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which Gutmann describes and then utilizes throughout the article.
One practical step that would facilitate ethical practice in schools would be the devel-
opment of a code of ethics. Diane M. Felicio and Jean Pieniadz highlight certain codes
that have been developed in the field and indicate some of their positive aspects. They
argue, however, that there is room for significant improvement, largely because the codes
contain rigid rules that lead to very rigid intcrpr‘ctatiOH'S; i.n CdUCE}tiOD, the S_ituations that
arise are usually novel and are best dealt with through ms1ghtful interpretations of codes.
The codes should therefore be constructed with this in mlnfi. "{‘he suggestion made by
the authors is that the use of feminist ethics would be effective in this endeavor. A code
. ' 1 o they claim, would allow those interpreting it
based on considerations of feminist eElC EEF LR ituation and to make decisions
to account for the prevailing cir cumstanCCS 2 an)i:f;:ﬁgrsa code based on feminist ethics
that are more appropriate in those c1rC;1Tlit12;if,'al cthicﬁl, concerns in education, such as
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nol\])\s/l,‘]tlgfr; the context of student-educator relationships,'Peter J. Markie looks at the
1 of friendships between college professors and their studcnts’ I‘t.may e Kl

after all, a professor who is friends with , o

questio ' 0
at such friendships are not problematc, ! ;
th % ffort to ensure that the student is learning. It alsy o

is likely to make a greater ¢ ‘
g?ﬁ&;ﬁ ythat friendshgip is not a matter of control-—tha} people just do ‘(-0]. do not)
become friends—or that individuals shoulc‘i have ‘thc freedom to .bc fne.n ds wir,
whomever they want. Markie disagrees, claiming professors h.ave an ethical obl}gation fo
h their students. More precisely, he characterizes it 5 4

refrain from becoming friends wit -
prima facie obligation, which (recalling Ross’s moderate dFontology) means that it is helg
unless overridden by a stronger obligation, one that is of morc‘ethlcaﬁl significance. Thjg
obligation is not, as some may think, based on the possibility of gxploxtanon that accom.

of unequal power. Rather, it is based on the claip,

panies relationships between parties L oS
that engaging in a friendship with students is likely to limit a professor’s ability to carry

out other obligations she may have. Perhaps most importantly, a professor must treat al|
students equally and impartially, and engaging in friendships with some risks treating the
others in ways that are not equal. The risk follows from it being human nature for friends
to make special allowances for friends, and the problem is that professors are not permit-
ted to make special allowances for some students.

In the final article, Joel Kupperman discusses a different aspect of student-professor
interaction, this one confined to the classroom. College courses, especially in the human-
ities and social sciences, often address issues that are contentious and tend to be hotly
debated in society. These may involve political, social, moral, or psychological issues, and
professors generally have certain views about the contentious matters in question; it is,
after all, part of their job to think through and develop views. The question is whether
professors should emphasize their views in the classroom, where students are typically
considering the contentious questions and arguments in detail for the first time.
Kupperman argues that professors are obligated to refrain from advocating their own
views when teaching. His claim is based on the view that the aim of higher education is
to develop and protect students’ autonomy, or at least this is a principal goal of the pro-
fession. Kupperman s point is that this aim is best achieved when issues are presented to
?Flfdcn‘ts ina neutra'l fashion. In the article he spells out the details of his argument, clar-
ifying important points along the way and indicating some limitations on this obligation

of professors.
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" The picture of educational authority divided
mong federal, state, and local levels of govern-
nent is therefore too simple for a specific reason.
without institutionalized challenges to political
wthority, governmental control over primary
schooling could easily establish, as John Stuart Mill
fared it would, a “despotism over the mind.”! At
Al levels of American government, political control
over schools is challenged—and often shared—by
other authorities: parents and parent-teacher asso-
dations, teachers and teachers’ unions, accrediting
sssociations, private foundations, civic groups ant{
lobbying organizations (other than teachers
unions). Although all of these groups help shape
what happens in American schools, the chal‘lcnﬁe
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The prmglple of nonrepression therefore not
ox}ly constrains democratic authority, it also sup-
plies democratic content to the concept of profes-
sionalism among teachers, requiring biology
teachers, for example, to resist communal pres-
sures to teach creationism instead of evolution,
and social-studies teachers to develop their stu-
dents’ capacity to criticize popular policies from
the perspective of mutually shared principles.
More generally, nonrepression obligates teach-
ers—at the same time as it authorizes them—to
further democratic education by supporting the
intellectual and emotional preconditions for dem-

ocratic deliberation among future generations of
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5 i heir student: !
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and sufficiently detached to cultivate among t- :
students the critical distance necessary to recon
sider commitments in the face of conflicting ones.
Understood as the degree of autonomy—Or
insulation from external control-—necessary to‘ful—
fill the democratic functions of office, profcs519n~
alism completes rather than competes w1th~
democracy. On this prescriptive undcrstant‘img of
professionalism, the most prominent professions
in our society have too much autonomy. Doctprs
and lawyers often claim, in the name of profes-
sionalism, authority over the rest of us far in excess
of what their professional expertise warrants. Too‘
much autonomy leads to “the insolence of
office.”? Too little autonomy, on the other hand,
leads to what one might call “the ossification of
office,” from which, by almost all accounts, the
teaching profession in the United States suffers.
The rewards of professionalism—the pleasures of
performance, high salary, status, and the exercise
of authority over other people—are offered to a far
smaller degree to far fewer teachers than in any of
the other major professions in our society. The
medical and legal professions suffer from a surplus
of all but the first reward, while the teaching pro-
fession suffers from a deficit in all four categories.
The source of the first (and most serious)
deficit—too few pleasures of performance—is
surely not that teaching is an inherently unsatisfy-
ing or a socially unimportant profession. Even
with its present problems, a majority of teachers
say that they chose their career for its inherent sat-
isfactions: they had a strong desire to teach, to
serve society, or to be part of what they consider a
worthy profession.? Yet most teachers who begin
with a sense of intellectual mission lose it after sev-
eral years of teaching, and either continue to teach
in an uninspired, routinized way or leave the pro-
fession to avoid intellectual stultification and emo-
tional despair. A variety of recent studies support
Seymour Sarason’s findings that the structure of
schools made the daily work of most teachers so
routinized that “without exception, those who
have been teaching for five or more years admitted

that they no longer experienced their work with

2Walzer, Spheres of Justice, p. 155.
3John 1. Goodlad, A Place Called School: Prospects for the

Future (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1984 ), p. 171.
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challenge that they once did. “1“(1,(\\(5 (2
The salaries of teache.rs are also low, sq T to_a(\ § C(S; | R
many must moonlight in the summcrs‘whtn th:t u( \-“2\00‘\;0‘“
(and their students) would be better off wer, they ‘(o‘zﬁ\v ve 0 )
able to use summers to continue their education f \("(C s « A
to plan next year’s courses, or to relax angd therey, g\‘\d(;(\ g 3 7
avoid the primary occupational ha;ard of teach; y ,(‘0 m\t et
ol “purn-out.” Teachers’ salaries are fyr 10wc; L‘P f o \jc
than those of comparably educated PfOfCSSiOnals *“}6(’\\“g:,3ﬂ\¢'
Relative to other salaried workers, teachers§ .\‘ e J
salaries have increased very little in recent Years & 1/5"
although much more has l?ccn' demaqdcd ofthcmz Tﬁﬂﬁl’m ‘
to cope with the effects of racna.l tensions and e, craB*
nomic blight in our inner cities, an increaseq Dcm‘oso\ ef
divorce rate among parents, the rise of drug yge e n Gfict
and unwanted pregnancies among teenagers, ang e 05 €?
so on. Current salary levels attract more than pea¥d af
enough applicants to fill teaching positions, by oW 2
the quality of applicants is, by all accounts, oy, mr"-ats |
The relatively poor pay of teachers discourages the c\ASS(OO
best college students from entering the profession, pow ©
and the slow rate of salary increases encourages the aities !
best teachers to leave. Low salaries coupled with u:‘aih“r
little autonomy on the job all but guarantee low insolet
social status. mates
The ossification of oftice, like the insolence of The |
office, therefore has structural sources: little con- cratic
trol over work, low pay, and low social status. The dem
teaching conditions in most public primary nd
schools make it all but impossible for teachers to i
develop a positive sense of professionalism: “an e
ethical code, a social bond, a pattern of mutual ; \
recognition and self-discipline.”® Instead, most C}
public schools encourage ossification by discour- <
aging intellectual creativity: [;

In the worst schools, teachers are demeaned
and infantilized by administrators who view
them as custodians, guardians, or uninspired
technicians. In less grotesque settings, teachers
are left alone with little adult interaction and
minimal attention is given to their needs for
support, reward, and criticism.6

*Sarason, The Culture of the School and the Problem of
Change, p. 163.

