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Abstract


When teachers deal with controversial ethical issues in their educational practice, they often face the dilemma of a conflict of values, for example when a teacher has to cope with an incident of stealing during class. To immediately find out who is the offender is necessary, but to respect the innocence of the others and maintain teaching as the priority is also the responsibility of the teacher. Meanwhile, the teacher confronts an incommensurable conflict of values – justice and fairness, which cannot be ranked along a single scale. According to Isaiah Berlin’s value-pluralism, his concept of incommensurability emphasizes the importance of disparate values rather than an arbitrary single value.

I first justify conflicting values in an educational context when teachers face ethical dilemmas during their teaching in Taiwan. Secondly, I conceptualise the meaning of professional ethics of teaching. Then I argue that even irreconcilable values are incommensurable according to Berlin’s ideas, however, rational rather than radical choices can be made, hence disagreeing with John Gray’s interpretation, of choices under such a difficult situation. Fourthly, I justify that an incommensurable choice can be made in accordance with Aristotelian practical wisdom, and then expand on the practical virtues of teachers. Furthermore, this paper proposes that teachers need to make ‘second order choices’ or ‘strong evaluations’ to reflect on and be responsible for their decisions. Finally, the paper illustrates, with some cases of ethical controversies, how Berlin’s ideas can justify the ethical choice when teachers encounter moral conflicts while teaching.
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I. The Educational Context of Conflicts and Plurality in Values

Two decades ago, when teachers punished misbehaving students corporally they were praised and respected by parents in Taiwan. Parents would even beat their children more severely after school at that time. Nowadays, we read many ethical controversies of teaching reported as headline TV news. Some parents actively complain to the media and even censure the teachers or school administrators without any generosity. On the one hand, teachers usually face many ethical controversies and may deal with them in disputable ways because of changeable social contexts; on the other hand, many diverse values clash with each other and there are no set standards they can follow as there were before. 
Traditionally, the teacher’s moral example and transmission of values were the core concern of schooling in Chinese culture. Because the public held teachers in high esteem over a long period of time, they required teachers to rigorously uphold the highest standards in their lives compared with other professions. Thus, parents would trust in teachers’ methods of teaching and moral guidance for their children, hence, they seldom questioned or challenged teachers’ instructions. Teacher educators and officials of the educational authorities are constantly still giving earnest exhortations to the teachers in Taiwan; being moral educators and preserving professional ethics are teachers’ inherent duties. Nevertheless, teachers seldom understand exactly and clearly how to conform to the rules of ethics in their teaching and deal with more and more issues involved with moral dimensions. 

Teachers’ Law legislates that the members of teachers’ professional organisations should formulate ethical guidelines. Yet it appears that these guidelines are useless in practice; practitioners who teach unethically will not be punished as long as they do not make serious errors. The key point is that codes of ethics are written in the language of moral exhortation and general principles and are rarely practice-specific (Nash, 1991:163). Teachers cannot think clearly how to solve concrete ethical problems during the moral complexities of teaching. To formulate ethical guidelines to be followed is one thing; to deal with real ethical dilemmas is another.

There are so many controversial issues of ethics of teaching presently occurring in Taiwan, including; punishment without due process; mental and physical abuse of students by power-asymmetric authoritarian teachers; ethical conflicts arising as a result of the relationship between teacher and parent or teacher and pupil; and unjust grading by teachers. Many critical issues result in depriving students of personal freedom and the interference by other (non-teaching) persons in teaching. How to alert teachers to those ethical issues and how to deal with them appropriately is presently a fundamental and urgent topic. 

In 1987, the Taiwanese government declared the end of martial law. Taiwan has become a more democratic and liberal society where Western liberalism and pluralism have merged into mainstream thought during these years. However, Chinese traditional culture still has strong influences on the society, and combining Western values with indigenous values has been a significant task. Meanwhile, similar conditions are happening in the schools: according to Confucianism and traditional customs, pupils should revere their teachers, and the teachers have the responsibility to teach them strictly. Nevertheless, the tides of Western thought are lashing the educational field, including liberalism, communitarianism, child-centred ideas, postmodernism, and feminism. It is very complicated for the practitioners to grasp the difference between them. Especially when schoolteachers carry out capricious educational policies and encounter consequent irreconcilable values. For example, some parents prefer teachers to be liberal giving more room to their children; whilst others prefer more discipline in class. It is a difficult situation for teachers to resolve.

