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This essay identifies Kantian dispositions — understood as the character traits
necessary for engagement in practical reasoning and judgment — for inclusion in the
current “teacher dispositions debate.” In developing this approach, I draw on the
work of Felicitas Munzel and Jürgen Habermas, and articulate their positions on the
necessity of certain subjective and intersubjective conditions for engaging in moral
deliberation. On Munzel’s grounds, I maintain that teachers should not: lie, be
hypocritical, break promises, keep bad company, or gossip. Based on a positive
formulation of these five conditions, the resulting dispositions are: truthfulness,
sincerity, trustworthiness, irreproachability, and discretion. From Habermas’s work,
the conditions of practical discourse are identified as: inclusion, participation,
truthfulness, and non-coercion. Based on the necessity of these conditions to moral
deliberation and judgment, I posit corresponding dispositions of: inclusiveness,
participation, truthfulness, and noncoerciveness.

There is growing academic interest in the articulation and cultivation of teacher
dispositions.1 Dispositions are most generally understood as the personal attributes,
patterns of behavior, or tendencies for an individual to act in predictable ways under
particular circumstances.2 In general, the value of dispositional approaches to
education is well-theorized and represented in a number of specific areas, including
moral education,3 effective teaching,4 and critical thinking.5 Constructs aimed at
formally schematizing appropriate dispositions for teachers have also received
recent and multiplying attention with various categorizations including “virtues of
character, intellect, and care”6 and covering various domains including the “intellec-
tual, cultural, and moral.”7 Moreover, as Deborah Schussler, Lisa Stooksberry, and
Lynne Bercaw point out, “the recognition that effective teaching extends even
deeper than knowledge and skills is steadily creeping in the teacher education policy
arena as organizations like INTASC [Interstate New Teacher Assessment and
Support Consortium] and NCATE [The National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education] incorporate dispositions into program evaluation standards and
benchmarks for teacher candidates.”8

Beyond recognizing the general role dispositions can play in a number of
educational interests, I argue that a Kantian approach to practical reasoning and
judgment implies a reconceptualization of the moral development of teachers
through the cultivation of specific dialogical dispositions. In an important sense,
therefore, this essay is not meant as a reiteration of arguments for the schooling of
teachers in a variety of substantive moral virtues,9 nor as support for “character
education”, defined by Lickona as “the deliberate effort to cultivate virtue[s of] …
wisdom, justice, fortitude, self-control, love, a positive attitude, hard work, integrity,
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gratitude, and humility.”10 Nor do I argue for “a transcendent universal set of [moral]
values … related to foundational principles or virtues such as honesty, justice,
integrity, respect, kindness, and trustworthiness.”11

Instead, my proposal is for education in the subjective, dialogical dispositions
that enhance receptivity to and sustain engagement in human and practical dis-
courses as a necessary requirement for justifiable moral judgments. As a Kantian
approach to teacher dispositions that is in keeping with interpretations of Immanuel
Kant’s theory of moral reasoning as inherently dialogical, this essay recommends a
specifically epistemological move toward the moral development of teachers. This
move identifies the unavoidable and inevitable means by which justifiable moral
judgments must be made in pluralistic societies and attempts to forge a link between
the means of moral reasoning and the character traits supporting its concrete
realization. By making a clear distinction between substantively moral and dialogi-
cally epistemic character traits, the focus of teacher dispositions can be further
refined to the formation of specific dialogical dispositions of character. I argue it is
then possible to move beyond contentious attempts at establishing and promoting
the “correct” moral virtues of a teacher, as well as to obviate claims that the moral
education of teachers is always an ideologically biased enterprise. These two issues
form the crux of the recurrent deadlock in the teacher dispositions debate and
highlight the difficulty of reaching general agreement on an impartial set of moral
character traits for all teachers.12 My overarching aim is to create space for a
conception of the moral education of teachers that is not ideologically driven but is
governed by criteria of impartiality and universality by posing the question: What
character traits might Kantian perspectives on practical reason and judgment
contribute to the increasing catalog of teacher dispositions? In working toward an
answer, I identify epistemic dispositions that correspond with necessary features of
subjective and intersubjective practical reason. While not substantively moral in
themselves, such character traits are integral to establishing a moral point of view
within posttraditional societies. As such, these dispositions comprise indispensable
character traits for teachers who willingly engage in practical reasoning over issues
of fairness, equity, and social justice.

