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Introduction


One of the central notions in accounts of virtue theories is that of ‘character’. The virtues are understood as character traits and whether one sees their role as central in accounting for morality or as secondary to some other concept, the notion of character is bound to play an important role in one’s theory of virtue. Since the notion of ‘character’ has a significant role to play in virtue theories an immediate question of importance is how we might develop good characters ourselves, how we might avoid negative influences and how we should go about encouraging good characters in others. However, the questions relating to character education are not merely of theoretical significance to those philosophical theories that see a role for character and the virtues in their account of morality. 

As any parent knows, a central concern in bringing up one’s children is bringing them up right; helping them develop into the kinds of adults one can be proud of, encouraging all that is good in them and discouraging all that is contrary to our conception of the good life for human beings. When asked to articulate what kinds of adults we would be proud for our children to grown into, we would probably rely on the language of the virtues and aspire for children who become kind, just, caring, honourable, loyal, trustworthy, friendly, and so on
. We see our role as parents being, to a large extent, to ensure that our children turn into these kinds of people, and a central aim of parenthood is to educate our children’s moral characters for virtue. We also expect our schools to carry on these aims and educate not just minds but whole people.
In a wider sense, as a society we also have a concern with the moral education of large numbers of our members. Recent years have seen a growing concern with the moral education of certain professionals, for example, doctors, nurses and other health care professionals. There is a growing recognition that being a good doctor, for example, involves much more than technical competence and requires moral skills that fundamentally rely on having a good character. Amongst both patients and doctors there is a wider understanding of ‘healing’ and the goals of medicine, one that places importance not only in what doctors do, e.g. restore health, but in how they do it, e.g. with dignity and respect. As a result the medical education of professionals is conceived of as calling for more than educating in anatomy, diagnostics, pathology and pharmacology; it also involves educating moral characters.
However, despite the evident force of such points in favour of the importance of moral character education both as a theoretical and a practical concern, there is also a large element of mistrust for such projects. This is speculative on my part but I would hazard a guess that moral character education projects may be viewed with mistrust due to worries about their aims. Moral education is sometimes confused with education in a particular morality, with indoctrination into a certain system of morality. This particular system may be a conservative one, calling for a return to traditional values and a by-gone, nostalgic era of fewer societal problems which will be brought about through strict adherence to a shared moral code, or it may have a specific agenda on certain issues, for example promoting sexual abstinence. This account of moral education, education for a specific purpose and content, will be off-putting to many who do not share these specific purposes or subscribe to these particular contents. Such a project, if applied by schools, for example, risks being perceived as usurping the authority of parents to pass on their own values to their children, or, if adopted by professional bodies, as hijacking the agenda of an entire profession by a specific moral viewpoint. 
While such concerns could be valid under certain circumstances, the opposite, a kind of moral free for all, is also a problematic target for education. A system that has no specific aim whatsoever but merely attempts to validate, to an equal extent, all moral viewpoints no matter what their merits, would still be problematic. As well as the usual problems associated with moral relativism, a moral free for all approach has little or no use for education. If any and all viewpoints are equally valid, what is the role of educators? In such an account of moral education, educators become mere spectators, whose role is simply to encourage all contributions equally. The aspects of education concerned with guiding, shaping and discrimination towards a target are lost.
In this chapter I want to offer an outline of a moral educational system that avoids both charges; it is neither problematically tied to a specific moral content that might be objectionable to some, nor does it embrace moral diversity in such a way that moral education becomes meaningless. In order to do this I will rely on Aristotelian ideas about character education, ideas for educating for virtue. In the following section I will set out an Aristotelian account of moral character to clarify what it is that we are aiming at when we engage in character education and in the sections that follow I will pick up three themes: the role of the virtuous person in moral education and the significance of the orthos logos; the move from knowing ‘the that’ to understanding ‘the because’; and finally the importance of emotional moral education. The result is an educational system that encourages pupils to search for their own answers and gives them the means to develop, defend and even question these answers. 
An Aristotelian Account of Moral Character

For the purposes of this chapter I will use the following definition of moral character: a collection of patterns of being which include beliefs, desires and commitments to values, that result in, sometimes unreflective or unconscious, affirmations; which are complexly responsive to contextual features of situations and which are usually expressed in behaviour. This definition is rather particular as it reflects a number of elements of Aristotelian theory, therefore it may not correspond to how other theories, or disciplines other than philosophy may define ‘character’. However, our interest is in how to achieve the Aristotelian goal of virtue through character education, so we need a definition of exactly what it is we are aiming to shape and educate towards. This definition captures a number of significant points inspired by Aristotle’s ethics, which I will briefly develop below.

