrlmlnate which features of
experience are relevant forlaction."{s Accepting Peters'
'characterization'of practical discourse as being the form of .
discourse'in which one seeks to answer questions such™ as
"What ought I to do’"-and "What reasons are there for d01ng,
or not d01ng, this or that?,” it is falr to say that lest
believes educatlonal theory should con515t of the formulatlon . B

of practlcal prlnCLples for the conduct of'education.‘ Scme .

may prefer to narrow. educatlonal theory to questlons of

explanatlon, predlctlon, and 50 forth, or to con51der it a
merely Speculatlve sort of 1nqu1ry, but then the gquestipn

- arises as to-what will guide educatldnal dlscourse. I agree
with Hirst that it is not suff1c1ent to suppose that the
general notions of: Human welfare Wthh prevall in a communlty
_Ccan gu1de such rcasonlng So it seems fair to suppose: that
educatldhal theory ought to be 1nvolved in thls form of

reasonlng and contribute principles of actlon

v

'l45R. S. Peters, "A Reply to-John Kleinig," p. 168.
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It is salutary that lest descrlbes practlcal theory
asllncludlng both moral and technical pr1nc1p1es. This'
'dlstlnctlon occurs in his account - of practlcal theory and .
.recurs in his crlthue of O'Connor where he claims that
0'Connér’ s ver51on of educatlonal theory could assist only (
in the formlng of technlcal prlnciples. The distinction
that lest appears to have 1n mind 1s that while technlcal
‘pr1ncmples p01nt to eff1c1ent means, moral principles-point
to what is worthwhlle Thls dlstlnctlon is suggestlve, but
to my mlnd a more well worked out distinction is requlred in

)

order to articulate the place of the technical in educatlonal

- ftheory, and 1t is hoped that ‘more adequate crlterla of the

 technical will be worked out in Chapter Four

There is also the suggestlon in what lest says that
_practlcal discourse 1s comprlsed largely or solely of moral
and technlcal statements and judgements . Yet questions ‘which
are centrally nelther moral nor technlcal may be 1nvolved in
.such dlscourse. Consrder the‘follow1ng examples and p0551b1e
meanlngSJ | ,.,' . R o

(l) "I.wonder if I ought to read the newspaper today?";
meanlng..

"Isn't readlng the paper and being lnformed somethlng
.. every good 01tlzen shquld do’" (moral)

"I wonder whether perhaps- it is wrong to read newspapers,ﬁ
~ as they stress'the sensational and tend. to arouse
‘certain low-grade feellngs°" (moral)

"I wonder whether ‘reading the newspaper will contribute
to my being a better profe551onal news analyst7"
‘(technlcal) ' . .

"I mlght find . a sale advertlzlng that lawnmower I was
901ng to buy " (prudential) o : :
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"I wonder whether readlng the paper would be an

enjoyable experlence°" (hedonlstlc)
\.

(2) "I wonder whether I ought to hang tha% palntlng on
the wall?"; meaning:-

“Ought chlldren to view the bodles of naked women, even,
in pictures?"” (moral) R _ : \

'."The wall may be too weak, and the palntlng may . fall. S
,(technlcal) ) '

" "My mother-ln—law may be offended by it." (prudehtial)

o "I wonder 1f it will give me a good deal of pleasure o _
" to have it hanging there’" (hedonlstlc) . S

"I wonder if it's really -an artistically ‘good palntlng°"‘
(aesthetic) ‘

"Will hanging it there serve any useful purpose’"'
(utllltarlan) '

"These examples are meant to suggest that:a'preetieel queetien
cen take meaning aloug many different lines, and_tpat'ail
practical'questions are not necessarily either centeally moral
‘or tebhnicel. The names i-heve'given these examples are
significant only insofar as-they help to‘suégest this

breadth, and T do not intend to defend them as an“ededuate.?‘
formal classification of pracuical diScourse; It-may‘be‘that.
.mostAeducatdonally important principles:will be either moral

or technical. It is p0581b1e to thlnk of such practlcalA
questlons as "Wlll the proposed new hlgh school be ugly°“ .......

*Mbr,"Is it prudent to leave the door of the staff room open

when students are in the'halls?" or "Shouldn t learnlng be

" | £uin?" Yet I think it is a defensible assumption that

“heducational-theory will be primarily concerned with moral and

+

. technical questions.
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We must also consider the case Gribble makes for

educational theory having the characteristiCS'of a field as

~well. I agree to this suggestlon, and I hold that it does

not prejudlce Hirst' s treatment because ‘in those cases
where the theory does eventuate in prlnc1ples for action it

must arguably have the features he suggests. MNor does it

. seem to me that Hirst's views preclude what Gribble. has

suggested though he. must be prepared to admit that' the theory
doesn't always lead to the formulatlon of practlcal
pr1nc1ples -

Further spec;flcatlon of educatlonal theory as a

practical theory turns on how the structure of knowledge in

it is characterized. I accept Hirst's account of the

structure of knowledge, subject to the provisions and
clarifications he has offered in his reply to Hindess. That

knowledge can be classed rh many ways seems undeniable. A

simple, practical-minded person might distinguish only between

kﬁoﬁledge which.is useful to himself and that which is not,

A soc1ologlst mlght class 1fy knowledge in terms of 1ts

posse551on by various elltes, by worklng class peOple, and sog

on. - Hirst's cla551f1catlon is here defended and accepted

because 1t rests on the logical. features of knowledge claims

and thus offers the possibility of maklng appropriate -

t

epistemological distinctions. What structure we identify in_'.

. . < .
educational theory depends on how it is conceived. Conceived

as a field, it will iuvolve drawing elements of knowledge

from the-forms and centering them around education. The
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interest will be 5peculative and thecretical.. Conceived as a.
practical theory, the structure nill be much the same, except
- that it will have additional features associated with
formulating_edncational prinCiples. These additlonal features
will center around . what is'involved in 'giving reasons for
‘detion. These features have-been discussed in the  section on
justificatibn; and willhhe touched on again when this topic'
is reviewed. oo | |

Hirst's account of the-structure of educational.theory
in which a'variety of forms“contribute to the formulationyof _ﬁ
principles for practice accords‘well Wlth the concept of

educatlon defended in Chapters One and Two. Hirst appear o

largely assume the-concept of education which Peters has defended.

e conceives .of education as including worthﬁhile.activities
Aand'involving the acquisition of knowiedge While he

doesh't expliCitly defend thls conception as Peters does, he
has to assume Peters' criteria in order for his own arguments
to éet cff the ground. It cannot be a matter‘of<indifference

. to him whether education involves acquiring knowledge, or
‘'whether reasons.for doing or not'doing certain things in
Feducation need to be con51dered If educatlonal practlces must
conform to both cognitive and ethical criteria, then- the
‘principles -on which educational judgements are based must be
'formulated s0 as to ensnre that the practices can meet the

: criteria. This naylinvolve formulating principles which make
it explicit.how the criteria'may he met. Cieﬁgly the ‘educational
principles which the.theory.has'the task of formuiating‘must

be adequate for guiding judgement'as,to whether the processes

-

/".
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being cousidered come up to.the criteria. To givefa rather
crude,example, the pr1ncrple “Make sure that the students learn
everythlng in the books prescrlbed" doesn t offer the teacher
. any gu1dance as‘to what manner of teaching might'be either: s
particularly wbdrthwhile or morally reorehensible;.,Thus
educational theory must take the criteria of education
explicitly into acoount; fhese cannot.be-mereiy assumed, but
must be stated as basio'guiding postuiates of the theory. To

-

fail to do so casts doubt on the appropriateness' of titling

it educational theory.
We havesto consrder next what-réletion exists between
 Hirst's account of justification and thathof'Peters. Hirst
appears:to'be largely oreocqupied with showing the structure
of knowledge which enters into justifying e&uoatiohal .
pr;ncrples,nwhlle Peters is conCerned with what constltutes
adequate and defensible grounds for justlfylng what is to be
done in educatlon lest 1s not exp11c1t about what. steps_
are 1nvolved in justlflcatlon, .and he doubts that such a |
process can be spelled out in a way whlch would resemble
anything like deduotive logic. He believes.that the basis-apd;
source of the reasons used in educational Justlflcatlon must

11e 1n the forms and that the - valldlty of whatever principles

are formulated can be determined only by appeal to the

criteria of the form from which the reasons_were drawn. Thus
if I give empirical'and moral reasons in support of an
“educational pr1nc1ple whlch I am advocatlng, I must show that

my reasons are justlfled in- emplrlcal and moral terms. The

process of judgement.whereby I may: unite emplrlcal and moral

i N
EEE A
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reasons ihto a principle for action, he leaves uﬁspecified.
Pete;s is much mofe conéerhed‘with what forms of argﬁment we.
can use té support our réasons for actidh.AlHe'shows how : _ ~5
reasons for action may iﬂclude both utilitariaﬁ reasons and
,réaséns which derive.from thé presuﬁpositidns o& praﬁtical
diécourse'itself,)such as consisténéy and respect for personé.
If Hirst is_éushed to accouﬁt for.ﬁot‘only ﬁhere reasons for
action come frpﬁ,_but how they éet their fdrce, he mﬁst examine
forms of:argument possible in practical discourse aﬁd.thus
eﬁter intolthe sort of cqnsiderations‘whi;h'PetefS has dealt
with. If‘Peters is pushed to show what conceptual schemés |
may be‘invo%ved in giving reasons for”actiqn or jus;ifyipg
educational principles,'hermust_ppint to someéhing like the
struqtural-features of knowledge which Hirst has‘sought to

clarify.' Thus their positions would appear to complement
each other. The following picture of the justification -of _ _
- _ SR

educational principles. emerges, and is adopted here:

(1) Justifying educational principles involves using
© appropriate forms. of argument. Both utilitarian and’
presuppositional forms of argument-may be used, .

. neither one being sufficient. Presuppositional arguments
provide the strongest form of justification, but as they E
are necessarily very general., utilitarian forms of | _ N
argument about human needs and wants must be ' uged to '
supplement them and £ill them out, ' -

(2) The reasons used in jJustifying educational principles

: are derived from the forms of knowledge. These is no
special class of educational reasons conforming to a _ 1
logically unique form of understanding. )

(3) The reasons which support educational principles must L
be justified in terms of the criteria of the forms. a ) e
No further justification can be sought. : -

(4) The t?pes of reasons- adduced and the manner of weighing
them depends on the form of argument used. Utilitarian
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arguments would call attention to reasons relevant to
human needs and wants. Transcendental arguments
would stress reasons relatlng to the presuppositions
of practlcal reason. - N

(5) since no one form of justification is sufficient, each.

: of them must be given some weight in formulatlng
educational pr1nc1ples., Their justification is thus
complex both in terms of forms of argument and the

diversity of knowledge to.which appeel is made.
T have sought to show where I agree with Hirst end.why

I think the statements with whicﬁ I am agreeing are jﬁstifiabie;t
A furthertjustification might be to peint to the presuppoéitiopel.
character of this.account, which Hirst only hiﬁtS'atQ This
would involve‘pointing out what anyone who wants to theorize
about what.ought to be done in education is committed to.
Admittedly, it is not hard to escape the force of such-an
argument} becéuse not everyone wants to arrlve at theories
-about what.shoula be done in eduatlon, as Grlbble has
. pointed out. But insofar as one accepts‘euch a'commitment,
one is committed to uSing reasons derived freﬁ.the fOrms of
knbwledge.for justifyiné coﬁrsee’of action. Insofar as‘one
‘is theorlzlng, one must’ be committed to arriving at
prlnc1ples for educatlonal practlce justlflable in terms of
the cr;terla unlque tﬂ_the forms from whlch the reasons were‘
adduced.s ‘Thus it is assumeéd that theorizing commlts.one
to;arrivihg at.principles, and not just making jdagements
about particular cases. |

e &he positioh on educationel theory‘adopted_here can
be summarized as follows: |

{l) Edﬁcational theory involves botﬁ speculative inguiry

about educational matters and the formulation and
Justification of principles for educational practice.
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(2) In formulat1ng'pr1nc1ples for practlce, the crlterla
of education must be taken into account.

.

(3}.Wh11e educatlonal ‘theory id not an autonomous form

: of knowledge, it has the characterlstlcs of both a
field and a practical theory. It is compositeé in
charagter and sometimes is restricted to speculatlve
inquiry, but it also involves the formulation of -
prlnc1ples for practice characteristic of a practlcal
,theory. : : : ‘

(4) Educational pr1nc1ples are justlfled by appeallng to
reasons drawn from the forms of knowledge and hav1ng
validity in terms of their criteria. No special
educational validation is requ1red and no theoretical

" synthesis of the forms is called for. o r
‘The majon developments'in thlé chapter hate'inclnded
a'dellneetion of the purpose and'strdcture'of-educational |
theory Wthh should help clarlfy what COHHECthDS between

» educatlon and. technology are 51gn1f1cant 1n educatlonal

‘_technology,'and whlch prov1des an example of the analy515 of

a related case. A view of the justlflcatlon of educatlonal

_pr1nc1ples ‘was developed and efended. . It 15'expected that

thlS w1ll contrlbute to clarlflcatlon of justlflgatlon in

- educational technology Finally, the development of loglcal

_crlterla of "the technlcal“ was preflgured ‘and it was claimed

that at least some eduoatlonalAprlnC1ples and"judgementS‘are

“technical'in'cheracter. In order to work out these criteria

‘and show‘their importence in characterizing'teoﬁnofogy; we

must turn to furthef conoeptual developments in‘Chapter Four#.




CHAPTER FOUR . - | :

TECHNdLocy,

-

1. Introduction :

In thls chapter we turn to the problqupf how o
'“technology“ is to be conceptuallzed. &In ‘our dlscu5510n so.
far, we ‘have examlned the nature of educatlonal deflnltlons
as a pr0padeut1c to lnqulrlng 1nto how "educatlon,‘ "tech-
nology,‘ and educatlonal technology -are to be conceptualized.
Qur discussion of educatlon“ dwelt on the analysis advanced

. /
by R. §. Peters, along with a crlthue of this analySLS. In_
examlnlng leducatlonal theory,; I sought to furnish an account
which will permit us to properly SLtuate ;educatlonal
‘technology. Clarlflcat;on of how moral and techhical
principles.feature‘in educational‘discourse was held to be
crucial for this purpose. .’ -

] In thlS chapter I propose to clarify the concept of
"technology My approach will 1nclude a’ revre; of contempo-
rary conceptlons of "technology,' and.lngulry-lnto what
.dlstlnctlve features of the.concept nay‘be Picked out.and
lwhich may be held central, and a formulation of criteria of

-the concept "technology." " This approach will be seen to be

.ld6 . ‘ .
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.

roughly similar to that followed for “education,“_but_as

'"technology“ is a different sort of concept from "education,"

there are some notable dlfferences in my approach here. 1In

-my 1nqu1ry into the status of "technology" in relatlon to

knowledge, Aristotle's wrltlngs will recelve spec1al

attentlon This treatment of Arlstotle 5 p051tlon is not

1ntended as an hlstorlcal note. it is 1nc1uded because'

Aristotle's analysis of technical and practical'knowledge is

50 relevant to the points to be deveIOped in this chapter. My

‘efforts w111 also lnvolve me in an examlnatlon of the logic

of_technlcal dlscourse and its place within practical
discourse.‘ This will include an examlnatlon of the concept
"technlque" and the status of technlcal judgements. I w111
glve some attentlon to how technloal judgements may be
Justlfled. The conceptual developments of this chapter will
be brought to bear in my enunc1atlon of criteria of "tech—‘
nology“ and illustrations of their'application to particular

cases.

outlined above, I

wish,to remark on the enormous domain‘ hich'the topic "tech-'

v

nology“ includes. Technology has re elved great attentlon in

thi's, century, prlmarlly in virtue of its social and.economlc

A

about technology W1ll

appear modest 1ndeed in vrew of the very great number and

var;ety of wrltlngs which treat of this subject ‘The jus—

tification for putting aside the substantlve features oﬁ

technology s effects (whlch are usually dealt with in such

‘treatlses) in favor of my rather narrow eplstemologlcal

+
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treatment ofithe concept lies both in what'is required\ﬁor'my'

specific task of clarifying "educational technology"Aand in

the nature of the concept “tedhnology"'itself; Indeed, I wili

claim that the central meanings of "teohnology"'center around

its status with respect to knowledge.

2. : Definitions of Technology.

- At the outset, one ﬁight wpnder whether qdestionsrof
concept arise with.resPeot'to the Qo:a "technology." Tech- .
nology has-beogme suoh a predOminant part of our way of life
that it mighe be thought that a.fairly cieaf notion of what

it means should be in hand. An examination of The Encyclo-

pedia of Philosophy would .suggest that ”techﬁology" is not a

matter of much philoeophical interest, for there are no
articles Qithrﬁhe headings "Techﬁology“ or “Tecﬁniqﬁe,“ nor
are “technoloQY" of "technlque" cited in ‘the index. l On the
other hand the varlety of deflnltlons of "technology" whach .
have ;ecently_been offered shows that there is not.precise ‘
agreement about what "technology". meaas._ In criticizing some
prevalllng notlons of technology, Peter Drucker has emphas;zed

the importance of an adequate concept of technology (whlch he

IThis omission reflects the situation in contemporary
Anglo-Amerlcan philosophy. ‘The treatment.of "technology" as
a major philosophical problem has been carried on largely
outside of this tradition. In particular, the German
phllosophers Heidegger and Habermas have made technology a
_major theme in their work, but in the context of philosophical
issues whgch are outside of the range of this present study:
the critigque of western metap ysics in Heidegger's case and
the critique of 1deologles infHabermas's case.
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‘argues we'currently lack) for the sfudy of ﬁechnol_ggy.2 In
Ithis seétion I propose to examine a-reﬁreseﬁtétiﬁe selection
of contemporary conceptions bf_technblogy,as exemplified by
recent éttemptg at aefinitipn. This will hélp‘to illustrété
along what lines quésti&ns of concept relating to "tech~
noiogyf lie, li o
) Le£ us bééin by egamiﬁing five definitions of
technology which hévé‘been presentéd in th%.reéént 1iteratufe
of iearned treatises on fechnologf:3 ‘
(l)'"technolOgy' [is] the ﬁental or phy$ical éctivity by .
' which man alone, or together with his fellowmen,
deliberately tries to change or manipulate his

- environment. "4
Bl

. ' 2»Work and Tools," in Technology and Culture, ed.
Melvin Kranzberg and William H. Davenport (N.Y.: Schocken,
1972}, pp. 190-99. :

_ 3he definitions. examined here are drawn from works.
in which some attention is given to the problem of defining
. or stating a working concept of "technology." ' This has
resulted in omitting reference to .some notable writers and
works on technology. - For example, I have been tnable to o
find a clear-cut definition of technology in Lewis. Mumford's
major works on technics and technology (see Bibliography).
Charles Singer et al., in their monumental A History of
- Technology, 5 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954-58) define
technology rather weakly as "how things are commonly done or
made . . . f[and] what things are done or made." As Drucker
has ‘noted, "Singer's great History of Technology abandons the’
attempt to give a comprehensive treatment of its subject with
- 1850; at that time, the editors tell us, technology became

so complex as to defy description, let alone understanding."
(Drucker, .p. 197.) I do not discuss Singer's. definition here.
The definitions which appear in the text of this chapter were
' chosen on the basis. of my search of recént literature on
- technology rfor definitions which exhibit features worthy of
discussgion. o C . E '

i Fo;bes; The Conguest of Nature (N.Y.: New
. American Library, 1968), p. ixX.. * -

.
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(2) “technology is man's efforts to cope with his :
physical environment--both that provided by nature’
and that' created by man's own technolpgical deeds, -
such as cities--and his attempts to subdue or
control that environment by means of his 1mag1natlon
and ingenuity. in the use of available resources.">

- (3) "We . . . define technology as tools in a general
: sense, including machines, but also including such
intellectual tools as computer languages and
contemporary analytical and mathematical techniques.
That is, we define technology as the organization
of knowledge for the achlevement of practlcal
. purposes.

(4) "technology [is] tlie deliberate, rationalized, and
: standardized application of knowledge .for the
purpose of attaining some predetermined end."

(5} "we think of technology as a self-conscious’ organized
means of affecting- the physical or social ‘environ-
ment, capable of being objectified .and transmitted
to others, and effective largely independently of
the subjective dlSpOSltlonS or personal talents

"of those involved.

