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FROM THE THEORETICAL TO THE PERSONAL

Stories for and by Students about Ethics
 General Introduction
(for and by the teacher)

Students are motivated by other students. That is the simple idea behind this new kind of reader.

Genesis of a genre
For a number of years I have assigned a book of very short essays written by myself, entitled Moral Moments1, to the students in my introductory philosophical ethics course.2 The book is intended as supplementary to the source readings by Plato et al., to show how theory relates to practice, the past to the present, the abstract to the concrete, and philosophy to ourselves. The book has been successful because it was written specifically with my students in mind. Thus, the essays are (1) about topics they can relate to, (2) in language they can understand, (3) short enough to be read in a few minutes (700 words on average), and (4) often in a style that is narrative and personal.

It struck me that this style or genre -- I call it the "personal philosophical essay," although it is certainly adaptable to other disciplines besides philosophy -- is also suitable for student papers. Hence I have been assigning paper topics that are to be treated in this format. This too has been successful ... so much so that, by the end of each semester, I find that I have fifty to one hundred fine (or promising) essays from my own students.

Over a period of years this adds up to quite a collection. But what is to become of them? Will they gather dust in a storage box? Why not cull them and edit them into a volume of essays BY students FOR students? That is what I have done.

Besides the intrinsic value of such a book, I believe it is a useful innovation of the textbook anthology. For one thing, students will probably find essays by their peers to be more engaging than essays by (usually) older people. They will also be more motivated to write their own essays of this sort once they see, again, that their peers, and not just "professionals," can do such quality work.

The original inspiration to write this format came from the daily newspaper. I have had a score of columns appear in The New Haven Register about various timely issues and events. A newspaper column is typically 700 words, about something topical or personal, and written in a familiar, "reader-friendly" style. When it occurred to me that I could write philosophy in this way, and even coax my students to do the same, a genre was born.

Plan of the book
The content of this book reflects the structure of my introductory course in ethics.

After a general introduction to philosophy and reasoning, five main ethical theories are examined in turn, each of which is conceived as an answer to the question: How shall one live? They counsel as follows:

Religionism: Do what is stipulated or desired by the divine.

Egoism: Maximize happiness for yourself. 

Utilitarianism: Maximize happiness in the universe. 

Kantianism: Cultivate a good will. 

Zen: Cultivate awareness.

Five texts correspond to the five theories as follows:

Plato's Euthyphro -- Religionism (which is defended by Euthyphro contra Socrates)

John Stuart Mill's Utilitarianism -- Utilitarianism, with a sidelong glance at Epicurus's Egoism

Immanuel Kant's Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals --Kantianism

Paul Reps' Zen Flesh, Zen Bones -- Zen.
Sissela Bok's Lying (All five theories).3
Finally, five corresponding papers are assigned:

Topic #1: What is your ethical bottom line? (Plato)

Topic #2: Can you morally justify your chosen career? (Mill)

Topic #3: Is it OK to cheat in this course? (Kant)

Topic #4: Write a Zen story. (Reps) 
Topic #5: Is deception an integral part of your chosen career? (Bok)
The five sections of this book consist of papers written on those five topics, respectively.

Approach to the theories
In my course each ethical theory is examined sympathetically.4 The papers in particular provide an opportunity for students to "try on each theory for size," by applying it to an actual episode in their own life. Each paper is supposed to feature some personal experience, such as doing the right thing under difficult circumstances, or a personal issue, such as whether to cheat in the course. In this way the theoretical becomes the personal, thereby promoting both interest and understanding.

An implication of this approach is that theoretical issues do not pre-empt practical ones. Thus, while I do point out that the theories are quite distinct and often appear to counsel clashing behaviors, I no longer stress the question of which one is correct. Similarly, I do not dwell on the meta-ethical issue of ethical relativism. Instead, my goal for introductory courses is for students to become more conscious of their own implicit theoretical commitments -- I call this "holding a mirror up to your own mind" -- and also of the theoretical alternatives. Once they do that, it is a matter of their living with these theories in their everyday lives -- putting on ethics-colored goggles, as it were -- and sorting out what makes sense for themselves.

The emphasis on the personal application of ethics also makes for more absorbing reading. Many of these stories are gripping narratives; we can all relate to them. Furthermore, it is one of the blessings of teaching at a comprehensive university such as mine that the issues and stories come from people from all walks of life, of a range of ages, pursuing every sort of occupation, and representing various religions, ethnicities, and nationalities. The variety helps to demonstrate the universal applicability of the theories.

