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Chapter 1
Practical Guidance and Virtue Ethics

One prominent objection to neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics asserts that eitthics
cannot provide agents guidance about what to do. Because virtue ethics is distinguished
from other ethical theories by its focus on agent-level evaluation and emphasis on
developed discernment and deliberation about ends, it is in tension with the aim of
developing an effective system of codified action guidan¥et if we think that at root,
ethical theory is a practical endeavor aimed at articulating codiftdehaet responses to
guestions like ‘what should 1 do?’ or ‘how should one live?’ by failing to offer
substantive practical guidance accessible to ordinary agents, virtce regks failing to
meet standard expectations of normative ethical thfeory.

| argue that this objection is vague and can support a variety of speciins clai
against virtue ethics. Further, these claims divide into three basic versions, oafy one

which poses a genuine challenge to virtue ethics. One version of the objectionssuggest

! Louden, R. “On Some Vices of Virtue Ethics™\iirtue Ethics Crisp, R. and M. Slote,
eds. Oxford University Press: Oxford. 1997. Pp. 201-216. Driver, J. “Virtue Theory”
in Contemporary Debates in Moral Philosopbgy. 113-123. Driver, J. “Normative
Ethics” in Oxford Handbook of Contemporary Analytic Philosapty31-62.

Hursthouse, R. “Are Virtues the Proper Starting Point for Morality?Cdntemporary
Debates in Moral Philosophyp. 99-112 Hursthouse, R. “Applying Virtue Ethics” in
Virtues and Reasons: Philippa Foot and Moral Theddew York: Clarendon Press.
1995. Pp. 57-75. Hursthouse, R. “Practical Wisdom: A Mundane Account” in
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Socieip6, 285-309. pp. 285-309. 2006 Hursthouse, R.
On Virtue EthicsOxford University Press, 1999. Solomon, D. “Internal Objections to
Virtue Ethics” in Statman, DVirtue Ethics: A Critical Readel997. Pp. 165-179.
Annas, J. “Being Virtuous and Doing the Right Thing,Piroceedings of the Pacific
Division of APA Pp. 61-75.

’Kagan, ShelleyNormative Ethics Westview Press, Boulder, CO, 1998.



that in order to adequately guide, an ethical theory needs to offer codified guidance or
some sort of decision-making procedure for guidance. A second version of the objection
suggests that ethical theories need to provide models of guidance or heanstgents

in order to guide. Yet this first claim proves unduly stringent as an expectditethical
theory, and the second fails to challenge virtue ethics because it expectsrspauey

theory can readily provide.

A third version of the practical guidance objection, however, challenges virtue
ethics by claiming that virtue ethics fails to provide guidance that oydaramtrained
agents can use to realize virtue. | argue that this third version poses a reasonabl
challenge that virtue ethics needs to answer. Without this sort of guidaneaedtaar
that the view is applicable, meets the aims of an ethical theory more broatibffers
significant advantages over Kantian or Utilitarian accounts that proviaesagih
readily accessible principles or action guidance rules.

Neo-Aristotelian Virtue Ethiés

A primary target of the practical guidance critique, neo-Aristetelirtue ethics,

aims to answer the question, “how should one?livieeo-Aristotelian virtue ethics

echoes the answer sketched by Aristotle, focusing on developing good ahaitictee

% Here, | follow the advice of M. Nussbaum in , “Virtue Ethics: A Misleading
Category?” inThe Journal of Ethics3: 163-201, 1999. To distinguish the type of virtue
ethics | address here from other types of virtue ethics, | use the terozAfgotelian
Virtue Ethics” instead of “Virtue Ethics.” However, because the only typértoie

ethics | am concerned with here is Neo-Aristotelian Virtue Ethics mytiSvirtue

ethics” will refer to “Neo-Aristotelian Virtue Ethics” throughout unledsentvise

specified.



aim of flourishing as a being of one’s kifidn contrast to views that more directly
address the question of right action and develop a small set of principles that cad be us
to guide action in accordance with the aims of the views, virtue ethics maintdimthe
explanatory primacy of virtue and require practical wisdom as a non-reducible
requirement of living welf. The primary aim of ethical reflection on a neo-Aristotleian
virtue ethics is not, “the concept of right conduct, and the nature and justification of
principles of behaviour®but instead the life one leads and the type of person one is.
Actions are critical for developing good character and exhibiting virtue oo-a ne
Aristotelian virtue account, yet the central question of how one shweldis
necessarily approacheth the notion of a virtuous persof.”

Right action involves an agent acting consistently in the right way, forge r

reasons, with the right emotional response, and from the reasons she belidgésare r

* Hursthouse, Rosalind. 1999n Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University Press. P.
167.