'Whlle each of these deflnltlons has its own dlStlnCtlve
‘ iempha51s, taken to;etner they disclose a ne;:;‘of themes
whlch figure more or less 1mportantly in each partlcular
definition. The central themes whlch may be 1dent1f1ed

inciude deliberate actlon on the environment, the nature of

the means used, and the character of the end chosen.

b

SMelvin Kranzberg and C. W. Pursell Jr. eds., Tech—
- nology in Western Civilization, vol. 1 (N. Y Oxford
Unlver51ty Press, 1967), pp 4-5 .- '

bEmmanuel G Mesthene, Technologlcal Change, Its .
'Impact on Man and Soc1ety (N.Y.: New American Library, 1970),
p. 25. ‘ . : »

Tcharles A. Tesconi, Jxr. and Van Cleve Morris, The
‘Anti-Man Culture, - Bureautechnocracy and the Schools (Urbana:

' University of Illinois Press, 1972), p. 6,'italics‘omitted;

8yictor.C. Ferkiss, Technologlcal Man, The Myth and
the Reality (N Y.. New Amerlcan lerary, 1969), pp. 37-38.
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Definitions 1, 2; and 5 make . spe01f1c reference to
man's environment, 2 and 5 elaboratlng furthex dlstlnotlons.-
"action on both the physical 1natural or man-made) and soc1al | ot
environment may he involvee. lThé;forms of action-invoived
1nc1ude “change, -"manipulate,"'"cope,ﬁ "subdue," and.
control This aCtion;is destribed as "deliberate" or
self—conscioush'in_l, 4, and 5. 'Indeed;‘the intentionalitf

'of the'actiOn'is.attested to. by the very verbs which are |

used to specify \the forms or action. The emphasis on

knowledge and its application in 3 and 4'aiso‘testifies to

*the'intentionalrmanner of affecting the.environnent which

‘characterizes technology An additional‘attribute of

‘technological actlon is evident in the next two quotations: - 'I-HLT

(6) tedhnology comprlses all that bew1lder1ngly varied . ‘:ﬁfﬁ?
body of knowledge and devices by which man . ' y
progre351vely masters his natural ?nVLronment.

(7) “[technology] encompasses all those forms of
.knowledge and technique which account for man's
‘growing. mastery over.his physical environment and
for his increasing ablllty to achleve human goals w10

In both of these deflnltlons,l mastery -over.the environment
is'a central féature'of technological'action. We are .thus . .
faced w1th a range of technolog1cal actlon ‘on the environment.,
'from the less forceful notlons of "coping" and changlng

through the intermediate notions of "gontrolling" and -

. or. K Derry and Trevor I. Williams, A Short History
of Technology (London: Oxford University Press, 1960), p. 4.

10Nathan Rosenberg, "Technology and the Environment: _
An Economic Exploratlon," Technology and Culture 12 (October, T
1971) :543. : : ) ‘ S
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and "subduing."”
. The secand major theme centers aroﬁﬁd_the nature. of

the means which are used in technology. A-rather large .

riexus of terms is connected with this aspect of technology:

"means," "use," ."tools," "devices," "resources," "technigues

_"knowlédge,"'"organized;" "systematic," and "obhjectified" ar

among the important terms which feature, in the definitions
quoted so far. "Means" and "use" sudgest an instrumental
approach'in whggch means‘ére more or less distinguished from

ends, Deflnltlon 3 places a partlcularly strong emphasis on

"manipulating” to the much more forceful ideas of "mastering"

r

e

"tools," both physlcal and,lntellectual. “Dev1ces (6)11 and

" "resources" (2) also suggest ihstrumentality and the underé

lying metaphor of worklng materials with 1nstruments._’

Regarding tools, Raymond Aron has observed that (deflnltlon 8).

technology narrowly concelved is "1dent1f1ed only w1th the

tools and products of’ lndUStrlallzatlon,“ whlle concelved

more broadly it is not confined to objects, "but relates to

. ) . » » A . .
the whole process of mechaﬁization-—in,other words to the

progressive transformation of humah-behavior'aocording to

one rule alone, that.of efficacy of thought.and computation,

117 will hereafter adopt the convention of placing
the number of the definition referred to after the term,
except when introducing a new definition. New definitions

w12

introduced in the body of the text will be prefaced by a note
in brackets, e.g.: (definition 8). Block quotation deflnltlons

will-he introduced as before.

12Raymond Aron, Progress and D15111u51on (N.Y.:
Praegexr, 1968), p. x1.-‘ ‘ - ‘ -
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Whlle tools are part of the means associated w1th technology,
gtool" or "device" and the use of "resources" to make
."products" do noﬁ yleld a suffic1ent characterizationlof
"means." Others who haVe.warned against focusing too -
narrowly on'tools‘in conceptnalizing "technology?'include
Drucker,13 Mesthene,l4 Ferkiesals and Lewis Mumford-.l6 Aron“
lays‘stress.on "efficacy," a clearly 1nstrumental prlnc1ple
.Charles R. Walker states that (deflnltlon 9). "technology ’
1ncludes both phy51cal ogjects and the technlques assoc1ated
with them_,"l7 1nclud1ng materlals, machlnery, ‘and skills and
procedures. In deflnltlon l "means" are regarded in terms .
of the physical and mental act1v1ty lnvolved -"Technique"

(3, l, 9) is a central notlon which may supplement "toolv"

in characterlzlng the means of technology. In fact I will
argue that "technlque“ is the cru01ally dlstlnctlve notlon

: embodled in technology. =Aron'suggests that 1n.the broader
sense ofvtechnology, “any rationalization of an activity wlth_
a view to manipulation.or planning can be termed-a téchnique."*a_'

]

13"Work and Tools," pp. 192, 198,

14TechnologiCal Change, p. 24.

lSTechnologlcal Man, p. 36

16“Technlcs and the Nature of Man, in Technology and
Culture, ed. Melvin Kranzberg and Wllllam H. Davenport (N.Y.:
Schocken, 1972) p. 203. :

r

l7Modern Technology and ClVll;zatlon, An Introductién .
" to Human Problems in ' the Machine Age (N.Y.: McGraw-Hill, 1962),
- pP. 2. .

18progress and Disillusion, p. xi.

L
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“Technique" draws attention‘to activity as means~‘mental or’

physical act1v1ty becomes formallzed and ratlonallzed in .

"technique" and thus becomes avallable as an 1nstrument

Jacques Ellul treats "technlque" as an extremely brOad notlon,

- -

deflnlng 1t as "the totality of methods ratlonally arrived at

and haV1ng absolute efflclency (for a glven stage of develop—

ment) in everx fleld of human activity. .nl9. Like Aron,

'Ellul empha51zes the "ratlonallty" of "technlque "Method"

L}

and eff1c1ency" suggest the 1nstrumenta1 thrust of "tech-
« ‘

nlque In "technlque,’ act1v1ty, regarded 1nstrumentally

as “method" or means," becomes ratlonallzed or formallzed-

efflcacy" (8) and "effrcmency" are gu1d1ng prlnC1ples which

determlne its -usefulness. : . ' : _ -

Related to “technlque" as an aspect of the means of

technology is “knowledge. ‘ "Knowledge" receives direct

mentlon in 3 4, 6, and 7, ‘but it is strongly 1mplled in 5

and in the deflnltlons of "technlque" put forward by Aron and
Ellul where being "objectified” (5) and ratlonal are key .
features. The link between “technrque“,and'"knowledgef lies
in the notion that techniques, 'as rational formaliéations of
actlon, are statable as technlcal prlncaples and thus
constltutlve of a type of knowledge Iin a later sectlon X
will glve more attentlon to the 1dea that technical prlnC1ples
constitute & category of 1nstrumental knowledge. Here we"

may be satisfied to note that the collection of techniques

19The Technologlcal 5001ety (N Y. Vlntage Books,

. 1964), p. xxv,
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. 1nto bodles of knowledge is a reasonable way of accountlng

for the . Sppposition that' the méans of technology are more
than just a grab bag of technlques and assocxated tools.

“Knowledge“ is often‘said to be ' applled" to technologlcal

_undertaklngs, as in these deflnltlons.

(10) "Technology is the: appllcatlon of organized knowl—
eoge to help solve the problems of our soc1ety n20

(11) "Technology means the systematlc appllcatlon of
sc1ent1f1c or -other organized knowledge to pract1cal

tasks. . , '

In 1ts appliwation, knowledge ;s viewed lnstrumentally, as

part of the means" of technology. The notion that this

. application is systematlc" has an. lmpllClt connectlon with
‘ the ratlonallty of technologlcal means. Technology is not
Smely a random or casual appllcatlon of knowledge the

.formallzed character of the means is- 1n51sted on by “systematic."

In both of the "dbove deflnltions, the knowledge whlch

:15 applied has an addltlonal characterlstz.cc it is “organized."

Mesthene has also pointed to ‘the "organization" (3) ‘of that

knowledge whlch 15 lnstrumental in technology, and Ferkiss

'has also noted the organlzed" (5) character of the means.

Organlzatlon is 1ndeed a central feature of bodies of knowl-

'edge, related to the idea of conceptual structures dlscussed

by Hirst. The notlon is Smely that bOdlES of knowledge are -

20We1sner, Jd. B., "Technology and Innovatlon,' in
Technolégical Innovatlon and Society, ed. Dean Morse 3nd Aaron
W. Warner (N.Y.: Columbia Unlver51ty Press, 1966), P- ll

21John Kenneth Galbralth The New Industrlal State

“(Boston. Houghton-leflln Company, 1967), p. 12.
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distinguished from loose accumulations ofiitems.of knoWledge.
{true statemenrs, princ?pies, laws, etc;) by the fact that
they are to some degree organized or articulateduby concep- - "
:tual structures Whereby.the;items are ordered, classified, and:
'inrerrelated. What makes-technology;'as means, more than -
just a‘grab:bag of techniques is.rhat the technical principles
which they embody are, more or less organlzed into bOdlES of
knowledge avallable for 1nstrumenta1 purposes
In the means" aspect of technologY, the notions of ‘ —

“tpols,f'“technlques," and "knowledge" intergrade into each

other. Physxcal "tools" embody technlcal pr1nc1ples and_

.relate to the technlcal contexts in whlch they are used. But
'“tools“ may, also be 1ntellectual tools. Here the notion
of "tool" becomes connected with “technlque" and technlcal . _.}ﬁi
'prlnclples in the formallzatlon and ratlonallzatlon of
methods. .But‘as techniques-and statements of them aS‘techniCal'

x
A

pr1n01ples become organlzed 1nto bodles of pr1nc1ples, the

.

edge 15 centrally knowledge whlch is applicable and useful -

1n terms of" 1ts "efficiency" and “efflcacy : it is . .‘ ,Fﬂ

. linstrumental knowledge;'.Further, it~is "organized"‘and‘-
-deplojed ﬁsystematicallyz" The~crucial'featnre_of the "means"
of cechnology would thus appear to be their instrnﬁentalit?.
There is no hint of means‘being valued for their own sakes as
worthwhile and'desirable; they aretrather valued as the most
" efficient, effective, and rational route to achierino whate#er

purpoges or ends are desiréd. The “"organization” and o Y
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"systematic application" of knowledge as means may be regarded
as a feature of this overall instrumentality technical
principles.ere_mqre effective, efficient, and ﬁgtional in
‘their. relatibn to each chef.and.ho the ends sought when

dfawn groh organized hodies of knowledge and applied in a

- L] " . r
"systematlc manner.

N

We now turn to_the thi;d'general theme'which arises
in these definitions: the.ends orjphrposes which technology
‘serves. In the definitions which have been cited, the
expreSSions which relate to this third theme include
-“practical purposes'’ ' (3), “predetermined end“ (4), “human

'gcals“ (7)., “prchlems of our society" (10), "practicel tasks"
. (11), "attaining". (4Y, "achievement?b(B),'and "achieve" (7).
"Attein" and "achieve" suggest that the pnrposes; goals, or
ends are the outcones.howandehwhich technology is aimed{"
“Tasksﬂ and'“probleme" suggest‘the connection of Qhat'is.
aimed for‘with'situations in which some end or goal isJ
‘senght, snch as‘;he relief of suffering or £he enhancemenc
cf Tiving conditions. "Practicai"'sdggests the association
‘of the endinsought with\contesz of action and effo:t. it
' suggests that the ehds of technology afe'eeen in reiaticn to
'acting and doing. "Predetermined"” gﬁggests that the ende ofjl

technology~are decided upon'antecedently to their consider-

ation within the’ context of technology " This is an interesfing

p01nt because we will have to inquire what the relation of
technology is to the determinationrof practical purposes.

'None of the definitions presented here suggest .that the
. ) ‘ ~ ' ’

¢



" themes. Yet these definitions establish very little by

they glve rise to condltlons for using the term "technology“ .
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selection_of ends,_goals, and purposes or commitment to : ' ) | ‘i?ﬁii
them is primarily a technological matte:,- The Rresumption |
is rather that‘formuiation of what is to be achieved is . ) 'jf;b
already-in hand; and that technology the;-provides‘the
instrumentality through which the ends are to be attained.

The central character of the ends'of technology would thus
appear to ‘be that they are purposes of a practical nature, and . : .o

that determination of them and commitment to them is a

Ny
~

metter antecedent to technoloéy.- In -this sense, ends to be
echieved are;presuppositions of technoloéy. But this mattex
cannoct be further clarified w1thout attentlon to the ways in
whlch Justlflcatlon relates to technology.

. The definitions of technology Wthh we have considered - “
thus suggest the three major themes of dellberate action on |
the environment, means, and ends. The indiyidual definitions
give unequal weight to the three themes. Some owell otimarily
on the action aspect (1, 2) while others give it 11tt1e or no:
attention (10, 11). Some empha51ze primarily the means (1
2, Sf while others give attention to the end as well (3, 4,
10; 11). We might presume that en,adequate aefinition-of1

technology would give'aobropriate attention to all three .
themselves. It would be rather dogmatic_at.this point to go
on to extract criteria of “technology" out of the'three

themes we have consmdered for we have not demonstrated that

correctly. _ . -
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The themes whichlI have elicited from the definitions

may, howeVer,«point to chat isiinvolved in'clarifying what . : ,_f‘ﬁ
_conditions govern cenﬂkhl uses of the term "technology ;l . - "V;
"Dellberate action ‘on the env1ronment“ calls attentlon to .the

practlcal character of that w1th-wh1ch "technology“ is -

‘concerned. We may however wonder 1f “dellberate" and-"on the.

environment" are not both redundant Specrflcatlons of what

is 1nvolved : “Actlon" is dlstlngu1$hed from “processes" and

*

from "cause- and—effect“ 51tuatlons by its 1ntentlona11ty

Admlttedly, a course of action may 1nclude processes, as

well as events descrlbable in terms of cause and effect.‘

Writing a’ paper typlcally 1nvolves 1og1cal processes of
': thought as well as "causxng marks. to appear on pleces of
) paper. What makes wrltlng a form of action and not just a
\\‘- co;lection of'processes and events“is the_intentionali
| features'bp which‘it is marked.out, such as the_intentiOns.of
putting one's thoughts:in order-and recordingfthem on oo
paper, perhaps withna view.to.reading themflater on or showinq
'them to‘someone else. The differentia'of-human action is ER
"1ndeed 1ts dellberateness, 1n the sense of belng 1ntent10nal
That we deliberate means ch01ce is 1nvolved dellberatlon as
reflectlng on cholces 1mp11es that we 1ntend to do somethlng.
To act" implies a lot more than to "happen," for in the
latter case we do not suppose'that anything was intended It

would be. odd to say, “He acted in such -and-such a’way, but B

[

. he didn't appear to be 1ntend1ng anythlng. ThlS is~

1llustrated by the peculiar case of games of chance, whlch

4
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involve both'intention and chance events: The card
player acts in dealrag cards, but what is 1ntended° - That.
‘certain cards or combinations of®cards turn~up?_ Unless. .

the’ dealer is cheating, the intentional’ features of dealing

are not to be explained’ in terms of caus certain cards

to turn up, but rather in terms of the p osive context of

the card gane, 1n.wh1ch chance events s the falling

of'certain cards,or combinations of the nterpreted and

ills exercised

by compttlng players, the value attrlbuted to dlfferent

cards and comblnatlons of. them, the stakes of the game, or

provided with meaning in relation to th

~ other ways of assrgnlng meaning. (e. g telllng the future)
When the dice are rolled it is with a view to gaining
moves agalnst an opponent dec1d1ng a dlspute, telllng ﬁhe‘
future, or some other purpose. Though the way the dice fall
is a- chance event Jlt is the rational, purposive structure
ofqthe context whlch demands that we v1ew the’ rolllng as an
1ntent10nal act; in thlS respect it is very different from
'what happenS-if the cardé are dropped accidentally Chance .
comblnatlons then occur ;- but no significance is llkely,to be
assrgned to this event other than that approprlate to the
occurrence Yof an accrdent (e g the “clumsiness of the
player might be noted marklng hls failure to act as he’

lntended). When we w1Sh to slgnlfy lack of 1ntent10n we

'usually withdraw the word “act" or ‘verbs 'which- 1mply actlon

' -and substltute a more neutral expre351on such as' "behave,"

-as; "He behaved as 1f he had lost his" w1ts - Of course,_
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there is also a whole class of verbs which refer to things .
" we do not intend but which just happen to us, such as'"fall
stumble,? and "slip," as well as a qlass of verbs whlch N

refer to thlngs we do 1nvoluntarlly, such as “crlnge" and

\ o
ps ) .-

"tremble In a somewhat stronger.sensey "dellberate“ may

be taken to refer not only to lntentlon, but to “plannlng" and

actlng accordlng to a scheme whlch has been thought out |

beforehand. In this sense "dellberate" antrcrpates the sense:

rn which rationality and knowledge relate to the meansfof

. technology. '+ But “plannihg".and,“rationality" may also be

thought of as ways of making more expliCit what ie involved '

in "intention." We may thus take the exprESsion "oeliberate |

action" to he emphaeizing theyrational,'intentional features

.~of action. - y | ’h | o .- . _ A
Agaln, we might- wonder 1f 1t is not the case that | .

all action is, ;in a sense, pn the environment. For how can , ?:

one act wrthout affecting the "environﬁent"?' The "environ-

ment" may be taken_to include our physiaal and,social !

surroundlngs, but we are also increasingly.disposed to

regard our personal self in 1ts bodlly and mental aspects

' as part of our "environment." "Environment" suggests'

little moxe than one's surrounaings; whatever can be described

in terms of a spatial relation to oneself.: It is not

unusual to-speak’of the social and eYen prrvate ne;tal

aspects of one's experlence in terms of their “dlmen51ons,

thelr cllmate,' tHeir geography, proxlmlty,' structure,"

"depth," and so on. It would be puzzling, then, if;any

.
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“actron“ were poss1b1e that.did not affect or change the:
"environment" to.some degree. _From this we. may conclude
that actlon“ and the pract1cal features of-experience ' o o
.whlch it suggests are what is central in the first theme,-
while "deliberateness" and. “envrronment" a;e merely
-elaboratlons of what is already 1mpllClt in this. notlon.‘

The themes of means and ends suggests the dlchotomy
of "task" and.' achlevement" whlch Peters attrlbutes tao
"education " Technology, however, appears to be a
fundamentally dlfferent klnd of term than "educatlon"'
because lt has rno verb form llke "educate. . Although "tech-
'.nology" is concerned w1th actlng and‘d01ng, it is not
'expre551ble as a.form'of_actlon or a thlng Wthh is done. S
It is not a word like purchase"_whlch specrfles a way of C ;;;e
gettlng somethlng Wthh is de51re% or "make" which specrfies' R '1;%”

a way of brlnglng about what''is sought. "Technology" is

rather‘a word like art" which specrfles.a range of thlngs

which are done whlch culminate Ain a type of end which 1s
sought along with the knowledge and sklll 1nvolved in-
:accomplishing this, -Aa further clue may be taken from.the
:etymological ract that "technology" is a dompound term -

'formed from the combination of the Greek words "techne" (art)

and "logos“ (dlscourse). In this respect, "technology" is .
a word like "blology or crlmrnology," where '—ology“ : ‘ 7; ﬁi
suggests discourse on a subject - We usudlly thlnk of the

.accumulated dlscourse on a subject suggested by terms like

“blology" and "crlmlnology"'as a body of knowledge. In
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these terms, "technology" would be a body of knowledge
~ comprised of dlscourse about art. Indeed the Oxford Engllsh
chtlonary defines "technology" thus )

(12) "a discourse or treatise on an art or arts: the
scientific study of the practical or industrial
arts, .. - + Practical arts collectlyely "

"Technology" may turn out to be‘not_so much_actioh as.a kind
-_of deliberation about action. rIndeed,'we may find:thet.the
relation .of means and ehds_in "technology" is a way ofrgi#ing
fcrther specification to what kind_of.a deliheratlon‘ahout

action "technology" is.

3, Technology'as Knowledge: Aristotle's‘conceptioh'

'If we take "knowledgeﬁ ae our clue to the problematic
status of "technology,“‘then the dlStlnCthnS whlch
Aristotle offers are of partlcular 1ntere5t. Arlstotle
':supposes that "all thought  is- elther practlcal or productlve

or theoretlcal n22 that is, concerned with thlngs_done,

- things made, and thinge'whicn have thelr bemng lndependently
of making and doing. Each kind of thlnklng has its truth:
"What affirmation'and negation are in thinking, pursuit and
evoidance are ihndesire."23 Truth‘and falsity gertain to
the cohtemplative'intellect; while "truth in agreement with,
right desire“24lbertains to practlcallintellect; Truth

“in agreement with right de51re is a matter of ch01ce. Choice,

22Metaphysics 6. 1.  1025b.

23Nicomachean Ethics 6; 2,‘1139a.

. 241pi4.