Selection of essays
I have decided to choose for inclusion in this volume, in almost every case, essays that can serve as models of what I am looking for. The alternative was to include examples of bad essays which, nonetheless, make some interesting or important error. When I review my students' essays in class, I often dwell on these latter in order to correct common misconceptions about the theories. But in this volume I have chosen to let the essays speak for themselves, so the emphasis has been on quality.

Having said that, I do wish to stress that these good essays are intended to be conversation starters, not stoppers. This is indeed one of the great advantages of essays that are about what matters to their author: They are likely to prompt reflection and response in the reader. Thus, while raising the bar for all my future students' papers, the pieces in this volume can also kindle the fire to write in the first place.5
What Is Your Ethical Bottom Line?

In Plato's Euthyphro, Socrates poses the question, "What is the pious?" In fact, Socrates is asking about the nature of right and wrong. The dialogue is conducted in religious terminology because Socrates's interlocutor, Euthyphro, is a priest and because Socrates has himself been charged with impiety by the Athenian authorities (for which he will soon be condemned to death).

But that the inquiry is an ethical one -- indeed, the most fundamental ethical one -- is clear since Socrates is seeking to discover how we can justify our decisions and actions. How do we know what is the right thing to do? On what basis is it appropriate to make such a judgment?

In the essays in this section, my students were asked to grapple with that question for themselves. This topic was assigned before they had studied any ethical theories in the course (other than reading the Euthyphro in a preliminary manner). I asked them to think about some occasion in their own life when they had done the right thing, or what they believed to be the right thing, under difficult circumstances -- then to reflect: "Why did I do it? What sorts of considerations motivated me to act contrary to various pressures, perhaps even my own inclinations?" In other words, "What is my ethical bottom line?"

It is perhaps not surprising that so many of these essays deal with friendships and parents, since these are the relationships that loom largest for people of typical college age. Is loyalty the highest value owed to a friend? Is obedience the only way to show respect to a parent? Family and peers are the context and the crucible of our earliest moral struggles.

Here also will be found tales of drugs, fights, boy friends and girl friends, cars, jobs, cheating at school, and theft at the mall. Various influences are identified as shaping one's moral views, ranging from upbringing, to peer pressure, to belief in God, to fear of the law, to the school of hard knocks, to conscience, to awareness of consequences, and to the Golden Rule pure and simple. Finally, the specter of relativism is raised, which suggests to some that tolerance requires a completely nonjudgmental attitude towards the ethical attitudes of others.

This set of essays, then, can serve as a baseline for the rest of the course. It is especially illuminating for a student to return to his or her first essay toward the end of the term, after we have studied various formal ethical theories, and be able to attach a specific label or labels to his or her pre-theoretical motivations. For it is a fact that all of the philosophers' theories we subsequently examine can be found implicitly or even explicitly in these very first essays written by the students themselves.

Can You Morally Justify Your Career Choice?

Perhaps the most influential moral theory in modern times has been the utilitarian theory of Jeremy Bentham, which was given its most succinct articulation and defense by John Stuart Mill in Utilitarianism. And since the main reason most of my students are attending college is to advance their professional career, I ask them to apply this theory to this pursuit as an ideal exercise in "relevance."

The utilitarian theory holds that the primary justification for doing anything at all is that it promises (so far as one can reasonably tell, anyway) to maximize the well being of all. Thus, the particular question for this essay is whether the student's choice of career seems likely to benefit the world at least as much as any other career he or she might have chosen instead.

As simple as this question appears to be, it hardly occurs to anyone to ask it on the initial road to their career. It certain didn't occur to me. My becoming a professor of philosophy was about as unreflective a process as could be imagined! It was only after I had been teaching this stuff for a number of years that it finally dawned on me: Shouldn't I be applying some of these ideas to my own career?

Since that first self-revelation, I have only become increasingly astonished at how folks in general can reach the highest ranks of their professions and still never entertain such a simple thought as: "Can I justify what I am doing in more extensive terms than my own perceived self-interest?" In my own case, I have tied together the personal and the professional by making the promotion of the awareness of this issue the justification of my career. In particular, assigning this paper topic is one way I jump-start my students' professional ethical consciousness, so that, in effect, they are getting a head start on their teacher.