The notion of ‘character’ captures the idea of distinctive and distinguishing features of the person. It refers to features that may be used to identify this person, features that make her stand out from others and define who she is as an individual. These ideas are captured in the definition of character by the claim that character is ‘a collection of patterns of being’. To an extent (more on this below) there is a regularity to character traits and characteristic behaviour, therefore there is a pattern to character; this is where distinctiveness comes from. Since there are a multitude of different character traits, one’s character is the collection of such patters. There are a number of different character traits that correspond to different contexts, for example there are character traits that deal with how we react to others who are in need, or how we respond to calls for our time and effort, or how we react to situations where our interests are threatened, and so on.
Significantly though, moral character is not merely a collection of patterns of thoughts or reasoning, but patterns of being. This suggests that one’s character is deeply connected to who one is. It’s not merely a collection of, possibly, fleeting thoughts or whimsical desires, rather it reflects something about the individual, his sense of self and his enduring commitments.


One’s moral character reflects one’s commitments to what one judges to be important, of value and morally right. In this sense, we can feel pride and shame at our own characters and what they reveal about ourselves. This is in contrast to more general character traits such as, for example, punctuality or expressive movement (the greater or lesser extent to which one gesticulates with one’s arms when communicating with others). Moral character traits, unlike general character traits, involve affirmations, even if these are not always reflective or conscious, because they are, to an extent, expressions of our agency. Character creates a link between who we are and what we do.

The relationship between moral character and the situations we find ourselves in is a complex one and one that evolves as character matures. Moral character exhibits a sensitivity to particulars; character traits are the expression of our sensitivity to particular features of situations. For example, the character trait of kindness is the expression of concern and caring in response to situations where others are in pain, experience suffering or find themselves in need of assistance in ways that elicit a kind response. Therefore, characteristic behaviours and reactions do not occur in a vacuum, they are responses to features of situations.

However, the idea that situations elicit responses is not the only way in which character and context are connected. It is important to note that the notion of ‘moral character’ is a developing one. We are born with certain favourable, or unfavourable natural tendencies, e.g. some of us may be tolerant and calm, others may be irascible and short tempered simply because we were born this way. Over time these natural tendencies are shaped into permanent dispositions and this development is very much at the mercy of the situational factors we come across. A child exposed to favourable external factors is far more likely to develop a virtuous character than one which is exposed to unfavourable ones. Situations and contexts then go towards shaping who we become. 
At the same time, a mature character trait is more resistant to situational factors such as temptation, duress, pressure from authority, etc. This is a matter of strength of character, the ability to stick to one’s commitments, a maturation of one’s strength of will and commitment to what one knows is right (although clearly it is also possible to exhibit strong and stable commitments to do what is wrong as much as what is right). So while the process of character development is long term, plastic, subject to set-backs and one of overall change, mature character traits, those traits that are developed at the end of this process, are stable, reliable predictors of behaviour and resistant to outside temptations to do otherwise. The overall relationship between moral character and the situations one comes across is a complex one then, since all moral character traits are responses to morally salient particulars, a developing character will be more amenable to being shaped by external factors while a mature character will be better able to resist adverse situational factors
.