SWalzer, Spheres of Justice, 1 L

SLightfoot, The Good High School, p. 334.
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Demomtic ;1llthOl:iFy stands between teachers and
f nsolence of office, but it also often promoe
the ossification of office, by saddling teachers Wlt}sl
heavy teaching schedules, crowded classroom
Jow salaries, liFtlc_ time for collegial consultatio;,
threats tO their mtc‘:ll.cctual independence in thc,
Jassroom, and/or rigid rules governing what and
pow to teach. The failure of democratic commu-
nities to support conditions under which the
reaching profession would suffer neither from the
insolence nor from the ossification of office legiti-
mates the organization of teachers into unions.
The principle of nonrepression defines the demo-
cratic purpose of teachers’ unions: to pressure
democratic communities to create the conditions
under which teachers can cultivate the capacity
among students for critical reflection on demo-
cratic culture. It does not follow that all claims to
educational authority or challenges to democratic
control by teachers’ unions are legitimate. We still
need to ask how much authority unions should be
granted over what school policies.
There is surely not 2 single correct ansxycfl; 20
this question, but the democratic gonceppat.

professionalism provides prinaplc 4t olitically
avoiding two theorcticallyf ele P alptcmativc
dangerous answers, which ronC
visions of democracy,-’ . sapctions
. otk (4% irectc (yih
might call “d Jemocratic 0T

authority of unions OVer <ent educy
to the g](tcnt that unions .thtcf ;:prc control the
tional expertise, V€L if unions B o The other
fi d content of public 5¢ all poli-
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claimj :
e ming authority over education in a d

€ more compelling claim avail St
unions is that greater prof 7 ke
schooling is a necessar professional control over
R y condition for upholdin
coitgnlnqple of nonrepression. When democratigc
s

ek : xercise intellectual dis-
cretion in their work, (1) few independent-minded
people are attracted to teaching, (2) those who are
attragted are frustrated in their attempts to think
cg‘eatlvely' a.nd independently, and (3) those who
either willingly or reluctantly conform to the
demands of democratic authority teach an unde-
mocratic lesson to their students—of intellectual
deference to democratic authority. A democratic
conception of professionalism supports those
union claims to educational authority necessary to
cultivating a democratically tempered sense of pro-
fessional mission among teachers.

The strongest rationale for the earliest demands
of teachers’ unions—for greater teacher participa-
tion in the administration of schools and the deter-
mination of educational policies—was this need to
cede teachers more control over their work. When
most of these demands were denied, thc_newly
formed American Federation of.Tcachers directed
its efforts toward establishing rights of collective
pargaining With school boards, rights that th.ey
used t0 demand better pay and pensions for teau‘h—
ers on grounds that “their profcssmnal and sguz}l
sranding is far t00 low to cna”t;le them to pr‘cl> utge
effective results in teaching. _Thxs rationale o:i
better pay still makes sense. Paying elcmcntlary 28 y
secondary teachers more 15 2 necessary (but no

78pring, American Education, pp- 215-16.
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to raise their quality, not because
of the status of teach-
lary of teachers
llege graduates
ing teaching as

sufficient) way
income is the sole measure
ers, but because the average Sd
today is so low as to discourage cO
who have other options from choos
a career.
The pressing need to
not good grounds for unions to Oppos
that would pay some teachers more than otl?crs'on
the basis of their better teaching. The institution
of merit pay is another way of mitigating the ossi-
fication of office among the best teachers. If teach-
ing is a profession, it must have a set of standards
by which teachers can be judged better and worse.
Unions can play an important role in preventing
merit pay from becoming a political tool of admin-
istrators by elaborating those standards and insist-
ing on their use in the evaluation of teachers. But
to oppose merit pay on the grounds that all teach-
ers should be paid more or that no teachers should
be subject to external evaluation is a form of pro-
fessional insolence: an attempt to shield teachers
from legitimate external evaluation. As long as the
standards used to judge some teachers better than
others are relevant to their social functions, the
institution of merit pay can support the profes-
sionalism of teachers. Unions threaten to abuse
their authority when they oppose the institution of
merit pay, although they use it well in demanding
better pay for all teachers.

Raising teachers’ salaries—across the board and
on the basis of merit—is an obvious (probably
even a necessary) means of supporting the profes-
sionalism of teachers, but certainly not a sufficient
means. Democratic education depends not only
upon attracting intellectually talented people with
a sense of professional mission to teaching, but

also upon cultivating and sustaining that sense
during their careers as teachers. Unions therefore
do not fulfill their democratic function just by
demanding more money for teachers. They must
also demand that schools be structured so as to
sustain teachers in cultivating the capacity for crit-
ical deliberation in their classrooms. The limita-
tions on democratic authority over schools
suggested by this professional purpose are signifi-
cant. To support professionalism among teachers,
democratic communities must delegate a substan-
tial degree of control over what happens in class-

rooms. Although a school board may establish the

pay all teachers more is
e policies

1“01’ ‘i fe®
curriculum, it must not dictate hoy . .\\"‘\,\100 n¥ no
choose to teach the established C“Tl‘iculu‘khe f~‘(s~\‘0\\y\05945(01
long as they do not dls«:l_-lmmatc against StL:g‘ ' iy -*\(.r»‘ T 55!
or repress reasonable points of view. Althoy ents u\;\\u {hC / N .o‘
school board may control the textbooks teacgl? a ‘L\‘\“}‘\L g A _,.,ch g
use, it may not control how teachers use thers | o Uoot.l\\s‘ |
textbooks (within the same principled COnStrain(t)sc ‘7‘\\5' ot v
The rationale for so .hm.lting democratic authm:)' \\.\;\‘[“-\100\5 ﬁACSS
is straightforward: if primary school teachers - \11'\‘ P p* €
not exercise intellectual independence iy th:‘- ~\~r" of ; v 3
classrooms, they cannot teach students to be intellr, \';\5’[00 g sh ;i
lectually independent. »fho\c/ ) ‘,,‘\L\L\J.

Too much independence, however, can pe s ‘f)‘\¢s~ ° Cond"
bad as too little. If one thinks only of the beg g an )
teachers, those with high intellectual standardg \\,cm\’“.' ,(of‘
and humane values, it may be hard to imagine th, C\\gl\ of ‘\‘ s
dangers of granting teachers too much “academic ¥ ol WOt of
freedom.” When one thinks less selectively of pub- ‘h\‘nsurcg <z
lic primary-school teachers, who now number \“;\J\ Ser\"F
about 2.5 million, the dangers of too much free- o g Ot
dom are less difficult to discern. In the early years “‘ct\‘he ;\bﬁz
of public schooling in New York City, teachers egespect
resisted pressure by the Public School Society to of n by t
abolish corporal punishment. After several unsuc- ot iy sa
cessful attempts at abolition, the Public School leg? Fcnts
Society managed to convince teachers not to cane i 28 at
children on the head.8 Although the United dcmmr\,(
Federation of Teachers in New York City has never SCho(.)\
championed the cause of corporal punishment, it RN
has championed—and won—a form of tenure for gests t.h
teachers that makes it extremely difficult for regardir
schools to dismiss incompetent or ineffective ules, &
teachers: “principals . . . shift a teacher to another which |
school rather than go through the time-consum- bers O
ing dismissal procedure, which involves formal The k
charges, substantiated evidence, and professional such
witnesses.”® The union’s tenure rules have pro- unior
tected not only good teachers against punitive of sh
transfers or dismissals, but also incompetent and of s
ineffective teachers against legitimate sanctions by unic
local school districts. If there is a solution to this ing
problem, it does not lie in giving school boards Aly
the authority, claimed by the demonstration dis- teg
tricts in New York City in the late 1960s, to dis- \9
miss teachers without cause or review. A solution W
L
8Carl F. Kaestle, The Evolution of an Urban School System: ]
New York City, 1750-1850 (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1973), pp. 180-81.
9Ravitch, The Great School Wars, p. 318.




ore likely to lie in th‘e institution of impartial
i pmccdurcs, dominated by neither union
e -hool board.

Although p,-of'essionalis'm among public-schog]
cachers does not require ‘absolutc authority
within the classroom, 1t requires more authority
outside the classroom than most teachers now
pave. Good sclu:ols treat teachers with what Sara
Lightfoot cal'ls .rcspcctful regard.” Principals of
such schools invite teachers to participate as mem-
pers of a profession—not only individually in the
dassroom  but  collectively in the school as 3
whole—in  shaping the curriculum, disciplinary
codes, graduation requirements, and their own
working conditions.10 Teachers in good schools
exemplify an important aspect of the democratic
ideal of professionalism: the primary reward of
their work is not high pay or social status, but the

pleasures of performance and the satisfactions of
social service. Their work is demanding but unde-
meaning, other-regarding but not other-directed.

The ability of unions to create these conditions
of “respectful regard” for teachers may be limited
both by their self-understanding and by their
legally sanctioned operation as collective-bargain-
ing agents of employees with management. If the
democratic ideal of professionalism suggests that
school boards and principals treat tcach?rs as part-
ners in determining school policy, then it also sug-
gests that unions demand fewer fixed pqlmss
regarding curriculum, discipline, and work sc'hfl d-
ules, and more participatory structures within
which teachers can join admin1§trators and [ll:fl?s
bers of school boards in shaplPlg ‘;Zie;ZcEgvc "
The law may create a substantial di i A
such a reorientation of union dcmant lic e
unions successful in elevating tca’fhc;’s‘fgwnc ship”
of sharing in the “maqagcmegzing i B
Bilischools, courts mlght r;:n collective bargain-
unions to represent tcachtfrs working conditions.
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Teachers’ unions are ideally an interim solution
to the problem of professional ossification, but the
interim is likely to last a long time given the obsta-
cles now standing in the way of teachers gaining a
greater role in shaping school policy. Many of the
most difficult obstacles to overcome have been
erected not by local communities but by city, state,
and federal governments in the form of regula-
tions governing (among other things) curriculum,
hiring and firing standards, salary and workload of
teachers, the academic calendar, and the education
of handicapped and other disadvantaged children.
Some of these obstacles—such as the federal
requirement to provide adequate schooling for all
handicapped children—should not be overcome
until local educational authorities can be trusted to
carry out the educational purposes that the
requirements are intended to serve. Other ob.sta-
cles ought not to be so considcred:‘regulanons
concerning minimum graduation requirements are
appropriately set by more ce:ntrah.z‘ed pohtl_cal
authorities and interfere very little, if at a.ll, with
the ability of teachers to exercise substantial con-
trol over their work. At John F. Kepnj:dy High
School in the Bronx, for example, “it is not the
bers of state or city required courses that
cause rancor among tca«;hcrs and ad'rnlmstratorﬁ
They seem to be perceived as rf:.lanv_el); ﬁ:&t&
guidelines shaped by a LOl?vnmlmgl;‘km Kecnncd
rationale. . . .”12 Most goo&_i schoo s, like : VA
supplement the state and city requ.lremcn s.‘cssar

Other requirements, however, are unnec };
barriers to achieving an appropriate dt:’.gsr_e; 01
autonomy for teachers. At .Kenncdy Hllg Ll SO{;
“the complaints surrounding external regulatio

num

11 National Labor Relations Board v. Yeshiva University, 444

91 (1979).
U.S. No. 78-857, pp. 679-91 (
12Lightfoot, The Good High School, pp. 112-13.