Mill is sometimes criticized for not having given much argumentation to support the truth of utilitarianism. But I must say I share what seems to be his intuition that merely to state the theory may be enough to elicit its endorsement. After all, arguments must come to an end sometime, and if the utilitarian credo is sufficiently forceful, why must we attempt to back it up with anything even more fundamental?

There are -- alas -- at least two answers to that question. One is that there are other ethical theories, whose assertions may be equally convincing, and yet which are also, apparently at least, incompatible with utilitarianism. Another reason for requiring more than intuitive acquiescence is that telling objections to utilitarianism can be adduced; for example, how can one possibly know, even with some degree of probability, whether the ultimate effects of one's actions will be for the best?

But putting aside these more purely theoretical concerns, the fact remains that a rational human being will be hard put to resist the appeal of an ethics that says: We should always try to do what will work out for the best. And so I ask my students to put one of their major life choices to that "simple" test.

Again, even though the theory is so simple on the surface, there are several pitfalls to its proper understanding. Many of my students' papers plummet into them head first. But since I have chosen "model" essays for this volume, let me just mention a few tricky matters that the included writers managed for the most part not to mistake.

1. Utilitarianism is first and foremost a theory about ethical justification, not ethical motivation. For example, suppose that being a greedy capitalist will help society more than being a selfless Samaritan; then, other things equal, utilitarianism would advocate the former over the latter, even though overtly the latter is more in accord with the utilitarian credo.

2. Utilitarianism is not the same as Epicureanism. The latter theory, whose great ancient proponent was Epicurus, holds that each one of us ought to live in such a way that our personal pleasure is maximized in the course of a lifetime. This sounds very much like Mill's theory, for both Epicurus and Mill held that pleasure or happiness is the highest good, and we should do whatever will maximize it. Furthermore, both theories hold that actions are justified solely by a consideration of their consequences, as opposed to something about their intrinsic nature, or what motivates us to perform them, or whether God has commanded or commended them. Nonetheless, the two theories are radically different, because Epicureanism is concerned only that each person achieve his or her own personal happiness, whereas utilitarianism is oriented to the welfare of all, even nonhuman animals ... even any Martians we might come across.

3. Utilitarianism does not demand that we make everybody happy. It doesn't even require that we make anybody happy! All it enjoins is behavior that will maximize happiness and/or minimize unhappiness. But it is understood that the laws of the universe cannot be altered to assure that no one need be hurt in the process. And sometimes only bleak options are available, so that the question is only: Which will be the least painful? Finally, it need not be the case that what we do affects everyone; sometimes just doing our bit on the local scene is the best we can do to contribute to the maximum good of the universe.

4. On the other hand, utilitarianism is not necessarily satisfied just because we have accomplished some good. The theory enjoins the maximization of good. Thus, even though, say, your pursuit of your career may be bringing good into the world, it still may not be justified if you could have chosen a different career, or be going about your present one in a different way, that would bring even more good into the world.

Is It OK to Cheat in This Course?

My course in ethics pivots on Immanuel Kant. That is because his theory is my personal favorite, and, I naturally believe, with good reason. Hence I also have my students apply it to the central ethical issue of our course, which is whether to cheat.

There is both a negative and a positive aspect to Kantianism's moral appeal. The negative is that the theory avoids the pitfalls of consequentialist theories, such as egoism and utilitarianism, since it explicitly denies any significance to the foreseeable effects of our actions when deciding what to do. Now, it might at first appear exceedingly odd to call this an advantage since, did we not, in the preceding section on Mill, consider the intuitive plausibility, even inevitability, of just such a consideration of consequences as Kantianism disavows? But this is one of those characteristic junctures in philosophy where conflicting intuitions tug on us with equal force. For Kantianism's appeal is precisely to affirm that one must do the right thing, or refuse to do the wrong thing, regardless of the consequences ... and that does seem an intuitively right rule, does it not?

The clincher (for me) is that consequentialism seems fatally skewered by an objection mentioned in the previous section, namely, that the ultimate, relevant consequences of our actions can never be known, not even to the smallest degree.