The virtues are moral character traits and in Aristotle’s words virtue is “a purposive dispositions, lying in a mean that is relative to us and determined by a rational principle [orthos logos], and by that which a virtuous man would use to determine it”
. However, the virtues are specific kinds of character traits. They are purposive dispositions which means that they are chosen, chosen knowingly and for their own sakes. Therefore, one cannot be truly virtuous accidentally or by mistake. They are the end product of years, if not entire lifetimes, of character development, so they are mature, stable and therefore predictable and reliable character traits. That means that virtuous behaviour will be displayed not only when it is easy to do so, but unfailingly even in difficult cases of temptation or pressure to do otherwise. Indeed the virtuous man does not feel temptations and pressures as such because moral maturity means that the flow between being and behaviour is easy and unproblematic; the virtuous man does the right thing because of the right reason and from the right desire, and does so effortlessly because it is the right thing.

This has been a very brief and condensed account of Aristotelian moral character and the virtues
, but we will rely on parts of it in the sections below to consider three elements that are crucial to moral character education.
The Virtuous Agent and the Orthos Logos

The virtuous agent seems to play a very crucial role in the definition of virtue, i.e. we look to her for an example of virtue which presumably we can emulate, so this seems like a very obvious clue for moral education: find the virtuous person and do as she does. However, there are a number of problems with this suggestion. A misplaced reliance on the role of the virtuous agent creates theoretical problems for virtue ethics, e.g. if virtue is defined as that which is done by the virtuous agent, and she chooses what to do because it is virtuous, the theory appears problematically cyclical. At the same time there seem to be various practical problems as well with this direct appeal to the virtuous agent, e.g. in a world full of moral disagreement we would need a reliable method of identifying the virtuous agent, when identified, if she were to be of any educational use, she would need to be able to explain what she chooses and why, and we would have to assume that students of virtue would benefit from directly copying her choices, which is doubtful given that these choices were made by a different person and under different circumstances
. 

These are general problems that have been discussed in the literature, but in addition there seem to be specific issues for education with this reliance on the virtuous agent. If we were to assume that we could overcome the problems above and attempt to teach morality by appeal to an example, it is not clear that such an educational programme would be worthwhile nor that it would result in the development of moral character. Aristotle, in discussing musical education, suggests that we want to avoid becoming ‘mechanics’, by which he means music players who play by rota, who are unthinking and who lack refinement and true understanding of the beauty of music
. The same point applies to moral education.
If moral education consisted merely in copying the virtuous agent then its aim would be to get the student to store as much information as possible. Such an account of the aims of moral education conceives of the pupil as an unthinking, unfeeling and unresponsive - in the sense of not being capable of feeling shame and pride - storage container of moral information. Educational systems that attempt to teaching morality by directly passing on a code or a system of rules, or those that counsel a blind adherence to the actions of another miss the point of both morality and education. Successful moral education should aim to change who people are, to influence their sense of self, i.e. which values they uphold, what they feel pride and shame in.
…character needs to be thought of, not merely as an array of dispositions and abilities, but also as what a person is like. Thus education of character should be regarded not merely as the implanting of something like software for problems of life; it involves shaping the development of what (at the start) are not in the fullest sense persons into ones of certain sorts
.

There is no reason to think that merely imparting facts about morality will make much different in who people are or how they behave. For effective character development we need more and although we can appeal to the virtuous agent her role will be very differently conceived of than the problematic picture above
.
How does the Aristotelian conception of the virtuous agent help shape characters into characters of a certain sort, i.e. virtuous characters? The answer is that we should not look to the virtuous agent as an identifiable individual to be mindlessly copied but as an example of how to think. The importance of the virtuous agent in the definition of virtue is that she determines the orthos logos, the ‘rational principle’, that is, the reason on which one acts. One of the main aims of moral education is to get students to see the orthos logos, to understand the ‘rational principle’ for themselves and in that project the virtuous agent is not an example of what to think but an example of how to think.