I open discussion with a brief review of the teacher dispositions debate.
Following these considerations, my initial objective is to establish that the Kantian
approaches to moral reasoning presented by Munzel and Habermas are inherently
“dialogical.” It is then possible to differentiate each of these interpretations of
practical reason as necessitating particular dialogical norms for establishing the
moral validity of judgments. These dialogical norms are described as either
“subjective conditions” or “intersubjective conditions” of discourse that guard
against strictly instrumental or strategic uses of reason in moral deliberations. I then
identify eight dialogical dispositions of character, corresponding to each of the
conditions of discourse deemed by Munzel and Habermas as indispensable to
making moral judgments. These epistemic dispositions are proposed as initial
constructions for consideration and further development as essential teacher dispo-
sitions in the moral domain.

doi: 10.47925/2013.172



Theorizing Teacher Dispositions from Kantian Perspectives174

P H I L O S O P H Y   O F   E D U C A T I O N   2 0 1 3

THE CURRENT DISPOSITIONS DEBATE IN BRIEF

The starting point of the current debate over moral dispositions in teacher
education may be traced to a NCATE document published in the United States in
2000.13 This document and its subsequent editions claim to set appropriate standards
for the accreditation of new teachers and, according to NCATE’s president in 2006,
acknowledges that it is time “for teacher educators to pay attention not merely to
knowledge and skill development and teaching and learning but also to the moral and
ethical development of teachers.”14 NCATE’s new-found concern for the moral
character of teachers precipitated and legitimated a proliferation of interest in
identifying morally appropriate teacher dispositions and in creating frameworks for
assessing these novel educational requirements. A notable example of this interest
includes a recent flurry of disposition-focused papers published in the Journal of
Curriculum Studies and in the Journal of Teacher Education. As might be antici-
pated, the highly contested nature of teacher education was quickly revealed in the
ensuing and sometimes heated debate over appropriate teacher dispositions. Mean-
while, subsequent editions of the NCATE Standards attempted to define and direct
the teacher dispositions debate with statements such as, “Dispositions are guided by
beliefs and attitudes related to values such as caring, fairness, honesty, responsibility
and social justice.”15 More recently, NCATE has further specified the two funda-
mental dispositions accredited institutions are expected to assess as “fairness and the
belief that all students can learn” while allowing professional learning units to
“identify, define, and operationalize additional professional dispositions.”16

On first reading, such dispositions and their underlying values may appear
uncontroversial and generally beneficial, but many educational researchers and
theorists, particularly those interested in social justice and equity, have recognized
such guidance as simply fuelling the controversy. As Hilda Borko, Dan Liston, and
Jennifer Whitcomb point out, concern has mounted that through the interpretation,
application, and assessment of preservice teachers’ moral attitudes “the educational
community becomes vulnerable to the danger of ideological bias … [in that] by
incorporating dispositions in a curriculum or assessment system, a teacher education
program runs the risk of supporting a social or political agenda of indoctrination.”17

If taken seriously, the potential for nesting ideological bias in the moral dispositions
of teachers is a major obstacle blocking this avenue of teacher education. Moreover,
while the lists of morally appropriate teacher dispositions continue to grow in the
literature, it appears unlikely that broad agreement on an acceptable set of teacher
dispositions can be reached so long as suspicions of ideological bias persist.

What is needed, therefore, is not a further piling-on of moral traits for teachers,
but the cultivation of dispositions oriented toward impartial and universal reasoning.
Such an epistemological approach to character development would construct an
impartial, moral point of view that is not grounded in morally substantive values.
From a Kantian perspective, a moral point of view sets conditions on practical
reasoning with the aim of forming judgments that are impartial and universalizable.
I take such a moral epistemology to be inherent in the work of the Kantian theorists
Munzel and Habermas, and want to connect their interpretations of practical reason
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and judgment with the concept of teacher dispositions as a productive and timely
means of advancing the debate. A moral epistemology gives an account of the nature
and criteria of justifiable claims to moral rightness. In doing so, it provides
characteristics and competencies claimed as universally necessary or culturally
appropriate to making practical decisions. Familiar examples include Aristotle’s
virtue-based ethics, John Rawls’s concept of an overlapping consensus, and Alasdair
MacIntyre’s weighting of cultural traditions. Different moral epistemologies offer
distinct conceptual schemes, frames of reference, and possibilities for constructing
supporting sets of dispositions. For this reason, philosophers of education are
especially well positioned to engage the teacher dispositions debate — to bridge
between moral theory and policies aimed at defining the character of a good teacher.