The public and academics recently are paying attention to the issues of professional ethics of teaching and the welfare of students (Campbell, 2003; Carr, 2000; Chen, 2000; Colton, 1998; Fenstermacher, 1990; Goodlad, Soder & Sirotnik, 1990; Hansen, 2001; Strike & Soltis, 1998; Strike, 2003). There are inevitable conflicts of values between Western and Chinese cultures, as well as in educational ideas; pluralism views these values as incommensurable. In other words, education in modern societies has taken the existence of a plurality of values into account, concentrating on conflicts between persons that arise because different people adhere to different moral values (Haydon, 1997:44-45). Teachers should be open to self-examination of their teaching and respond to the diversity of values among their students, parents, colleagues, and in society, and enable future citizens to cope with conflicts of values within society. Being an ethical and successful teacher aids not only his or her pupils to flourish, but also the teacher’s own personal well-being. 
II. The Conceptualisation of Professional Ethics of Teaching 
Whether teaching is considered as a profession by other disciplines or professional communities, is disputable. It is undeniable however, that educational institutions and practitioners are pursuing a ‘real’ professional status of teaching. Carr (2000:3) justifies that teaching is a professional activity that is deeply and significantly implicated in ethical concerns and considerations. Teaching as a profession is a worthwhile activity, and teaching is being and has been intentionally transmitted in a morally acceptable manner (Peters, 1966: 25). It appears that professionals need to contemplate ethical dimensions of their work, the teaching profession particularly, have to fervently evaluate its nature of engagement.

Strike (2003:511) emphasizes that a conception of ethics of teaching suitable for the public schools of liberal democracies needs to respect two forms of pluralism. Not only does it need to recognize a pluralism of comprehensive doctrines, religions, and cultures, but it also needs to respect a diversity of values. The diversity of moral conceptions cannot be reduced to some overarching moral theory. Whether an ethics of duty, care, virtues or utilitarianism, or even postmodernist and critical ethics, there are various sources of conceptions that might inform the ethics of teaching. Especially in a liberal and democratic society, Gray (2000) argues that liberal toleration and value pluralism in ethics can support a revised view of universal human rights. 

It is evident that teachers need a conception of ethics that considers seriously the characteristic activities of teaching (Strike, 1990:219). According to the difference between morality and ethics, it seems that ethics is more to do with interpersonal relationships and emphasizes conflictive situations. Nevertheless, morality refers to norms of right and wrong personal conduct, and encompasses virtues, values or moral principles (Beauchamp & Childress, 2001:2-3). I will interchangeably use the terms of morality and ethics in the educational context. 

Firstly, Peters (1966) attempts to provide a proper ethical foundation for education in a democratic society. Tom (1984) suggests that teaching is a moral craft, Hansen (2000; 2001) explores ‘teaching as a moral activity’ or emphasizes ‘the moral heart of teaching’, and premises teaching as a time-honoured human endeavor to bring about human flourishing. Then Hansen suggests that good teaching and moral sensibility strive toward a teacher’s creed. 

Next, Sockett (1993: 16-7) recognizes that the professional teacher is morally responsive to the pupil’s needs. Oser (1994:59) conceives that teaching responsibility is a moral motivation concerning any concrete teaching act. Responsibility deals with a person’s choice. If the teachers are given sufficient autonomy, they have more freedom to decide what solution is really the best; hence, autonomy is closely linked with responsibility (Bull, 1990; Oser & Patry, 1994:6049). In other words, any choice a teacher might make from many alternatives that seem to satisfy the ethics of teaching; the teacher should be free to make those choices (Bull, 1990:107). Thus, it is clear that the teacher’s responsibility involves issues of human agency, teacher autonomy and professional ethics of teaching. 