Furthermore, Kantianism offers a positive alternative to consequentialism, namely, the cultivation of a good will, or allegiance to duty. It is crucial to understand that Kant means by duty, ethical or moral duty, and not just anything that might be called "duty," such as a soldier's duty to obey orders. More specifically (on one of several interpretations Kant provides in his Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals), the categorical imperative, or supreme injunction of morality, is that one should always act in such a way that one treats everyone concerned as an end and not simply as a means.

That is still only an abstract formulation, which is why I have my students try to apply it to their everyday lives. And what could be more commonplace, and immediate, than the very course we are all participating in? In fact, I have designed the grading system to be the course's centerpiece in such a way that Kant's philosophy is highlighted. Suffice it to say that I provide my students with every opportunity to cheat. Thus, the burden of doing their work honestly is placed squarely on their shoulders, not mine. I tell them that I am not here to play cat and mouse, and that, when I decided to become a teacher of philosophy, I did not set out to be a detective, policeman, judge, jury, or executioner. I am here to share my understanding of and enthusiasm for philosophy.

More particularly, this is a course in ethical philosophy. The point is for each of us to strive to arrive at a rational understanding of right and wrong. But if the course then fails to motivate a student sufficiently to be honest, it seems to me to be antithetical to that intent for the teacher to try to impose honesty by tricks, threats, or sanctions.

Despite my emphasizing these matters in my teaching, some students write their Kant essay as if they had never heard of him, or me. Of course that might only be evidence that they have been cheating all along and thus missing out on why they should not cheat! That is one of the inherent risks of my method; but what worthwhile effort will not be attended by risks?

In other cases the problem could simply be that the students have just a few weeks to absorb these ideas, which might be quite novel to their experience and also subtle and difficult in places, before they first have to write about them. This is why I also give them the opportunity to review and rewrite -- another essential feature of the course (which may also ameliorate the problem of the preceding paragraph).

Thus, how many times have I seen in a student's paper the expression, "You only cheat yourself." This is supposed to be an especially persuasive argument, as if to say: "The only thing a person really cares about is him- or herself, so if cheating can be shown to be harmful to the cheat, the temptation is removed." But this approach is triply unfaithful to Kant. First, it ignores the essential nonconsequentialism of his ethics. Harm to oneself is an effect of cheating, but Kant is indifferent to the effects of our actions and asks us to consider exclusively their intrinsic nature or intent. (Furthermore, the appeal to effects in this case would probably not even work on consequentialist grounds, since it is not at all obviously true that the cheat always or even usually suffers for having cheated.)

The second inadequacy of "You only cheat yourself" is that the appeal is egoistic. While Kant does indeed include the agent among the persons who should be treated respectfully by the agent, Kantian concern is not restricted to the agent (as the object of that concern). Cheating surely involves a failure to respect one's classmates and one's teacher (and perhaps others besides), as well as oneself. (And here again, even a consequentialist could object to the argument since consequentialism's more plausible form is not egoistic, but utilitarian, and it is patently false that only the cheat might be hurt by cheating.)

Finally, "You only cheat yourself" is off-base in that it focuses on motivation rather than justification. Now, this is a subtle point, for Kantianism is concerned about motivation, but only insofar as it is of a certain sort. According to this view, what justifies an action, making it right (or at least not wrong) to do, is that it manifests a motivation to do one's moral duty. But the gist of the student's argument seems only to be that one is likely to be hurt if one cheats; but there is no moral duty to avoid being hurt at any cost. (And, yet again, even a consequentialist could disagree that a human being is only capable of caring about herself. In fact, even an ethical egoist could argue that being altruistically motivated is more likely to lead to egoistically desirable outcomes.)

A different sort of error is to limit consideration of the essay question to this ethics course only. Obviously I do not believe a student has comprehended what I am asking if he or she sees no implication for other courses as well, not to mention for the rest of his or her nonacademic life.

On the other hand, I am pleased (sort of!) to report that each semester there are always several students who will openly write a paper in defense of cheating, including their own cheating in my course. This at least shows that they are taking the assignment seriously. What is ironic, of course, is how honest they can be about their own dishonesty. What is also ironic, and in a way that I sometimes use to my argumentative advantage, is that their openness presumes their being able to trust me to be honest, i.e., not to go back on my word that no one will suffer (grade-wise) for their having cheated, even if I know about it.

As always in this volume, I will showcase only some of the more successful papers to serve as models, which have for the most part avoided misunderstandings such as those discussed above. And, once again, the most compelling are often those that have personalized the issue in the form of a narrative.