The orthos logos is frequently translated as ‘rational principle’ or ‘right reason’ but this translation does not adequately capture the concept. Acting in accordance with the orthos logos is best understood as acting “according to a correct appreciation of the situation”
. This involves a number of elements. Firstly, it requires the ability to come to see the world as morally active, that is, to come to see the world as a place that raises moral questions. The role of moral education is to sensitize students to this conception of the world and this aim is not limited to teachers of ethics:

A science teacher can design a lesson on the need for precise and truthful reporting of data (and how scientific fraud threatens the scientific enterprise); a social studies teacher can examine questions of social justice, actual moral dilemmas faced by historical figures, and current opportunities for civic action to better one’s community or country; a literature teacher can have students analyze the moral decisions and moral strengths and weaknesses of characters in novels, plays and short stories; a mathematics teacher can ask students to research and plot morally significant societal trends (e.g. violent crime, teen pregnancy, homelessness, children living in poverty)
.
The most important lesson here for moral educators is that morality is pervasive. The teaching of morality is not confined to the ethics seminar, it forms part of the institution’s every activity because morality forms part of everything we do. Instilling moral virtues is not exclusively concerned with how individual students behave, but must begin in how the institution is structured, how every interaction is approached. Morality can be found in every subject and in relationships and situations outside the context of the subject matter to be taught; this means that all teachers are to an extent moral teachers and need to personally commit to the moral education of their students. 

Secondly, moral education involves helping students to come to see the morally salient features of situations, those features that determine the orthos logos. David Wiggin’s term for this Aristotelian ability is ‘situational appreciation’ and it is a kind of moral perception
. Essentially it is the ability to pick out and be moved by the right features of a situation. 
Thirdly, moral education requires the development of practical wisdom. Practical wisdom is the principle that underlies all virtues and it is the ability to judge what is required by the virtue in question. If moral perception allows us to see what is required of us, practical wisdom allows us to understand why it is required of us.
The Aristotelian ideas of moral perception and practical wisdom are widely discussed in the literature, but in the remainder of this chapter I want to focus on two aspects of these abilities that are crucial for moral education: the move from ‘the that’ to ‘the because’, with the corresponding internalisation of the relevant values, and the importance of emotional education.
The Move from ‘the that’ to ‘the because’


In brief, situational appreciation is the virtuous person’s ability to see what is required of him based on the features of a situation. For example, a situation that featured a drowning baby in the middle of a lake would require action to save the baby. The reason why one should save the baby is that there is a drowning baby (and no one else around to help, and no particular risk to the rescuer’s life during the rescue, etc.). Other features of the situation, e.g. the clear June sky, the pair of swans nearby, are entirely irrelevant because of the drowning baby. The person who is sensitive to moral particulars will be able to identify the relevant ones in each situation (clearly in more complicated moral situations the relevant moral particulars may not stand out as clearly and easily as the drowning baby amidst the swans and clear sky but they will still stand out to those who are appropriately sensitized). The virtuous person also exercises his practical wisdom, the principle which underlies all virtues.  Practical wisdom is not merely a theoretical ability to understand the noble and the good, but a practical one because it is the ability to deliberate well, in light of the noble and the good, and to act upon those deliberations. 


The virtuous person is our model for action because he has the ability to ‘see’ the moral features of a situation and to weigh up their relative merits and practical demands in light of the noble and the good. It is in this respect that the virtuous person is a role model and therefore we don’t need to come across the perfectly virtuous person to learn from the process he engages in. Anyone who is engaged in determining the relative importance of particulars and deliberates on what is required of him in light of a conception of the good life for human beings, is a suitable role model. This means that teachers and educators can be helpful role models without necessarily being perfectly virtuous themselves (quite a tall ask of anyone!). This is because they are role models of how to think and to do this successfully they need to have a certain approach rather than a guaranteed correct outcome to their deliberations. 

Aristotle writes on musical education: 

Clearly, personal participation in playing is going to make a big difference to the quality of the person that will be produced, because it is impossible, or at any rate difficult, to produce sound judges of musical performances out of those who have never themselves played
.

In the same way that musical competence comes from practicing an instrument, moral competence comes from practicing moral reasoning and the role of the teacher of ethics is to encourage, foster and direct moral reasoning. The emphasis on the orthos logos in the definition of virtue gives us definite clues as to what is involved in moral education; like in the case of musical education, when we teach ethics we should not be seeking to transmit specific answers but rather to help develop moral sensitivities and moral reasoning skills that will allow the student to arrive at his own, reflective and defensible answers.