Furthermore, any profession worthy of the name ought to be governed by a code of professional ethics that clearly identifies professional obligations and responsibilities by reference to the rights of clients or patients (Carr, 2000:25). The ethical guidelines are very important ingredients in professional organisations. The terms of professional ethics used in a particular professional community or group guide professional conduct. 

Finally, many researchers relating to the ethical or moral consideration describe teachers encountering the controversial issues of ethics in the teaching process. Strike and Soltis (1998) employ the distinction between consequentialist and non-consequentialist ethical theories to discuss how ethical concepts such as due process and intellectual liberty are interpreted and how they may be applied to cases in different ways. Haynes (1998) discusses provocative actual case studies to help teachers reflect on their own ethics and guides them to make more reasonable decisions in order to transform schools into more cohesive and caring communities. Carr (2000) discusses the moral implications of professionalism and examines some central ethical and moral issues in education and teaching. Some empirical researches (Campbell, 1997; 2003; Chen, 2000; Colton, 1998; Tirri, 1999) focus on what kinds of ethical conflicts in teaching practice teachers face, what is the relationship with professional ethics of teaching, and how they make decisions. 

According to the analyses and discussion on professional ethics of teaching by Strike & Soltis (1998), Haynes (1998), and Carr (2000), it seems that each approach attempts to adopt different ethical models to make synoptic considerations, but real situations or controversial issues are very complex and value-laden; those values are usually irreconcilable and incompatible. The contentious cases of moral dimensions are involved in different values not only including liberty, equality, or justice, but also including the different approaches of ethical decision-making. 
I conceptualise the concept of professional ethics of teaching: when teachers face the issues of ethics in the teaching process, they will consider students' interests or well-being. Meanwhile, teachers will deal with contentious issues appropriately in accordance with the ethical theories, and make rational choices in particular situations. Teachers shall be open to self-examination of their moral dimensions of teaching and to respond to the diversity of values within society. Finally, teachers will regulate their practice of teaching by self-reflection and discourse with their colleagues.
III. Isaiah Berlin’s incommensurability of pluralism 

Among contemporary philosophers, Sir Isaiah Berlin (1909-97) is a remarkable and well-recognized liberalist, who illustrates the two concepts of liberty very unambiguously, especially for his distinction between ‘negative’ and ‘positive’ concepts of liberty (Berlin, 2002). Besides the notions of freedom, Berlin’s other central idea is value pluralism. He believes that there is a plurality of values which people can seek, and that these values are different. Because the multiple values are objective, he does not see pluralism as relativism (Berlin, 2001). Berlin illustrates that monism is the central issue of Western philosophy from Plato to the present day, that to all true questions there must be only one true answer, while all the other answers are false. This was the heart of European ‘rational thought’ for many ages, but Berlin always felt skeptical about this almost universal belief. Berlin (2000) considering Vico (1668-1744) conceives of the idea of culture as a plurality of civilizations, each with its own unique pattern. Furthermore, Herder (1744-1803) believes that different cultures give different answers to their central questions. He believes there are basic human goals and rules of behaviour, but they take wholly different forms in different cultures, and there are no universally true answers, that are as valid for one culture as for another (Berlin, 2001:8-9).

Thus, values may clash so civilizations are incompatible between cultures, or groups within the same culture. Berlin (1998:10) said, ‘We can discuss each other’s point of view, we can try to reach common ground, but in the end what you pursue may not be reconcilable with the ends to which I find that I have dedicated my life.’ In Berlin’s view, both liberty and equality are among the primary goals pursued by human beings; but total liberty for wolves is death to the lambs, and total liberty of the powerful, the gifted, is not compatible with the rights to a decent existence of the weak and less gifted. In other words, the values humans pursue are not only multiple but sometimes irreconcilable. Berlin’s pluralism, a view in which freedom of choice among incommensurably multiple possibilities is central. According to Berlin’s account of value pluralism, there are inevitable conflicts of values in dealing with ethical issues.

According to Berlin’s pluralism, the necessity of choosing between conflictive values is an inescapable characteristic of teaching; every choice may bear an irreparable loss, and make rational decisions a significant task. Especially when teachers are confronted with controversial issues in their teaching.