—
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A.in turn, is a matter of "de51re and reasonlng with a v1ew
to an end "25  Just as practlcal intellect aims at an end, so
productlve 1ntellect makes for an end, but that which is

made is not an end in 1tself while that whlch is done may be

such an end: “that which is made is not an end in the s

1

unquallfled sense {but only an end. in @a partlcular relatlon,
and the end of a partlcular operatlon)——only that which is
done is that for a ‘good action is an end, and desire a%ms‘
at this."26 |

Arlstotle assetts that the states in which the
truths of practlcal, productlve, and theoretical thought
. are possessed are "art, scientific knowledge; practical
wisdom, phllOSOpth w1sdom, intuitive reason "27 The flrst
"three states only, and. partlcularly the first and thira, are
treated of here as partlcularly relevant to accountlng for
"technology.‘ I hope to show that there are close connections
between Arlstotle s notion of art (techne) and the concept of
"technology. ' One of the 1mportant ways in Wthh Arlstotle
defines art is by contrastlng it on one hand with . the
theoretical knowledge attalned by sc1ence and on the other
“hand w1th .the practical wlsdom galned from experlence The
latter contrast is partlcularty reveallng because.both art
and’ practlcal wisdom, I shall argue, are concerned with
contexts of, actlon Scientific knowledge lS held to be "a

state of capacity to demonstrate"”;28 itg objects are sald

2°Ibid.  26Ibid., 1139b. . 271pia., 6. 3. 1139b,
. 281p54, ' |
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to be necessary and eternal. Aristotle characterizes art - o
(techne) and praCtical wisdom respectiVéi& as the-reasoned
state of capacrty to make and the feasoned state of capacrty ) | ;g
to act. More partlcularly, "art is ldentlcal wrth a state ,
of capac1ty to make, anOlVlng a true course of. reasonlng nZ9 *
Art, as making,. alms at the productlon of thlngs whlch do not
Ahave in themselves the source of thelr own product:l.on.30
"All art lS concerned w1th coming 1nto being, ile. w1th
contr1v1ng and consrderlng how somethlng may come 1nto
being which is capable of either belng og not belng,
and whose origin. 1s in the maker and not 1n the thlng
) rmace w3l | |

Practical wisdom Aristotle characterizes as "a true
and reasoned state of capacrty to act with regard to the ) ' “i;
thlngs that are good or- bad for man "32 Practlcal wrsdom

‘1nvolves dellberatlon about what is good and expedlent not

in some partlcular respect such as what conduces to health'

or strength but rather "about what sorts of thlngs conduce

to the good life 1n general w33 Practlcal W1sdom is not
concerned with what is 1nvar1ab1e and of necessrty, but rather
w1th what it is possrble to do. It 1nvolves Judgements

about what is to be done. “34

An interesting and rather pecular feature of Arlstotle s .

. account is the dlstlnctlon between makrng and actlng on whlch

291bid., 6. 4. 1140a. - 3OPhysics 27 1. 1925.
o ' ' - \
31ME 6. '4..1140a. . 32NE 6. 5. 1140b. -

| 331bia:, 11408, . 341bia., 1140b.
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he‘insists: "the réasoﬁed state of capacity to act is .
differént.frqm-the reasongd.state'pf capaciﬁy to make . . .
they aréjnbt included one in the‘qther; for néiﬁher]is;

w35

acting making nor is making acting. Since both art and

.practical:wisﬁom clearly inVolvé_deliﬁeration about{thiﬂgs“
wﬂich it is in our power to do and bping'about by our own
‘efforts,38 it is puzzling tha£ the.differeﬂce_betwegn.these
two ways 6f reasoning migﬁt be thought to be so comﬁlete.
Aristotle's justification for this‘distinction has to do Witﬁ;
the.ideé,}presented‘above,'that the pro@ﬁcti?e iptelléct has - :3i
to do with éroaucts which are not ends in themselves, while

. I, L
do with good actions, which are:the

‘piaétical iptellect‘has to
iny.thihgs which may be;ends:in én unquélified sense. Thus,
in distinguishingAbgtween‘making and acting, he says, "while‘
: makihg has an. end éther than itself, action'cannot;;fﬁf
gbod.actiop.itself'is'its end."37 In these paééages}
Aristotle clearly seems to rule éut thé‘possibility of
instrumental éctiohs, that is; actioﬁs Giich éim at éome éna
yet do-not consitute ends in themselves.

In his‘di3cussion of.choiCe,_A:istotle identiffé;
'éhoiée with_what is decided as a result of deliberation_.?’8
He obse?vés'that we‘énly delibérate'about'things_which it
is in our power to do or bring about by_bu; own eﬁquts or

those 'of others. We do not deliberate about the eternal or

351bid., 6. 4. 1140a. 361pid., 3. 3.

371pid., 6. 5. 1140b.  >Srbid., 3. 2-3.
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necessary, but about matters such as medical treatment and
making money. The arts involve more delibegation than the
sciences, because we are more in doubt about matters of art. St
Iheée observations are plain énough. Aristotle's most
remarKable claim here is that we only deliberate about means
and not about ends:
 For a doctor .does not deliberate whether he shall heal,
nor -an orator whether he shall persuade, nor a statesman
whether he shall produce law and order, nor does any one
else deliberate about his end. They assume the end and
consider how and by what means it is to be attained;
and if it seems to be produced by several means they
consider by which it is most easily and best produced,
- while if it is achieved by one ohly they consider how it

will be achieved by this and by what this 'will be
achieved, till they come to the first cause, which in

" the order of discovery- is lasti39 - | . T ;!
Here Aristotle construes.delibér;;ioﬁ'as a'thoréughlyi - L SR
instrumental méde of reasoning. Agaih, Ke séys that'"Thé
- subject of investigation is sometimes the instruménfs,
- sOmetimes.Eﬁe'usé of them; and similarly in the‘other céses-—
sometimes the méaﬁs, sometimes the mode of using it or tﬁe
means of bringing_it about."4q fnfccnnectidn with the notion
of how-thihgs are brought about, Aristotle brings in the
ﬁotioﬁ of_iﬁstiumehtal.adtion: V"hoﬁ'deliberation is about
the_things_to be done by fﬂe_agent himself, énd actioﬁs are
for the sake bffthiﬁgs otherlthan themselves. "4l
. The notion of instrumental.actions is of course.a
highlj pléusible one, yet it is'peculiar.that three chapters

later Aristotle insists that action cannot have an‘end other ‘ .1f

3%1bid., 3. 3. 1112b. .  401bjq4.
411bia.
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itself. The way out of this confusion may'be to suppose that
~ Aristotle wants to say that action in general has to do Wlth
‘what is done for its own sake, although some particular " ‘ | ‘i
actions may be 1nstrumental to other actions which -

approximate more to ends. Production,'on this supposition;
is always and only instrumental to eventual actions Wthh are
ends in themselves. Aristotle's attempt to—distinguish
instrumental from non—instrumental modes o yreasoning
appears to lead him to draw an overly sharp distinctlon
between ‘making and dOing, for all making involves particular S }f
actions, and particular actions may - be regarded as instances
of making . ‘ @*

Aristotle's‘delineation of deliberation as an :

,inStrumental mode of-reasoning is ‘on the face of it puzzling.
It appears to subvert our own notion of moral deliberation,'

for we clearly deliberate often enough about what .ends

ought to .be sought, -4nd we regard such deliberation about f' ' .

ends as standing. in contrast to instrumental deliberation. _‘i ‘ ";
It might appear that Aristotle is making a sociological . o

obséervation when he claims that no one‘de;iberates about his

end. lowever, Aristotle's philosophical concern herelappears

" to be the avoidance of an infinite regress in practical

reasoning: "If we are to be alWaYs'deliberating,‘we shall
have to. go on' to infinity nd2 His claim would seem to be

“that whenever we deliberate, we assume an end and our . f

]
- . ,

- 421pida., 3. 3. 1113a. . Coe o (re- S




deliberation amounts to reasoning about which means to

the end is to be ehqsen.b‘What is implied is that when we

.appear to be deiiberating about ends, we are deliberating ' | v;_

abpu;,them as meens to the prior end which.is already aesﬁmed

for the pereosee_of the deliberation. Since en§ end which

is aseumed can in tﬁrn.be_deiiberatedlabout as a means to a

further endy thie view‘ef practic&l reeson iodks towafde'.

some ultimate or hlghest end which prov1des a stopplng place

for justlflcatlon., Indeed, Arlstotle says.

If, then, there 1s some end of the. thlngs we do, Wthh
we desire for its own sake (everything also being
desired for the sake of this),.and if we do not choose
everything for the sake of something else (for at that
rate the process would go on to infinity, so that our .
desire would be empty and- valn), clearly thls must be
the good and the chief good

-

" In Arlstotle S V1ew, this chief good is that whlch is studled o >
by politics, the master. art. ‘

We have, however, become suePLC1ous about the SR '. o _ﬁ
'pOSSlblllty of attaining a- useful degree of certalnty ‘concern- B
1;g what is -the hlghest good for man, especially when it is D3
identified w1th the good of the state. Any accpunt ofathe:
goo@_for man is always open _to further,questioning.' It is:'
_never nohsense to inQuire about a supposed good thihg,"even | | 5j§
a claimant for the title of highest good, "Yes, but is that
good?" If we are not sb wiliing as Aristotleﬂto look towards
some ultlmate end or chief good, we may be disinclined” to.l

agree that ends cannot be dellberated about. We do

deliberate abou; ends, but we deliberate about them with

431bid., 1. 2. 1094a." o o
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respect tb-moral or other non-instrumental principles, ‘
and not_jpsﬁ with respect to further ends. |

The modern hotion'qf "technology";as delibefate
action.éh the environment. in order to ééhieve pré@etermined
énds‘accords Qitﬁ Aristotle's notion of praductiVe reaéon,

but it sgﬁstitutes the notion of instrumental action for d

- .

"making." Technology is held to involve dction, yet it is

action in its instrumentality with which'it‘is concerned.

The ends are assumed and predetermined fo;_such action, a

view which.agrees'with Aristotle's notion of deliberation.

Technologylis;cohcefned with pfoduting'gffects on the

environment, and.thus may be-viewed as a matteﬁ of productive

_ thought. Viewed in this way, technology would be concerned

with both acting and making, action which is regardéd as .

- ‘ ’ t ! -
making. There are thus notable connections between

Aristotle's conception of produétive reaéoﬁ and the usage

of "technology" exemplified in the recent definitions which

[ .
I have discussed. 44

How does this modern notion of "technology” accord

'with the ancient Greek idea of techne (art) and the related

notion, technologia? R. G.:Coliingwood has pointed out that

the aesthetic sense of the.word‘"artf is a very recent usage.

o 444ere 1 am only claiming that there are certain’
connections which ctan be described and which offer some
clarification. I am not proposing that the "modern notion"
is to be recommended in virtue of these connections, but
simply noting in what ways it preserves features picked
out in Aristotle's'qnalysis of . productive reason.

.
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What is meant in ancient Greek by "téchne" and in ancient
. Latln by "ars" is somethrng-qurte different:
. It means a craft or specialized form of skill, 1like - S

‘carpentry-or smlthylng or surgery. The Greeks and Romans
had no conception of what we call art as something different

from craft; what we call' art they regarded merely as a group
of crafts, .such as the craft of poetry . « . which they
conceived, . sometimes no doubt with- misgivings, as in
principle just like: carpentry and the rest, and differing
from- any one of these only in ‘the sort of way in which
any one of them differs from any other.é B
Colllngwood observes that "technic or the phllosophy of craft"
began. to be dlsentangled from the aesthetlc only in the seven-
‘teenth century; in the late eighteenth,century the distinction
between "fine arts" and "useful arts" became current;hs -
- While Collingwood is.concerned to characterize the
emergence of the more differentiated concept of."artﬁ which
is connected with’ that for which we have aesthetlc regard, the
older sense of."art" as skill or craft clearly surv1ves
When we speak of medrczne or educatlon as an "art,"” we invoke
this older sense, In such cases, we are not* ususally drawrng. --T
attentlon to the aesthetlc characterlstlcs of the under—.
takings, but to their skilled or craft- llke character
When Arlstotle speaks of art - (1 e. techne) as the
state. of reasoned capacity to make, he is clearly g1v1ng a’
formulatlon of the concept ofrart as skill or. craft. The

- examples whlch he gives 1nclude med1c1ne and archltecture

N %,

45R G. Ceollingwood, The PrlDClplLS of Art (London: Co _ .
Oxford University Press, 1958J, P. 5. : S

46Tbid., p. 6.
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" Each art is said to have its end: that of medicine is
health, that of shipbuiilding.is a vessel.47 Further, art -
as a making involves more than just experiencé: ‘
Now art arises when from many notions gained by.exﬁerience
one universal judgement about a class of objects is |
produced. For to have a judgement that when Callias was
ill of this disease this did him good, and similarly in
the case’of Socrates and in many individual cases, .is a . .
matter of experience; but to judge that it has done :
.good to all persons of a certain constitution, marked
off in one class, when they were ill of this. disease, _
e.g. to phlegmatlc or bilious people when burnlng with
fever--this.is a.matter of art.48
What is dlstlnctlve about Aristotle's account is that he does
not just leave the matter hanglng by saylng that art.is skill
or craft in making:r he characteriZes art as a form of kncwl—
edge in terms of its status as the reasoned capac1ty to make .
"Art or techne, on Arlstotle s account would appear to accord-
well with our notion of'“techqology,'.and to help make'clear-
ﬁechnology's status with respect to knowledge. Technetvis
.‘knOchdge'abOut-making}.involving deliberation about means
which are producﬁive of ends already chosen. What is
produced;by bringing to bear the knowledge of techne is not
, . i S . k o
necessarily a material product. For example, the art of
medicine aims at producing. health.
Yet "techne"” is not eguivalent to "technology,” and

we may take yet a further etymological clue. "Technology"”

combines'"techné".and_"ldgos.“"The meaning of "logos" is

47NE 1. 1. 1094a.

48Meta 1. 1. 98la.
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' usually'translated_as "reason" or."discourse,“49 Thus

“technology" may he-seen to combine “art" in the sense‘of

' crart'or productive;knowxedge.anda"logos,"'reason or L . : "
'dlscourse,' This View is embodied in'R. J. Forbes' observatlon

.that "Technologla orglnlally meant giv1ng rules to the

'arts '"50 It'is also clear in the O E.D. deflnltlon of Y
L. ’ :
“technology as a dlscourse on an art or arts. On this e ’

v1ew,.1t is- correct to thlnk of "technology" as dlscourse

- about - productlve knowledge or a reasoned orderlng of

;productrve knowledge The-understandlng to whlch we have '_ .';.,”
now come 1is that "technology" constltutes not only a kind of

knowledge, but an orderlng of thlS knowledge 15 dlscourse.

This reconstructlon of the meanlng of "technology"'may-be

compared w1th the view often malntalned in contemporary

definitions that “technology" Ls the’ organlzatlon of knowl— S

.'edge for achieving any sort of practlcal purpose. 1t is

the discursive orderlng of productlve knowledge, productlve - _ a'if

kndﬁledge being knowledge of how to achleve predetermlned ends.
One flnal 1n51ght whlch we may draw from Arlstotle s

. account has to do w1th how the’ varlous kinds of knowledge

- may be classed w1th regard to how they are esteemed :In the

. 7. -
Metaphysics, he observes that the branches of knowledge'

which are directed to "recreation" (he CLtes the mathematloal

arts as an example) are regarded as superior to those

. 49Martin HE1degger, Belng and Tlme (N Y.: Harper and
Row, 1962) , P. 55.

‘ 50'.I‘he Conquest of Nature, Technology and Its v f « ::in
Consequences (N.Y.: ‘New American lerary, 1968), p. 126. : o

3
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branches of knowledge Wthh aim at utllltg, belng dlrected |
to the necessrtles of life. Experlence, productlve knowl-
edge, and theoretical knowledge stand in a hlerarchlcal

reldtion to each other: '"the man of experience'islthought

- to be wiser than‘the pdssessors of any sense-perceptiOn

A\

whatever, the artlst w13er than the men' of expérlence, the

master-worker than the mechanlc, and the theoretlcal klndS~

of knowledge to be nmore of the- natu&e of Wlsdom than the

productlve "51 Aristotle presents the view that w1sdom is
knowledge of pranC1ples and causes and thus 1nvolves knowl-~
edge of unlversaIs.‘ He remarks that experlence is knowl~
edge of 1nd1v1duals, art of unlversais and actlons and .

productlons are all- concerned with the 1nd1v1dual "32 ‘rhe’
manual worker, hiilng experlence, 15 able to act but the'

master worker has the theory and knows. the causes of thlngs.

0
hlS knowledge is shperlor“because he recognlzes both the‘

.

unlversal .and - the 1nd1V1dual Techne then, is superlor to .

»

experlence 1n matters of productlon 1n &hat it- 1noludes knowlh

edge of the unlversal regardlng productlon. To the extent

bl

however that techne alms at. utlllty, 1t is inferior - to _

: knowledge-whrch is purely theoreticarga.lndeed"Aristotle'sI

characterlzatlon of techne 1s that it 1s.necessar11y

’

1nstrumental it has an .end which is- other than 1tself " A, -

__51m11ar status may be clalmed for "technology" ;n our

¢ontemporary understandlng of 1t ‘"technology, ‘as : ‘$T”
L ,pr ! o " R - T ] . - & ) '
.o .5‘1meta 1. 1 981b. . "  *521hsd; 981a. '
B . Fir - : w . R . " . n . .
‘ ‘ﬁk‘ ) o o P _ .
° fﬂﬁ “ t et ; - ) g 3
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instrumental knowledge, may be regarded as superlor to
‘productive cépablllty which is not theoretlcally informed,
but subordinate to non- 1nstrumental knowledg& of what 1s true-
or worthwhile, ; _— w“ o

S What has been gained by these.conslderations is a-
plcture of the extent to whlch the foundatlons of the-
eplstemologlcal status of technology have already been
worked out in Aristotle' s thought Further, it has been .
shown - that our present understandlng of "technology".has
clearlf/dlscernable conceptual Yoots in the ancient Greek

thought to which the etymology of the term may be traced. -

Arlstotle s treatment of techne in relatlon to practlcal

r
.

productlve and theoretlcal knowledge furnlshes an account

of the connectlons holdlng among art, actlon, and.deliberation
whlch prov1des the basis for understandlngk#technologym as
dlscourse aboubuproductlve knowledge. Aristotle'sAdistinctlon- -
between maklng _and "doing" cannot be- sustalned fd& all
cases of "doing," but 1t polnts to the lmportant dlfference
between_practical_reason and productlve reason,. Whlle both

productxve reason and practlcal reason reflect on,courses of

~

actlon, the character of dellberatrpn is dlfferent in each.

lest and Peters espouse a conceptlon of practical dlscourse
Wthh includes both moral and technlcal dlscourse,.but the -~
.;practlcal w1.60m whlch Arlstotle addresses acCords more with
our notlon of moral and prudentlal reasonlng ' We shall have

to be cautlous about embraC1ng a conceptlon of: practlcal

reason which sucks up both moral reason and technlcal reason,
. w
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because there ete important‘distinqtions bétween the two .
" which need td be maintained. while‘Atistotle nolds that
dellberatlon is qlways about means, 1t has become more ; : | AZJ
usual to conceive of technlcal reason as dellberatlon about

means, and to conceive of moral reason and other non- )
‘lnstrumental forms of practical reason as de11beration about
what ends'are wotthwhile in themselves. our contemporary Y
dlstlnctlon between technical or 1nstrumental reason, and non-
instrumental forms of reasonlng about action appea:S‘to
preserve.the gist‘of Arietotle'e distinctionfbetween

~

productive ahd pradtical reason. We haVe_here teconstructed
“teennology".as discourse about-productive 3nowledge in'

the sensé of the reeéoned {or discyrsive) etdering of . Afﬁ
produetive knOwledée: "Dwelling on Aristetle's distinqtione
"has helped us to attaln some ‘clarity about. how "technology
stands w1th respect to- knowledge.f We ‘now need to_glve ful}e;-
attentlon.tO'tne'nature of technicelidiecoutse nnd its: '

relation to practical discourse.

s

4. Technical Discourse:

. 'Thie éection aims at'fuftherAepistemo}ogieal
characterizatidn of "technology" throngh inqniry into:thelﬁ
natnre of tecnnieal distourse. This is based on the '
suéposition that fteghnelogy“'ie'concerned with;matters of
~ “"technigue" and with tne whole sphere of "the technical.

.tI pos ulate that Qe_noﬁ use tne terms ?techninue“ and . K
"tég:iical" to pick out the general way of'lookin;'at things

with which "technology" is concerned. . "Technology," it is
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:ant1c1pated ~refers to the orderlng or organlzatlon of

-technlcal knowledge On this: supp051txon, "tech:ology" ‘

would be the organlzatlon of technlques or technlcal prln— -h ' —
-ciples, along w1th the study of - these pr1nc1ples, into a body
of knowledge ‘To justify such a conception, the'guestion of
.what constltutes a "technlque" must be addressed. An:
addltlonal supp051tlon, whlch was - announced in Chapter Three,
is that: technlcal discourse and moral dlscourse are both .
1ncluded in thé broad category pf practical dlSCOUISE
-Practlcal dlscourse, 1t will be recalled is that area of
discourse ‘which has to do wlth ‘what ought,to be done; with
such questlons as "What ought I to do?" and "Why do this
rather than that?" The questlon now atlses as to whether
thlS conception abandons the dlstlnctlon between practlcal _ ."i
and productive reason worked out- by Arlstotle I he;e use |
"practical reason" and "practical dlscourse“ to refer to all

reasoning and discourse about'action, w1th the prov1so that

the cruc1al dlfferences between 1nstrumental and non—
instrumental forms of reasonlng and dlscourse about actlon -

are to be\sustalned and noted Thus practlcal reason" in

Pl

this'acceptation refers to more than one mode. of dellberatlon.

In this section, I W1ll attempt to show how technlcal

. .