—

414 CHAPTER ELEVEN: EDUCATION

tend to be focused on the requirements of stt;llff
responsibilities. . . .” The city requires montnly

departmental and faculty meetings, teacher su%cl:-
vision, and evaluation of written lesson plans. 1he

union has successfully resisted some of these
requirements; its contract gives ‘tcache‘rs the right
not to comply with requests for written lesson
plans, for example. By its regulations, the city tries
to prevent teachers from shirking spme of their
duties. By its resistance, the union tries to prevgnt
the city from overworking teachers or Imposing
unreasonable requirements on them. The city’s
regulations call for the union’s resistance, ptlt
without externally imposed regulation or resist-
ance, teachers would be better able to achieve a
sense of professional autonomy and probably
would be more willing to work harder. As one
teacher at Kennedy High put it: “Somehow the
edict from on high makes us all respond like resist-
ant children who would rather go out and
play 2137
... We cannot return to the small schoolhouse
of the nineteenth century, nor would we be wise
to abolish educational administration. Large
school districts have some significant advantages
over small ones, such as the ability to offer a
broader curriculum and therefore to meet the
needs of a wider variety of students. And adminis-
trators perform some valuable functions, not the
least of which include easing the administrative
burdens of teachers. But the advantages of large
administrations are often offset by more significant
disadvantages, such as the insulation of school
policies from public scrutiny, the demoralization
of teachers, and the alienation of students. One
way of combining the advantages of bigness with
those of smallness, suggested by Ernest Boyer in
his recent study of American high schools, is to
organize large schools into several smaller
“schools-within-a-school.”14 It is important to
recognize, however, that the smallness of the sub-
units themselves would be insufficient to over-
come the problems of professionalism created by
large administrations, unless those subunits were
also to a significant extent professionally self-gov-
erning and accountable to a public for their edu-
cational policies. So conceived, schools-within-a-

131bid., p. 113.
14Boyer, High School, p. 235.

N
school can prevent educational burea““acie %0\6 g “e“‘s‘
destroying professional autonomy whjje Crscfrgm 3»1610 i dt‘ o
the potential for more local Participatioy, iatl ,\tﬂgc i
making of school policy. By cmpo“’cl‘ingnbt " / i : ro) py
teachers and concerned citizens in local Cantn, oth ?\mﬂﬂt / 00 )
ties, schools-within-a-school c¢an Preserve un;. ;‘J(cdvs agf
democratically healthy tension between e ; e ;\1‘{"(1 e
sional and communal judgment. g '-“'ﬂg toc giv'
ars '«;\*“%r"w

Democracy Within Schools g0l
The professionalism of teachers, properly defined ‘u\gtodc’,ﬂ(
serves as a safeguard against repression and g 3[.‘09 o
crimination. But professionalism, even on g ‘?ﬂc 10
democratic definition, erects another obstacle v E;\\SC ‘
democratic education. The professional autonomy \’C“ (gﬂd:
of teachers stands in tension with democratic edy. & te‘AC“
cation to the extent that teachers invoke their pro- o (duct
fessional competence to deny students any i owie
influence in shaping the form or content of their v o
own education. The solution to this problem can- pot ho
not be to give students equal control over the et s
conditions of their schooling. Students lack the g
competence necessary to share equally in making may
many decisions. Ceding them equal control on all ot
issues would mean denying teachers even a mini- unt
mal degree of professional autonomy. The prob- \at
lem of authority within schools, therefore, does app
not lend itself to the democratic solution of polit- e
ical equality. Yet neither does it lend itself to the put
most apparent alternative to democratic rule: pro- an
fessional autonomy based upon competence. 0
Insofar as professional autonomy teaches defer- 4
ence to authority, it teaches a lesson in conflict t
with the conditions of democratic deliberation.

Whether professional authority teaches defer-
ence to authority or respect for high intellectual
standards is partly an empirical question concern-
ing the effects of different methods of teaching,
partly a normative question of what professionalism
requires. One way of answering the empirical ques-
tion is to investigate the extent to which schools
that are more internally democratic support the
development of more democratic values among
students. This investigation runs up against the
obvious empirical difficulty of controlling in a non-
experimental setting for the many other variables
that also distinguish more from less democratic
schools or students who choose to participate in

more democratic schools-within-a-school from




_ who do HOt A student from BrOOklinc’s
fhostl within a School—where students share
Schoorit\, with teachers over a remarkably wiq

we’ of decisions—comments that “jp SWs peo?
f g:re about learning. There is a real senge of

p ]:mmit}ﬂ” Although this sentiment is widely
ed among SWS‘students, one cannot assume
ris a product of SWS schooling, SWs students

nd 1o b “2 much more homogencous group

han the diversity reflected in the school at large.”15

They probably enter SWS with a commitment—oyr

 least 2 predisposition—to participation,
students who are predisposed neither to partic-

jpation nor to learning present the greater chal-
lenge tO a'demoqatlc conception of teaching
because thCll“n?gathC attitude toward schooling
an readily reinforce a purely disciplinary method
of teaching: teachers assert their authority, first to
produce order, and then to funnel a body of
knowledge into students. Some teachers who are
not otherwise committed to the disciplinary
method use it when they teach students in the
lowest academic tracks. The disciplinary method
may be the easiest way to educate students who do
not want to be educated. Perhaps more impor-
tantly, if education fails, disorder does not ensue

(at least not in the classroom). A disciplinary

approach therefore recommends itself over

“nondirective guidance, which, in gist, means cop-

ping out—abdicating the teachers’ lrcspon§1‘b(illltlelf

and leaving pupils to work out their own evel-
9 as Harry Eckstein points out:
opment.”” But, as Y character;

“One style will hardly shape dgmom‘lﬂcnm PN

the other will not shape anythmg, o "ﬁ('m_s are not

In practice, however, teachers’ OP

: jvated stu-
3 il of unmotivatt
this stark even in classrooms more participatory

dents. Teachers committed 0 2 P el both in get
approach appear to be more Sug‘{ 1 increasing their
ting their students tO work an t;chers who take 2
commitment to learning than e85, rticipatory

ipli roach. ; :
more  disciplinary appro o ommitmer
- approaches aim to 1€
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o s ) R s
i elicits their commit-
ment to learning, it may be considered more dem-
ocratic than a disciplinary approach.
theBZlatsl::of)?]ncmcaﬁtc;ia’ Sch(_)ol practices outside
_ y be considered more or less
democratic. The day after Martin Luther King was
assassinated, one desegregated junior high school
in Berkeley held an assembly exclusively under fac-
ulty initiative and planning, while a second, with a
similar student body, turned over the plans for its
assembly primarily to the students. In the first
school, the program was largely nonparticipatory.
Most of the students on stage were white and
almost exclusively from the high academic tracks.
The program in the second school, by contrast,
“provided for more audience participation. It was
universally praised as a moving experience, even by
the ‘old guard’ teachers. The usually restless and
noisy assembly audience was attentive an;i quiet
even through a period of silent meditation. 18 The
participants, chosen by the students, were a more
diverse group. Although the second school was
less orderly, even its lower-track students were
more engaged in its life. The students gf:m?r;ﬂly
seemed “more independent, reﬂccnvc and insight-
ful about their education, am_i in many c‘asc§i more
directly responsive to ic activities an(% LOI‘;, mgnf
which support the fulfillment of the scfl‘ood:c» edu
-ational goals.” But they were also ('auor mg tg
;nc sympathetic obscrvcl“) more dls?;dcﬂ‘) an
«arrogant” than students in the first school.

idors: The
d Metz, Classroom and Corridors:
T Ly n Desegregated Secondary Schools

isis of Authority i :
&Z:;Scle{: University of California Press, 1978), p. 37.