Taylor (1997:170) poses that we still have to make a choice with two different goods at stake – goods that are different enough that we have difficulty in knowing how to weigh them together in the same deliberation. For example, when a teacher deals with an event of stealing in the class. To immediately find out who is the offender is an obligation, but to respect the others’ innocence and consider their educative right are also the responsibility of the teacher. When the teacher faces an ethical controversy he is also confronted with the incommensurable conflicts of values – justice and fairness. However, both sides of these values are irreconcilable, how could they make a considered decision at such a critical moment? 
IV. Rational rather than a radical choice

What Berlin recognises is that human goals are many, not all of them commensurable, and in perpetual rivalry with one another. It falsifies those human beings as free agents to assume that values can be graded on one scale (Berlin, 2002: 216). That’s why Berlin opposes the view that the moral decision can be carried out as a slide-rule operates such as applied when Mill compares different values by using one ‘rational’ strategy for the maximal interests. However, Gray (1995: 8) interprets that, Berlin’s agonistic liberalism of conflicts among inherently rivalrous goods, grounds itself on the radical choices we must make among incommensurable choice rather than ‘rational’ ones. In Gray’s (1995) view, Berlin’s idea of radical choice or groundless decisions arise from conflicts among incommensurables, choice without criteria, grounds, or principles. 

What’s right with Gray’s idea is that a radical choice would be a choice without any rational basis for this. Because the agents have already gone as far as they can, they look at the rational considerations on both sides or they are rational thinking about the decision and still do not have a commensurable conclusion. That’s why they have to go for one or the other without any rational basis. Nevertheless, what’s wrong with Gray’s explanation is that he neglects discussion of how to make a choice with rational deliberation and reflection. Gray repeatedly acknowledges the limitations of a single ‘rational’ choice and affirms the reality of rival and incommensurable values. However, how could we make such decisions in real situations without rational thinking at stake? Can we just choose any alternatives that we like? It’s a kind of relativism without objectivistic ways of deliberation that Berlin is against. Gray overemphasizes the hard situation between two irreconcilable and incommensurable choices, meanwhile disregards the rational deliberation and reflection made at the moment of making a choice.
Weinstock (1997) emphasizes that ‘the Graying of Berlin’ - Berlin’s pluralism is more moderate than that interpreted by Gray. For agonistic liberal, liberty is required if individuals are to make choices in the absence of any overarching principle that could rank the many objective values there have. Since there is no unique value or ordering of values uniquely specified by reason, none of the incommensurable values can claim rational superiority. Gray’s argument takes the full measure of value pluralism and goes beyond Berlin’s view. Later, Gray (2000:42) illustrates that someone affirms that justice and friendship are incommensurable goods is to claim that they cannot be ranked. However, that does not mean we have to choose between them without reason. In other words, we have good reasons for choosing between incommensurable goods that are at odds. 

Choice between two specific goods must be based on reason preferring one of the goods to the other (Regan, 1997:144). Crowder (2004:148) argues, ‘Gray’s case not only departs from Berlin’s intentions, but also mistake the logic of Berlinian pluralism’. As Gray (1995) puts it pluralism impose on us ‘radical’ rather than rational choices among incommensurables - ‘choice without criteria, grounds, or principles’ (Crowder, 2004: 150; Riley, 2000: 120). Crowder (2004:150) proposes, ‘decisive rational choice among incommensurables does seem possible in at least some concrete cases.’ Gray’s early subjectivism fails to allow for the possibility of reasoned choice among conflicting incommensurables in context (Ibid: 154). In the real situation, if the agent can ponder that there are two agonistic values or choices at stake, and he/she has to make a rational choice for himself/herself as well as the clients.  