'dlscourse can be dlstlngu1shed from other forms of practical-

dlscourse, partlcularly moral dlscourse, and suggest how this.

-

'dlstlnctlon can contrlbute to clarlfylng the concept of
‘“technology The questlon of how technlcal judgements are’

‘to be justified will be -touched on brlefly o
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It will be recalled that in Chapter Three I CIlthlZ&d
lest s view that practlcal dlscourse is comprlsed of moral
and technlcal statements (1nclud1ng pnanc1ples and judgements)
as being too narrow. That the practlcal is a wider sphere
'recerves some support from R." 8. Peters' reference to "the'_.
practlcal types of knowledge 1nvolved in moral prudentlal

and technical forms of thought and action. w53 In Chapter

-'_ Three, I attempted to show that practical discourse may'

include statements reflecting prudential, utilitarian ior
expedientl, aesthetit, and (for lack of a'better term)
hedonist{o considerations, none of which yield distinctively7
moral or»technical sorts of,statemen:s. “ Such cases are
coﬁmon enough, and present no special-difficultles in
practical disoourse.A‘Difficulties, hoWever, are epcounteredf
when an attempt is madé to show what is dlstinctiVe‘about any
of these types-of statements. My central purpose here is to

n

clarlfy what features dlstlanlSh technlcal statements, and
in what wise they are dlfferent from moral.statements. I
must at the outset express doubt that technical 5nd moral
statements can be adequately characterlzed in purely formal
terms - G. J. Warnock, in his examlnatlon of moral arguments,
‘has concluded_that there is nothing formally distinctive
about moral'arguments- their specral features lle in what
such arguments are about.%? I shall nevertheless consider

.". r.

A

53Ethics and Education, p. 50.

54Contemporary Moral Philosophy (London: Macmillan,
1967),.p . 76. , .-
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\\Epe form of technical statements and judgements{ but'my

_expectation5is that this will merely contribute to

_clarlflcatlon rather than offerlng a conclusrve I - . .-

characterlzatlon of technical dlscourse.

In inquiring: into the_nature of technical discourse,
we may start with questioning what it is for something to be

,celled "technicalr" This is reminiscent of Peters’

strategy in asking "What is an educatlonal process’" as a way

of getting clear about "educatlon. We are not just concerned
with. "processes™” though, for-certain,events, aétivities,
institutions, physical objects, areas of study, ehterprisee, flf\
and so on, are commonly ealled "technical® (the.same; of course,
is true of 4educatiohal") Whlle 1t is logrcal to assume
that things are sald ‘to have a "technlcal" character when‘ - B .{ﬁ
they are concérned w1th technlques 1n some 1mportant way,“
the great varlety of thrngs of whrch "technlcal" may be |
predlcated suggests that it encompasses a much larger realm
than “technlque"_ltself The domain of "the technrcal“ |
. might be said to be the ‘domain ofrthiﬁgs,.whether physical
!objects, precesses, activiﬁies,‘events, etc., which'have-a
certain character marked out by their relation to {e.q.
thelr use of, 1n, for, or interest in) techniques. .
Let us-examine some familiar contexts in which
"techniealﬁ is used. We often speak of fteéhnical problems"
which arise in connection with "technical operations." We

may wonder if something is "teéhnically feasible." When

such feasibility is at issue, we may say of the matter that
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it is a "technlcal questlon In such contexts, questions

-

of method procedure, means, or instrumentation are invofed}
If I hear thgt a television program has been interrupted for
"technical reasons, I may assume that some problem with
respect to the means or 1nstrumentatlon by which television
programs are_broadcast is involved rather than, say, the
intervention of government censorship, which mlght be an
1nterruptlon for moral or polrtlcal reasons. If an englneer
tells a real estate developer that the structure which he had
hoped to erect is not “technlcally feasible," the developer
may assume that the methods and materlals whlch would be
requrred are not avallable, rather than 1mput1ng to the

\

englneer an expre551on of moral or aesthetlc scruples about

the building of such a structure.' What these cases‘have_rn
common is thelr central concern w1th the instrumental

features of a 51tuat10n.

- : Another common usage of, "technical" isrexemplified

when an author announces that a word is being used in a

"technical sense."” Similarly, a person may say that he is

'doing something for “technical purposes." If a writer says

that he is using a word such as'“unconsc1ous" in a "technlcal"
sense, he announces his 1ntentlon to’ restrlct its meanlng to
some narrow or unusual specification which stands in contrast

to the more familiar ordinary usage. He might,. for example,.

r.stlpulate that by "unconsc1ous," he will mean ‘an entity . ;

marked out by certaln psychoanalytlc postulates which he will

1ndlcate. Similarly, when someone announces that they are

~doing something for ftechnical‘purposes," they call attention

]
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to the restricted_iight in which their project is to be
seen. If someone says that he uses a partlcular sort of motor
0il in his automoblle s englne for "technical® purposes, we
may be assured that he does not-do so because‘he-believes he
‘has a moral obllgatlon to do so, or that he expects to derlve
any great‘pleasure from doing so. In these examples,
‘"technlcal" serves to announce‘the_testriction of intent or
interest to;certain dimeneiehs only. . These dlmenSLons
:comprlse the instrumental features of the situation. If a
.preelse speC1f1catlon is demanded-for what-ls involved in’
© . the "technical use of a word" or'"doing something fot téchnicai
"purposes,” one must point. to the "technlcal problens or
dlfflcultles“ which are ant1c1pated in connection w1th the
situation being considered. ‘

The two_hsages-of fteehnical" which we have identi-
fied--concern with the instrumental featutes of a situation
and announcement of restriction of intefest to such features-—
clearly go hand in hand and are matters of emphasis. Both
the notion that "technlcal“ refers to matters whlch are not

of a "general" naturé and that instrumental features are what

is of concern will be evident ln the central contexts in .

which the word 1is used ThlS is eV1dent in 51tuatlons such °
as medical examlnatlons, in whlch what transplres is
typically. accbunted for im technlcal terms. One of the
-genera} features df a med;dal examlnatlon is that ittis an
encounter between two persons, but it is dlfferent from.a
soc1al“ encounter in' that attention is largely drawn to - the
technical characte;-ef what is going on. The doctor offers

3
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technical ekplanations, i;e._explanations in medical terms,
of what he is doing. . He offers instrumental justifications
for what he does: if he performs an unpleasant operatlon, it
fs "for the -good of the patlent ‘The doctor professes to
have a technlcal 1nterest only in the parts of the patlent S
body which are under examlnatlon, he attends to what is
meglcally typical of features of a given bodily part, rather
than'what features contribpte to.the.patientﬁs personal
identitY: In‘contemplatfng treatment, the doctor may
ask himself, "What ought I to.oo?“ His concern in
prescribing "this drug‘rather than'that?orog+'wfll be .
technical though. The fnterest in such practical.
deliberationris technical rather than morai‘or hedonistic:
the doctor is concernedfwith,what will be productive of .
therapeutic results. His aim is to produce a cure.
External features of the situation draw attentidn to the
" technical oharaoter of the 0peration too: the presence
of‘uniforms,-instruments, medicat staff, and the way the
'room is oréanised all attest to the teohniCai nature ofrthe
.situation.. Because the patient may be ‘made uncomfortable by
‘being treated as a téchnical object the doctor, must take-
.counter measures to show that he respects" the patlent s
dlgnlty and 1ntegr1ty as a person. The ways in which the

doctor may express his care for the person are llmlted

however, by the technlcal purposes with whlch he is: prlmarlly.

_concerned Thus he may seek to reassure the person, ‘but he
is not likely to say, "Let's forget thls 51lly examlnatlon

and go for drlnk together .-In. such a‘situation, "technical”

»

+r
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serves tohdesignate the restricted'and non—éeneral;character
of what is going on, and to call attention to emphasrs on the
1nstrumental features of the 51tuat10n 55 . .

Reflectlng on the above. example, we may 1nqu1re what
is the dlfference between the moral and technlcal outlooks
~on a srtuatlon. Peters has obsexrved that practlcal pursults
involve standards derlvatlve from the practlcal purposes_
whrch they ernbody-"s6 In a medlcal examlnatlon, the technrcal
concerns lnvolve a restrlctlon of 1nterest to very narrowly
concelved standards, means, and ends, The end is a cllnlcal
diagnosis of a specrflable sort, the means are chosen for
their effectlveness and efflcrency, the standards are
'those medical standards Wthh pertain to such an examination.
'Moral rnterest glven the same srtuatlon, would be concerned
with addltlonal features of it. It would 1nvolve a 'more
embracrng concern for the persons 1nvolved as belng more
than ;ust doctor and patient. It would tend to concelve of
the 51tuatlon as connected with and constltutlve of a way of
llfe It would 1nclude 1nterest in the possrbilltres for

i

beneflt or harm opened up by each aspect of the 51tuat10n,
A Y

1nclud1ng the end whlch is envrsaged the means anddmethods'

—

55Aristotle often used the example of med1c1ne to draw
out the characteristics of "techne. The example of the
medical examination was suggested to me by Joan Emerson's
article, "Behavior in Public Places: Sustainrng Definitiohs
'of Reality in Gynecological Dxamlnatlons," in Recent Sccrology
No. 2, ed. Hans Peter Dreitzel (N.Y.: Macmlllan, 1970),
pp. 73-97. :

56"Educationand the Educated Man,™ p. 17,
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which feature as aspecCts of the interaction, and the .

L]

sufficiency_of the standards applied for characterizing a

fully human engagement..-The technical view, to maximize its - PR,

N

own internal standards, must dispense with as much of this
larger outlook~as possible, The larger cutloock embraces
 what is too unique, non- repeatable, or non- formalizable, too .

-

llttle amenable to eff1c1ent methods, too llttle concerned

with an 1nstrumental v1ew of the 51tuatlon.
A dlstlnctlve feature of our medlcal example is that

the end is assumeq and not a matter .of dellberatlon. 'The B vy

"technlcal“ outloek appears to assume a quite specifiable and _".' '~;€
llmlted sort df%end capable of belng restrlcted to a
\“partlcular occa51on or. partlcular sorts of occa51ons, and
separable from means. ‘Gettlng trafflc of a spec1f1able klnd
and intenSity across a certaln rlver or brlnglng about a
partlcular sort of learnlng of certaln subject matter. 1n a
partlcular populatlon of learners are examples of ends
which accord wlth a technlcal approach The moralloutlook
., does not appear to assume such partlcular ends-in—vieu. Rather,
it miéht involve asking- what importrcertain attitudes-towards
‘travel or'learning have for.a form of. life which is-thought
worthwhile. The view taken here is then that the determlnataon
of .ends lles out51de of: the .technical provrnce.. This is true., -
‘even in’ the case of dec151on—mak1ng technlques such.as those |
‘assoc1ated with operations research Such technlques may. ald
decision maklng by helping to make relevant lnformatlon_
avallable, but they are never suff1c1ent for rullng on a ) .:'n

de0151on. The real ends for: whlch_such‘technlques are’

-




* here anyway) * The technlcal.outlook, on the other hand

oL 1es —
instrumenfal are built‘ihto the “decision criteria" which
are adopted fh using the.techniques. Of'qourse there are
"technical purposes,” but“teohnicai purposes are always . . 7‘ : ”ah
subordinate to purposes which are not'merely technical.
"Technical" p01nt; to the 1nstrumental capablllty of
facilitating that whlch lles out51de of 1tself - Thus the
practlcal purposes ‘or ends towards which practlcai pursults‘
are’ dlrectéd help to. 1dent1fy whether prlmarlly a moral- or
technlcal outlook is 1nvolved ) o

Peters' characterization of the. noh—instrumehtal’

attitude is helpful here. When a non lnstrumental attitude
is adopted (a) thlngs are done for thelr own sake; (b)’ .
features of the means matter, ‘and (c) there is care for i ;'-;
' standards which are’ constltutlve of performlng the act1v1ty'
“A

well.?7  with respect to b, 1t mlght be added that thls

*lnvolves regardlng the means as if they were, to a certaln

.\_ O ey

.'extent, ‘ends. Hav1ng a moral outlook lt may falrly be*
said, 1nvolves adoptlng tha non—lnstrumental attltude, ;

'_though this does not furnlsh us Wlth a loglcally sufflclent

—

picture of morallty (whlch it is not my purpose to prov1de

necessitates what we may caill the inStrumental attltude

The 1nstrumental attltude, I suggest, may be characterlzedl
as follows. (a) thlngs are done for some extr1ns;c purpose,
(b) the features of the means whlch matter are chlefly thelr )

‘eff1c1ency and effectlveness, and (c) there is concern’ for

Al

37nThe Justificatioh‘of-EducatiOn,"‘p. 245. ., -
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matters- of oost, profit,-and time rEquired In the moral
outlook there is. concern with the. internal features of what
is gorng on V1ewed as worthwhlle an themselves,-whlle the
technlcal outlook seeks the most eff1c1ent and effec'!?e
'means to an end which 1s assumed and already chosen’.

Having 1nd1cated in a broad way what "the technlcal"r
. may be taken to 1nclude I would like to con51der what is
meant by "technlque Matters of “technlque" are oftenl
thought to be recondlte, thlS in part is why we flrst‘
oonsidered the mundane usage of "technical" to. -pick out matters
.where instrumentality and "technlque" are at stake. .The
- Q.E.D. deflnes “technlque" thus.

hl

Manner of artistic executlon or performance in relation
to formal or practical details (as distinct from
general effect, expression, sentlment etc.); the
mechanical pr formal part of an art, esp. of any :

of the fine arts; also, '‘skill or ability in this
department of one S art; mechanical skill in artistic
work. : ' o

Keeping in mind that we'understand by "art" the :
"general notion of productlve knowlegge ar know1n’£how to act-
' so as to make or produce, I propose to inquire whether we -
;may understand by "technlque" the notion of a prlnc1ple -of -
action. Examples whlch may be glven 1nclude "swxmmlng
technique,"” "scientific technlque,'*“therapeutlc technlque,
and "reading techniqueté I suggest thajt each case 1nvolves,,
hypothetically'at-least"an objectlflable rulé of action
_welther statable prop031tlonally or. demonstratable S0 that f

any person of normal capac1t1es could wrth approprlate

tralnln? acqulre the rule of action . idnd be capable of
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‘exefcising it. For example, my readlng technlque" might be
'lto scan each llne of prlnt from 1eft to rlght with a few
;eye movements as p0551b1e, preferably three or less. This | ' \i
1s a statable and teachable pr1nc1ple of actlon. ’

On thlS understandlng, to use a "technlque" 1s to
act (on a 51tuatlon) accordlng to a rule. - My "readlng
technlgue“ may be contrasted w1th some. other: cases It
‘would be. senseless to speak of one's “dlgestlve techn1que“~
because no rule follow1ng act1v1ty is possible in this |
case Unless I ‘am tralned ‘in yoga or usmngtblo feedback
-:technlques,‘I lack the actlve and 1ntent10nal control over .
o .omy dlgestlve processes ‘which would make it meanlngful for .
me to speak oﬁ my technlque of dlgestlng._ Likewise, 1t
‘would be puzzling to speak of‘someone s "technique" of ‘ R S B
falllng out of bed because such lnC1dents are supposed to
be acc1dental and unlntentlonal lacklng Opportunltles for
.rule governed act1v1ty. "It would be odd though perhaps" ]
plau51ble, to speak of one's’ "technxque" -for wanderlng through
a crowd "Wanderlng through a’ crowd“_suggests a rather random,
hit-or-miss way. of pI*edJ.ng, w:.th mlnlmal opportunltles for
.lfollow1ng a rule of actfpn.' Howeve;, the I'technlque, 1it
'mlght be explalned consmsts of alternatlvely passlng to the n
..left and to the rlght of ‘each person that is 1nn3he way of
‘one's walk through the crowd To speak of a "technlque" of |
‘breathlng suggests ‘a. borderllne case. We usually breathe
-more or less automatlcally, barely conscxous of the 1ntake

( -

and outflow of air¥” or the expan51on and contractlon of our,;

A Y

chest; An athlete, singerx, or‘p;actltloner_of yoga, however,

+ e n - . . ; . - v
¥ T L A ki . . . L - -
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) might adopt "a conscious and ruiefgoverned mode of acting
regarding his breathing; he might follow particular-rulea

of action regardlng depth and frequency of breaths, degree '
! C 2
of lung- expan51on, rhythm and cadence of breath and so on. ‘

We may quite properly speak of a "technlque" of reasoning, .

for actlon includes. thought and expression. Our "technique”

of.reasonlng might be a logical rule'such'as those laid

down 1n formal loglc or the ones we are u51ng here whlch . e N
are drawn from conceptual analy51s. "Method" is =a casel

.related to "technique.“ A "method” picks out a regular,

-

' orderly, or logical procedure for dorng somethlng. It

.jthus refers to rule-governed actrvrty, llke "technlque.
'"Method ". however, does not. necessarlly plck out a particular

formal rule; lt may refer to a way or manner of doing

something Wthh embodles,a whole group of'tecnniques, the

latter not necessarily béiﬁ§ clearly specified'or thoughttof
as "techniques." "Method" thus seems to.be a more general - j ;:;
and complex notion than "technlque. - g “ . S
i A ,technlque,' as a principle of action, can be
eXEmplifred only.;n cases Qhore bothlrntentional_action and

a rule of.action are present. It is conceivable that someone;

. mlght intend thag somethlng come to pass, e.g. having as '

many pleasurable experlences as p0551ble, without any rule

of actlon belng 1nvolved,.or with 'a d/;ferent rule being

involved-each time. SuCh a person would- intend to. have .
pleasurable experlences, but he would not necessarlly have

any partlcular "technlque for brlnglng this about. Indeed it
is hard to imagine.what would count as an‘example of such a |

"technique."
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Yet:nct any rule of action is a technique.' For
1nstance, "Be kind to others" and "Never tell lies" are rules
'of action, in that they prescribe-how .one ought to act.
Such prescriptions typically function as moral rules in
which the notion of some intrinsic good is a built-in
feature. They are at the very least prudential adﬁonitions .
which prescribe how to act to;eecure what‘;s in one's
interest. Morallend'prudentiel'rﬁles df actioh exemplify ‘
.what is thought'part of a worthwhile form' of life. >§
"Technlques," on the other hand are purely formal and
neutral.w1th respect to the worthwhlleness ot what is
accompllshed by the action. They view what is done solely )
.ln an 1nstrumental light.‘ For 1nstance,'“start your swing
at waist level and follew through" has' no méral 1mpllcatlons
‘but cnly the instrumental function of producing an effective
handling of the racquet in tennis.- It is a technique,.not.
a moréi'rule. : ¢ L r
"Cross on the green ldght"_is a rule of action which

presents an odd cagél_ It might plausibly_be viewed as a”
"technique" for- crossing the street, but it‘functions
chiefly as a,soc1ally agreed upon conventlon about QOw to
act in a certain situation. It 1s not 51mply a "technlque"
which may be split off from 1ts social context and replaced
lw1th another 1nd1v1dually chosen "technique" thought to be

.

,superlor. While 1t is a rule which pertains to 1nstrumental
4 CoL
and prpdential considerations,ait is more imbedded in its -

soclal context than "techniques"‘typically are. "Techniques"

AN
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~are rules of action whlch are thought to be replaceable or
_exchangeable as a matter of optlon Social conventions do not
‘carry this.take-it-or~leave—it‘character. The puzzllng thlng; o v
about calling "cross on the green lightﬁ a "technlque" is
that a range of opticns for comlng to a choice about how to
cross the street is not avallable unless we'- deC1de to deny
the soc1al conventlon about how streets are to be crossed
It ‘is not a matter of “technlque" so much as- submlttlng to ; ,‘ d
the convention or rejecting it. Such a rule of action is
" .imbedded in our way of life to an extent that it is peculiar’
to regard it as a "technique; except nith a view to
revising sociai_ onvention. ' - ' j&
A "technique," then, is a formal rule or principle of
actlon whlch states the 1nstrumenta11ty through whlch somethlng
-may be accompllshed in a context where a range of possibil-

~a

ities regardlng the accomplishmeént of that end exist. For . - ‘ fli

PR

/ - A
somethlng to-count as a “technlque,',lt must be capable of Co o

. : ] ‘ ’
being intentionally adopted. A "technique" is not a moral or
' prudential rule of action because it does not prescribe what.

is thought to be constitutive of what is good or worthvhile.