THE DIALOGICAL NATURE OF KANTIAN VIEWS OF MORAL REASONING

In its most general form, “dialogue … is a conversation with a center, not sides
… in which people think together in [a reciprocal and sincere] relationship.”18 It
involves acts of reciprocal perspective-taking where judgments follow not from the
monological viewpoint of a single agent but from seeking to jointly establish what
is in the equal interest of all. It is in this sense of sincere and reciprocal reasoning that
Munzel’s reading of Kant offers a dialogical interpretation of the justifiability of
moral judgment. Moral reasoning requires a trans-subjective cross-testing of max-
ims against the impartial and universal point of view set by the categorical
imperative: “The turn within requisite for active, individual exercise of judgment
can only be carried out in a way that fulfills human purpose or vocation when the
individual also freely submits that judgment to the measure of the universal
ascertainable by adopting the standpoint of the other in one’s self-reflection.”19

For Munzel, the dialogical perspective-taking inherent in moral judgments
made under the categorical imperative is expressed in the term “human discourse.”
This indispensable means of judging right from wrong is also how good character
is practiced, preserved, and exhibited. Additionally, as a trans-subjective form of
moral reasoning, human discourse may take place both internally within a subject’s
imagination or externally between two or more subjects, provided that sincerity and
reciprocal perspective-taking are displayed. Munzel emphasizes this
conceptualization of human discourse and its relevance to moral education in a
succinct set of passages:

“To think” is just to “converse with oneself,” and “speech is the foremost vehicle of
understanding ourselves and others,” writes Kant in an earlier section of his Anthropology.

“A further dimension of the concrete exercise of character … [is] its exhibition and self-
preservation in and through human discourse, both inner and outer.”

“The relevance of principles governing the human means [i.e. “human discourse”] for
carrying out these acts [of a good character] is readily apparent.”20

Habermas also interprets Kant’s approach to moral reasoning from a dialogical
perspective but argues an additional requirement of intersubjective dialogicality that
goes beyond the reciprocal mode of moral reasoning offered by Munzel. For
Habermas, moral reasoning and judgment must be submitted for public examination
in “practical discourses” where each participant freely gives their perspectives on an

doi: 10.47925/2013.172



Theorizing Teacher Dispositions from Kantian Perspectives176

P H I L O S O P H Y   O F   E D U C A T I O N   2 0 1 3

issue without coercion. This further requirement of actually engaging with the other
is viewed by Habermas as epistemically necessary. It acknowledges an irreversible
move toward the “detranscendentalization” of reason that emphasizes the fallibility
of subjective understanding and presupposes that “no one can speak for another
through recourse to a realm of a priori reason.”21 As such, Habermas asserts that
moral reasoning requires an intersubjective cross-testing of norms from within an
impartial and universally oriented point of view. A full test of the rightness of a norm
is possible only through a cooperative dialogue between real interlocutors. William
Rehg summarizes these aspects of Habermas’s discourse theory of morality as
follows:

“Although Habermas (like Kant) conceives reason as an elevated source of unity among
persons that goes beyond desire and interest, the individual has access to moral reason in its
full sense only through dialogue.”22

“[For Habermas] individuals ‘take’ the moral point of view precisely insofar as they give
themselves over to such a process of dialogical interchange, to the give-and-take of opinions
striving toward consensus.”23

Rehg concludes that Habermas’s project rests on a “dialogical conception of moral
reason.”24 In his own work from the same period, Habermas posits the finer point of
“mutual understanding” as the central aim of reciprocal perspective-taking under-
taken in actual instances of dialogical interchange:

“In dialogue, interlocutors want to understand each other and, at the same time, to reach a
mutual understanding about something, that is, to come to an agreement.”25

“‘Dialogue’ is seen as the model for an exchange between interlocutors reaching mutual
understanding about something in the world.”26

In this regard, Habermas views sincere attempts at mutual understanding and joint
agreement as a critical link between the impartial reasoning central to a discourse
theory of morality and the reciprocity and intersubjectivity of communication
generated by dialogue.

SUBJECTIVE AND INTERSUBJECTIVE CONDITIONS OF DISCOURSE

While both Munzel and Habermas provide Kantian interpretations of the moral
point of view that rest on the sincerity and reciprocal perspective-taking central to
dialogue, there remains an important distinction between these two dialogical
conceptions of moral reasoning that has implications for identifying the necessary
conditions of human or practical discourses. In the first instance, Munzel’s reading
of Kant provides a subject-oriented analysis of moral reason whereby the features
of human discourse are located within the character of individuals themselves.
Munzel identifies a set of five such subjective conditions for human discourse:

 “It is truthfulness that is the formal subjective condition providing surety against the
instrumentation (actual or potential) of the moral universal itself by the human subject.”27

“Do not play the hypocrite, overtly displaying good will and covertly harboring ill will.”