In the posited case above, when a teacher is dealing with stealing, he/she faces ethical conflicts between justice and welfare of the majority. Justice and the majority’s welfare are both important and agonistic values at that time. If the teacher only knows of one dimension of solution without considering other competitive values, he/she would possibly be a monist and make a reconcilable decision. On the one hand, the most important thing to the teacher is to resolve the misdemeanour. Maybe the teacher would stop the class and ransack all pupils’ properties in the classroom. Sometimes, some teachers even threaten to punish the whole class until somebody admits responsibility. On the other hand, other teachers would insist that nothing should interrupt their lecture, rather than considering the individual’s interest that of the victim of stealing. Not only is it significant for an agent to consider different views, but also for him/her to understand that different sides of values are possibly competitive, incommensurable and unable to be measured in forming a harmonized solution. 

A primary teacher in Taiwan – Eric describes his experiences about tackling the theft (Chen, 2000). He says that he always struggles to deal with this moral contention. On the one hand, he wants to look for the stolen goods immediately on account of his moral duty. On the other hand, he wants to respect the welfare and dignity of the majority of pupils’ through not searching personal goods. However, he still has to make a choice at that instant without a comparable scale. He delineates that he will handle these issues from his practical experiences case by case. In some cases, he will give priority to continuing teaching without dealing with the controversy during class, but in other cases, he will contemplate the urgent obligation to search for the stolen belongings. It corresponds to what Galston (1999:770) proposes that one of the basic promises of value pluralism is that no set of goods or values is overriding in all cases for the purpose of guiding action. ‘Even if A is by some standard loftier than B, it may be the case that B is more urgent than A in specific circumstances, and it may be reasonable to give priority to urgency over nobility for decisions that must be made in those circumstances.’
Berlin claims himself to be a liberal rationalist’ (Jahanbegloo, 2000:70). Riley (2000:150) argues, ‘Berlin’s liberalism is grounded in rational choice as opposed to ‘radical’ choice undetermined by reason’. Berlin depicts the more moderate and imperfect rationalism that is genuine and liberal by posing various cracks of utopian rationalism. However, reason remains the ultimate guide in ethical and political life for Berlin (Ibid: 123). In Berlin’s view, the complex liberal rationalism that makes room to a limited extent for a tragic pluralist conception of moral life. The belief in reason is a kind of rational choice rather than Gray’s radical choice. Riley emphasizes that is the foundation of Berlin’s liberal doctrine.

Crowder (1994) argues that ‘people can choose in situations of conflict, and that no doubt they can offer reasons for their choice.’ Berlin & Williams (1994: 306) do not deny this and emphasize that ‘a conception of practical reason which aims at an algorithmic ideal must be mistaken (Berlin & Williams, 1994: 307).’ Therefore, Berlin admits the importance of reason in choice making. 

According to Berlin’s explanation as well as some interpretation by Riley (2000, 2001), Crowder (2004), and Weinstock (1997), Berlin emphasizes the incompatibility and incommensurability among some competitive values. Berlin is against only one solution or scale to make a choice; nevertheless, he does not deny the importance of rational choice. However, Gray (1995) highlights the agonistic and radical characteristics and he ignores the significance of rational deliberation and reflections.
V. Practical wisdom in making decision

Although Berlin does not discuss much about the practical making of choices, he describes the process of political judgement as ‘practical wisdom’ or ‘practical reason’. It’s the quality that gives a special understanding of public or private life, a capacity, in the first place, for synthesis rather than analysis, for knowledge in the sense in which trainers know their animals, or parents their children, or conductors their orchestras (Berlin, 1996:47). Berlin seems to emphasize the capacity of practical wisdom because some successful statesmen have considerable political judgement. The senses of reality not only for parents in knowing their children, but also for teachers in knowing their students well.

The concept of ‘practical wisdom’ originates from Aristotle’s ‘phronesis’ and it can make a decision among the incommensurability of values (Crowder, 2004, Heidlebaugh, 2001, Millgran, 1997, Nussbaum, 1990, Taylor, 1997). Aristotelian arguments against commensurability rely on the picture of a plurality of distinct values, each generating its own claims, but each having its own general definition and being instantiable in any number of particular situations and actions (Nussbaum, 1990:68). Moreover, Aristotelian practical wisdom must be grasped with insight through experience (Ibid). So Aristotle in one way corresponds with Berlin’s plurality of values, there are many distinct values or goods in his terminology - courage, friendship, justice, etc. 