Neither is it a social convention, £Q£g“teChniques" pertain

4

to situations which- are not 'ruled by convention but rather

- corT

LR

admit of choice of. 1nstrumentallt1es.
'Whlle a "technique" may be saLd to be a principld of
“action, it is necessary to considerably qualify this for- . ‘ ‘ nfﬂ

mulation-to capture what is distinctive about the term

"technique.ﬂ A way of further‘elucidating the term is to
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ask whether "technique" is deflned\by 1ts 1ntr1n51c character-
istics (e g., its form) or 1ts relational characterlstlcs
(e.g., its use).58 In form, a techrnique is a principle of

action,‘but so are all practical principles. They all

. prescribe how to act by” statlng a rule. What dlstlngulshes

" - the dlfferent types of practlcal principles appears to be

»

their relatlonal characterlstlcs. Regardlng their use,
technlcal principles, or "technlques,{ are dlStngUlShed by '
standlng in_a 'purely effrcrent ‘or 1nstrumental relatlon to
whatever ends are envisaged. . A further characterlstlc of their
use is that they pertain to 51tuatlons where there are options
for intentional, rule- ooverned courses of actron Thus the
techniques of playing a musrcal anstrument do not call into
questlon the playlng of musrc, but prescribe rules of action
for achlev1ng certain results on .a given 1n5trument The
rules to be followed 1n playlng are not a matter of mere

' conventlon. A range of possibilities obtalns regardlng how
to conduct varlous aspects of playing the 1nstrument and

each technlque purports to prescrlbe an effective and |
efficient way of acting w1th reSpect to a given aspect. This
example of ‘how "technlques" are used complements our formal
statement of how they may be dlStngUlShed from moral and

- prudential rules of action.

llaving consrdered what may be understood by

"technlque,' we may turn to the question of technical

58Th15 dlstlnctlon is- suggested by Hospers,
Introductlon to Phllosophlcal Analy51s, p. 32,

ﬂ
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juagements and tﬁeir justification.‘_l would first like to
1nqu1re whether technical judgements are. descrlptlve or ’
prescriptive, Con51der the follow1ng statements-

(1) X (a means) wrll lnlfact produce Y (an end).

(2) If Y is desired, use X to cctain.it. o : \
Statement 1 is a factual statehent.-1Nb_vaIUe.judéement.
regarding either the means or the end is implied; it purports-
to deecribe a causal situation in which X is an‘efficient'
cause and Y is the effect. It is typical of the statements
of applied ecience, in whichueﬁpirical laws and priuciples
‘ releuant tq human actiuities and enterprises are fcrmulated.
Consider this hypothetical'example; "A specific proportion . | -
X cf'nickel,'iron; and carbon will produce an alloy of tensile
strength Y." lee the statements of pure science, such T
‘statements purport to be descrlptlve and factual. -Statement . .
2 approulmates more to a technical judgement It 1mplles |
what is stated in 1 but it also express§s a value Judge—.
ment about, the means: it recommends that\means. It might
be objected that l could be filled out so that it has more
the character of a recommendatlon. For instance, specrflcations
might be given under l regafﬁlng the time requ1rements, cost,
or rellablllty of ‘the process. With these addltlons 1 would,
howevert still be descriptive:. "X will'in fact produce Y ip
T tlme, at C cost, w1th a rellablllty of R." on the other
hand,<if these additional specifications were adduced as a.
justlflcatlon\for.ch0051ng x,‘i would then approx1mate to the_.

prescriptive character of 2, a recommendation regarding means:

N

- o
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., "If ¥ is desired, choose X because it will produce Y in T
time, at C cost, with a reliability of R."” I contend that’

. - j . . . . " -
“technical judgements, as practical judgements,~e5§£2§jﬁate : K
more to judgements like 2, over agalnst judgements of the'

form 1 .which_ are emplrlcal statements such as those found - .
‘__._t/

in applled science.

L g

Technical judgements are thusejudgements about‘hpw

one onght to act, given a particular end. They are
judgements of the chéfactér, if you wént'x do Y. 'Y is

justified in terms of eff1¢1ency, effectlveness, and what-

.ever other technlcal standards are approprlate. in a -~ .

technlcal judgement, Y (the meansﬁ-ls.con51tutive of -a
technique (or group of teohniques).:-The.justification of o -{ﬁﬂ
the end X is presuppesed in the technical judgegfnt. Any- I

one who asks by what means he ought te attain Xfis already

committed to X. This underscores'the:instrumegtﬁf'character
‘of technieal dellberatlon prev_lously d;&;cussed
‘ Con51der these types of technlcai statements.‘

.(a) Y is capable of produ01ng a range of outcomes A.

(b)_X (an element of set A) is p0551ble, given Y.

(c) If x.is desired, do (use,-apply, etc.) Y. ) | ﬁ%

(d) The best way to produce X is Y. ' . _
In-each of these cases, X is a. glven deSLrable state of - g
affalrs; outcome, or end whose Justlflcatlon lies out51de - ) .hsﬁ
the technlcal dellberatlon at hand Y is a "technlque"
71n the sense of an 1nstrumental pr1nc1ple of action, as

o
prev10usly discussed. -Statements 3 and E are statements . : , vl

- - ~

L o . ' N - .
. . .
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;6f-technical possibiliyyfsg They age empiriéal étatements
.thch describe the featurés of Y in térms of.its charactef as

an effiéient cause. Stateﬁent g;mergiy.désigﬁates the .;
ra?ge of outcomes wﬁich Y éan‘broduce. Statement‘g-asserts
that X is technically pdssiblé,'giveneY.- These are state-
ménts of technical possibility rather thén just empirical
poésibility iﬁ tha£ tﬁe‘possibility depends on the.instru—
mentality of a technique, and not 'just on the laws of natufe,
in the senselphét'"lt‘is possiblg for a roék,to.fall“ is
a.plausible empirical statement, éiven simply that gravity
is a naéural state of affairs. A house is not a technical

ﬁ.‘possibilify, merely given the‘iaws of hature{"It is only a
technical possibility if techniqués for‘héuserbuilding érej
in possession. - . . :

Statements ¢ and 4 are fechnical judgemeqts for thch

statements a and b are precénditions. But ¢ and d have ‘a
13 - - . . T - .

-59Hospefb distinguishes between logical, empirical,
and technical possibility in An Introduction to Philosophical
Analysis, pp. 170-71. A hypothetical state of affairs 1s
logically possible if it is not self~contradictory as stated,
empirically possible if it does not contravene the laws of
nature, and technically possible if our knowledge of the laws
of nature is such that we can produce the state of affairs.
Hospers' specification of technical possibility is rather
weak in that he adheres to an "applied science" conception. of
productive knowledge. But in order to know how to produce.
results effectively (e.g. how to make goecd chariots), it is

_hot necessary to grasp the laws of nature as scientists do.
"Indeed, it would be hard to specify a set of laws, gqua laws of
nature, which would be sufficient to guide the construction of
chariots. What is needed is rules ,of craftsmanship, or -
"engineering principles. 'See notes‘&§, 67 and 68 to this
chapter. T ' - '

. -
P
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‘different functiongfrom a and b. They do not state technical
possibility but rather recommead'a techhique. They pre4
.scribe what ought to be done ahd thus have the character of

'practical judgements.’ Statements ¢ and 4 function as

hypothetlcal 1mperat1ves for which a and b are presupp051tlons.

Such hypothetlcal 1mperat1ves are typlcal of technlcal

: ]udgements as ehempllfled in oralnary technlcal dlscourse.
Suppose I am interested in pottery ana I want to know how
-tolmake a clay jug. I am told “To make a good clay ]ug,
do-Yl,.Yz,‘Y3j Y4, and so on." In such a prescrrptlon,
.technlques Y1-Y, are presumed to-be effectlve. Statement o]
is.'a jpdgement of this type. Often, however,'we-want to
know the "best“ Qay of doing sOmethiné; where "best" refers.
to some'utility Galue, sach as efficiency or éffectiveness
as measured by cost, time. requirea rellablllty, product1v1ty,
‘etc. Statement d is an example of a technical Judgement
'whlch makes this concern wrth utlllty valdb more explrcrt
This judgement calls attention to the need to justlfy a

technlque by .showing that.it is the "best" technlque in terms

* of some specifiable utlllty,crlterla. - Given fuller spe01f1ca—

tion, it might read:

3

The best way to produce X is Y, which will produce X in
T time, at C cost with P productLV1ty and R rellablllty

Statements ¢ and d demonstrate that technical Judgements, in
contrast to the statements of mechnlcal p0551b111ty which they
presuppose, recommend éourses of actlon and thus have the

character of- practlcal judgements ' ' .
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Let Us next’ consider how technical ]udgements are to
‘be justified. As hypothetlcal 1mperat1ves, they do not
carry the obllgatory force of categorlcal lmperatlves.
Technlcal judgements have more the character' of 1mperat1ves
such as "If You want to play the. gultar better, you will .
flnd this technlque helpful“ than 1mperat1ves such as "You
ought to do all that 1s reasonable to save a drowning
person. n60 Unllke moral judgements, technlcal judgements_
do not prescr;be that we regard the end ~in-viéw as obllgatory
or worthwhile: they merely recommend that if that end is
‘desired, a particular technlque is an effectlve way of attain-
ing it. They are practro?{fbroposals about how to get things
done’ rather than practical proposals about what thlngs ought
to be done for their own sake. Iechnlcal Judgements are thus
to be justlfled in terms of the means which are proposed
Technical Judgements rnust be shown to be jJustifiable
on the basis of the technlques or technlcal principles which

they eﬁhodf 61 Just as sc1ence is concerned with the for—

mulation of prlnciples which are true and valid, so technology‘

1s concerned with the formulation of valld pr1n01ples A
sc1ent1f1c principle is said to be valid or jUStlfled if 1t

can be shown to rest on basic statements whlch are formulated

) e

s

60, W. Beck draws attentlon to the dlstlnctlon between

' hypothetlcal and categorlcal imperatives and- gives,this
example of the.latter in "his article, "Does 'Ethics and

Education' Rest on a. Mlstake°"

S
611 -am assuming that “technigue” and "technical

. Principle" are here equlvalent terms.

[
Yas, =t
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SO as to be teetable yet manege to escape falsification
Such a scientific pr1h01ple is sald to be theoretlcally
valid. Technlcal prlnC1ples attain Eractlcal valldlty to
the extent that the utility to which they lay claim is
demonstratable in practical.tests. They ere principles.
statlng what mey be done or made by partlcular instru-
mentalities. In the sense that. technlcal principles may be
- valid or true, they- may count as’. knowledge.e They are true-
insofar ‘as they have\the klnd and degree of utlllty to which
they lay clalm. For example, "X 'is possible, given Y" is
true if Y can in.fact be the efficient cause for the outcome
X. When a technical princigle is justified in the sense of
being valrd or true, we may;say thet it.counts as technical
* knowledge. |

-In the case ef technical.judgeﬁents, we are not only
concerned whether the technical principle which they embody
is true and valid, but also whether they state courses of
action whlch we ought to follow.  Here utility value enters

‘into the justification. The Judgement "If X 1s desired, do

Y" is justified only Aif Y is a relatlvely effective way of

producing X, w1th respect to ‘the range of relevant technlques )

whlch are.known and available. Whether X is effectlve is an.
-empirical qtestion X may in fact ‘be one of.a number of
technlques whlch are more or less effectlve for produc1ng
the end env1saged As a hypothetrcal imperative, it rs a

recommendation of Y as an apprépriate way, though not

necessarily the best way, of producing X. In technical
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terms, it would be a reasqnable way of producing X. : -

Technical reasons are reasons of utility. If a technique has

an acceptable degfee of utility, that is a reason for using
it‘ 'Tﬁe.judgement_"y is the beét.wé&'éq proddce X" is-
justified if Y has the highést utility value'of-all known
techniques which could pbssibly broduce X. ' Technical.
5udgements_have an empirical Sasis, in that they are justifiéd
only if the_techgiques they embody prodiuice the results
:cléimed. Peters instances this view in éhe folloyihg rémark:
| Wheéher'of‘hét making boys do thinéé'in which they have

no.initial interest, without trying to harness them to
- their existing interests, is an effective technique is

an empirical-questiop.
It is not'merely an empirical question, though. Technical -
judgements, over against statements of technical possiﬁiiity,
always imply that some utility value‘is inﬁolved, that qértaiﬁ_
technical standards such as effectiveness, efficiency,
Lreliability, uniformity, repeatibility, pfoductivitf,jspeed,
accugﬁeyK manageability, quaﬁtifiability, énd'so bn, are\met
to séme gpeéifiable degree. The value éf the technique is in.
fact what is being recommendedlin a téchni;al judgement, and

this is inseparable from standards.

Technical judgements involve standards, but the

technical standards which tth involve are different_frém moral

‘standards, and may_be.ig conflict with them. Let us consider

an odd case of the form, "The best way to produce X is Y":

s

62Ethics and Education, p. 38.
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The best way to produce loyal crtlzens is by
bralnwashlng them. .

_In_thrs judgement, havrng loyal citizens is the end sought,
thle brainwashing is the techniqne {actually a group of
techniques) to be used. "Best" purports to refer to utility.
What can be made of such a statement? It meets all of-the
criteria of a technlcal ]udgement but it also calls
attention to-the limits of such judgements. The rnstrumental
standards centering around utility which are rnvoked in thelr
5ustifiéation may bé in.conflict with‘moral standards,
especially when the technique is directed towards persons
rather than ﬁaterials-or processes.A This is the paradox of
socmal technologies. 63 Soc1al technlques necessarrly view '
persons in relation to instrumental considerations It
often happens that 'in such con51deratlons persons come ‘to. bel
.
viewed as 1nstrumenta11t1es themselves, e€.qg,. as loyal
‘c1tlzens, eff1c1ent workers, or eager consumers serv1ng
larger purposes such as preservatlon of the rulrng elite or

increased profits. 'However, ‘because persons have a claim

to moral treatment this is objectlonable. -We do hot regard

]

a person who has a. "technlque for getting along w1th pe0ple"_

as havrn the same-v1rtue as a’ person who "cares for eo le._
. ‘ _P \ = P P

‘ . . : ; : .
. . _ _ ,
‘ . 63}’arl R.: Popper introduces the term "social -
technology in his discussion of social ‘engineering in The
Open Society and Its Enemies, 5th ed., vol. l: The Spell of -

Plato (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1966), pp. 22-24; see

also note 9, pp. 210-11. "Organlzatlon development" is one
field which has recently been characterized as a "socral
“technology"--see for example Ronald G. Havelock, "A
Critique: -las OD Becomg a Social Technology’“’Educatlonal
Technologx XI1I1 (0ctober, 1972):61-62.
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This is‘beceuse the person who has a.“techniqte" views_the
metter instrumentelly; he aoes“not necessarily care at ali;
he may have an extrinsic motive in mind and employ his
"teehnique" only to gain some external sort of end. Eeters
displays a sen51t1v1ty to this problem when he remarks that
instrumental or technlcal judgements derlve thelr normative
force from “actrvrtles;or states ‘of affairs which are

“64 This is not.quite the case, though.

.intrinsically good.
Technical.judgements invoke standards of utility and thus
have a normative foree of their own. They recommend means
‘quite indepeﬁdentlf of how éeod the ends are thoeght to be.
In moral contekts, thoUgh, technicai standards'ﬁag confliet
with the moral ones which must be haintained if the ciaim of

persons to moral treatment is to be met. 'The Point is that

moral standards have a prima facie claim to prlorlty over

technical standards since technical standards pertain to

instrumentalities which are thought!to be effective in
producing what is held'géod-or worthwhile in itself, this .
latter being a matter of moral or other non- 1nstrumental

. practical (e.g. aesthetic) judgement, and not technical’
jUégemeﬁt. The doctor's'technical judgemeﬁt that life'can
_be prolonged in the case of a terminally-ili patient may come
intohconflict with the moral.question'df whether_the
suffering and,indignity to the person involved ought to be
prolonged.’ There may be moral doubt ebout whether such a

-

state of existence is congruent with an ethical concept of "life."

645thics and Education, p. 154.
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The followrng plcture of technlcal dlscourse has
-emerged from our considerations in’ thls sectlon. Technical.
discourse’is a form of practical dlscourse.‘ In it technical = - T
possrbllltles are appralsed in terms of their emplrlcally
verifiable practlcal results._ Technlques-are formulated and
presented as techniCal-principles‘ Technical principles-may
'be true or false. Their validity is determlned by whether
-'they can be shown to have'the utlllty to whlch they lay clalm
If they are true, they may be counted as knowledge and
constltute technlcal knowledge Technlcal prlnC1plesfform.
the basis of technlcal judgements. Technical jndgements-are
practical judgements which recommend courses of action |
embodled 1n technlcallprlnclples or technlques Such
'judgements are justlfled by referrlng to the utility value, for'
the purposes enV1saged, of the technlques whlch are . o
recommended. Technical judgements may come 1nto.conf1ict with .f .
moral standards when_the jndgements_are‘made about situations

in which persons are involved, i.e. in moral contexts.
. . " ‘ A ) 0

5. Conclﬁsion

Let us rev1ew the develoPments in thlS chapter to see. 4

what contrlbutlon they can make in clarlfylng the concept of
"technology In our rev;ew of deflnltlons of technology,

three.majornthemes emerged: They are (1) dellberate actlon
- ' L]

Qn environment, (2) instfumental_regard for the means chosen, ‘-';E

and (3) assumption of a predetermined‘end. ‘It was suggested

\ . . — : . . ;

5

that any adequate'deﬁinition,of "technology" must adequately

- account for these three themes. Deliberate action on  the

't
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environment, ‘it was_snogested calls attention to the practlcal
character of "technology.“ Whlle "technology" 1s concerned
with means and ends, it was noted that "technology" is‘not .
~an activity or_process. The etymologlcal features of
."technology;" it was pr0posed suggest that it has the .
character of dlscourse about a subject or knowledge of a
subject,.like blology or crlmlnology

The paesages from Aristotle's works which I have
discussed- exempllfy the roots of our own notion of “"technology"
in the anc1ent Greek notlon of techne. Dellberatlon on
making leads to the productlve knowledge—-a reasoned state of o SR
capacity to make--constltutlve of techne. JThe connectlons_f‘ o .
between'ert, actlon, -and dellberatron dealt w1th by Arlstotle
look forward to our own notlon of technlcal knowledge.

Aristotle's radlcal dlstlnctlon between actlon and making wag*

~

held to be too tlght however, both actlng and maklng are

practical activities. Deliberation regarding actlng#and
dellberatlon regarding maklng, it was contended both come

under our contemporary notlon of practlcal discourse as

'dlscourse ahout_qctlon. Thls-suggests the relevanEE\Qif_

examining the logic of‘technical discourse. ST

The account of technical dlscourse, and the nature of
the pr1n01ples and judgements which it 1nvolves, helps to'f
£i11 out the notlon of technical knowledge, it is hoped. Aﬁ
understanding of téchnical knowledge is Ehodght_to be

essentialgdbecause I propose to regard "technology" as

. - ‘
discourse about technical principles and their .organization . SRR
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65 1t might be.objected that I

into a body of knowledge.
have overestimated the imporcance of aealing,with the logic
of technical discourse That depends on what sort of

1 .

-treatment of “technology" 1s de51red If the aim is, as it
is here, to show its status as knowledge and matk out what
kind of appraisals can be.made in vi;tue og possessing such-
knowledge; then treatment’ of the logic ofﬂfechnical
discourse is essential..'It mighc fairly be said that the
‘principles and judgemenhs of technology are technical
principles and judgements. In some cases, technologicai
principles'and judgemente may-aesimilate‘a number of simﬁlec
or more basic technlcal pr1n01ples and judgements lnto thelr
structure. In such cases, they have the character of second
order pfinciplee'and‘judgements: that is, they are technical

principles and judgements which are founded on more

particular technical principles and judgements.’

- 655everal philosophers of science have dwelt on

'\ "tecHMnology" as knowledge, but in conceiving "technology" as
related to scientific knowledge they have tended to put
"technology" on a continuum with scientific knowledge, and
to work out its. place in the hierarchy of scientific .
knowledge.- Mario Bunge has attempted to make a case for
conceiving of: "technology" as applied science in "Technology
as Applied'Science," Technology and Culture VII (Summer, 1966):
329-47; see also "Toward a Philosophy of Technolegy," in
Philosophy and Technology, ed. Carl Mitcham and Robert Mackey

- (N.Y,: Free Press, 1972), pp. 62-77. The notion ‘that
"technology" is applied science has been rejetted by James
K. Peibleman, Joseph Agassi, and Donald Brinkman. Felbleman
advances a conception of "technology" 'as skills in

- "Technology as Skills," Technology and Culture VII (Summer,
1966):318-28; see also "Pure Scilence, Applied Science, and
Technology: An Attempt at Definitions,";in Philosophy and
Technolo (cited above), pp- 33-41. Agassi argues that
"tecEnoIogy involves invention, implementation, and
maintainance, -as well as the. contrlbutlons,of applied .
science: seé "The Confusion between Science.and Technology

LY
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g In sectlon two of this chapter, 1t was ant1c1pated
that it might be poss;ble to enunciate crlterla of "technology

along the lines of the three themes 1dent1f1ed Now that the

L.

. features of technical dlscourse have been sketched in and the

nature of "technology" as ﬁnowledge clarlfled such an attempt

Iy

may be made:

(1) "Technology"” implies discourse about technical
" principles and the organization of such principles
into a body.of knowledge;

(2) "technology "involves the selection and recommendation
‘of means and methods solely on the ba51s of their
1nstrumental features;

o

(3) "technology" implies that the ends to be achieved are
' given, and does not include: dellberatlon about
their ch01ce
Y - ‘ ' S
These criteria embody points which have already received
extensive diécussion, but it will prove interesting to try

them on some hypothetical instances of using the term

"technology"

in the Standard Philosophies of Science,” in 7Technology and
‘Culture VII (Summer, 1966):348-366. Both Feibleman and

Agassli argue for a conceptlon of -"technology" which pldces it
closer to- concrete experience than applied science. Brinkman
agrees with Max Scheler's rejection of "technology" as applled
science. Like Scheler, he espouses an anthropolegical
conception of "technology" which. is connected with coristruction
and the will to.domination and .control. See "Technology as a
Philosophic Problem,” Philosophy Today 15 {Summer, 1971):122-28.
Edwin T. Layton, Jr. makes a case for "technology" as know- '
how- in "Technology As Knowledge," Technology and Culture XV
(January, 1974):31-41. He argues that "technology” includes

a spectrum ranging from ideas through design to techniques

and things. Thus "technology" ranges from scientific thought
at one end of the continuum to tools :and things produced at

the other end. Similarly, in "Modes of Knowing and .
Technological Action,"” Philosophy Today 18 {Summér, 1974)
162-68, Stanley R. Carpenter argues that "technology '




(a) We have the t hndlogy to establish'manned colonies
; on the moon., C :

Lbf'A-sele: i6n of the latest high fidelity technology
* is now on digplay for your inspection.