181bid., pp. 231-32.
191bid., p. 228.
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cipatory approach may not
wake. Ideally, students
Id also be orderly and
proach gives priqrity to
d social commitment

The choice of a parti
bring all good things in its
in the second school wou
humble. A participatory ap
cultivating self-esteem an '
over humility and order, a priorlty‘;')rcsumc_d'by
the democratic goal of educating citizens willing
and able to participate in politics. But because not
all good things go together in education any more
than in life, this priority is not absolute; it should

be overridden when disorder and arrogance are so
great as to threaten the very enterprise of educa-

tion within schools. ; i
Existing studies are by no means definitive 1n

their findings of the educative effects of more
democratic methods. More empirical data would
help us judge the effect of democracy within
schools on cultivating participatory virtues—a
sense of social commitment, political efficacy, a
desire to participate in politics, respect for oppos-
ing points of view, critical distance from authority,
and so on. Were teachers to discover that more
democratic methods better stimulated the devel-
opment of these virtues, they would still have to
consider how much emphasis to give to develop-
ing them. The purposes of primary education—
even the democratic purposes—are not exhausted
by the successful cultivation of the participatory
virtues. The disciplinary virtues—the imparting of
knowledge and instilling of emotional along with
intellectual discipline—are also among the pur-
poses of democratic education, and apparently
they are not always most effectively taught by the
most democratic methods, especially among those
students least committed to learning. The ques-
tion of how much democracy within schools is
democratically desirable remains doubly difficult
to answer, therefore, because we have incomplete
data on the educative effects of more democratic
methods and because we rightly value the discipli-
nary as well as the participatory purposes of pri-
mary education.
Without more empirical evidence, we cannot
say precisely how much democracy in schools is
desirable, but we can say something significant
about the way the professional standards of teach-
ers should and should not be defined. Many teach-
ers conceive of teaching the participatory virtues as
lying beyond—or at l.)cst' on the periphery of—_~
their professional obligations, the core of their

profcssional ol:?ligatiOH l_)cing t0 teach why,
called the disciplinary virtues. This undeyg;
is based on two miSCONCEPLIONs, one relageq ,
means and the other to the ends of demo? the
education. Students generally learn best whe I:-ratxc
have a prior commitment to what they are |,
required to learn. Many, perhaps most, Studcm
enter school lacking such a prior Commitmecms
Permitting students to p'._irtncipatc in dctermin-lm‘
aspects of their education generally seryeg r;
develop a commitmcr'{t on their part to 1"-'&rnin0
Among the least motivated students, howeve, 8.
participatory method can entail compromisi’na
what many teachers consider the demands of pro-
fessional competence. In the study cited aboye
teachers committed to the participatory 3PPl'Oad;
occasionally allowed their lower-track studens to
engage in some classroom activities that were “po;
officially acceptable” (but harmless) in order tq
elicit concentrated effort for those academic actiy-
ities the teachers deemed educationally most
important. The additional work and concentration
that such teachers thereby elicited from lower-
track students was, according to Mary Metz,
“modest, not miraculous.” Yet the participatory
teachers, Metz comments, “got their students to
work seriously for a larger proportion of their time
in class than did teachers who officially required
them to work all the time but were pushed by con-
stant disruptions into using up their resources for
control on matters other than directly academic
effort.”20 Metz’s study suggests that more demo-
cratic methods may be a means of motivating stu-
dents to develop even the disciplinary virtues.
The ends of democratic education are, of
course, not limited to teaching disciplinary as dis-
tinct from participatory virtues. Even the ability to
think critically about politics is an incomplete
virtue from a democratic perspective. If primary
schooling leaves students with a capacity for polit-
ical criticism but no capacity for political participa-
tion or sense of social commitment, either because
it fails to cultivate their sense of political efficacy or
because it succeeds in teaching them deference to
authority, then it will have neglected to cultivate
virtue essential to democracy. Although we lack
enough evidence to say how much internal

democracy is necessary to cultivate participatory

|
%
1 ha\lc ¥

201bid., pp. 115-16.
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. among studcnts,. the low levels of political
‘”'“‘lt'i ion in our society and the high levels of
‘,_,m%} "y within most .sch00~ls point to the con-
’W:n chat the cultivation Qt participatory virtues
Jumi pecome more prominent among the pur-
gould = ary schooling, especially as chi
ok srimary 25 S_pculally as children
% o intellectually anc_i emotionally, and become
at! Lapable of engaging in free and equal dis-
I-h(::;)n with teachers and their peers.
; 1.HO“' much internal democratization of schools
rable in a democracy? Dewey conceived of
al. democratic s.chool‘as a “miniature com-
qunity, an _embryonlc society,”2! but he never
,-chiﬁcd which structures of a democratic school
correspond to those of a democratic society. If the
Jaboratory School at the University of Chicago
under Dgwcy’s leadership from 1896-1903 is evi-
dence of the structures he would support, then
Dewey’s characterization of school as a miniature
Jemocratic community is misleading. Dewey
rreated teachers at the Lab School as colleagues:
they met with him weekly to discuss curriculum
and other educational matters. Teachers also had a
free period daily to discuss their work with other
reachers. Students did not have the same freedom,
authority, or influence as teachers over the cur-
dculum or the structure of their schooling, but
they too were encouraged to engage in far more
collective deliberation and decisionmaking than 1s
common in most primary schools. C.lasscs at thS
Lab School often began with “council meetings
in which teachers discussed past work and planned
future work with students. Tl?e'){oungf’«f_‘t lsltll-(tiii';lts
were given the daily I‘C_SPOHS‘bll',ty o;r::n: Ltasks}f
distributing and carrying ont 1’rl!11p articipatory
Judging by its ciforfss teaLd nI:ocratic than
virtues, the Lab School was moreI fv by
all but a few American schools. 2t elicited a com-
onic democratic society because It

is dest

an ide

«The Child and the ) B i ens:
17 The Schooliand B cty,” iniDewels ¥ %”M cient), to creating democratic citt
21”The Schoo L p. 18.
. ol and Soctet,
Curriculum” and «The Scho
1 : -her in ratic soci-
1 1 StIONS ot of a teacher in 2 democra
Discusstor Qne hat is the primary .rolc

ann
1. According t© G“tf::‘lgo’ ou agree
what ext¢€ <ons that teac

o lists SO P00 g they erode (5

Gutman Rt le?
p A anations a7 plausible’
ex

with her view?
hers sometimes
her’s

Gutmany,.
ann; Democmtic Educay;
on

such as the content of
dards for promotio

entirely) to the det
administrators,

the curriculum and the stan-
n—.larg'ely (but often not
¢rmination of teachers and

Ocrztl;staan' 1d§;l democraFlc school is not as dem-
o s an i 'cal demogratlc society should not
sincg‘—d ant l}S e‘x.thcr with schooling or democracy,
emocracies depend on schools to prepare
SFu_dcnts .for citizenship. Were students ready for
citizenship, compulsory schooling—along with
many other educational practices that deny stu-
d.e‘nts the same rights as citizens—would be unjus-
tifiable. It would, on the other hand, be
remarkable if the best way to prepare students for
citizenship were to deny them both individual and
collective influence in shaping their own educa-
tion. The most democratic schools, like Dewey’s
Lab School and Brookline’s “School within a
School,” do not look like miniature societies, at
least not like miniature democratic societies:
teachers have much more authority, both formal
and informal, than democratic legislators have, or
ideally should have. But these schools do come
close to living up to the educational standard dic-
tated by democratic values: democratize sgh_ools to
the extent necessary to cultivate the participatory
along with the disciplinary virtues of democratic
character. If, as Dewey argued, a democratic soct-
ety requires that citizens have “a personal mu’:rc_st
in social relationships and co.ntrol, and the _hablts
of mind which secure social changes without

i i i % a substantial degree of
ntroducing disorder,” then a su i
ldcmocracy within schools will be useful, probably

even necessary (although undoubtedly not suffi-

Jose their desire tO teach. What
enthusiasm for teaching? Do
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Ethics in Higher Education: Red Flags and Grey Areas g *Sh«
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(U
DIANE M. FELICIO AND JEAN PIENIADZ .\:ﬂdc
:\\1\\_:
L
Traditional Codes responsibility to adhere to the highest ethical con
standards. "
Although there has been little systematic analysis \\‘n«
of the ethical dilemmas faced by academics (sexual Likewise, the American Association of \c
harassment being one notable exception), various University Professors (AAUP) has published a k\'
a

professional organizations (some devoted to spe-
cific professions and others devoted to higher edu-
cation more generally) have compiled and
published ethical codes. On their own, traditional
ethical codes tend to define some ideal notion of
professionalism (e.g. “devotion to excellence,” see
NEA code below) and/or list a set of behavioral
dos and don’ts with little, if any, discussion about
how to negotiate new, unusual or exceptionally
complicated circumstances (e.g. see the APA code
below). For example, in its code of ethics for the
education profession, the National Education
Association (NEA) (1975) states,

The educator, believing in the worth and dig-
nity of each human being, recognizes the
supreme importance of the pursuit of truth,
devotion to excellence, and the nurture of
democratic principles. Essential to these goals
is the protection of freedom to learn and to
teach and the guarantee of equal educational
opportunity for all. The educator accepts

Diane M. Felicio is in the Department of Social Work, University of Vermont. Jean Pieniadz is

with Mansfield Psychotherapy Associntes.

Ethics in Higher Education: Red Flags and Grey Areas,” Feminism and Psychology 9 (1999),
53-73. Reprinted with kind permission of Sage Publications Ltd.
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statement on professional ethics that was meant to
“serve as a reminder of the variety of responsibili-
ties assumed by all members of the profession”
(1987: 49). The ethical statements outlined
address issues of academic freedom, student/
teacher relationships, collegial and institutional
obligations and community activism.