A small study of teaching using moral discussions arrived at a conclusion that we should not find surprising: the teachers’ skills in eliciting moral reasoning from the students were the most important variable in achieving a substantial degree of moral change in the same students
. The Socratic method of reasoning, the elenchus, has been the cornerstone of philosophy since it was first used by Socrates because it develops exactly the sorts of skills we need here, skills which define philosophy as a discipline: it doesn’t offer answers, rather it elicits answers through correct reasoning. The student arrives at his own conclusions through careful inquiry and the role of the teacher is to guide this process by considering the following kinds of rational constraints:

Coherence and consistency are minimal goals, both in the analysis of ethical propositions and in their justification. Ethical principles and moral rules have implications both of a logical and of a practical kind. Ways must be found to trace out those implications, an exercise requiring both reason and imagination. Moral choices will have consequences for the individual making the choice and for those affected by them.

Students should be encouraged to search for definitions, to question concepts, to juxtapose alternatives, to understand the opposition arguments, to search for consistency and be jarred by inconsistency, and so on. 


To achieve this engagement of the student’s reason, the teacher must be open to reason herself. If all claims are open to scrutiny, then the teacher’s own beliefs should be held to the same standard that permits and encourages a questioning approach. If issues like justice are important at a theoretical level, they must also have an application at a practical level in the institution’s policies and regulations, as well as the conduct of every classroom. If morality matters, then it matters even when it takes us in surprising directions. In this respect it is important to note that moral demands may take us by surprise, but that is no reason to marginalise them or ignore them in other contexts. Lickona cites the example of a science classroom tasked with studying embryonic development
. To this purpose the children were asked to break one chicken egg a week and observe the changes in the embryo within. Faced with this task one of the seven year old children raised a moral concern with the permissibility of killing the chicks. In this case the teacher correctly identified this as a significant moral concern, by which I mean a concern that merits discussion and addressing. By recognising the concern as significant the teacher is not necessarily committed to upholding it, but she must be committed to treating it with due significance. This is because the concern expressed something about the student’s values and how these would be affected by what he was being asked to do. To dismiss such a concern with no consideration would be to do disservice to any more explicit moral education programmes taking place in other parts of the curriculum. In this case the teacher asked the student to elaborate on his views, opened the topic up to general discussion (suspending the science lesson for the time being) and accepted an alternative (searching for photos of embryonic development) that respected the concern. This experience contained significant moral lessons for the students such as the importance of giving due consideration to other people’s views, that moral reflection may be required before action, the significance of re-examining one’s own beliefs in lights of other arguments, the value of alternative solutions and lateral thinking, and so. Significantly it also demonstrated to these students that morality matters to their teacher and they can learn by example from her.

One might object here that the above example contains a very prescriptive outcome and support for a particular moral stance on the status of animals which is by no means shared by everybody, however this would be a misplaced objection. The particular outcome in this case is only one of many possible ones. The conclusion could have possibly been that animals do not share the moral status of humans and therefore the educational value of the experiment trumps the loss of chicken life necessitated by it, or that this is a matter for individual conscience and that each child should decide for herself whether to use live eggs or photos of chicken foetuses, to cite but two alternatives. The important aspect of the example is not the outcome but the journey taken to reach it. The wrong response in this case would have been for the teacher to dismiss the student’s moral concerns unheard. The moral lesson is that an individual’s moral objections are worth listening to, that re-considering one’s actions is one way of showing respect for another person’s deeply held moral beliefs, that finding room for alternatives can be a way of preserving everyone’s moral integrity, that those in positions of power should not use them to dismiss the concerns of others, and so on. The children have learnt through this experience how to think and feel more clearly and more appropriately on moral matters, and a number of different conclusions are compatible with this lesson
. 
There is a place in moral education, especially in the very first stages, for doing what you are told and for developing the right habits. However, the important step in moral education is the move from doing ‘the that’, i.e. what you have been told to do, to understanding ‘the because’, i.e. coming to see why that is the right thing to do, affirming it as the right thing yourself and choosing it for itself not just because it is what you were told to do. To arrive from doing ‘the that’ to understanding ‘the because’ students must learn to reason for themselves because no amount of top down imparting of information is ever going to convince anyone to commit to morality for themselves. Moral commitment to an idea requires that the person himself is convinced, and that is done by working through the reasoning. The teacher of ethics can use the Socratic method of elenchus, she can think by example herself, she can ensure that the values that are discussed in theory in the classroom also find a practical application in the same venue, but at the end of the day all this is done so that the student can take responsibility for his own reasoning. Some success may be found in instilling habitual, unreflective good conduct in the very young, the very impressionable and the very compliant, but this success is bound to be qualified and limited by the fact that the young grow older, the impressionable grow less receptive and the compliant grow more rebellious. Moral education for the older, the less receptive and the more rebellious requires personal conviction, it requires the individual to reason through to the conclusions and be convinced by them so that they have a stake in doing what is right.