Furthermore, ‘practical wisdom must be a true state involving reason, concerned with action in relation to human goods (Aristotle, 2000: 1140b).’ Besides, practical wisdom is concerned with human affairs about which we can deliberate on. One needs both kinds of knowledge, especially the particular kind. Practical wisdom is concerned with particular facts, and particulars come to be known from experience (Aristotle, 2000: 1141b-1142a). Practical wisdom decides what ought to be done in a given situation, how exactly the competing considerations should be balanced through accumulation of experience in dealing with comparable situations (Crowder, 2004: 141). The more experiences of dealing with irreconcilable values in particular conditions one has, the more sound judgement through moral deliberation one makes. 

How can we make sound judgments of relative importance across different kinds of goods is practical wisdom (Taylor, 1997:178). To be wise is to know how to exercise those virtues, as circumstances require (Sherman, 1999: 36). Millgran (1997) tries to deal with the incommensurability through practical deliberation or practical reasoning. However, Millgran finds that the ineffectiveness of practical deliberation and identifies that incommensurability can often be resolved by appealing to experience. Millgran (1997:161) also emphasizes Aristotle’s phronesis
 comes only with experience, and is in a large part a matter of being able to choose correctly in the face of competing considerations. It seems that only practical reasoning is not enough, because not all reasoning is good reasoning. We need more experience and in situated wisdom to deal with particular irreconcilable values. 

Aristotle’s ethics and rational choice under value pluralism argues that to cope well with choices among incommensurables is to exercise a specific set of virtues. These virtues will provide further guidance to pluralist practical reasoning (Crowder, 2004: 141). Pluralism imposes hard choices on us. To cope well with those choices, we need to develop certain dispositions of character or virtues (Crowder, 2004: 164). Crowder (2004: 165) argues that rational choice under pluralism requires the exercise of certain liberal virtues. Moreover, Crowder (2004:166-167) proposes four pluralist virtues: generosity or open-mindedness, realism, attentiveness and flexibility.

i. Generosity or open-mindedness: A pluralist acknowledges that many goods and ways of life are objectively valuable, meanwhile, to respect the full range of goods and lives, including those we cannot accommodate within our own decisions. 

ii. Realism: Pluralists should approach their choices with what Berlin calls a ‘sense of reality’ - a feeling for the real costs of moral and political decisions conditioned in particular by the implication of incommensurability. 

iii. Attentiveness: Pluralists insist on the particularity of moral solutions and make them attentive to the relevant details of choice situation, including the claims and circumstances of those people affected by the choice.

iv. Flexibility: Pluralists need to be flexible in tailoring their judgement closely to the situation to which they attend. To judge flexibly is to judge for one’s own reason autonomously. 

However, what are the important virtues for teachers when they have to make hard decisions among incommensurable values? How to develop the central virtues for teachers’ professional ethics? Sockett (1993) illustrates that there are five major virtues central to the moral character of teaching professionalism: honesty, courage, care, fairness, and practical wisdom. First, since teachers deal in knowledge and trade in truth, questions of honesty and deceit are part of them. Second, both learning and teaching involve facing difficulties and taking intellectual and psychological risks; that needs courage. Third, the concept of in loco parentis is crucial to a sense of caring for children from teachers’ ethics of care. Fourth, fairness is necessary to the operation of rules in democratic institutions or in one-to-one relationships. Finally, teachers should have practical wisdom, which requires qualities of reflection and judgement interwoven with the former virtues of professional expertise (Sockett, 1993).