Within U.S. psychology, members of the
American Psychological Association (APA) are
expected to abide by the “Ethical Principles of
Psychologists and Code of Conduct.” This code
lists guidelines relevant to teaching, research and
clinical practice. There are seven general princi-
ples: competence, integrity, protessional and scien-
tific responsibility, respect for people’s rights and
dignity, concern for others’ welfare, and social

responsibility, followed by a set of more specific
behavioral standards. For example, under fairness
in teaching, the code states, “When engaged in
teaching or training, psychologists present psycho-
logical information accurately and with a reason-




e ()h'jc.ctiVity” (APA,. 1992. 1607)
e d;f:“_dmm British and Canadian codeg maké
e A Smrelments. ;
oy S canadian  Psychological
The ode of ethics utilizes four ma
(19 h»[:alanﬁed” in ethical decision-
2% 0 inciples conflict, there is a r
\thcﬂo order them. This recommen
ol fﬁ it is acknowledged that eth
c\',‘"’.o‘l;”,]cx and it is impossible to “frmly” orde
en principles: Nevertheless, these principles, jn
b order of importance, are: ( 1). Respect for the
pignity of Tersons, (2) Responsible Caring, (3)
paregrity in Relationships, and (4) Rcsponsibility
Society-
t0 The codes outlim{d ab.ove can be constructive
ind have proved useful; dignity, freedom and self:
and other-awareness are goals that should presum-
bly be a part of _all ethical codes. Still, the idea of
; “code” of ethics in academia warrants careful
consideration because of the absolutism implied in
any set of rules pertaining to right and wrong.
Indeed, it may be naive to assume human beings
do not already operate by an unspoken set of
absolutes in their everyday lives, in almost all small
and large decisions they make from one moment

to the next. As Burstow (1992: 48) notes,

Codes are imperfect. They overstate. They
understate. They distort. They leave out. They
address only issues that are already part of our
consciousness. They are necessarily limited by
the modes of thought of the era. They reflect
systemic and personal biases. They say nothing
about situations that have never arisei
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exist between professor and

ough analysi . beenthqr-
8h analysis of feminist contributions to this lit-
erature. Further, sufficient attention has not been
awarded to matters related to, for instance, race,
class and sexuality, how these factors intersect with
age and academic rank in determining the param-
eters of ethical dilemmas, and/or the ways oppres-
sion and privilege determine how these dilemmas
are characterized. Moreover, contributions that
have been by and about women have focused
mainly on issues related to sexual harassment
(male to female) and sexual discrimination
(Crocker, 1988, Davis, 1990). Although this work
has led to significant breakthroughs for students
and faculty, there has been an absence of organ-
ized feminist commentary on other, equally com-
pelling ethical dilemmas faced by academic
professionals (e.g. competence, professional
boundaries, reporting peer misconduct). j
Other shortcomings in the literature stem from
this last one. For example, there he_ls been a con-
sistent separation of philosophlcil/ abstr.act/
inductive debate from “quandar'y /practical/
deductive debate and problem-solving where th-
ical matters in education arc conccm‘ed. We teel
that this separation would not be prl_cal of some
feminist debates, and is not helpful in rcsqlvmg
ethical dilemmas or thinking about co.des of ethi-
cal behavior for educators. A separation §uch as
this one perpetuates an approach.to reasoning and
problem-solving which characterizes tradl'tlonal or
male-dominated educational systems which value

student; and (3) while
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divergent over convergent thinking, or differen-
tially value abstract principles over 1pd1\71dllal Per—
sonal experience. In our view, feminist approaches
to ethics in higher education would promote (1)
an analysis of the sociocultural contexts in which
ethical decisions are made, (2) an analysis of power
and its use, (3) an examination of the unequal
application of ethical standards to men and
women, people of color and members of‘ ot_hcr
under represented groups, and (4) an examination
of the environments and conditions which make
education difficult or impossible to obtain for
oppressed people (i.e. exclusionary practices

and/or unsafe conditions).
Why call it “feminist’”? What distinguishes a

feminist code from other codes? In brief, as the

FTI code was being constructed, feminist values

were explicitly incorporated into all aspects of its

development (Gartell, 1994; Lerman, 1994).

According to Brown (1994), feminist therapists,

clients, students and other colleagues contributed

to the document in its various draft forms. Lerman
noted that input was given on conceptual issues as
well as on issues related to emphasis (see also Rave
and Larsen, 1990). Yet, perhaps the most unique
component of the FTI code is its focus on oppres-
sion and liberation. This is a political code, with
the goals of feminist social change and the equal-
ization of power at its core. And, in contrast to
more traditional codes with their focus on pro-
tecting against adversarial conflict, the feminist
therapy code is based on a partnership model of
service delivery. As noted by Brown, “The code
assumes the human relationship between therapist
and client, along with the role-bound dance that is
psychotherapy or other professional service deliv-
ery. . . . While clearly defining the power of the
therapist, feminist therapy ethics also subvert the
notion of the therapist as the sole source of power
or value in the therapeutic exchange” (1994:
208). To the extent that higher education offers
another form of “professional service delivery” in
a forum that involves a multiplicity of power rela-
tionships, the FTI Code is suited to the ethical
dilemmas confronted by faculty and academic
administrators.

Although we are recommending that colleges
and universities develop ethical codes, we recog-
nize that many faculty and administrators are
already bound by the ethical codes of their respec-

tive professions. There may be legitimare .
that, with time, higher education wil] Become :ern
strained by too many con}peting rules and re oln. 'y
tions. Which code do I follow? Which e %u a- -“,\"(
most responsible to? Which. code do | apply 1;\ 1 |
when? Again, it is not our intention to lim;y agd y
demic freedom. In our view, different ¢q e Scr:
different purposes in the same way that diffe renc W
tools are needed for different tasks. The mort Vi
tools you have (and know how to use) the mmi \
likely you are to reach thorough completiop B W
project. You will probably not need every tog) for A
every project, and more complicated projects will W
likely require more tools. Similarly with ethica| ‘.‘ L
codes. Having an ethical tool box has the poteniy i
to encourage creative thinking and problem-soly. | «
ing. We see an academic code as picking up where

codes that are specific to individual professiong

(and not teaching and learning) may fall short.

Feminist Ethics Applied

Feminist therapy ethics take into account the fol- %
lowing questions and considerations, the specific
referents of which we have adapted for academic
settings and relationships (see Burstow, 1992:
Feminist Therapy Institute, 1995). Again,
although the code raises some of the same ques-
tions as more traditional codes, it is set apart by
the integration of feminist politics, philosophies,
and theories. Articles by Murray et al. (1996) and
Kitchener (1992) also serve as useful companion
pieces to this discussion.

BOUNDARIES

1. Faculty and administrators are aware of their
inherent power and model responsible use of this
power. For instance, Friedman (1985) described
an epiphany she had about her role as a feminist
educator and the responsibility that comes with
being an “authority” figure in the classroom as
well as a facilitator and nurturer of independent
thought. In her analysis, she noted the importance
of being clear with students about each of these
roles and modeling them in ways that are consis-
tent with feminist values and ideals (e.g. with
attention to the intellectual as well as the emo-
tional).
2. When faculty and administrators work with
students, the students’ safety and empowerment is

%
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ot obligation, a.nd this obligation takes
ence Over obligations to the workplace, or
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er causes of special interests.

00 Fducators have a right to the primary bepe-
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nt in the §dllcational process (income
oys of the ‘emOthnal rewards of helping oth-,
and oneself learn, etc.). However, any signifi-
 benefit which does not intrinsically arise from
job being done by the educator /administrator

*signify @ violation of a boundary. Examples of

) violations could ir?clude a professor becom-
cexually involved (i.e. a type of overlapping
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pting expensive or ongoing gifts, having a stu-

jent do a “job” for a professor which has nothing

10 do with her/his learning contract, deliberately
frightening, punishing or otherwise traumatizing a
person in a less powerful role in order to exert
control, or professors “dumping” personal prob-
lems on students, etc.

4. Educators and administrators are aware of
the benefits, complexities and potential harm of
«lf-disclosure and ensure that self-disclosure is

conducted responsibly, with a focus on informa-
rion that will facilitate, and not unduly constrict or
otherwise damage the educational process.

Feminist educators have
dilemma as it relates to expressing t
inist values in the classroom .(
1s have lesbian educators wit

wrangled with this
heir own fem-
Schniedewind, 1983)
h regard to “coming

out” in the ¢lasstOOms (McNaron, 1982;
Rensenbrink, 1996).
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6. Dl-shoncsty Or misre
unethu.:al behavior (e.g.s
enccq In an area for wh
€xperience). Such disho
2 ;

Ing, rather than serving student needs

AR ;
ongoin ig;‘lcafors we recognize the need for
INg protessional development self-evaluati
continuing education, skill building and traj iy
We are obliged ol 4
obliged to seck supervision or consultation
or decline to work, teach or do research when we
are aware that we are not serving well the people
WE purport to serve.
) 8..As educators we engage in and model ongo-
ing forms of self-care as a way to increase our
energy for, and focus on, the people we are
intended to serve, teach or supervise, as well as to
demonstrate our willingness and ability to
acknowledge our own needs and vulnerabilities.
9. As participants in a complex system of rules,
relationships and hierarchies, we actively question
practices that appear inappropriate or abusive to
students or employees, and intervene as early as
possible to facilitate effective and respectful reso-

lution.

SOCIAL CHANGE

10. As service providers, we engage in a‘.:tivi.tics
that will change rules, laws, regl.llatiop:s, institu-
tional policies and damaging §oc1opoht1cal agen-
das that interfere with effective ar}d productive
teaching and learning. We are qbllgcq to mattc
efforts to enhance the lives ‘and, in parucular, e
cducational experiences pf the pcoPlc we are
intended to serve in the higher education system.