Emotional Moral Education
Individual situations then will give rise to circumstances that give content to virtues, so that it is the role of agents to decide what the virtue of kindness, for example, requires under these specific conditions. The process of deciding what is kind in the right way, towards the right people, at the right time and in the right manner, is not an easy one and decisions may be subject to dispute. Nonetheless coming to identify with one’s decisions, accepting ownership of them, is a crucial part of moral development. It involves seeing a link between one’s agency and one’s actions, and eventually even one’s character. It is a crucial step towards taking responsibility for what one does and who one is, which is a fundamental stage in moral development. However, the picture we have painted so far is slightly misleading because of the emphasis on reasoning may lead us to misconstrue it as exclusively rational. In the remainder of this paper I want to argue that Aristotelian reasoning is as much an affective process as it is a rational one and it involves faculties such as moral imagination and emotional sensitisation. 
While the sharp Humean distinction between belief and desire is pervasive in modern moral philosophy, it is not clear that this view of the relationship between the cognitive and the affective was assumed by Aristotle. Writing on the kind of choice involved in virtue, Aristotle elaborates:
Now the origin of action (the efficient, not the final cause) is choice, and the origin of choice is appetition [desire] and purposive reasoning [reasoning directed to some end]. Hence choice necessarily involves not only intellect and thought, but a certain moral state; for good conduct and its contrary necessarily involve thought and character.

The state of being that defines our moral characters is a state of both reason and emotion. The virtue of kindness is not merely the kind act, 

a) it is the noticing of the requirement for kindness. Coming to view the world as a place that demands kind acts of us necessitates the development of  emotional and imaginative sensitivities that allow us not only to imagine ourselves in the situation but to imagine the perspectives of others in these situations. This requires the ability to partake in the emotional world of other agents, the ability to imagine the difficulty of their predicament, the options open to them and the impact of the situation and its outcomes on them.
b) it is also a particular interpretation of the situation, one which sees the demands of kindness as silencing other reasons for action. Nussbaum discusses the active and selective aspect of perception, arguing that “our imaginative view of a situation ‘marks off’ or ‘determines’ it as presenting elements that correspond to our view of what is to be pursued or avoided”
. Sometimes the easiest way to see the importance of particulars is to feel it, e.g. to feel compassion for the person in need means that that person’s plight stands out from other details.
c) another aspect of the virtue of kindness is the ability to act kindly and do so easily and without regrets because it is the right thing to do. Having the right desire, the desire to be kind, makes it easy and unproblematic to turn the right reason, e.g. ‘I should be kind because he is in need’, into the right action.
Developing these emotional sensitivities is a demanding and long term task that requires support and is therefore an important aim for education. As an example of the kind of educational support that may be helpful here, teachers have a role in leading and shaping group reactions in such a way as to avoid adverse influences. Large groups may find it tempting to gang up against individuals, to laugh and tease where they should be supporting, to dismiss where they should be listening, and so on. The role of teachers in such situations is to find effective ways of discouraging such interactions and encouraging their opposite. Or as another type of example, moral maturity involves the ability to withstand tests of temptation, duress or pressure. Educators can help students arrive at this state of maturity by ensuring that during their vulnerable development stage they are only subjected to appropriate moral tests. This does not mean that teachers must ensure that students never experience falure in their efforts, to the contrary we often learn more from our failures than from our successes and the sense of shame that accompanies our failures may be a very vivid reminder for the future, however moral tests are best managed so that they are appropriate to the abilities of student. Failure must be constructive not destructive. Educators can prepare tests that are appropriate to the level of development of their students, tests that they have a possibility of passing and tests they can learn from failing, rather than tests that are devastating to moral character. A final example of the kind of educational support that is useful in emotional progress is the importance of reflection and character development. Providing guidance to reflect on what was done and felt and in what ways one succeeded and failed is one of the best ways to prepare for future moral tests. One of the most interesting aspects of moral imagination is that it allows us to reflect on how we behaved, re-create the situation in our minds, identify what went wrong, consider it from other points of view or consider our choices having removed some of the more stressful elements of the situation, and educators have an important role to play in instigating and guiding this process.
Conclusion