From Aristotle’s point of view, intelligent choice appeals to a conception of what matters or the well-lived life (eudaemonia) (Millgram, 1997: 161). When circumstances press one to resolve conflicts between one’s ends into a locally coherent understanding of what matters more, one articulates, bit by bit, the gradually more global, coherent, and systematic conception of what matters that serves as a guide to sequent choice (Ibid, 161). The basic reason for using practical wisdom to deliberate in a particular situation is for the well-being of our life. Especially in the teaching context, how teachers can make germane decisions in dealing with ethical issues, they have to consider the well-being or eudaemonia of their students coping with professional ethics of teaching.
VI. Second order choice and strong evaluation
Incommensurability is the absence of a common measure. Raz’s (1997:112) case for the existence of widespread, significant value incommensurability is connected to a way of understanding the role of will in intentional action. Furthermore, an action that satisfies one agent’s desires does not endow it with value because typical reasons are facts about the value or good of options. In other words, human agency needs to survey all the choices that are open to it before choosing what to do. 

Choice between two specific goods must be based on reason to prefer one of the goods to the other. ‘We assume there is reason to want to do one choice rather the other (Regan, 1997:144).’ This reason-induced motivation is what Regan (1997: 146) means by a ‘reason-tracking’ want. Regan (1997:149) is concerned with the intelligibility of choice and is interested in decision processes that could operate in the light of self-consciousness. Because we have to choose the long-term goals, especially in professional ethics of teaching, we reflect on the reason why we want to make the choice. Moreover, any account of deliberation must leave room for the agents to change their mind because the agents discover new reasons or improve on the reasons (Raz, 1997; Regan, 1997). 

The ‘second-order choice’ or ‘strong evaluation’ is very important to choice makers. ‘Second-order desire’ is that human beings are not alone in having desire or making decisions, and share these things with the members of certain other species, some of whom even appear to engage in deliberation and to make decisions based upon prior thought (Frankfurt, 1988:12). The difference between human and other animals is having a capacity for reflective self-evaluation. It’s also what Taylor (1985:16-17) has discriminated between, ‘strong evaluation’ – concerned with quality of our motivation from ‘weak evaluation’ – concerned with outcomes. So within an experience of reflective, choice between incommensurables and strong evaluation is a condition of articulacy. Moreover, to acquire a strong evaluative language is to become more articulate about one’s preferences (Taylor, 1985:24-25). The logic of Berlin’s position allows for different ways of life be open to critical comparison and evaluation, whether favourable or not (Crowder, 2004:163).

What does the strong evaluation mean to the human predicament of two incommensurable alternatives? ‘The theory of radical choice in fact is deeply incoherent, for it wants to maintain both strong evaluation and radical choice’ (Taylor, 1985: 32). 
There are two ways of assuming strong evaluation beyond the reach of radical choice; first, the real force of the theory of radical choice comes from the sense that there are different moral perspectives and plurality of moral visions. Second, the predicament of man is more honest and more clairvoyant to be aware of the strong evaluation and take the full responsibility for choice (Ibid: 33). The key difference between humans and animals is that he/she can be responsible for his/her evaluation and personal reflection. 

When teachers encounter a difficult predicament of the moral dimension, not only do they need their accumulated experience and deliberation to make judgements, but also they need their capacity and awareness for second-order desires or evaluation of desire. Although irreconcilable values are difficult in decision making, teachers have to know and deliberate deeply about the reason why they want to make the decision. Using reason-tracking and strong evaluation to reflect on their actions in the situation. Teachers want values to reflect, not only their desire but also their will or human agency. Two primary teachers were in Taiwan (Chen, 2000), this research revealed that teachers’ reflection is the crucial point after they did some unethical treatment to their students when they face controversial issues in the class. For example, some reflections happened instantly after teachers punish their students without due process, due to the innocent expression or response of the punished. Analysing other cases relating to the ethics of teaching, some sources of reflections result from dealing with other similar situations or sharing experiences with other colleagues. They express that they will consider other alternative or more thoughtful choices after their second-order evaluation. 