Presentation constitutes
aying that we are experi-
ich we have little or no
nesty is usually self-ser-

Conclusion

This feminist academic code was ?ntcfnded :10 dc-_
emphasize retribution and protectionism an fp:gc
mote conscious and open discussion Of 1
personal and political aspects”ot‘ professiona
behavior. However, regardless of its intent or us;-
fulness, any discussion of an ethical code may :.:f
dismissed or overtly thwarted by some membcn:s 0
the academic community because of the perceived
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threat to academic freedom. As Britzman (1997}
64) has noted, :
Unpopular narratives unleash ambllguf)f};:
effects. A story may be deemed unpopular 1“3l 3
goes against the grain (,)f,th? accep.ta‘blc in w }Te
that either offend sensibilities or challenge t
comfort of clear boundaries. The }lppoptlla(;'
disorganizes questions of morality, civility, aF
of subjectivity. . . . In any case, unpopuiar
things call into question what is taken as
already settled.
Any code of ethics must allow for an examinatlon~
of the assumptions used in establishing the rules of
professionalism. A feminist analysis, and thys the
code outlined above, reminds us that it is impor-
tant to critique the identities and positions/roles
of those creating such codes, and to reconsider
attitudes, beliefs and perceptions taken as “settled.”
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programs and those of clients in other types of
professional /client relationships. ]
Arthur Dyck suggests that the moral requisites
of a community are the moral bonds between 1r?d1-
viduals and groups or, in other words, the prelim-
inary rules without which there are no rules.! He
identifies two, the commitment to living and the
commitment to nurture. What commitment to liv-
ing is made by members of the academic commu-
nity and what responsibilities and rules evolve
from that commitment? In many institutions, the
commitment would be to life long learning; their
objectives would include teaching and evaluating
for the purpose of encouraging self directed life
long learning. Other institutions make their com-
mitment to academic excellence and have objec-
tives related to teaching and evaluating with
research and scholarly achievement as their goals.
Teaching and evaluation are responsibilities that
are common to both. The commitment to nurture
“life and well being depends also on developing
and exhibiting the inhibitions o7 restraints and
proclivities o7 inclinations that make communities
possible. . . .The responsibilities to improve one’s
own moral character and to aid others in doing
so” (italics added).2 Dyck believes that developing
self love and empathic understanding of others are
key objectives of nurture. I suggest that none of
these commitments can be realized on the basis of
short term, impersonal formal relationships. The
confidence with which new students enter into the
academic community is contingent upon respect
for the type of learning that they have appre-
hended in the institution’s reputation. For stu-
dents to acknowledge their limitations and
interdependence on others, long term, personal
and informal interactions characterized by mutual
recognition and trust are required.

Many students in institutions of higher educa-
tion have little experience of learning beyond the
traditional didactic model in which contact
between the educator and a large group of stu-
dents is limited to the lecture room. The only sort

of relationship possible is formal and impersonal.

The power ditferential between the educator and

IDyck, A. J. (1994). Rethinking rights and rvesponsibilities:
The moral bonds of community. Cleveland: The Pilgrim
Press, pp. 124-25.

2Ibid., p. 317-8.

the student is obvious. Respected edy,
these classrooms adhere to the clearly de
ricula and rules set out by the institutio
refined but direct methods of com
information. They evaluate students’ a
on their ability to recount the_facts and argy, =
presented in lectures and required texts, RCSpectct;
students are those who perform well in defineq

areas of study. Little allowance is made for stu.

dents or educators who do not meet the grage A

who have special needs. When educators anq stu.

dents are unhappy with the other’s performance ¢,
evaluations, their recourse is to take their cop,.
plaints or appeals to the formal authorities. In thg
learning environment academic performance ang
access to graduate programs is judged solely on

the basis of objective evidence and demonstrateq
COIantCI’lCC.

With the explosion of information available tq
students world wide through technological
advances there has come an appreciation that tra-
ditional teaching methods are inadequate. They
do not enable students to turn information intg
knowledge that can be applied beyond the aca-
demic institution. But research students are
expected to follow strict protocols and to exercise
creativity and individual problem solving skills
while students of the professions are called upon
to apply their theoretical knowledge to practical
problems in the workplace. Where formal educa-
tion was once the door to learning skills in the
workplace, the academic institution has, in many
instances, become the overseer of that learning.
Educators have taken on new roles as tutors of
individuals and small groups, mentors and advi-
sors, supervisors of research and professional prac-
tice. Each of these new roles carries additional
responsibilities for nurturing the moral and pro-
fessional development of students that goes
beyond meeting academic objectives and evaluat-
ing performance against set standards. Faculty
members in such programs cannot sit in ivory tow-
ers and ignore the professional workplace. Many
of their colleagues are practising professionals and
hold cross appointments between the academy
and service organizations.

Students, too, have taken on new roles and
responsibilities. They are expected to be critical
learners and reflective students, to observe and

question, to synthesize their learning and demon-
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\‘,,mnllc ame time edl_lultors and students are
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/ ‘}:,'i‘clarionshlps of‘ trust ar)d mutual recognition
¥ heir students. This mvolve.s a number of
| llenges that demand ethical flexibility.
/ cluation 15, pC‘l‘h‘dpS, the most challenging.
paluation of student learning has traditionally
| sken the t‘orm.of \y'ﬁttgn, and occasionally oral or
;umic(ll, cxaminations in which students respond
10 theoretical questions that are supposed to elicit
je facts and arguments retained from the course
ontent. The answers can be deduced from what
jus been learned and are either right or wrong.
The focus is on the content and measurements are
objective according to defined standards. In his
eminal work, The Modern Practice of Adult
Education, Malcolm Knowles was among the first
cducators to see evaluation as @ process “more sen-
sitizing than measuring, more concerned with set-
ting directions of growth rather than defining
trminal behaviours.”® The process of evaluation
has become common in many professional pro-
grams while the outcomes are still rC‘qUir‘:d a8
benchmarks of performance. The scene 18 scf early
on in the process of orientation to the LOUIEE
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Formal or sy Sy it b o
i speCiﬁcmtliir:ft:lsv:ccv:ilruz:jtl(;ns will.be under-
?l: program and are uSu:]lllyCQUal);t;gcti:rzs?rtlu?}?n

ey are objective and scientifically ri e
results c: s , } y rigorous. The
Yo be}::\‘l‘iotzlerstollzggsaer:;i w1lth r}e]cogmzed norma-
final evaluation of a PR Foad test is the
driver is taken on a f Per§on yietrigogaaila, e

: ormal drive around a neigh-
bo‘urhood. during which an examiner observes the
driver’s situational behaviours on the basis of
established criteria and then determines if that per-
son should be given a licence to drive.

The challenge arises when the same educator is
both the facilitator and the examiner. Qualitative
and quantitative evaluations are independently
legitimate and valuable but each loses its moral
integrity if it is used for [the] other’s purpose. So,
in the illustration of the student who is dominat-
ing the class or group discussion, if the educator
tells him to be quiet because he is talking too
much, the educator is making a judgment com-
pared with the behaviours of other students—the
students may not agree with that judgment but
other students may be deterred ‘from giving their
opinions to the disadvantage of the class. In the
case of the road test, it would h.ardly serve public
safety well if the educator/examiner allowed a stu-
dent driver, who has not met the _standard, to bave
a licence becausc of some pcrccgvt?d nccd. of the
student. Ethical ﬂexibility'makes it 1fnperatwe' t_k.mt
educators and students alike appreciate the ditfer-
ent types of evaluation and their purpose, thaé_tf?ey
recognize the place of cth and the_ need. to 1 er-
entiate on the basis of the fclangnshlp thaF is

luation is appropriate

involved. Qualitative eva ~
where there is a relationship of trust and mutual

recognition of the persons ‘involved and an
acknowlcdgment by both parties tha.t, at another
time, their responsibilities may require a suspen-
sion of that relationship. Where there is no long
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term relationship, where trust is not given or has
been betrayed, quantitative judgments must be
made in which the educator and student respect
their difference and acknowledge the rules under
which they operate. So, the student who rarely
attends class or who has little insight and appears
not to learn from informal qualitative evaluations
or constructive feedback can only be judged on
the basis of a formal evaluation. The rules of for-
mal relationships are there as a fall back position of
authority in situations where either educators or
students prove to be untrustworthy or fail to rec-
ognize one another and yet standards must be
upheld.

How then can the relationships between educa-
tors and students assist the learning of students in
the professions? Again, professional/client rela-
tionships take two forms: 1) those that involve
brief formal contacts where expertise is respected,
the outcomes are well assured and the interven-
tions are consistent with professional standards

and fall within the fees structures of financial or
government agencies; 2) those that involve com-
plex problems and necessitate long term relation-
ships and mutual recognition, where the outcome
is uncertain but the process is one which serves the
best interests or well being, agreed between the
parties. Such interests are not necessarily financial
interests. In either case, the student can learn a
great deal by relating his experiences as a student

to those of the professional client.
For example, one of the challenges faced in the
academy is an organizational one. How can the
large number of students who want and need to
take a popular subject like Psychology 101 be
accommodated without increasing the number of
faculty and costs to the institution? I have heard of
classes in excess of one thousand students crowded
into auditoriums attempting to learn these sub-
jects. This is potentially a situation of sink or swim:
those students who hear and see well and who can
write quickly or who have sufficient resources to
urchase lap top computers, will survive; others,
especially those who have physical or financial dis-
advantages are in danger of drowning. Does the
institution restrict registration to the elite? This is
unlikely in a time when access to education is an
important political issue a|_1d the n‘umbcr 'of stu-
dents generates increased income for the institu-

tion. The educator who respects these students

will recognize the challenge that Many o NrA ‘15 Omvc
face and consider creative rather thap tr:d- thep, 7 L

use of the resources that are available: "‘lldiomf)“a\ -J{ysﬂ\%\w\o ‘,'0

and technological aids for presentation: st;\’lsua\ ‘.‘V.‘\(-\ L 75
with special needs assigned to caring tea\dcms ‘.’,\\‘O Sfio .
assistants in small groups; special arra Ching W W (S

A ngem, y €
and time allowances for those students wh, \:‘;\58 woﬂ Y"'Qb\:f\,‘ at
e
¥

limitations not associated with their understanj,
of the content when completing assignmengg I
- In

g | ! e
their turn, students who respect one another 4y s .“\\c\',
their educators will support and help one angghe, o ﬂ{\wc 4 3,3
in their learning and in meeting the Course GV o o pr. At
i o - - : v‘ ; \ \' )
requirements. The busy professional person mgy Pt et 30 \a

(

be faced with circumstances that are not unlike
Psychology 101—too many clients with immeg;.
ate but routine needs, differing capacities for
understanding and wildly different circumstances,
The caring and respectful professional who has
learned under the caring and respectful educator
would do well to reflect on his own experience of
being one student among many. So, the busy
lawyer might develop pamphlets and preparatory
documents addressing the sorts of questions to be
answered when writing a will, for example, and

have articling students or law clerks work with !
clients who need extra help. Similarly, the family ?ETER
doctor reflecting on his early student experiences

might consider enhanced education for his or her

patients utilizing the time and skills of other health e THEY

care professionals.