® Pages 451-452 from: Watson, G. “On the Primacy of Charactkt&inity,
Character, and Morality: Essays in Moral Psychologyambridge: MIT press,
1990. Pp. 449-469. See also, Solomon, David. 1997. “Internal Objections to
Virtue Ethics” inVirtue Ethics Daniel Statman, editor. Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press. Pp. 165-179. p. 166; Watson, Gary. 1990. “On the Primacy of
Character” indentity, Character, and Morality: Essays in Moral Psychology
Edited by Flanagan, Owen J., and Amélie Rorty. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press Pp.
451.

® McDowell, “Virtue and Reason,” iKfirtue Ethics Crisp, R. and M. Slote, eds. P. 141.

’ Ibid. p. 141.



In contrast to act-oriented views that provide a right-making account of action, virtue
ethics provides a conceptual framework for deliberatidven though good action is an
indispensable feature of good character, the evaluative criteria onfaiattelian

virtue view are worked out in agent-level terifs.

As a result, virtue ethics lacks a straightforward, simple distillatioigbf action
that can be articulated in a small set of principles or as strict, non-ithéess
prohibitions. Instead, neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics folldwstotle, who,

sees our lives as full of different obligations, interests, and commitments,

and as requiring from us many immediate reactions to immediate

circumstances. This by and large is the nature of a human life, and his

idea is that we live such a life well, i.e., for him, mainly in terms of the

virtues moralistically conceived.

8 1144b26-28, Broadie S. p. 353 from Broadie, S. “Aristotle and Contemporary Ethics”
in The Blackwell Guide to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. Malden MA: Blackwell
Publishing. 2006.342-360.

*Wiggins, D. “Deliberation and Practical ReasonNeeds, Values, Trutlpp. 221-240.
Page 237.

19|n “Modern Moral Philosophy,” Anscombe points out that “virtues and vices are built
up by performance of the actions in which they are instanced, and an act of injustice wi
tend to make a man bad.” P. 43 [reprinte¥iiue Ethics Crisp, R. and M. Slote,

Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1997.]

In NE, Aristotle claims that, “states arise out of like activities. Thishy the activities

we exhibit must be of a certain kind; it is because the states correspond toettence$
between these.” 1103b21-23, (see also 1103b30-31).

1 Broadie, Sarah. 2006. “Aristotle and Contemporary EthicsThimBlackwell Guide
to Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethiddlackwell Guides to Great Works, vol. 4. Edited by
Richard Kraut. Malden, MA; Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. Pp. 342-361. p. 352. The



The many and varied features and aims involved in one’s practical reasoning precludes
reducing the value of each feature to a single commensurable quality or develagting a |
of categorically binding duties agents can consult for a definitive answes tuéstion
of what action to doEven if the consequences of action and requirements of duty
minimally constrain one’s act choices, deliberation about action involves congider
one’s options in light of one’s own set of commitments, proclivities, and individual
circumstance¥’ The uniqueness of each persons’ set of commitments, in combination
with the particular combination of features a situation presents, affeciotecdout
what to do, and leaves neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics without a principled code to provide
agents substantive practical guidance for concrete situations.

In place of a principled action guidance code, virtue ethics emphasizes tbé role
practical wisdomt? which requires an agent have the ability to,

select from the infinite number of features of a situation those featutes tha

bear upon the notion or ideal of existence which it is his standing aim to

make real. This conception of human life results in various evaluations of

all kinds of things, in various sorts of cares and concerns, and in various

projects**

point Broadie makes about Aristotle as viewing human life as involving ayafiet
obligations and commitments is also made by B.A.O. Williams, E. Pincoffs, and.other

12 pincoffs, E. “Quandary Ethics” iind, v.80, n. 320. (Oct 1971), pp. 552-571.

13 Further, Aristotle states that, “Practical wisdom, then, must be a reasuhrdeastate
of capacity to act with regard to human goods.” [1140b1 20, 21]



Although some sorts of generalizations are undoubtedly true, the role of gradsidom
in virtue ethics emphasizes the importance of an agent’s own evaluation ah aims
deliberation, and precludes developing a simple hierarchy of prinéiplshough
integral to neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics, this resistance to codditgives the practical
guidance critique purchase.
The Practical Guidance Critique of Virtue Ethics

A common critique of contemporary virtue ethics claims that virtue ethics is
unable to provide agents with adequate practical guidance. In general form, this
criticism of virtue ethics endorses the claim that the moral contextuahsm
corresponding non-codification that virtue ethics endorses, precludes it from providing
adequate action guidance to agents. Roughly, the worry is that, “it is in the vegyofatur

an EV [ethics of virtue] that it cannot provide the kind of determinate guidancetiion a

4 Wiggins, David. 1998. “Deliberation and Practical ReasonNeérds, Values, Truth:
Essays in the Philosophy of Val@ed ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press. Pp. 215-239. p.
236. Nussbaum, Martha C. 1990. “The Discernment of Perception: An Aristotelian
Conception of Private and Public Rationality’liave's Knowledge: Essays on
Philosophy and LiteratureNew York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 54-105. p. 71.