“Do not break your promises.”

“The fourth principle advises against keeping the company of those who are morally
deficient in their thinking [do not keep bad company] … while the fifth counsels ignoring
libellous gossip whose source is but insipid and malicious opinion.”28

doi: 10.47925/2013.172
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In Habermas’s case, his reading and reconceptualization of Kant provides a
wholly dialogical conception of moral reason whereby the conditions governing
practical discourse are rationally reconstructed from the unavoidable presupposi-
tions interlocutors have to make when engaging in a search for mutual understand-
ing. As such, he provides an intersubject-oriented and cooperative analysis of full
moral reasoning. Habermas is consistent in identifying four conditions necessary to
orienting interlocutors in concrete instances of reciprocal perspective-taking through
practical discourse: “complete inclusion of all those affected, equal distribution of
argumentational rights and obligations, the uncoerciveness of the communicative
situation, and … that every participant be honest with herself and unbiased toward
others.”29 That these epistemic conditions are already well represented in philosophy
of education is a considerable support for the further aims of the current essay.30

In an important epistemological sense, therefore, Habermas’s
detranscendentalization of reason leads to an intersubjectification of moral reason-
ing grounded in the necessary presuppositions of argumentation. In turn, this
epistemic grounding of practical reason provides the impartial conditions of prac-
tical discourse. These conditions present an important opportunity for the teacher
dispositions debate. If Habermas has it right, the inherent “neutrality” of the
conditions of practical discourse could be tapped in the construction of dispositions
that address concern over possible bias and risk of indoctrination associated with
teacher dispositions prescribed on substantively moral grounds. This would offer a
way forward past the principal concern that has waylaid the valuable contribution
a dispositional perspective might make to the formation of good teachers and to
conceptions of their accountability and professionalism. In aid of this aim, it is worth
recounting Habermas’s clear statement that the four intersubjective conditions of
practical discourse are not normative in the moral sense but rationally reconstructed
from universal presuppositions of argumentation. They are the unavoidable and
irreplaceable features of discourses aimed at mutual understanding and agreement:

Inclusivity only signifies that access to discourse is unrestricted; it does not imply the
universality of binding norms of action. The equal distribution of communicative freedoms
and the requirements of truthfulness in discourse have the status of argumentative duties and
rights, not moral duties and rights. So too, the absence of coercion refers to the process of
argumentation itself, not to interpersonal relations outside of this practice.31

FROM CONDITIONS OF DISCOURSE TO EIGHT PROPOSED TEACHER DISPOSITIONS

Taking a dispositional perspective on subjective and intersubjective conditions
necessary for the dialogical orientation of moral reasoning suggests an essential
situating of these conditions within the character of, in this instance, teachers. The
need to situate dispositions in the character of teachers, however, is considerably
more problematic for Habermas than for Munzel. This is because Munzel’s condi-
tions for discourse are already clearly located within the human subject and related
directly to good character: “On the face of it, these [five conditions] are but common
sense moral principles pertaining generally to human conduct in relation with others.
Kant has, however, specified that they “relate to character,” and that they may be
understood as formal conditions for discourse.”32
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In Munzel’s case, it appears a straightforward matter of identifying disposi-
tional terms that capture the essence of each of her five subjective conditions for
discourse understood as the dialogical but subjectively located means of making
moral judgments. The single provision in play is a clear understanding that these
essential character traits are meant to support “consciousness of the law” (that is,
Kant’s categorical imperative) in reasoning and judgment and should not be read as
empirically contingent dispositions of any particular ethnocentric point of view.33

Instead, emphasis needs placing on an epistemological reading of Munzel when
advocating dialogical teacher dispositions that are consistent with “the habit of
exercising moral judgment in connection with life’s actions, that [is] accustomed to
effectuate the mutually referential unity of thinking [i.e., human discourse] … in
accordance with moral laws.”34 On this understanding, Munzel’s subjective condi-
tions of discourse necessary to a mutually referential unity of thinking — what I have
construed as sincere and reciprocal perspective-taking — are: do not lie, do not be
a hypocrite, do not break your promises, do not keep bad company, and do not listen
to or repeat gossip. Based on positive formulations of these five subjective condi-
tions for discourse, I offer the following for consideration as teacher dispositions
that are rationally necessitated when taking a moral point of view on substantive
issues: truthfulness, sincerity, trustworthiness, irreproachability, and discretion.