Be Here Now!

In keeping with the spirit of the next ethics we consider, the topic is to write a story that epitomizes the philosophy of Zen. I always encourage my students to write in a personal, narrative style, but this time they are not even asked to "sum it up." That is because Zen conceives itself more as a way of life than as a theory about how to live. How one lives should speak for itself and not be in need of verbal analysis.

Just so, an episode of one's life told in story form should be better able than an argumentative defense to capture the essence of this ethics. There is even the suggestion that the truth of Zen cannot be explicitly stated, although words can be used in a paradoxical or even whimsical fashion to try to bring about its realization.

While I myself am captivated by Zen, I do not wish to insist that it is utterly alien to Western notions of ethics. On the one hand, there is certainly a tradition in the West that emphasizes the person over the theory. For example, consider this passage from the ancient Stoic philosopher Epictetus:
The first and most necessary department of philosophy deals with the application of principles; for instance, "not to lie." The second deals with demonstrations; for instance, "How comes it that one ought not to lie?" The third is concerned with establishing and analyzing these processes; for instance, "How comes it that this is a demonstration?" ... It follows then that the third department is necessary because of the second, and the second because of the first. ... But we reverse the order: we occupy ourselves with the third, and make that our whole concern, and the first we completely neglect. Wherefore we lie, but are ready enough with the demonstration that lying is wrong.6
On the other hand, I do believe that it is possible to conform the ideas of Zen to the format of thesis and defense. For example, "Be here now!" is an admirable shorthand of Zen ethics, akin to the encapsulation of Kantianism or utilitarianism or Epicureanism in the form of a categorical imperative. And one can surely ask for an explication of Zen's application to daily life and about the pros and cons of adopting it.
One issue that bears discussion, for example, is the relation of Zen situatedness to specifically moral matters. For Zen sometimes seems to be merely a form of prudence: how to get the most out of life for oneself. But what are its implications for self-sacrifice and for helping and caring about others? Some of my students go so far as to assimilate Zen to hedonism: "Live for the moment!" So it becomes appropriate to address the conceptual distinction between living for the moment and living in the moment; it is the latter that Zen advocates, I submit.

Despite these "theoretical" concerns, Zen is still a distinctive ethics that merits being treated on its own terms: hence the assignment. I am especially delighted when a student asks me, "Does the Zen paper have to be 600 words?" For my syllabus states that all of the essays in the course must be at least 600 words long, but none of the Zen stories that are assigned for the course (from Paul Reps' Zen Flesh, Zen Bones) comes anywhere close to being that length. I suggest to my students that they approach this question as if it were a Zen koan, on a par with, "What is the sound of one hand clapping?"

Appropriately, then, the writing of the Zen story often becomes the topic of the story. I am always looking for ways to make the ethical theories we study in the course, something real and immediate for the students. Thus, with Euthyphro's religious theory, I asked the students to consider their own ethical "bottom line" in some actual situation where they chose to do the right thing despite difficulties (Paper No. 1). With Mill, I asked them to consider their own career choice in the light of utilitarianism (Paper No. 2). With Kant we came even closer to home: Is it OK to cheat in this course (Paper No. 3). Now with Zen (Paper No. 4), the topic can be: How do I write this paper?
I also find it useful to apply Zen to the very moment(s) when I am teaching it. As a matter of fact, I try to practice this philosophy at all times; but it is especially pertinent when I am up in front of the class. I also ask my students to consider the implications for their sitting right there, right then (and I ask you, Dear Reader, as you are reading these words, Right Now): Can there be any doubt that each of us (and, for my class, the group as a whole) would benefit from our paying total attention to what is happening?

Indeed, according to Zen, there is no other time or place besides the now and here; this is where we live always. Thus, to daydream it away is literally to lose one's life.

The following essays capture some central features of Zen, including awareness and its relation to the self. Several students accessed early childhood experiences when awareness was elicited in a particularly dramatic setting, typically involving the loss of a family member. There are also applications to the work environment. These are, in effect, exercises of becoming aware of awareness.

Is Deception an Integral Part of Your Chosen Career?

The final paper for my course gives students the opportunity to apply any and all of the theories we have studied to a particular (albeit general) ethical issue, viz., deception. This is not just any ethical issue, for the opposite of honesty can be found in countless forms in every aspect of life, and may well seem to be the ultimate breach of what being ethical is all about, viz., integrity.