The key concept of second order choice is ‘what does matter to oneself life.’ Teachers have to make sense of their desires and make decisions in their own lives. However, teachers usually have to make some moral alternatives for their students’ well-being. Not only do teachers have their own desires, but also they take account of their students’ welfare. On the one hand, teachers have second order choice and strong evaluation; they can reflect on their choices that agree with ethical theory. Thus, it expresses teachers’ self-rule or autonomy and reflection on action as well as teachers’ professional ethics. On the other hand, teachers should consider students’ own desires and make them judge for themselves. Therefore, teachers could open more windows for their students to self-create and make the choices for themselves. In other words, teachers leave more room and possible choices for students to consider their own well-being. Meanwhile, teachers educate their students to make strong evaluations by themselves.
VII. Making choice in practice and Conclusion

We all live in a pluralistic society, and contemporary schooling faces more and more diversity and conflicts of values. ‘The fact that our society is a plural one means not only that teachers will be working in a context in which pupils and their parents have different perspectives on questions of values, but also that the values of teachers themselves will reflect this plurality (Haydon, 1997:153-4)’. Especially, teachers not only have to bring their own values into teaching, but also have to encounter with some incompatible values when they deal with ethical controversial issues during teaching. In Taiwan, contentious issues relating to the moral dimension of teaching or improper ways of classroom management will sometimes become live news on mass media, and sometimes the events will have a great influence on teachers’ professional commitments and enthusiasms. It seems that teachers have to open their mind and make sense of diverse values in dealing with the controversies.

I illustrated one case from my research on two case studies of primary teachers’ ethics of teaching in Taiwan (Chen, 2000). I analysed ethical dilemmas in the narratives of the teachers that relates to irreconcilable values or options in teaching – considering individuals welfare vs. respect for the whole class’s well-being (tolerance or caring vs. fairness). 

It seems to a teacher that there are always some special students in her class. They usually forget to hand in their assignments or do not behave well. One female primary teacher - Iris delineates that one of her students - David with low achievement, often hasn’t done his homework and quarrels with other classmates over trivial matters. The majority of pupils marginalize David because they dislike or even look down on him. However, the main reason why David often forgets to finish his homework is because of his personality, habits or his family’s lower social economical background. He lives with his relatives and not with his parents, and is not well educated at home. 

Iris always encounters moral conflicts in her mind - how to treat all students fairly and punish the recidivist, is at one side of the scale, and how to consider the badly behaving individuals interest is on the other side. Because Iris requires all pupils to finish their homework, it is unfair for the majority to be treated differently to the minority. However she always considers that David comes from a deprived family, she always wants him to improve his assignment at school and even punishes or deprives him of free hours. However, she always reflects on whether it is necessary to treat him by such standards? Iris always ponders that the more punishments and blame she gives David, the less dignities and regards his classmates may have towards him. 

It must be seen as professional practice in which the effort to focus on as many different children as possible reflects a respect for the children as individuals by giving each a fair share of the teacher’s attention (Sockett, 1993:82). As Iris says it is hard to say how much time you would like to distribute equally to different people. Iris has always thought rationally about different dimensions of values. This case agrees with Berlin’s value pluralism. She will make different choices in different contexts depending on her judgement with practical wisdom. Sometimes, Iris will ask David to complete his homework due to this being a basic requirement, but sometimes Iris will alter her standard for his assignment because of his improvements. Basically, Iris emphasizes that she wants to consider David’s self-dignity and educates the other pupils’ in not discriminating against him. Iris cherishes the values of respecting every individual.  

From Iris’s reflection, Iris likes to keep a diary and wrote down some teaching notes. Iris said sometimes she would reflect on her teaching and write it down in her diary. Especially, when she faced controversies, she would try to deliberate and clarify some concepts in a peaceful mood. Besides keeping the diary, she likes to read biographies, non-fiction with educational metaphors or stories. Because she believes that reading those books will give her new ideas about teaching and make her consider controversial issues. For example, it strikes her that one writer reminds her that sometimes teachers should pay much more time on those special students, from deprived backgrounds as they need more love and care. 

According to Iris’s case, a teacher can make second order choices after her strong evaluations between two irreconcilable values. Basically, teachers in their daily teaching practice would cope with many ethical controversies. According to Berlin’s stress on the inevitability of making hard choices between incommensurable values, I argue that teachers can make rational choices after their strong evaluation on those moral predicaments. 
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� Millgran (1997) here translates phronesis into ‘practical intelligence’ rather than ‘practical wisdom’, but it seems to me they are the same meaning in different translation. 
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