In providing a subjective or dispositional view of Habermas’s necessary
conditions of practical discourse, further work is warranted. At issue is the impor-
tance of explicitly situating the intersubjective conditions of discourse within the
character traits of individuals. Viewed from the perspective of what constitutes a
good character, the conditions that frame the moral point of view require a suitable
instantiation as the subjective dispositions of participants in practical discourses. As
such, a good character is one who actively and reliably seeks mutual understanding
and agreement within the specific conditions of practical discourse. While Habermas
does not offer an account for how to make the transition from necessary conditions
of discourse to subjective dispositions, he clearly recognizes the task and the
obstacles to be overcome: “Often lacking are crucial socialization processes, so that
the dispositions and abilities necessary for taking part in moral argumentation
cannot be learned.”35

It is on account of such observations that I seek to theorize the conditions of
practical discourse from their intersubjective role in orienting joint moral reasoning
to a dispositional role affecting the personal character of each participant in such
deliberations. It seems reasonable that each participant in a discourse must embody
their own set of subjective, dialogical dispositions if the governing conditions of
intersubjective moral reasoning are to be sufficiently met. This is based on an
assumption that the conditions of actual discourses are highly reliant on the
characteristics of the participants and the features of a discourse will vary depending
on the subjective dispositions of each interlocutor. Given this relationship, the
necessity of cultivating subjective dispositions that support practical discourse is
apparent. Such dispositions firmly situate the sincere and reciprocal orientation
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required by the moral point of view within the individual, guarding against
performative self-contradiction in the pursuit of mutual understanding and agree-
ment about what is in the equal interest of everyone concerned.

Recognizing the commensurability of intersubjective conditions with subjec-
tive dispositions enhances the opportunity of educating for “a reflexive and mutually
symmetrical coordination of subjective perspectives in an impartial point of view.”36

Such recognition licences the construction of a suitable set of dispositions for the
development of dialogically receptive teachers. On this supposition, it is crucial that
the dispositions necessary for taking part in practical discourses — as underwritten
by inclusive, participative, truthful, and non-coercive reasoning — be identified,
well articulated, and cultivated in the moral education of teachers. To this end, I
further submit inclusiveness, participation, noncoerciveness, and restate truthful-
ness for consideration as impartial and universally applicable teacher dispositions.

1. See, Hilda Borko, Dan Liston, and Jennifer Whitcomb, “Apples and Fishes: The Debate over
Dispositions in Teacher Education,” Journal of Teacher Education 58, no. 5 (2007): 359–364; David
Carr, Professionalism and Ethics in Teaching (London: Routledge, 2000); Peter Serdyukov and Britt
Ferguson, “Teacher Dispositions: What Kind of Candidates Do We Have in a Teacher Preparation
Program, and How Can We Make Them Better?,” Journal of Research in Innovative Teaching 4, no.
1 (2011): 106–119; and Harvey Siegel, “What (Good) Are Thinking Dispositions?,” Educational
Theory 49, no. 2 (1999): 207–223.

2. Ana Maria Villegas, “Dispositions in Teacher Education: A Look at Social Justice,” Journal of
Teacher Education 58, no. 5 (2007): 370–380.

3. See, David Carr, Educating the Virtues: An Essay on the Philosophical Psychology of Moral
Development (London: Routledge, 1991); and David Carr and Jan Steutel, eds., Virtue Ethics and Moral
Education (London: Routledge, 1999).

4. Richard Percy, “The Effects of Teacher Effectiveness Training on the Attitudes and Behaviors of
Classroom Teachers,” Educational Research Quarterly 14, no. 1 (1990): 15–20.

5. Harvey Siegel, “Critical Thinking as an Educational Ideal” (paper presented at the annual conference
of the American Educational Research Association, Boston, Mass., May 1980).

6. Hugh Sockett, “Dispositions as Virtues: The Complexity of the Construct,” Journal of Teacher
Education 60, no. 3 (2009): 291–303.

7. Deborah Schussler, Lisa Stooksberry, and Lynne Bercaw, “Understanding Teacher Candidate
Dispositions: Reflecting to Build Self-awareness,” Journal of Teacher Education 61, no. 4 (2010): 350–
363.

8. Deborah Schussler, Lynne Bercaw, and Lisa Stooksberry, “Using Case Studies to Explore Teacher
Candidates’ Intellectual, Cultural and Moral Dispositions,” Teacher Education Quarterly 35, no. 2
(2008): 105–122.