So, given the nature of professional practice as Lo “Wz

a combination of expertise and service, it is impor- s?udcm’s _
tant that students in professional programs learn faculty's

what it means to be life long learners and how to sure that

use their learning in meeting the needs of others. r@cm\\f:t

een 1N

In the context of less formal and longer term rela-

tionships with educators than is possible in nappre¢
Psychology 101, they learn how to relate to indi- only
vidual professors. The new professional person in 1s gen
the workplace, who has benefited from a special are ¢
relationship of trust with a tutor, mentor or clini- their
cal preceptor as a student, would do well to reflect Sho
on the types of interaction that nurtured his own eXU
professional skills including those of self-evalua- the
tion and empathy. So, the nurse or therapist who

has been given the opportunity as a student to rec- 3

ognize the struggles and conflicts that are com-
mon among professional people, be they
educators or practitioners or both, will be better
prepared to deal with similar challenges in the
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Professors, Students, and Friendship

PETER J. MARKIE

“Do THEY WANT US TO BE THEIR ERIENDS” That’s
how a professor once reacted when the graduate
students in his department complained about the

- P . < Aestis 3 - 5 %
faculty’s insensitivity to their concerns. L B0F
ted the faculty

I believe that professors should not become
friends with their students, and my intention here
is to argue in support of this prohibition. I shall
begin, though, by clarifying it.

sure that the graduate students wan .
nembers to be their friends, jbut wot l: £ ‘
been inappropriate for them to Wil foido2n i When I say that professors should not become
inappropriate to praisc profcssors for being :‘ friends with their students, I do not intend to give
only -p~1 but also friends tO their students? AR piece of practical advice about how professors
v teacher hat the best college professors — gught to behave to gain certain ends I suppose
is generally agree_q tha ik e concerd for  ihem to have, such as avoiding embarrassment and
are caE senaCig persl o classroom maintaining their colleagues’ respect. Refraining
their students Cand,s .’eyrc eir student — from friendships with students may help some pro-
Shouldn’t they let ghals mt;e dships Wit fessors achieve these goals, but that is not what
. are O
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lai be a
interests me. I also do not t.ake my d":ils]t]ittli)tional
description of the convcnn'opal Olrela 1
obligations that define what it 18 tQ Y -ul;llr i
To be a professor is to occupy d p<11:tu1 o N
tional role, and that role may b.e defined 1yuties e
duties so that claims attributing Fhosehc A
professors are analytic. I do not thmk‘t 'edc ﬁ,{in
refrain from friendships with students 1s a h'et w’rog_;
duty of being a professor, and my claim that f

e i B i
fessors should refrain from such friendships IT nti j

‘ ey :
intended to be analytic. My claim is a synth¢ :
proposition about the moral obligations ©O

professors. . "
There is an important difference between mora

obligations and prima facie moral obligations.
When we have a moral obligation not to do some-
thing, it is morally wrong for us to do it. We have

a prima facie moral obligation not to do some-
thing when there is good reason to think we havc

a moral obligation not to do it. Not every prima
facie moral obligation is a moral obligation. ~If.I
make conflicting promises, I have a prima facie
obligation not to violate one promise and a prima
facie obligation not to violate the other, but I can
only honor one of my prima facie obligations and
the one with the most moral weight in the cir-
cumstances is the one I should honor; it’s my
moral obligation. The other is a prima facie moral
obligation but not a moral obligation. When I say
professors should not become friends with their
students, I am in the first instance, concerned with
what is prima facie morally obligatory. My claim is
that it is prima facie morally obligatory for profes-
sors to refrain from friendships with their students;
in other words, in the absence of moral considera-
tions that override those that count against fac-
ulty-student friendships, a professor is morally
obligated to refrain from such friendships. We shall
see that the moral considerations against faculty-
student friendships are very strong and so very
unlikely to be overridden. In all but extraordinary
circumstances professors are morally obligated
to refrain from forming friendships with their

students.

Exactly who counts as a professor’s student? Do
professors have a prima facie moral obligation not
to become friends with anyone enrolled in the col-
lege or university where they teach? Some seem to
endorse this extensive an obligation, but I do not.
The moral considerations against faculty-student

friendships do not give us anyhrcason o think thy,
I, as a philosophy pxio'fessor, . 'ﬁvc 3 moral oblig,
tion not to become friends wit my “e‘ghbor ol

n advanced gradua.tc student in PhYSlOIOgy_ :

r and he is a student at the same ;.
versity, but there is no professxox?al rc‘a‘tionship
between us that can generate a pama facie mory)
obligation for me to abstain from developing 4
friendship with him. I claim the fo}lownpg obliga_
tion for professors: the.}f have a prima facie mory|
duty not to become friends with those stu dents
they are presently tcach_mg or hke_ly to teach in the
future. My argument for this claim will also sup-
port a related one: professors have a prima facie
moral duty not to teach students who are their

is a :
am a professo

friends. ; ; ;
It is important to appreciate what friendship

does and does not involve in thi§ context. Three
necessary conditions for friendshlp are crucial; an
appreciation of them will help us see _ﬂ}rough
some mistaken objections to the prohibition on

faculty-student friendships.
First, we are friends with someone only if we

share or have shared an activity with that person.
We can become friends with someone we have
never met, say through correspondence, but we
can’t become friends with someone with whom we
have never done anything. The shared activity that
is the basis of friendship can take a variety of
forms, but as friendship develops, it will involve
the mutual communication of otherwise private
information. A friend knows things about us that
others don’t; others are at best “merely
acquainted” with us.

Mutual affection is a second aspect of friend-
ship. We may not enjoy every moment of every-
thing we do with a friend, but we generally enjoy
our shared activities, and more important, part of
what we enjoy is doing those things with that per-

son. We also value a friend’s welfare because of

whose welfare it is. Someone who adopts the atti-

tude of universal benevolence will value our

friend’s good simply because it is someone’s good,
and a very religious person may value our friend’s
good because our friend is one of God’s creatures.
We value our friend’s good because it is his or her

good in particular.

A third aspect of friendship is that friends

acknowledge their

mutual aftection through

¢xpectations and commitments, We expect our




wve
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. a special value on our welfare
; and we commit ourselves to
corresponding  expectation,
.”””Ainsf)m, friends place a spccial value on our
© e expect them to give us special guid-
“\‘w;xrlc].u werale committed tf) giving g_mda{me to
9 " The guidance we cxdmn‘gc with friends
" e very pcrson.al lcycl of communication
"“",':‘L.d with t'ricn@s.hlp. "I.hc commitments that
oLk a5 part of a frlcn.dshlp‘ have moral weight.
es, they are prima facie moral duties of
i and since MOSt, if not all, involve benefit-
¢ cone who has already benefited us, they
= ima facie dut‘ic.s of gratitude.
“1'11"’ account of fficndship has some important
ions. Being friends with someone isn’t the
liking_that person to a particularly high
and it isn’t the same as acting toward that
erson in A friendly way, by, for example, extend-
ing greetings, sharing jokes, and so on. Friendship
m;‘nl\'cs mutual liking and friendly behavior, but it

Jso involves a mutual exchange of otherwise pri-

ate information, mutual concern with each
other’s interest because of whose interest it is, and
nutual expectations and commitments. All these
Jements of friendship admit of degrees. I shall not
atempt to specity just how great the communica-
tion, enjoyment, valuing, expectations, and com-
mitments must be for friendship to exist. . ..

_ . In all, then, friends share an activity.that
includes the mutual exchange ofothcr‘\‘ivis? private
information. They have a mutual aftection that
consists in their enjoying cach other’s company
and valuing each other’s welfare because of whose

W 2cknowledge their

company and welfare 1t 1s. They ac i

tfection through a series of sbarcd CX‘Pe’" gt 1
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: anti 1;13:{); doing in the first place
nts are t, ’

h W 00 unequal i

friends, Few, 1; e : :

i rofessors and students.
has one childmessor "
: : » one home mortgage, two car
payments, thinks of the period fro M’ ;
Friday as th Sissipmbondayto
i y ¢ work week, and is interested in fine

iterature and music. The “average” student is
nineteen, active, beginning to break free from
parcnt.al authority, lacks burdensome financial
commitments, thinks of the period from Monday
to Friday as five days in which to find a date for the
weekend, listens to top-forty radio through an
ever present Sony Walkman, and reads only to pass
tests. A survey of any college campus will reveal
how inaccurate these stereotypes are. Professors
and students share interests in intellectual pursuits,
social causes, and athletic activities. All these activ-
ities can provide the basis for a friendship. The dif-
ferences between professors and students are
especially few in the case of graduate students and
junior faculty.

Others may object that professors can’t be obli-
gated not to become friends with their students,
because they, like the rest of us, can’t help who
their friends are; we like some people and dislikc
others just as involuntarily as we likg some tood.s
and dislike others. This oluiCCtion gains 1ts Pl'f“‘s“
bility from our tendency to think of friendship as
merely liking someone to 4 great degree. It may
well be that we can’t control whether we like
someone. Yet, we can c0|.1trol whether we share an
activity with someonc in such a way that the

mutual affection

stereotypical imag
The “avgrage” pr
tary,

associated with friendship devel-
ledged through commitments

ops and is acknow

and expectati
much the activ
Teaching can be done in
friendship;
give

ons. What is important here is not so
ity as the way people engage in it.
' a way that gives rise to
it can be done in a way that does not

rise to friendship. The difference lies in




430 CHAPTER ELEVEN: EDUCATION
whether the participants just share the a‘ct?Vlt}’for
also share themselves through the 'aCFIVItYa '0:
example, by exchanging personal mfornflathl
about their hopes, concerns, and so on. Professors
can avoid becoming friends with students by refl-l's-
ing to let their teaching activities become the ou,fl—l
sion for the sort of sharing of pf:rsona .
information, commitments, and expcctatlons.of
which friendships are made. They need only main-
tain a professional distance from their students.