As one would expect from the subject matter there is no one, easy or universally applicable answer to how one should go about educating for virtue. The answer will differ depending on the student, the circumstances, but it also differs depending on the teacher. As one commentator on a character education project put it: “What is missing from this formula, however, is that we cannot impact the head, heart and hands of students if we do not impact the head, heart and hands of educators”
. If we are interested in the moral education of students we must pay equal attention to the characters of teachers and allow the room and scope to commit to moral education projects. If there is one lesson to learn from Aristotle’s thoughts on educating for virtue is that the road is long, hard and requires a lifetime’s commitment from everyone involved in it. This account of educating for the virtues starts from an objectivist standpoint, there is a moral answer, morality is not relative, but rejects the idea that this answer is best learnt by rota or indoctrination. The most fruitful aim for moral education is how to support students in their discovery of moral answers, in the development of cognitive and affective faculties that will enable them to arrive at the answers for themselves and come to affirm these answers as an important part of their moral integrity and sense of self. None of this can be the result of force, unthinking imitation or mere acceptance of other views; at the heart of this approach is the requirement to take responsibility for one’s own reasoning, a huge part of which is to make mistakes, be responsible for and learn from these mistakes – this, however, is a subject for another time.
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� This is not an exhaustive list. Presumably parents also wish for their children to be healthy, safe, financially secure, etc.


� For more information on the debate between virtue ethicists and psychologists who carry out empirical work on the existence of character traits see Chapters ??? in this volume. For a more detailed defence of the ideas in this section see, Athanassoulis 2000 and 2012 (Chapter 7). Specifically for the claim that character traits may be more stable than some psychologists conclude, see Epstein and O’Brien, 1985 or for a philosopher’s critical analysis of the empirical evidence in this debate see Sreenivasan, 2002.


� NE 1107a1. I have replaced ‘a prudent man’ in the translation of this edition with ‘a virtuous man’ as the former term is much more common in the literature. 


� For a more detailed account see Sherman in Carr and Steutel, 1999 or Sherman 1989.


� Many of these objections to the role of the virtuous agent are presented in Louden, in Statman, 1997, and Solomon, in Statman, 1997 raises and replies to these objections.


� Pol 1339a41-b10


� Kupperman, 1999, p.201


� Another interpretation of the role of virtuous agent as a role model which also rejects mindless copying can be found in Kristjánsson, 2006, although Kristjánsson and I are in disagreement over the role of emulation (which he conceives of as a virtue) and exactly how one should understand Aristotle’s remarks as forming part of a particularist account of morality.


� Crombie, 1962, p.539


� Lickona, 1997, p.53


� The term was first coined by Wiggins in Wiggins, 1975/6.


� Aristotle, Politics, 1340b20


� Colby, 1977


� Lickona, 1997, 55-6


� For another account of how a liberal perspective is compatible with an objective account of morality within an educational context see Callan in Carr and Steutel, 1999.


� NE 1139a 31ff


� Nussbaum, 1990, p.77


� Berkowitz and Bier, 2005, p.276
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