The text we use, Sissela Bok's Lying, demonstrates admirably the range of contexts in which the problem can arise, with particular emphasis on professional careers. And since my students are all in college to further their careers, I choose the topic of deception on the job as their paper assignment. Furthermore, to satisfy the desideratum of bringing these issues as close to "home" as possible, I ask my students to consider whether deception is actually taught to them as a part of their professional education right here at our university.

One important qualification with respect to Bok's book is that deception is a far broader category than lying. Bok has chosen to limit her discussion to explicit lying simply because the larger subject is so vast. But I believe it is essential to clarify that lying is wrong (when it is wrong) because it is a form of deception, and not the other way around, namely, that the only form of deception that is wrong is lying. The latter view leaves open a huge loophole large enough to contain, for example, almost all of political life, advertising, and sales.

Another "preliminary" to ethically assessing deception is simply to recognize deceptive practices for what they are. I would say that more than half the battle of ethics is to become aware of what one is doing (think of this as a Zen contribution to ethics). Thus, the function of the present paper topic is first to get my students thinking about behavior that may have become second nature to them. For once it has been explicitly labeled as deception, it may come to be seen as problematic. This is part of the general project of philosophy, which, as I put it, is to turn assumptions into questions.

That is not to say that deceptive practices on the job will always turn out to be wrong. Surely deception can sometimes be justified, and my students, who are often in the trenches at work as well as at school, are adept at doing this. For example, an engineering student pointed out in his paper that there is a kind of deception involved in the notion of the safety factor, which is in fact a multiple of the "maximum load" or other capacity publicly posted in elevators and so forth. The idea is that people have a natural tendency to push things to their limits, so the engineers must design in a factor beyond the (supposed) limits to assure safety.

I acknowledged the argument but in turn pointed out that this practice could lead to a complacence among the public when they discover that they never get into trouble when they push things to their limits; hence, it could exacerbate the existing problem. My intention in replying was not to win a debate, but to foster reflection and awareness, so that subsequent decisions and practices would be better informed.

I also note that the advisability or permissibility of deception is not always a question of its usefulness, even in promoting a universally acknowledged good, such as safety. Here is where theory shows its usefulness, by pointing to alternatives to what might otherwise be unquestioned assumptions; for example, Kantianism denies that utility automatically decides an issue. 

In general, what I am asking, and all that a philosophical ethics course should ever ask, is that nothing be taken for granted -- in this case, that deception not be given the benefit of the doubt simply because it is so widely practiced, and that we avoid making arbitrary distinctions between various spheres of activity, such as work and home, treating the former as an "ethics-free zone" due to some presumed necessity -- and that all of us consider it a primary obligation to reflect continually on our lives as we live them.

Notes
1 Moral Moments: Very Short Essays about Ethics (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2000).

2 As with the present volume, all author's royalties are earmarked for student scholarships.

3 I use Hackett editions of Plato (Five Dialogues, tr. G.M.A. Grube), Mill, and Kant (tr., J.W. Ellington). The Reps and Bok volumes are available from Random House.

4 I must qualify that remark in two ways. First, the order in which the theories are examined is not accidental and corresponds somewhat to my own view of their relative strength, culminating in my preferred ethics of Kantianism (with a little Zen mixed in!). In particular, religionism is treated unkindly, since I read the Euthyphro as the beginning of ethical philosophy in the West precisely because the assumed truths of a religion are being confronted with a demand for reasons to believe them. But secondly, I have recently arrived at the fond view that all the major traditions of ethics, including religious ethics, are apt to converge on the same broad recommendations if rightly reasoned, so that in the end a preference for one over the others may be a matter of motivational appeal to do the (universally acknowledged) right thing.

5 For additional discussion of the use of stories and short papers in teaching, see my "Stories for and by Students: Personalizing the Teaching of Philosophy" in Philosophy in the Contemporary World (v. 7, n. 1, Spring 2000) and "A Method from my Mentors" in American Association of Philosophy Teachers News (v. 22, n. 3, Fall 1999). These can also be found at <www.storiesforstudents.com>.

6 Enchiridion, trans P. E. Matheson (Oxford University Press, 1916); reprinted in Classics of Western Philosophy, ed. Steven M. Cahn (Indianapolis: Hackett).
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