9. See Terry Burant, Sharon Chubbuck, and Joan Whipp, “Reclaiming the Moral in the Dispositions
Debate,” Journal of Teacher Education 58, no. 5 (2007): 397–411; and Jonathan Cohen, “Social,
Emotional, Ethical, and Academic Education: Creating a Climate for Learning, Participation in
Democracy, and Well-being,” Harvard Educational Review 76, no. 2 (2006): 201–237.

10. Thomas Lickona, Character Matters: How to Help Our Children Develop Good Judgment,
Integrity, and Other Essential Virtues (New York: Touchstone, 2004), xxv.

11. Elizabeth Campbell, The Ethical Teacher (Philadelphia: Open University Press, 2003), 14.

12. Borko, Liston, and Whitcomb, “Apples and Fishes.”

13. National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), Professional Standards for the
Accreditation of Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education (Washington, DC: NCATE, 2000).

doi: 10.47925/2013.172



Theorizing Teacher Dispositions from Kantian Perspectives180

P H I L O S O P H Y   O F   E D U C A T I O N   2 0 1 3

14. Arthur Wise, “Preface,” in Teacher Dispositions: Building a Teacher Education Framework of
Moral Standards, ed. Hugh Sockett (Washington, DC: AACTE Publications, 2006), 5.

15. National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), Professional Standards for the
Accreditation of Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education (Washington, DC: NCATE, 2006),
53.

16. National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), Professional Standards for the
Accreditation of Schools, Colleges, and Departments of Education (Washington, DC: NCATE, 2012),
Glossary.

17. Borko, Liston, and Whitcomb, “Apples and Fishes,” 362.

18. William Isaacs, Dialogue and the Art of Thinking Together: A Pioneering Approach to Communi-
cating in Business and in Life (New York: Doubleday, 1999), 19.

19. Felicitas Munzel, Kant’s Conception of Moral Character: The “Critical” Link of Morality,
Anthropology, and Reflective Judgment (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1999), 236.

20. Ibid., 237 (emphasis in original).

21. See, Jürgen Habermas, “From Kant to Hegel and Back Again: The Move Towards
Detranscendentalization,” European Journal of Philosophy 7, no. 2 (1999): 129–157; and William
Rehg, Insight and Solidarity: The Discourse Ethics of Jürgen Habermas (Los Angeles: University of
California Press, 1997), 194.

22. William Rehg, “Discourse Ethics,” in The Ethical, eds. Edith Wyschogrod and Gerald P. McKenny
(Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), 85.

23. Rehg, Insight and Solidarity, 76.

24. Rehg, “Discourse Ethics,” 85.

25. Jürgen Habermas, Truth and Justification, trans. B. Fultner (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2003), 56
(emphasis in original).

26. Ibid., 71.

27. Munzel, Kant’s Conception of Moral Character, 244 (emphasis in original).

28. Ibid., 237 (emphasis in original).

29. See, Habermas, Truth and Justification, 269; Jürgen Habermas, The Inclusion of the Other: Studies
in Political Theory, trans. Ciaran Cronin and Pablo de De Greiff (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1998),
44; and Jürgen Habermas, Moral Consciousness and Communicative Action, trans. Christian Lenhardt
and Shierry Weber Nicholsen (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, J. 1990), 89.

30. Darron Kelly, “From Senge to Habermas: Reconceiving ‘Discourse’ for Educational Learning
Organizations,” in Philosophy of Education 2009, ed. Deborah Kerdeman (Urbana, IL: Philosophy of
Education Society, 2010), 104–112; and Walter Okshevsky, “On the Epistemic Grounds of Moral
Discourse and Moral Education: An Examination of Jürgen Habermas’s ‘Discourse Ethics,’” in
Philosophy of Education 2005, ed. Kenneth Howe (Urbana, IL: Philosophy of Education Society, 2006),
174–182.

31. Habermas, The Inclusion of the Other, 45.

32. Munzel, Kant’s Conception of Moral Character, 237.

33. Felicitas Munzel, “Kant on Moral Education, or ‘Enlightenment’ and the Liberal Arts,” Review of
Metaphysics 57, no. 1 (2003): 61.

34. Munzel, Kant’s Conception of Moral Character, 320.

35. Habermas, Moral Consciousness and Communicative Action, 209.

36. Habermas, “From Kant to Hegel and Back Again,” 143.

doi: 10.47925/2013.172



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