Still others may object that professors can main-
tain this professional distance only by being so cold
and formal in their dealings with students and so
insensitive to their students’ needs and concerns
that they cease to be good teachers. This is clearly
not the case. Professors who act toward their stu-
dents in a warm and friendly manner and are sensi-
tive to their students’ needs and concerns must be
interested in information about them, but they
need not be willing to share personal information
about themselves. They must value and give special
consideration to each student’s welfare, but they

can value each student’s welfare because it is the
welfare of one of their students rather than because
it is that student’s welfare in particular.

Finally, some may argue that faculty-student
friendships are morally permissible, since every
friendship is intrinsically good and a friendship
between a professor and a student gains further
extrinsic value by enhancing the educational rela-
tion between them. The problem with this objec-
tion is that even if every friendship is intrinsically
good and a particular faculty-student friendship is
extrinsically good, it may still be morally obliga-
tory that the professor not maintain that friend-
ship. We are sometimes morally obligated not to
engage in activities even though they are both

intrinsically and extrinsically good. Suppose that
every act of beneficence is intrinsically good and
that a particular act of beneficence open to us is
also extrinsically good. We may still be morally
obligated not to perform the act. The act may, for
example, require us to violate some previous com-
mitment that is important enough for the wrong
of its violation to outweigh the considerations of

intrinsic and extrinsic value. Professors are in a

similar position. We’ll soon see that they can
develop and maintain friendships with students

only at the cost of violating more weighty com-
mitments they have made.

all, then, professors are capable of formip,
their students, and they are , b
ble of avoiding such friendships by maintaining %
attitude of professional distance. They can mgyy,.
rain this attitude without ceasing to act i ,
friendly way to\‘)v:ar.d their gtudcnts a’nd Withou
losing their sensitivity tg.thelr %tudent s needs ang
f all friendships are INtrinsically

concerns. Even i r
good and some t'aculty-stu'dent friendships are
extrinsically good, it may Stl!l be morally oblig,.
tory that professors refrain from them. I now
time to show that professors are indeed prima facie

morally obligated to refrain from friendships with

In '
friendships with

their students.

111
Critics of faculty-student friendships sometimes
argue that if a professor and a student become
friends each will be likely to exploit the other. The
professor may exploit the student by getting the
student to help on some research project without
any recompense. The student may exploit the pro-
fessor by getting the professor to raise a grade
when it does not deserve to be raised. This line of
argument contains a serious problem. Suppose a
professor and a student are friends, and one of
them does a favor for the other. Is the one who
does the favor simply honoring a proper request
from a friend or being exploited? If it’s the former,
we haven’t found anything wrong with their
friendship. If it’s the latter, then the one who is
doing the exploiting is not acting as a friend, since
friends don’t exploit their friends, and we still
haven’t found a problem with their friendship per
se. If they had really remained and acted as friends,
the exploitation wouldn’t have occurred. In short,
appeals to the possibility of exploitation can’t
show that there is something wrong with faculty-
student friendships that are successful friendships.
I think there is something wrong with faculty-stu-

dent friendships even when they are successful,
and I shall try to show what it is by an alternative

line of argument.

If engaging in an activity is likely to limit
severely our ability to honor one of our moral obli-
gations, then we have a prima facie moral obliga-
tion not to engage in that activity. Establishing
and maintaining a friendship with one or more
students is likely to limit severely a professor’s abil-
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 honor his or her moral obligations, Hence
~.csor has a prima faci ) kias i
essor ha : r_lhl friendhlm‘lc mor al’ obligation
 to engage 1n B ships. That’s my argu-
e . let’s consider the two premises.
Nt i d & y
m‘»yht‘ first premise is the general principle that we
ma facie (')bl'lgatcd not to engage in any
vity likely to lln'm severely our ability to honor
i moral oh!lgatlons. This principle is behind
many familiar judgments about the obligations of
”,Oféssionals. We bcllllftve,.for instance, that lawyers
pave a prima fa(..le obligation not to represent both
arties tO 2 dispute; they have this obligation
pecause a la.wyer. \‘VhO_ represents both parties will
sempt to identify with the interests of each and
will be unable to honor the moral obligation to
give each ‘.Aqull‘at'e representation. Psychologists
have a prima facie obligation not to become
romantl'cally involved with their clients, since to
do so will severely limit their ability to honor their
moral f)bllg;lthn to give adequate care. The argu-
ment for the general principle is quite straightfor-
ward. If engaging in an activity is likely to limit
severely our ability to do what is morally obliga-
tory, there is a good reason to think that it is
morally obligatory that we not engage in that
activity, namely, that it is likely to keep us from
Y, Y, v, r
doing what we are morally required to do. Since
there’s a good reason to think it is morally obliga-
tory that we not engage in the activity, we have a
prima facie moral duty not to engage Bt i
My second premise 1S that establishing an
intaini ~iendship with one or more stu-
maintaining a frienaship G o
dents will severely limit a professo e
| obligations. What other m
honor other moral obliga + ench professor s 4
3 . = ac.
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' kft It equal consideration. This
> lIK€ any prima facj

O i 'dents equal consideration in
) $ing, and evaluation, and when

they faj

faci)tlt 21110::1 ((ii(:n;()’ﬂt]hcy r}Olt only violate a prima
> they violate thej : ;

they do something morally Wroégelr moral duty;

melr-ll(;)vl\;_ls th; activity of forming and maintaining
e ships wah students likely to limit severely the
thity of professors to give students equal consid-

SJ’SEOCIL?C Note (filrst t.hat no prqféssor w.il_l be fricnds
: ry student in a class, for even if a professor
tries to bec.omc friends with every student, some
students will not be interested, and a friendship
won’t ‘?eVClOP‘ Recall some of the aspects of
f‘ncndshlp. Friends feel a strong mutual affection
for one another. Each values the other’s welfare
just because of whose welfare it is, and each makes
a commitment to the other to give the other’s wel-
fare special consideration. Hence, professors who
become friends with their students, become
friends with only some of them, and thus adopt a
special attitude of concern for, and a special com-
mitment to, the welfare of some of their students
but not others. They are then likely to give those
students who are their friends extra opportunities
in instruction, advising, and evaluation, even
though being a friend is not a characteristic rele-
vant to the distribution of these opportunities.
They are likely to violate their moral obligation to
give all students equal consideration.

Friends make special allowances for friends.
Requests to hand in a late paper, take a makeup
exam, or receive a letter of recommendation are
much more compelling when made by a friend in
need. When grading exams, professors will be
more inclined to be sympathetic to a friend’s
attempts and to work harder than usual to appre-
ciate what the friend is trying to say. They will be
inclined to use professional contacts to aid stu-
dents who are their friends, even though they do
not use those contacts to aid other students who
are not friends but equal their friends in interest
and ability. Friends give advice to friends and dis-
cuss what they have in common. Professors are
likely to give students who are their friends extra
advice with regard to a course of study and career.
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Their conversations with their friends arc'likcly to
include the subject matter of the course, since that
is one of the main interests they are likely to sha_re,
and in such conversations, the professors will give
their friends instruction that isn’t given to th‘c
other students. These are some of the more 'obv1-
ous ways in which professors who become friends
with their students are likely to violate their moral
obligation of equal consideration.

Professors who become friends with students
are likely to violate another one of their moral
obligations. Professors do not simply evaluate stu-
dents; they offer their evaluations to students and
to others as evidence of the student’s abilities.
Rightly or wrongly, one of the things students
want most from professors, and one of the things

Discussion Questions

professors present thejmselves as 'able and williy
to provide, is a credible evgluatnpq of Studentg’
abilities. Professors have a prima facie morg] oblj-
gation to students not to act in a way thag will
lessen the credibility and so the worth of their
evaluations. Professors who establish and Maintajn
friendships with students violate this primg ficie
obligation. They bring about a state of affairs that
constitutes good reason to doubt the objectivity of
their evaluations, namely, that they were friends
with some but not all of those they were evaluat-
ing. It is not necessary that a friendship actually
cause a professor to favor some students over oth-
ers; the appearance of favoritism is enough tq
lessen the credibility of a professor’s evaluations.

1. Why does Markie say that the obligation of professors to refrain from friendships
with their students is a prima facie obligation? What sort of circumstances do you
think would override this obligation and make such friendships permissible?

2. Markie discusses three necessary conditions for friendship. Do you agree that these
conditions are indeed necessary for friendship? How well do you think he relates
these conditions to the context of professor and student?

3. Markie suggests that the potential for exploitation (since the professor controls the
student’s grade, for example) is not a basis for a prohibition on friendships. This
goes against certain lines of reasoning, endorsed by some feminist thinkers and oth-
ers, that the potential for exploitation is not given sufficient consideration in most
professional contexts, including education. Do you think Markie is right about this

point?
4, ?::?r(,-fnsd ;)f\:;/n igsit:]f:utt‘lon rgs}t}s (})}ﬂ a dlffer.ent argument, one Fhat cites the potental
p cricre with the execution of other obligations held by profes-
sors. How well do you think he establishes his first premise? How well d hink
he establishes his second premise? . = RS
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