{c} Technology has plundefed the environment. -

(d) ?échnolbgy noﬁ serﬁes'chiefly its own ends.

- Example a conforms to my_aécéunt of the ceptral’cases of |
"technology."” It makes the claim that é body of organiéed
technical knowleqée adequate‘ﬁo: the congtruction of manned
habitatidns on the moon is available.'bExample é_is a‘ ot
borderliné case of uéing the term ?technology“ in which
Ptechﬁology" is" being equated with méchine; or "hardware."

It would be more correct to séy-that the'equiﬁﬁent.which-is

on aisplay'egempiifies'the latest high fidelity (sound
reprgducﬁidn[.Teéhﬁolbgy. _éuchlaause of ﬁhe term."technology,"
thdugh cénfuéing,‘need nét-be toé puzzling if wé FecdgnizeA'
tﬁat it callapses "teéhno;dgy,“ qué knowlédge, into - the

things or cobjects whiéh'exemplify the_knowledge;' Example ¢

is the familiar usg of "technology"” in which it is equated with

\

‘ . {
" includes a continuum of knowledge from knowing how-to-do S .
(artisanal skills) to scientific theory. :

These philosophers have dwelt on-the problem of how

' technological knowledge is related to scientific knowledge~-
a. fair enough kind of inquiry--but they have too often supposed: Lo
the relation to be a matter of degreé. I regard the more ' ok
crucial guestion to be hHbw "technology"” .is related to other L
kinds of practical discourse and knowledge. For technical
discourse as productive knowledge is pre-eminently practical,
constituted out of prescriptions.for action, a fact which A -
tends to be inadequately accounted for -when "technology" is Lo
located in the hierarchy of scientific knowledge. I have S
+herefore dwelt on sorting out the differences between
technical discourse and moral discourse, a distinction which
will be found essential in conceptualizing "educational o
technology." o - ) L o -
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a malevolent force with a life of its own. It eéuates
“technoLogy"-Qith the actdal'resnlts of7using technology:

It ignores that "technology,“ as knoﬁledge, is in fact' o~
_ employed by persons and cannot have a llfe of its own ‘apart

.from their actlons. The equatlon of "technology".WLth an

alien force helps to- mask the hunian respon51blllty for how

"such knowledge is used and what results obtain. When it lS‘
reallzed that such a moye is being made, it becomes evident.r

that it is more correct to say that'man's use of technologyo | la
has deSpo1led the enV1ronment Example d is another case of
"technology" as an allen force, but with an 1nterest1ng

‘twist. It has been claimed here that it is part of the loglc

>

of technology that it is employed.in the service of ends which

L-3

lie outside of itself. However, d claims that the ends R ' ;'t¥t
"technology"‘now-serves are'itsiown,‘ What can ih fact.
rhabpeﬁ is that'technological knowledge can be used to bring
‘about ends which are selected on the basxs of technlcal
standards themselves However,jlnstrumental-Justlflcatlons | ' '.”ﬁ
.must"’ eventually look towards the achievement of ends whlch
are regarded as worthwhlle for thelr own sake, 1f the logic of
1nstrumenta11ty is to be sustalned ‘In cases where the choice . ' -lg
of an intrinsically worthwhlle end has been overlooked the S
pro?ess of justification is incomplete. If all of the ends-in- i' “TE
. view are justlfled in terms‘of thelr utility only, it does ' T
appear as if technology is belng used to serve merely

. technical ends. "Technology"ldoes not, however, become an

active force which seeks its own ends. It is more appropriate
. N Y 7 ,
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_lmplrcrtly 1ncomplete in such cases.

meet the crlterla and exhlblt a less puzzllng use of the term.
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to say 1n ‘such* a case that technology has been employed by ‘

'1 persons to achleve ends which are Justlfled ‘only in terms of

ds

technlcal standards, the process of justification being B : v
Each of the cases considered can thus be'clarlfled in
terms of the criteria of "technology" developed here Example .
a, whlch exempllfles a central case of using the term
“technology," meets the crlterla The other cases, which
have been deliberately chosen for their oddness,'can also be .
clarified in terms of the criteria, and reformulated SO as to.
There ‘are two concludlng questlons which I w1sh to ‘
con31der. First, it is sometimes claimed that technology is ‘\vﬂj/r-'
"systematic" or that it involves (or lndeed is) a "systems ‘ 5i7#
approach." Second, technology\is'often saidlto be "scientific."
With regard to the.first guestion, it has to be asked what is | "ffh
meant by "systematic".or "systems-approach." * It may'be noted |

that neither of these expressions has been employed’ in my’

characterization of "technology " The systems approach" is.

usually 1dent1f1ed with a partlcular and recently developed
group of analytical technlques such as those used 1n”’

operatlons research which 1nvolve v1ew1ng an Operatlon under

consrderatlon in terms of 1ts features as-a system. Qua

system," it is said to be composed of parts or assemblles of
parts - (subsystems) in interaction with each other, and to
exhibit in these. 1nteractlons and ‘interrelations features

whlch cannot be apprec1ated if each part is regarded in . : RS

v
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. isolation. In the very.minimal sense~that we often look at

wholes as well as_pgrts, a "systems‘approach" is a custohary

feature of our. thinking. But we do not have_td adopt the view

that what we consider is to be regarded in terms of its

' systems features (wholeness, 1nteractlon, sub- systems, etc )

in order to use technlques, formulate technjcal prlnc1ples,

" .make technical Judgements, and so on, In short, there is

nothing special about "technology" which seems to mark it out -

as a "systems approach,” and the claim that it is such seems

'more a matter of fashlon than nece551ty Technology is-

systematlc" in the mundane sense that any body of knowledge

is systematlc That is, what dlstlngulshes a body of knowledge
from ‘a COllECthD of disconnected ltems of knowledge is that

it is ordered or organrzed,into a more-or—less.structured;
coherent body. Knowledge is “systematlc“ by virtue of belng
organized. Agaln, thls is not a spec1al feature whlch marks

.

out technology as somethrng unique. It merely'serves to

distinguish "technology" from a chaotic heap of items of

_technicaluknowledge.

“Technology“ is ‘often connected with SC1ent1f1c

knowledge 67 Thls presumptlon is evident . in Galbralth s

deflnltlon of "technology" as the appllcatlon of screntlflc or

66For additional discussion of the "systems approach,

. see Chapter Five, pp. 240-41. The relation of the systems

approach to "educational technology" is dlscussed in Chapter
Five, pp. 237 38, .

7See note ‘65 of thls chapter. . In my ‘section on
technical discourse, I attempt to show how the practical .
statements and judgements of teciinical discourse differ from
descriptive, empirical statements. ‘Scientifieé statements -
approximate to the latter. . ‘

|l

-




. other organlzed knowledge to practmcal taeks (deflnltlon 11).

Sc1ent1f1c and technologlcal thought have been so 1nter—

connected in recent history that 1t is natural enough to . L '
confuse the two. They dlffer 1n thelr loglcal structure

though. Science centers around the attempt to secure

theoretical understanding of the nature of the world. It

issues 1n emplrlcal statements at varlous levels of .

abstractlon. Technology, in oontrast, centers around the

. attempt to seoure practicalfknowledge aboﬁt how:to make ox do

thlngs. Eﬁplrical knowledge, however, is'en‘essentiel
ingredient.in teohoical knowiedge. 'Teohnical possibility
cannot be discerned apart from a grasp of empiricel facts.
Science can contribute laws, theoriee,hprinciples, and
obsefvations which help to provide an empirical basis for.
technology. That toese scientific cohtribufions to
tebhnoldgy ere.éontingent and not necessaff-is exhibifed by Y
the fact that technology has developed largely apart from.

scientific understandlng over the.course of most of its o

history. Some empirical: nowledge ig requlred but this neea . C

not'be_soientific knowledge. Theoretical understandlng of the

-,
-

relevant facts is not cessitated for a technlque to be

effective. In £ ct, a group of people who share the use of

a_ technique may have Xo idea o what makes it so effectlve.

Until recently, most of“our technologies developed without

_-this theoretical sort of understanding.68

68'I‘hls is’ the point made earller by Hirst in _
refutatlon of O'Connor's claim that theory is required for
technical practices such as med1c1ne and englneerlng See

L}
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It therefore seehs:appropriate tb me to-fegard

"technology"” as necessarily neither a "gystéms approachd nor S
a "scientific approach."” It may be so in some inshanéés,_
- but this is a contingenﬁ matter. To'idéntify‘"technologyﬁi
with these approéches is tc'ponfuée recent historical
'dévelopmehts,‘which provide'"techﬁOIOQy" with accompanying
chafacter;stics, Qith-téchnology's enduring features as a
form of discourse. HaQing clarified some of the major

conceptual features of "technology," we may turn to a
consideration of the relations between "education" ahd_

" "technology," and to the conceptual delineation of "educational

3

technology."

' . . . . 4
also Edwin Layton, "Mirror-Image Twins: The Communities of
Science and Technology in 19th-century America," Technology
and Culture XII .(October, 1971):562-580.

-
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CHAPTER FIVE .
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EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY o

1. .Introduction _ - o : .

In this chapter I propose to undertake two related
tasks, the fulfillment of Wthh will constltute the completlon
lof-the present study. First, I propose to show what under-
"standing-of “educational technology" can energe from the
conceptual develOpments.arrived attin the nrevions chapters.
Second II propose t0'inquire'to what'extent the notions of

"educatlonal technology put forward 1n recent literature . _ S

accord w1th this understandlng. The llterature considered

111 be a selectlon ‘of wrltlngs, largely drawn from the;
recent literature of educational technology, ‘in whlch some
attempt is made to deflne "educatlonal technology

Let us revieéw the major p01nts made so far whlch

have a bearlng on the concept of “educatlonal technology."

The- term_"educatlon" has two major uses. <First it .refers

to ‘the act1v1t1es and processes. constltutlve of the enterprlse

oLt

of" educating, whether this is”conceived of in terms-of, v
initiation, development, enculturation, or some other sense.

' Second, it refers to the acquisition and‘organization.of
| 211" |
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knowledge about this enterprise, sometimes regarded as a

discipline, and often called "educational theory." Educational

theoiy’includes both theoretical study centering around

education a5 an area of in:?rest, as well asfthe formulation

of principles for educatio l.practice. "In the latter respect,
educational. theory is a practical theory. In this capacity,
edqcational theory involves bringing various forms of knowl-
edge to ‘bear on the formulation of practical educational

9 v
pr1n01ples Now we have seen that "technology" may be

- regarded as the study of technical princ1ples and their

organization into a body of knowledge. Since in educatiohal
theory technical princ1ples are formulated for educational
practice, the study and organization of such pr1nc1ples
1nto a body of knowledge would appear to constitute_.

I

educational technology On this v1ew, "educational

technology" would be an\area'of knowlédge within edhcational

: theory. Wegwill have to inquire whether thik is so.-'A-major

difficulty would appear to be the bearing on this v1ew of the.
non- 1nstrumental attltude characterlstic of the central cases.
-of education We have'to con51den whether technical prinCiples
can be con51dered apart from moral.princ1ples in education,

and whether anything 11ke a straightforward organization of
technical principles of education into a body of knowledge

tis pOSSlble

2. Use of the Expression "Educational Technology"

What is it to call something "educational technology"'2

Since educatlonal technology” is a complex expreSSion
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analyzable 1nto the component terms “educatlonal" and "tech-

nologyh there is in using the expressron the presumptlon'

that there are relatlons which may hold between "educational” | .
and "technoiogy" and that there is a class of things plcked

out by what these relatlons express. Thus when the '
expre551on "educational technologg“ is being used,‘there is.

a presuﬁption‘that there is a thing or class of things which

are, in some sense, both “éducatidnal" and cases of_"tech—

nology." fit‘is'é further question whether any thing or class

of things whrch'ere hoth."educational" and technology" are
appropriately‘called "educational technology "1 "Educational, N -
of course, refers to whatever may be in some sense concelved .

as. educatlon." For example, an educatlonal process" would

be a process which meets the crlterla of educatlon.1 Thus

what we have to consider is the p0551b111ty of a class of - ' ~‘;f

thlhgs which are instances of both "education" and "tech- -

nology.". This may be represented as follows, where E =
"education," t =-"technology," and ET = their intersection:
Figure A: E

3 . . . . R

- However, we also have to consider whether either of these .

other representations might be more appropriateE

Figure B: @ ~ Figure C: .

v . . -

" lpor further discussion of "educatlonal " see sections’
three and four of this chapter.. .
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That is, ‘we have to consider whether all cases of "edpcétion“'

are also cases of "technolggy" and vice versa, or whether on

the cher'hahd""educationﬂ‘and-"technology" are mutually

exclusive terms. T propose to consider t relations which.

their criteria. !

5. Relations,BetWeen the Criteria of "Edﬁcation“ and the

* Criteria of "Technology ™

The possibility under examination is whether there is-

some class of things which may meet both the criteria of

"education" angd "techﬁology.“ Let us review the criteria of

these concepts:

"Education” (1) implies the transmission of what is E
o ‘ worthwhile to those who become committed:
to ity , : - ‘ .

(2) involves knowledge and uﬁderstanding and
some kind of cognitive perspective, which
are not inerty ' ‘ :

(3) rules out some proéedures of transmission,
on the grounds that they lack wittingness
.and voluntariness on the part of the. learner.

"Technology" (1) implies discourse about technical principles
: - and the organization of such principles into
- a body of knowledge; -

i, ’ .

"(2) involves the selection and recomméndation of

nblogy" by re-examining -

. means and methods solely on the basis.of their

instrumental features; ° .

(3) implies thaé the ends to be achieved are
given, and does not include deliberation
about their choice. :

Let us consider the .extent to which the criteria of
the two terms are in accord with each other. The first

criterion of "education" refers to ‘the non-instrumental

' character of what is to be transmitted in education gn&‘woﬁld
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appear:to‘be a conflict with'the‘purely‘instrumental relation

-[of‘meens and ends'invoked in the second and third criteria

’ of'“techholOgy "  While someone mlght reply that it is only - L N

-'the means which are to be regarded 1nstrnmentally in tech-
nology, this instrumental separatlon-of ends and mean$ is
exactly what is ruled out hy the non-instrumental attitude.
In it, features of the means other than thelr utility are |
regarded as lmportant. It lS not usually approprlate;—ln
educatlon, to regard the learnlng process in purely _ .
1nstrumental terms because, as Peters observes, “1n nost ‘ ,';55
cases .the loglcal relatlonshlp of means to ends is. such that
the values of the product are embryonlcally present in the
learnlng process "2 The flISt criterion of "technology"
would appean to pose no dlfflculty for the flrst crrterlon of

educatlon.~ Indeed -what is transmitted and‘ thought to be e -1592}

worthwhlle mlght in some cases be‘the organlzed technlcal
knowledge constltutlve of "technology
! &he first crlterlon of “technology" 1s however in
confllct w1th the second crlterlon of "educatlon,' in that
"educatlon" may not con51st solely of the. study and ~ ' :"
ftransm1551on of technlcal knowledge w1thout ylolatlng_the_
demand for cognitrve.breedth. This objection pertains to the
problem of whether‘vocational training forjindustry pr_other

' technological: professions may be properly calied_"educdtion.“

The. instrdmental view invoked by the second and third criteria . B

21The Justificetion of Educetion(".p. 241.
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. 0f "technology" are also in possible conflict w1th the second
criterion of ."education." If it were suggested that knowl-
edée, understanding, and cognrtlve perspectlve ought only to .
be cultivated for thelr utlllty with respect to some. end like

getting on in one! ~S. job, this would clearly ke 1n confllct

. with the non-lnstrumental character of "educatlon“ whlch-

\‘nece551tates that the knowledge, understandlng, and cognltlve

perspectlve whlch a person has are not inert in the senses
that he cares for "them for thelr own sake and that they

+

“transform his way of looking at things. 3 ’

The possibility of conflicttbetween the third
criterion of educatlon" and the flrst criterion of "tech-
nology" lies in the fact that the former would rule out
certain techniques of transm1551on on moral grounds. 1In ;

particular, those kechnical principles which prevent

‘ wittingneés'and'voluntariness on. the part of the learner are

disallowed. For example, Peters haaipointed out that
."conditioning anﬁ braahwashing would.scarcély coUnt as
techniques of ’education.-“4 There are numerous technlcal
prlnc1ples for brlnglng about learnlng whlch would rule out
'wittlngness and voluntarlness on. the. part of the learner, or

otherwise w1thdraw mespect.for‘the learner as a person.

Peters'. list could be extehded to include hypnosis, sleep

3peters contrasts "doing and knOW1ng thlngs for their
own sake" with "the increasingly instrumental view of knowl-
edge' associated with the development of technology” ("The.
Justlflcatlon of Educatlon," Pp. 241 and 240 respectively).

.

4Ethics and Educatlony p. 41, ._\b
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learning,‘subliﬁinal suggestion, various forms‘of.coercion!
and so on: Objections to_techniques,in'which-the learningl
process is.conceivedhin purely instrumental-terms are imblicit SN
in the first and second criteria of "educatlon "  What lS' |
: belng objected to here are those technlques -which prebent or
1nh1b1t the voluntary part1c1patlon of the learner and hlS
‘consc1ousmawareness of what is happenlng to him. Hete the
second ‘and third crlterla of "technology" may.also be ln
‘confllct with the .third crlterlon of "educatlon ; For it may‘
be prec1sely as a result of regardlng the learner and his tasks
‘and achlevements in. 1nstrumental terms that his w1tt1ngness
and voluntarlness are_dlsregardedr i |
So far, then, it has become clear that‘“education" and
‘"technology“ do not completely coincide on a number of polnts
The . p0551b111ty (represented in Flgure ‘B) that the class of
all thlngs to which "education" may refer is the same as the
'class of all thlngs to which "technology" may refer is thus
ruled out. Yet we have not ruled out the p0551b111ty
(represented in Figure C) that Meducation" and "technology"
..may be concepts whlch exclude each other. This would Le
ruled out if there is a class of referents which are properly
‘cases of both educatlon" and "technology. I wxsh to argue
that there are two promlnent sorts,of cases Wthh may belong.
to this class: technical education and technical prlnc1ples
for educatlonal practlce. | }
By "technical educatlon," T mean the sort of education

in which the study and acqu151t10n of technlcal knowledge and .

~understanding lsrwhat predom;nates. Learning to be a civil

-
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" engineer would be an example. To count as “eduation“ and not
just "training," such study would have to include the

-

vaHISltlon of a cognltlve perspective extendlng beyond
‘technical matters Yet such a "technlcal.educatlon" is
certainly possible,.and constitutes one sub—classfof'cases
-which may be lnstances of both “educatlon“ and "technology

The notion that there are both moral and technlcal

S

principles for educational'practice has already been introduced
in our discussion‘of educational‘theory. The polnt to be
made here is that if technical principles for educatronal
practlce may be so organlzed as to constltute a technology,
we would have another sub-class in which sonething which
is both "education" and "technology" is instanced.

0f the two sub—classes 1ntroduced the latter is of
chlef 1nterest because it could loglcally be regarded as
‘ educatronal technology. '"Technlcal educatlon“ 1nvolves
both "education® and "technology,“ but not ln the manner
implied by‘"educatlonal technology This is because

"educational technology” .is an expression like "educational

theory" or "educational building" in which "educational“‘

serves to gqualify sOme-substantive_such as "theorxy," "building,"

"research," and so on. "Bducational technology" is a kinq of

‘technology; “technical education" is a kind of education. Our

interest here is in what kind of technology "educational'tech-

rnology" may . be. The possibility to be explored is that it is
dlscourse about technlcal pr1nc1ples of educatlon and their

organlzatlon into a body. of knowledge.
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4. Bducational>Theorj and Educational Technology ' oo

-The supp051tlon that the practlcal prlnClples relevant
for educatlonal practlce 1nclude both moral and technlcal
prlnc1ples prov1des initial support for the hypotheszs that

educatlonal technology refers.to the organlzatlon'into'a
body of knowledge,of the technical orinCipleS'formulated in
educational theory Hirst and Peters have argued that both
r.moral and techn;cal prlnc1ples';re 1ncluded in practlcal

discourse about.educatlon. T. F. Daveny'has arqued similarl‘;
claiminglthat;moral principles haﬁe'to do'With ends while K]
technical'principles have to-do with meansfs He has also
claimed that-"nonétechnical3questions in education are

logically moral ones. "6

_He contends that alil practlcal
arguments in educatlon are elther moral -oxr technlcal
arguments.’ Thls strlkes me 'as an excessive polarization.of-'
what isWinvolved in‘prsitical eéucational discourse, for

”two reasons. The flrst reason concerns the fact that if I:
‘am correct practlcal dlscourse as dlscourse about actlon has’
con51derab1y w1der scope than what is embraced by moral and
;technlcal questaons. Prudentlal hedonlstlc, and aesthetlc

reasons may also ‘be glven as reasons for actlon.

\.‘ - , -

5"L‘ducatlon--a Moral Concept " in New Essays in the .
Phllosophy of Education, ed. Glenn Langford and D. J.
O Connor (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973), pp. 79-95.

61bid,, p..95."

7Ibid., p. 90.
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The second reason is more serious and constitutes an
objection to the notion that "educational technology" is the

organlzatlon of technlcal prlnc1ples of educatlon into a body

" of knowledge. Stated bluntly, it is doubtful that the

W

non-instrﬁmental attltude in . educatlon can be sustalned if tech-

nical questions are largely separated from noral questlons 1n

practlcal‘educatlonal discourse. Daveny's supp051t10n that

practical edueationalverguments are-either technical or moral

SOunds;wtongheaded, because it is doubtful that'there'are any
educational arguments which do not have some morai,features;'
Voicing a similarrobjeotion, Peters has argeed "that education
1nvolves 1n1t1at10n into what a communlty con51ders to be
worth while, and that it is 1mp0551b1e to represent it in
terms of taking means to A/:orth—whlle ‘end or brlnglng about
a worth—whlle product by methods Wthh are morally neutral n8

Slmllarly, Hirst and Peters have arguea that the methods of

educatlon embody objectlves "1nvolv1ng in themselves the_

" exercise of skills of immediate educational value," rather

than ftnctioning as mete'means to ends.? i
What I am prop051ng then is that the technical
pr1nc1ples relevant to educatlonal practlce cannot be Spllt

off' from the moral principles which both govern educat10na1

o
* L]

'practice and constitute it insofar as it has to do with what

is worthwhile. .If I am correct in maintaining this wview, -

> BEthics and Education, p- 131.

The Logic of Education (London: Routledge' & Kegan

‘Paul, 1970), p. 83.

!
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“educational technology” cannot be constituted by simply
organlzlng all of the technical pr1DC1ples of education into
a distinctive body of knowledge. Such a body of technical.
principles, split off from moral pr1n01p1es, would no longer

deserve the title "educational.” It might be called *learning

: |
technology" or “1nstruct10nal technology,“ but "educatlonal

¢

technology' would 1nvolve the clalm that addltlonal condltlons
are belng met.

| . counter objection might be. raised to the effect
that "educatlonal" implies ‘much less than “educatlve, as

Peters has noted.lo

.1t might be ‘claimed that "educatlonal“
1mp11es only a locse’ connectlon with .education, for we

often speak of "educatlonal bulldlngs, "educatlonal fundlng,.
and so .on, where nothlng which meets the crlterla of "education"
to‘any 51gn1f1cant degree is intended. In this view.
"educatlonal technology" would constltute the organlzatlon of
‘technical pr1n01ples relevant to educatlon, w1thout any
.1mpllcatlon that the crlterla of eduCatlon are met to a
'51gn1f1cant dégree by educatlonal technology itself. The
'related case of architecture mlght be advanced as &n
enterprise in which aesthetic principles and technical‘
pr1n01ples are 1nvolved 1n practlce and yet are relatlvely

-separable. The architect may call upon a body of englneerlng'

knowledge in working out the technlcal detalls of his de51gn

\l.OSee Chapt'e’r One, p: 37_‘ of this thesis.
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Slgnlflcantly, however, the englneerlng knowledge of which

.he avalls hlmself is not called archltectural technology,"

- .

for there is nothing distinctively architectural about it.’

" Architectural knowledge is constituted“out of both aesthetic

and techniCal'princlples. The technical prlncrples used in
archltecture cannot. be split off from -the aesthetlc prlnc1ples.
which co-constitute it, if anything distinctively architectural.
is'to'remain. Another dlfflculty lles in the fact that whlle
educatlonal building” may not come up to the criteria of
educatlon“ to any,great degree, the crlterla are not
contravened in such a .case. "Educat10nal technology" must be
regarded as a case which demands stronger scrutlny with
respect torthe crlterla'of 9education" because here itgis a
species of knowledge about how education is to'be conducted :
that is in question. Whlle using the EXPIESSlOn “educatlve
technology" would. 1nvolve the stronger clalm that a sort of

technology which educates in some actlve sense is being

referred to, speaking of "eduéational technology" still

- requlres that the crlterlq of "educatlon" are fulfilled in

_that to which 1t refers.

" With respect'to related| forms of expression, I,

LY

. have already noted.that "instructional technology".and

“learning‘technology“ involve much weaker claims thanlf

"educatlonal technology," while "educative technology"'

involves etronger claims than "educational technology."

“Technology of education" is_much'closer'to being an expression

equlivalent to "educational technology " ThlS expre551on

draws attentlon to the same. central domaln of meanlng as does .
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educatlonal technology," byt in a less amblguous way.
"Technology of educatlon" calls atterntion to preC1sely “that
téchnology which is part of education in the sense of being: | | a
technical knowledge about educatlon, whereas in "educatlonal
technology,“ the relatlon of technology to educatlon is not
clear. "Technology of educatlon" would therefore appear to be
the loglcally preferable. expre551on. However, I have chosen
to restrlct my inquiry to the expre551on “educatlonal tech~
nology," because it has already achleved con51derable currency
in educatlonal dlscu5510ns.‘ The ,upshot of thlS excursron into
related expre551ons 15 that I take "educatlonal technology“l
to refer tq. that technology-which.is part of education in the
sense of'being a technology of education.

I1f there is some -actual referent which corresponds to
.the expressron “educatlonal technology," it would have to be
_-"technology" 1n a quallfled (and odd) sense. Its logical place

+
would appear to be: w1th1n the domaln of educatlonal theory as

.a practlcal theory._ It would be the organrzatlon of the o ' : r‘l,f
‘technlcal pr1nc1ples formulated by educatlonal theory, but

" with -a specral provlso "As I have argued, moral and technical
prrncrples are,not strlctly separable in the central cases of L l,:j
'practlcal dlscourse about educatlon The ‘technical principles | "f;g
cannot be. Spllt off entirely from moral consrderatlons, but : C flﬁé

-are rather embedded in the texture of the practlcal theory of

,educatlon " Thus educatlonal technology" cannot be a fleld
autonomous from the more 1nclu51ve fleld of educatlonal theory
" in whlch the technlcal prlnc1ples of educatlon are con51dered
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along with moral ehd orudential ones; This suggests’ that
educatlonal technology” must have a rather loose ‘and
1ndeterm1nate~structure. It cannot be educational'tech-

~
nology if it is Spllt off from moral con51deratlons. Yet if

it includes moral considerations, it ceases to be a purely
technlcal organization of knowledge and approx1mates more to
educatlonal theory in general. To be."techuology,ﬂ however,
it must involve some_degree of orgahization of'technicai
orinciples. Slnce educational theory 1ncludes moral and
technical pr1n01ples, we are faced with the dlfflculty of
recoverlng a4 sense’ of educatlonal technology“ whlch does not
merely coincide w1th educatlonal theory in general although
remalnlng 1ncluded w1th1n the latter. |
One can have a technology of any ptéctiée hhich‘admits i
-the use of techniques or techniCai prih}ipies. Thus one can -
have a technology of readlng, of learnlng, of ‘schooling, of
teachlng, and SO on.. However, none of these practlces are’
necessarlly "educatlonal“ in the sense of meetlng the crlterla
of "education. "Technology,” on the other hand, must always
address partlcular sorts of tasks or practlces, such as ‘./
readlng, 1nstrUct1ng,‘or organmz;ng books on llbrary shelves. .
Slnce no particular tasks,;praotlces,_or procesee; are |
necessarily'“eduoational " it is always a matter of further

judgement to allow that a particular case, Judged to be -

"technology,' exempllfles educatlonal technology.- M"Education"

is not the sort of enterprlse for which . techn;cal pr1nc1ples

‘can be formulated which are suff1c1ent (qua technical
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'principles) to guarantee that if they' are followed, what is

prodUCed'will be "educational." .“Instructional" technology

~is not necessarily "educatlonal“'technology, just as

"1nformatlon" technology (the technology of 1nformat10n

» transmrssron, distribution, and storage, e.g. llbrary

"science" and telecomnunications) is not necessarlly
"instructional” but only when addltlonal crlterla are met.
It may be suspected that mhch of-what has sometimes been
called "educatlonal“ technology is justly to be called only
Minstructional™” technology, "behav1oral" technology (e.qg.
‘conditioning),-“planning" technology, "measurement“ tech-
nology;.“management" technelogy, and-so on.. It ie alwaye an
additional question whether "educational" technology isr
exempllfled in cases where these technologles are 1nvolved.

- The precept whlch follows is that in "educat10na1 technology,
attentlon must be directed to the condltlons under which the
criteria of "eduCatlon are fulfllled The questlon of what
gan;properly,be called “educational technologyf must now be

addressed

My suggestlon is that "educatlonal technology is

N

.nost clearly'exemplified in those cases in which a complex of

technical principles drawn from some particular technology is

L]

hrought to bear on'an educational problem. 'ﬁxamples include

the brrngrng “to bear of operant condltlonlng, telecommunlcatlons \#q:/ﬂft

technology, or systems analy51s and deszgn technlques on

-

partlcular sorts of educational problems ‘such- as those of

iriteracting w1th educatlonal materlals, the dlstrlbutlon of

e

.-1
.
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educational messages, Or the managementgof educétional-settings.‘ : ‘13
What is noteworthy‘is that none oflthese technologies-ate
distinctly educational. -‘Their'fotmetiontas technologies
lncorporatlng compleXes of- technlcal pr1nc1ples 1s constltuted
quite outside of education. When they are brought to bear
on%educational problems; it is through a proceSS‘of
judgemEnt in whlch moral and technlcal con51derat10ns, along
with other practlcal and theoretlcal con51derat10ns, are’
brdhght to bear on partlcular sorts of edUcatlonal problems.

Thls v1ew whlch anOlVES rejecting the notion of an e

autonomous fleld of educatlonal technology, will be seen to

be in accord with the;v1ew df educatlonal_theory espoused -
.inIChapter Three. Just as there are no distinctively

"educational" principles, there are no distinctiVe technical'

‘

pr1nc1ples of educatlon whlch may be organlzed into an R

educatlonal technology. "Educatlonal technology refers

rather to cases in whlch what exempllfles "technology“ is
.

also judged to fulfill_certain additional,.non—techn;cal

criteria. o : s
The dlfflculty noted by lest 1n spec1fy1ng what is

-

lnvolved in educatlonal Judgements carries over ‘to the-task ‘of

characterxzmng the judgements of educatzonal technology._'

Slnce there are no 1ntr1n51cally "educatipnal" practlces,

'

processes, or pr1nc1ples, it is always a matter of additlonal
judgement whether a praticular practlce, procees,lor pr1n01ple
meets’ criteria of "education" in a pdrticuler context.
Pfechnology;f it has been.ergued, involVes.finding effective
and efficient meane to agreedjuoon-ends. - The justificationaofi
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the ends-is a'non—technical'question. In the case of

«

educatlonal technology," the ends to be served must meet the

.

crlterla of educatlon.. ‘However, the non-lnstrumental
attitude is central in education.. Because of the way means

'and ends.are bound up with each other in this way . ofilooking

- at thlngs, it is not 51mply a matter of asklng what are the
most efficient and effectlve means for prodUC1ng the

_ educatlonal ends of whlch ‘we morally approve. The means‘are-‘

subject to more than a morally neutral, instrumental regard.

.
e . f i

| Thus, in an educatlonal judgement An which a partlcular

technology or technologlcal approach is being cons;dered
(e.q. telecommunlcatlons as a way of dlstrlbutlng
educatlonal messages), 1t has to be asked whether the tech—:
nological approach-under scrutiny is part'of a form of
'education (and ultimately, of a way of life) we'would choose;.f
all thlngs con51dered It is not suff1c1ent to ask whether
it is an eff1c1ent means to such a form of education or’ way
of ‘life. Rather it must be demonstrated whether lt is
,constltutlve of 1t In othex wordsi the form of Judgement
Jnvolved in what may be, called "educatlonal technology“ must
in each case 1nclude a con51derat10n of whether the partlcular
technology or. approach belng examlned ought to be cultlvated |
for 1ts own sake. To be acceptable, - 1t must be not only .
productlve of what is’ worthwhlle, but also constltutlve to
some extent of somethlng worthwhlle in, 1tself This

requlrement mlght be regarded as the paradox of educatlonal

technology" because what is ‘being demanded is that somethlng :
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belng presented as a purely 1nstrumental means—-technology—- . ]*
be regarded in the llght of ltS character as an end It

_seems to me that, 1n the central cases of educatlon at ‘least, s .

thlS paradox lS 1nescapable

~

'S.  The Criteria of Educational Technology

To call somethlng "educatlonal technologyV is to refer
to part of what may be 1nvolved in the practlcal dlscourse
"about educatlon conducted w1th1n educatlonal theory. What
is plcked out by "educatlonal technology" can be summarlzed S ff,

1n the follow1ng criteria:

(ly‘“Educatlonal technology" lmplles the subordlnatlon"
+ of technology to -the crlterla of ‘education; -

(2) in "educational. technology,' no dlstlnctlve and
. autonomous body of knowledge comprising the- o
organlzatlon of technlcal pr1nc1ples of educatlon
1s lnvolved

(3) in the judgements Wthh constitute "educatlonal tech- ‘

- nology," the’ technologlcal knowledge involved is drawn R
from various-areas of technology in general, while U
the moral considerations to which this. knowledge is
subordinated are those embodied 1n the crlterla of
-educatlon. . N

~

-examples may ‘help to make it clear how these criteria

The examples whlch I w111 con51der all 1nvolve . :.':.‘
dlStlnCtl app11Catlons of technology,.they are cases 1n7_
-wthh lt is not 1n doubt that technology is 1nvolved

Suppose someone suggests an adult educatlon scheme
based on mass communlcatlons technology.‘ In partlcular, : ' A.J
‘ suppose that the suggestlon 1s that educatlonal programs of .:. “ﬁ
‘ study are to be made avallable to adults by means. of radio

and telev151on broadcastlng. What has to be examlned is

‘whether such a scheme can accord w1th the crlterla of
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"education." 1t seems ev1dent that radlo and televrsion can

‘convey 1nformatlon and messages Wthh could lead to knowl-

a~

edge and understandlng. Cognitive breadth could be aimed at - 3ﬂ
through a broad, sPectrum of program offerlngs. The manner 1n

which the learner is treated when such meansﬁare used is

-

however in. doubt The fact that messages must be designed for

-

a mass audience means that the educatlonal messages must be .

desrgned for ‘theé common features of the learners rather than

T 'for thelr characterlstlcs as 1nd1v1duals._ While it miaht be

objected that thls complalnt about mass media also appiies‘to'
'books, whlch are tradltlonally held in high esteem as alds in
educatron, -any presumptlon that merely dlstrlbutlng bdoks

should produce significant educatlonal-results would have to

‘be serrously doubted. It is questionable wHether the

.guidance and individual attention which are part of most ' o
- ) ; . 7 ! . ; . . . .
education can be provided by mass media. Since mass e

communioation is typically one-way;oomﬁunication, opportunities o
for dialogue, essential to;many asbeots of eduoation, are
laCking..ASuch considerationsawere'evidently taken‘;nto“ ‘.u
account in the-judgements‘involved‘in developing‘éreat 3ritain;s. -
:Open_University}‘ in.this.case, the inherent iimrtations of

mass comnunioatidnS'teohnology'werejcompensated for by
Asupplementingrradio.and televisionthroadcasts with

eorrespondence between'indiridual students‘and tutors;‘access

to academic guidanoe at 1oca1'study‘centers, and -annual two-' '
_week sessions during which students‘met in reguiar classes and
studied’under‘instruotors. Whereas the'exolusive use of mass.
communicatrons,technology to oonvey'instruotional messages
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would not- appear to have ‘a substantial claim for being
regarded as a case of "educatlonal technology " the Open
University approach appears to be so constltuted that it

may satrsfy the crlterla of "educatlonal technology" set

forth. 5

Another sort of example is provided by the suggestlon

. that the technology of. operatlons research should be used to.

1mprove what is 901ng on in a partlcular educatlonal settlng.

1Suppose an educatlonal admlnlstrator decrdes to 1nvest1gate

how: 1nstructlonal materlals are belng utlllzed in a medical

sc1ence program With a view to m1n1m121ng costs and
max1mlzlng effectlveness, he brings a varlety of plannlng and
decrslonmaklng technlques such as. llnear programmlng and
queuing theory to bear on the formulatlon and solution of

his problem "  He decides that the objectlves which he has
identified can be reached more effectlvely and -at greatly
reduced cost by 1ntroduc1ng a hlgh degree of unlformlty into

the way in whlch students are processed" through the medlcal

science program He decides that student —teacher 1nteractlon

L]

- .can be greatly minimized if most of the essential 1nformatlonr
is conveyed by a varlety of audrovrsual materials which the

student will study in an efficient 1nstructlona1 resource

centre. This will permit hlm to flre up to two thlrds of

the teachlng faculty. The obv1ous difficulty w1th thls

_proposal is that the admlnlstrator has beén led by his

Al
technological approach to conceive of‘medfcal education in

narrowly inStrUmentaI‘terms. The non—instrumentai:features-of

o
Y.
=y
1.
W
.!
'
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the mannerfand matter of education have been overlooked in

this.form of “initiafion." The students are to be treated as

.information proce551ng units deflned in terms of lnputs,

outputs, and processing routlnes. Thls example violates the

criteria of_"educatlonal techneology™” because the technology

‘to be introduced has not been subordinated to the reguirements

for non—instrumentality and respect for persons built into
"education.” - . ' o
. As another lnstance, suppose an lnstructlonal materlals

developer wants to, produce some tralnlng fllms for a

) partlcular 1ndustry. He proposes to use his knowledge‘of not

only motion pioture'production'but'also'psychology of learning

in the preparation of these films. Is Itis . undertaking an

‘o

instance of "educational technology"? Here surely ‘the objectlon'

L V2N .

~is that the forms of knowledge and understandlng he hopes to

transmlt are much too narrow to be ‘conceived of as "educatlon.

Vocatlonal 1nstructlon in aspects of 1ndustr£al productldn

is much more_approprlately concelvedsof as "tralnlng,t‘ as '

. Y -~

Peters has-poihfed out. 1In this case the criteria of

breadth of understanding and cognitive oerspectiVe are not

likely to be met. l y ’ 7 T - ' o
Finally, let us suppose that someone has developed an

1ngenlous technology of sleep learning which he proposes to

A

1ntroduce into the schools. BY thls means school subjects

may be learned he claims,. whlle the students are asleep.

wOuld such an approach meet the crlterla of "educational
technology"? Granting that an effective technology of

' . S,
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'sleep-learninglmight b ‘possible, thls approach would surely
v1olate the requlrement for w1tt1ngness on the part of the
'learner. Even if worthwhlle matter were belng transmltted i
the student would have no consc1ous awareness of what he was
vlearnlng. Further, the student might be made to 1nvoluntarlly
learn a set of pernicious lies by such a means. The thlrd
crlterlon of educatlon,“ I gather,'would strongly'rule out
such an’ approach 'sn the grounds that the w1tt1ngness and |
voluntarlness of the learner would not . hp respected 1n such- .
a case. Such an approach would therefore not meet .the
criteria of "educational technology ” N

A final point about all of these examples must be

made. In none of these cases is a wholesale approval or
condemnatlon of the technology 1nvolved 1ntended All that o hcﬁﬁ
is suggested is that in the 1nstances of the partlcular ,.' _ | .'}l?f
applications hypothesrzed,_the crlterlé‘of “educatlonal
technology" are or are not met in the ways pointed out. .
Only the technology of sleep learnlng ‘would seem to lack any
genulnely educatlonal appllcatlon because no lnstance in -~
which 1t accords with the w1tt1ngness and voluntarlness of
the learner 15 concelvable With respect to the other
.,technologles, it is plaus;ble that there mlght be 1nstances

where thelr use exempllfles "educatlonal technology,f but none

of them are necessarlly “educatlonal“ technologles. In

general, then, no technology is an'"educatlonal technology"
F

per se; it. only becomes "educatlonal technology" in cases

. wherercertaln conditions are_met. _There are, however, some

L]
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technologies such as sleep-learning and. certain forms of

conditioning which by their very nature do not admit of

constituting caees of "educational teclinclogy.” o - ;?
6. Recent Definitions of Educational Technology

When 1t comes to deflnltlons of "educatlonal technology,

the llterature of phllosophy of education contalns no notable

contributions of whlch I am aware. "Harry S. Broudy s

~

. (Y - - - . ’
ambitious bibliography, Philosophy-of Education,ll is

.‘practlcally devoid of entrles relatlng dlrectly to "educdélapal
‘ technology.. Indeed the cla551f1catory system used ip this '
blbllography makes 1t .practically 1mp0551ble to searc
systematlcally for_entrles on the topic. Israel Sche-fler
' has referred tol“educational technology“ as "the® development—\
of dev1ces, programs and new curricula for the more eff1c1ent
packaging and ‘distribution Bf knowledge,"lJ'but he has not
given an analysis of the concept Broudy has dlsregarded the
"task of prOV1d1ng a deflnltlon or - analy51s in hls paper "Some
Potentlals and Hazards of Educatlonal Technology nl3

o Over agalnst thls neglect in phllOSOpthal llterature,
the problem of deflnlng "educatlonal technology“ has oeen |

VLgorously taken up in the llterature_of educational- tech~ !

llHarry S. Broudy et al., Phllosophy of Lducatlon, an
Organlzatlon of Topics and Selected Sourceg (Urbana: University
of Illinois Press, 1967).

‘ 12Reason ‘and Teachlng (Indlanapolls Bobbs-Merrill
Co., Inc., 1973), p. 59.

13In Phllosophy of Educational Research ed. Harry S.
Broudy, Robert H. Ennis, and Leonard I. Krlmerman (N.Y.,: John
Wiley & sons, 1973), Pp. 862 85. ' -

R
. e
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nology. Only a representitive-seleotion of the definitions

ventured will be considered here.l4 -1p a rather looke

facon de parler, "educatlonal technology“ has often been .'_ : }"
equated with the "learnlng 1ndustry" or the "knowledge
!hdustry n1l5 DaV1d G. Hawkridge has been more cautlous about
“the p0551b111ty of plnnlng down "educatlonal technology" to

a pat formula. He observes that "Educational technology
certalnly cannot be thought of as an organlzed branch of -
knowledge. There 1s at present ne unified theory, but rather
an eclectic grouplng of dlSClpllneS .. L"ls Desplte

this lack of a unlfled theory and establlshed body of knowl-
edge, there is a remarkable degree of agreement on . certaln
issues in many of the deflnltlons of "educatlonal technology"
which have been brought forward o | v

Robert Gagné€ has- suggested that educatlonal technology

"can be understood as meanlng the development of a set of A

for ~designing, testlng and operatlng schools as educational

systems w17 The restrlctlon to schoollng in this definition is

'14See Blbllography for additional references to .
articles and monographs relating to educational technology ' N
and its definition,

lsDave Berkman, "The Myth of Bducatlonal Technology,
EducatLonal Forum 36 (May, 1972): 451 B

. lG"Appllcatlons of Educational Technology'at the Open
Upiversity,"” A V Communication Review 20 (Spring, 1972):5. .

17"Educatlonal Technology as Technlque," Lducatlonal
'Technology VIII (November 15, 1968):

-
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not typlcal of deflnrtlons of “eduoatlonal technology,

although there is often an empha31s on 1nst1tut10nallzed
processes. What 1§ typlcal 15 the empha81s on “system.“
Clifton Chadwrck apparently takes Gagné‘s definition to be

a model one in that no reference to machinery or'ite use is
made,. emphasis belng placed.rather{on the "systems approach nl8

'"Instructlonal technology" was the term preferred by

the Commrssron on Instructlonal Technology to collect the ;
various uses of technology in educatlon 19 James W. Armsey

and Norman C. Dahl have adopted this. terminology 1n thelr Ford

)

--Foundatlon report, An Inguiry into the Uses of Instructlonal
20

Technology They note the dlfflcultres in trylng to sort
out the dlfferences between "1nstructlonal technology" and
educatlonal technology " Whlle they clalm that the two

expressrons are often mlstakenly USed 1nterchangably, they

© .givé no’ clear ratlonale for their .own cheoice. In June 1972

the Assoc1atlon for Educatlonal Communlcatlons and Tech—
nology appeared to be preparlng its own deflnltlon of

1nstructlonal technology n2l. What emerged a_few months

: 18"Educatlonal Technology Progress, Prospects and
. Comparisons," Brltlsh Journal ‘of Educatlonal Technology 4
(May, 1973):81,

19Sldney G. Tickton, comp., To Improve Learning: an
Evaluatlon of Instructional Technology (N.Y.: R. R. Bowker co,,
1970-71), vol. 1, p. 7. ' . -

204y, The Ford Foundation, 1973. See especially
Chapter.One,.“Deflnltlons and Termlnology ‘

‘ .

s

21Gall F, Hlpsher, "On Deflnlng the Field: an Open
Hearing," Audiovisual Tnstruction 17 (June—July, 1972):
34-35. . :
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later;,howeve:, was. an ambitious attempt to define'"éducationai.

téchnology."-,?'2

The AECT definition of "educational technology” is the
most thoroughgoiﬁb attempt to define“"éducational technology"

".which has emerged in the literature to date. 1In it, the.

influence of many earlier attempts at definition is evident,
-and it may be taken as an attempt to draw togéther the' central

.features of earlier attempts at definition. The overalil
. bk .

purport of the definition is evident in the first paragiaph.
of the statement:

Educational techndlogy is a field involved in the
facilitation of human learning through the systematic =
identification, development, organization, and utilization'
of a full range of learning resources,: and through the
management' of these processes. It includes, but is not

- limited to, the development of instructional ‘systems, the
identification of existing resources, the delivery of
resources to learhers, and the management of these
processes and the people who perform them. 3.

4

The educatiénal'tgchnology approagh is'saidlfo be linked to the
more generai concept of'tééhnoiogy. .The'ﬁnderstanding of
"1:echnc'>log.y.’A1 adopted is that of Galbiaith:'_fthe.systematic
_'appliCatién;of scientificﬁénd'other organized.knowledgg to

w24 .

practical taské. The special interest of "educational -

zzAssociation for Educaticonal Communications and

Téchnology, "The Field of Educational technology: a Statement
of Definition," Audiovisual Instruction 17 {October, 1972):
36-43. _ . . : N ‘ . .

23

Ibid., p. 36.

24The New Industrial State, p. 6; quoted in AECT, "The
Field of Educational Technology," p- 36. Galbraith's
definition is cited and briefly discussed earlier in this
thesis; see Chapter Four. AR
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technology“ is said to be'to”"facilitate learning" by
*jﬂ?expandlng the range'Qf resourcee'used for'learning,"
"emphasizing the indiwidual learner and hiejunique needs," | o ';.,ﬂ.
and 'using a systematlc approach "25 Thls suggests that |
educatlonal technology " as a partlcular technology, is
ldlStlﬂgUlSth by those tasks and interests w1th whlch 1t 15
concerned
It is recognlzed however, that "educatlonal technology"
lS not unique in embrac1ng these 1nterests, and that what
makes educatlohal technology" drstlnctlve is problematlc:
- The fleld of educational technology makes no exclusive ' .“it,
claim to any of these efforts: other educators believe in, - =
and use, some of these cdncepts in their work. The :
field of educational thechnology,. however, is unigue in
bringing all these efforts together in. a.systematic- L
“fashion. 26 . _ ' . A SR
" The quallty of belng “systematlc“ is thus held to be chief
- among the dlfferentlae of "educatlonal technology." AIn
'attemptlng to prOV1de a ratlonale for the unigueness of the
fleld of educatlonal technology, the authors of this definition
'have proposed that three interests characterlze the fleld
These are "the use of a broad range of resources for learnlng,
the empha51s on 1nd1v1duallzed and personallzed learnlng,
and the use of the systems approach w27 The use of a broad

range of resources refers to the 1nterest in usrng every sort

of human or materlal'resource which 'tan facilitate learning

25AECT, "The Field of Educational Technolegy," p. 36.

*$1pia.

*"1bia.; p. 37. L ™
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as opposed‘to‘the exclusive or predominant reliance on
'teachers, chalkboards; and bocks. The empha51s on individual-
ized and personallzed learnlng is inspired by "the reallzatlon
that learnlhg is the goal of the 1nstructional process and ~
the criterion by which it mdst'be judged. %8 lt is said to
“be A Shlft of attentlon from what the teacher does to the
amount of learnlng whlch is taking place. The systems approach,
it is clalmed 1s‘"ba51c to 'educational technology. It is
- descrlbed as a process in which "SC1ent1f1c and experlmental
jmethods are applled in an orderly and- comprehen51ve way to
the plannlng of 1nstructlonal tasks, or to entlre programs.fzg.
The systems approach lnvolves descrlblng the system under
con51derat10n in terms of" objectives (or goals), results_
obtained, and feedback loops whlch allow the system to improve.
_ itself;30 These attributes centerlng arodnd "resources,"

- "learning," and_"systemﬁ are said to provide the rationale for
a unique field of-"educatlonal'technology.“-
| " In a short artlcle called'"Defining the Field of
Educational Technology,"31 Donald P. Ely has attempted to sort.
*out the major themes which recur in the plethora of deflnltlons
which have been ventured He 1dent1f1es three themes.
"systematic approach " concern with "means,;'and achleyement
“ o

of a specified purpose——"learning.f' These three themes are

_ ‘ ’
< . ¢ -

Ibld

9Ib:.d., Pp. 38.

301p54a. .

31Audiovisual Instruction 18 (March, 1973):52-53,
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- evident in the AECT definition, where “individualization,"

"personalization," and{"resonrces" may be taken to exemplify .
' a'concern ;ith-“meane;' ‘while “learnlng" as the goal and belng
systematlc" as the approach are clearly announced,

Two sorts of remarks are in_order here. Firet, a
.preoccdpation with learning and its faci;itation does not
necessitate that anYthing like "educatron".is going'on.

While definitions of "educational technologyF commonly announce
an interest in "learning,' I have never seen anythlng close |
to criteria of educatlon" hlnted at in such a deflnltlon.

. Indeed, an 1nstrumenta1 regard for learnlng is the norm in
such deflnltlons. There is 1n thls objectlon a prima ‘

facie case for rejectlng all of those pronouncements whlch
purport_to be definitions of "educational technology" but
nhichldo'not reach beyond invocatione centering.around "learning"w

toward some acceptabie characterization of'"education."

Second while a concern w1th means for fac111tat1ng learning,
- L}

whether lt be by exPandlng resources,'lncrea51ng 1nd1v1dual—'
1zatlon, or whatever,'ls perhaps salutary, it bespeaks only
‘what 1s to .be expected in a technology of learnlng or
1nstruction,.and nothrng more. A technology of learndng‘
would, by definition, be concerned with selecting means'which
are instrumehtal to learning. Nothing "edncational“ is
neceseitated in such an enternrise,‘and in.fact the o
instrumental attltude involved would be detr1menta1 in the

‘central cases of educatlon,' in which learning is re arded
_ g

non-instrumentally. .- Thus while the themes of "learning" and
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“means” are claimed to he dlfferentiae ofk"educational
technology,". they do not have-logically'distinctive—reference
'.to what is picked out by the criteria of "educational tech-
nology":announced-earlier.

WhatJabout the "systems approach" which has been
claimed. to be the chlef dlfferentla of "educatlonal technology“’_»
Chadw1ck has regarded the “systems empha51s as central citing
jGagné In the AECT deflnltlon,_the character of belng
“systematlc" was held to be educatlonal technology's chief-
distingulshingffeature According to John'D. Colby,
"Educatlonal technology 15 the appllcatlon of system
principles to teachlng and learnlng problems."32_ Lawrence P.

F o

,Grayson has prOposed that "Educational technology . . . is-a

|1_33

systems approach.to 1nstruct10n . "The emphasis on

»

"systems" is evidently linked to the belief that being
systematlc“ is a central and cru01al feature of "tech-
nology Ely has remarked that the "1dea of systems" is the

"modus operandl of technology , . .”34 Yet, as I pointed out

in‘Chapter Four,-fsystematization“ or the_quality of_being_
“syetematicf is_not.a logically necessary feature of the
conceot of "technology," except in the sense that any body
of knowledge ls_ﬁorganired",and."eyatematic.“ Being

LY

32"Dducatlonal Technology,‘ Engineering Educdtion 63
(February, 1973):367, italics added. : -

. 33"Costs, Beneflts, Lffectlveness- Challenge. to -
Educational Technology,“ Science 175 (March 17, 1972): 121s,
1ta11cs added. ) . .

. 4"Toward a Phllosophy of Instructional’ Technology,
‘Brltlsh Journal of Educatlonal Technology 1 (May, 1970) 92.
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"systematic" does.hot,_I.contend, constltute a unique.and
distinctive feature of "technology:" We often use "tech-'
nology" w1thout 1mply1ng that we are referlng to a "systems
approach, The fact that technologlcal practlces often do
'.1nvolve a systems approach is a contlngent matter hav1ng more
to do w1th recent historical develoPments (partlcularly the
perlod beglnnlng with and follow1ng World War Two)35 than
with the dlstlnCthE logical features of the concept "tech-
nology Thus my claim 1s that the “systems approach" does
not offer a logical dlfferentla for “educatlonal technology,L
and further, that no comblnatlon_of "learning," “means," and
"systems approach" can yield.the difrerentlae which are :
required.

A claim-which is also occasiOnally ma@e.rs that
"educational‘technology" is a "scientific approach " fhe

maga21ne Lducatlonal Technology announced in a promotlonal

brochure, that the term "educatlonal technology" “refers to the
- appllcatlon of sc1ence—based knowledge to educatlonal and
—lnstructlonal plannlng and to the solutlon of ba51c teachlng-
'learnlng problems. Technology in thlS sense 1s'épplled

w36 '

science.’ Accordlng to Hawkrldge, A. A Lumsdalne has

[ . L]

3“5"'1‘he special meanlng of the term systems and such
related terms as systems concept. and systems| approach emerged
during and after World .War II as a result of research and
development in problem solving, efficiency analysis, and, most
significantly, the development of complex man-machine systems.
~(Bela H. Banathy, Instructional Systems [Palo Alto, Callfornla'
Fearon Publlshers, 1968], . 2.

36What is Educational Technology° (Englewood Cllffs,
New Jersey: Educational Technology Magazine, n. d. ), p 1.
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suggested that "educatlonal technologlsts are appllers of
science 1n the sense: that medical- practltloners are appllers

w37

. of the’ underlylng blologlcal sciences. Such V1ews rest on

the presumption that "technology“ can be 1dent1f1ed with

-

applled sc1ence. . "This view has re]ected in Chapter ‘Four as :
'subject to much -the same sort of objectlon that is raxsed
'_agalnst the "systEms"7V1ew of "technology " Whlle-sc1ent1f1c
' knowledge may in fact often be. used in technology, thls 1s a
contlngent and hlstorlcal development and’ not a- loglcally
necessary character;stc of "technology Againy nho
dlfferentla for "educatlonal technology" is secured by such
a move.._ _ " ce . o . : . h
The conclusion which may‘be.drawn from: these:
‘ considerations is that the definitidns of “educational tech-
nology" whlch have been offered so far have 51ngularly failed
to accompllsh what . they have apparently set out to. do. No-
successful characterlzatlon of educatlonal technology" as a
unique and dlstlnctlve fléld has been achieved. . Indeed thls
is not'surprlslng For lf I am correct no dlstlnctlve and
autonomous fleld is loglcally plcked out by the expre551on

"educational technology Thé deflnltlons which have been

offered have merely latched onto fashlonable features of what

. is currently done under the name ' educatlonal technology." ,

In the case of "learning" and "system,"” it might well be .

said that these definitions have singled out‘“accompanying“t

37"Applications of Educational Technology,“ p. 6.




243 . .

characteristics rather than "defining". characteristics, to use

'Hosperé"distinction\38 While such characteristics may
often accompany cases of "educational technology," they do

not perform any distinctive servioé in-heiping'to define it.
To the extent that‘defending.the uniqueness of the professional

field of educational technology has been a_motivation in

offering such :definitions, they may be'said to be progfammgtic

-

in ‘character.’ While it is not,neceqsarily'a bad thing to
offer a programmatic¢ definition, the definitions which I have
Been able to examine all involve logical'misapprehensions

which it has been my concern to pomnt out in thlS sectlon.
» - ) :
What is unique about educatlonal technology," I should llke

to suggest, approxlmates to. what 1s plcked out, by the criteria

.

which I ventured_ln the previous sectlon.

‘¥

7. Conclusion

In this thesis I-havo'examined the concepts of
educatlon“ and "technology,' provided_an-aéoount of
" educatlonal theory,‘ and offered an anlysis of‘the_concept

"educational technology."_ I have also criticized repreéentitive
. N A 3

definitions .of "educational teohnologyzjbffered in recent

38"To state a defining characteristic is to state a
part of the meaning (deflnltlon) of a term; but to state an
accompanying characteristic is to state some fact, not about
the term itself (for the accompanying characteristic is no -
part of its meaning), but about the thing named by the term "
(Hospers, Ah Introduction to PhllOSOpthal Analysis, pp. 28-29.)
To state that "All swans are white” is to make a factual
statement about an accompanying characteristic of swans which
"is open to factual disproof-~e.g. the ex1stence of black swans
in Australla. "White" may be an accompanying characteristic of
‘most swans, but it is not a defining characterlstlc of "swan."

{Hospers"' example ) :

¢
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literature. In terms of the standp01nts considered, three
claims. about the concept of "educational technology can be .
sorted out the frrst holding to a: "strong" sense, and the
second-and third holdlng to- "weak" senses. The flrst (strong)
'clalm is that'"educational technology" picks out a distinctive,
autbnomous technology which fulfills both the cxiteria of

educatlon" and the crlterla of "technology " The second L
(weak) claim is that "educational technology" plcks out no
dlstlnctlve, autonomous technology, but refers to cases in
which various 1ndependently constltuted technologles (whlch
fully neet the criteria of "tdchnology") a;e Judged also to
meet the criteria of_“educatlon.‘ The third (weak) claim is
'that'"educationalktechnology“ refers to a dlstlnctlve,
autonomous technology.(or in an even weaker sense, tech—
' nologies)Awhich:meets-the‘criteria of "technology" but fails
.'to meet one or more of the criteria of "educatlon,’ adhering
to a weakened.sense of the latter. I have argued that the
first (strong) sense is loglcally contradlctory and must be‘.”
rejected.\ The third’ (weak) sense,_evrdenced'in the
definitions of educatlonal technology" revrewed in the
prevmous sectlon, I hold to be mlsleadlng a mOdlflEd
termlnology (e. g. 1nstructlonal technology“} would more
accurately reflect what is belng pointed to. I propose that
the second (weak) sense is the mpst loglcally justified way
-of unpacklng the concept of "educatlonal technology . My
concluslon might be said to ;nvolve negatlve sanctions
'.regarding use of the'term "educational technology It 15
not a dogmatlc rejectlon of the term, but rather a provrslonal

-

‘ : ' AL
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acceptance‘with'certain‘fery strong gualifications. That'is,.
I hold that the central uses of the term are logically those
in which both the criterra of‘“ecucation" ang‘the—criteria of
"technolodgy" are operative, in the manner picked out by my
criteria of "educational technologf."

- It might be_demanﬁed what kind of a ceﬁinition I have
offered.here. .The difficulty in answering this sort of
questlcn was discussed at some length in my examlnatlon of
-Peters“_account of "educatlon Peters took the view that
- analysis leavds everythlng as it is. Yet it became clear
that while Peters' account constitutes a descriptive |
definition of "education," this is true only:with‘respect'to.
a grcup of speakers who share'thé assumptions:and understandings,
embedded 'in a'lingnistic’tradition, which he has made explicit.
Much the same thlng rmust be sald for my account of “educatlonal
'technology. If there is a group of speakers for whom, when
ali i's said and done, “education” equals "learning"” and
"technology" equals al"systems approach". to selectlng means
to_ends,,tnen my aahcnrtlons wlll not_have much bite agalnst
their way of using the expression' "educational technclogy."
If, however, I have succeedec‘in making:explicit~some
‘imp0rtant logical features of these terms, features which do -
not just reflect current fashlons but are deeply imbedded in
our linguistic traditions, then my account may win some |
acceptance. For example,.if it is objected that my conclusions
‘get their bite from my "Petersian" 1nterpretat10n of "educatlon,
I' must reply that they rest on a stronger and more basic

ground: the fundamental insight that “educatlon picks out a
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practlcal enterprlse whrch 1nc1udes non—lnstrumental forms of
commltment and that there is a crucial dlstlnctlon to. be e
_ preserved between technlcal versus non- 1nstrumenta1 forms of . | . e
thought and action regardlng what is 1nvolved in ch0051ng
goals and standards and formulatlng courses of ~action. : : .f; g

Regarding Scheffler s . classrflcatlon, the deflnltlon
embodled in my crlterla mlght be regarded as descrlptlve or
descr1pt1ve~programmat1c, 1nsofar as I have attempted to
‘describe how the terms "educatlon" and “technology" are in

fact used, but have also suggested that these understandlngs

should be preserved in using the expression educatlonal
' technology. Some mlght find my deflnltlon of "educatlonal'
‘technology“ to be a non- 1nvent1ve stlpulatlve one, in’ that I
appear to be recommendlng a departure, for the sake of clarlty, f}{{
.from how that expression has often been used. "Educatlonal » “
technology” is such a recent expre551on that it is dlfflcult
to do a descrlptlve job. of deflnlng it, 51nce a substantlal -t
background of shared understandlng of the term is lacklng. |
That is dne reason why I have appealed to what may be
‘understood by the famlllar_terms_"eduCation" and "technology.
What kind of definition“I have offered in Scheffler's terms,
would appear to be a matter of one's pornt of view, so 1ts
cla351f1cat10n w1th1n Scheffler s schema must remaln_
relat1vely_¢nconclusrve.

| I.hope though that I have succeeded 1n calllng

attention to some- crucral loglcal features whlch ought to be

con51dered in any use of’ the term "educatronal,technology.

)
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Whether or not they are adopted is a further matter,‘but i
have sought to put forward what I thlnk are compelllng .
lreasons for adoptlng them, ’ If it is asked what dlfferencel
adopting my criteria will mahe, it is perhaps a defen51ble‘
reply to propose that it will requmre taklng these reasons

serlously in educatlonal theory and practlce.
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