15 |n EN VI, Aristotle claims that “it is thought to be a mark of a man of prdatisalom

to be able to deliberate well about what is good and expedient for himself, not in some
particular respect, e.g. about what sorts of thing conduce to health or strength, but about
what sorts of thing conduce to the good life in general. [1140al 25-29].

See Nussbaum, Martha C. 1990. “The Discernment of Perception: An Aristotelian
Conception of Private and Public Rationality’liave's Knowledge: Essays on

Philosophy and LiteratureNew York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 54-105. Watson,
453, point 1 in section 6. See also Millgram, E. “Murdoch, Practical Reasoning, and
Particularism” inEthics Done Righ€Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 2005. Pp.
168-197.



that is required in an adequate normative etHitsThis view seems plausibly founded
on two main assumptions: (1) moral theory ultimately aims to influence action, and, (2)
to affect action, a theory needs to develop an adequate method of action guidance. If
these two main assumptions are well-founded, and virtue ethics’ resistancditatodi
leaves it unable to meet these expectations, the practical guidance chitegierts to
undermine the legitimacy of virtue ethics.

Although a common concern among both critics and proponents of virtue ethics,
few articulations of the practical guidance critique develop cleafipagtons of the
concern. One of the clearest and most thoroughly reasoned articulations oflémgeha
is voiced by Robert Louden in, “On Some Vices of Virtue Ethics.” Louden’siftion
of the practical guidance objection to virtue ethics suggests that virtus fitsdo meet
a primary aim of ethical theory because the means of guidance offered orethrose
accounts lack the codification and directness conducive to providing agents with act
guidance’’

The basic concern articulated by the practical guidance critiquescthat, by
failing to provide codified or direct forms of action guidance of the approswate

virtue ethics fails to meet a common and important expectation of ethics. Louden cla

16 Solomon, David. 1997. “Internal Objections to Virtue EthicsViriue Ethics

Daniel Statman, editor. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. Pp. 165-179. p. 170.
Note that the version of the practical guidance critique discussed in this sgdtien i

more general version of the objection.

7 Louden, R. “Some Vices of Virtue Ethics”, Mirtue Ethics edited by Crisp, R. and
M. Slote. Oxford University Press, 1997. Pp. 201-216.



that, “people have always expected ethical theory to tell them somethingdizduhey
ought to do[.]*® This expectation for practical import is not only a tangential expectation
that would improve a view on balance. Instead it is a core purpose for which we engage
in ethical inquiry. As George Sher explains,

if the ultimate aim is to decide what to do, then ethics must at some deep

level be oriented toward action.

And this is significant because there is a strong case that isthics

at bottom practical. Certainly many in both camps would agree that ethics

originates in efforts to bring reason to bear on the primal and inescapable

question of how to livé?
It is not obvious that the adequacy of any single articulation of an ethical teeoiyes

it speak directly to the issue of action guidaffcéiowever, if practical guidance were

18 Louden, Robert B. 1997 “On Some Vices of Virtue EthicsViue Ethics Edited by
Crisp, Roger and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York:
Oxford University Press. Pp. 201-216. P. 205.

19 Sher, G. “Ethics, Character, and Action’Mittue and ViceFrankel Paul, E. and P.
Frankel? pp. 1-17. Quotation from p. 16. The “two camps” noted in the quotation are
“virtue” and “duty” representing two different “basic evaluative concepftfs]ethics.

Sher, p. 1. See also Leibowitz, U. “Moral Advice and Moral Theory”, Smith, H.
“Making Moral Decisions.”

Solomon argues in this vein as well, claiming that, “Normative ethics is undoubted!
supposed to have a practical point,” P. 169. Sher, “Ethics, Character, and Action”, p. 16
See also Louden, Robert B. 1997 “On Some Vices of Virtue Ethidgitine Ethics.

Edited by Crisp, Roger and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy.dDxfor
New York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 201-216. p. 210.



the main point of ethical inquiry, articulations of an ethical theory at least should be
compatible with adequate guidance, at the risk of failing to fulfill the maiposerfor
which it was developed.

Although there is quite a lot of variance among the specific claims beingegsum
and made among different articulations of the critique, the challenges commamely sha
two emphases. One emphasis of the practical guidance critique is an texpefta
codified guidance, some sort of principle-based theory articulating jasiincfor
actions; the other expectation often emphasized is direct guidance, guidames that
applied with little recourse to moral judgment. Although neither implies the othgr, ve
strong articulations of the practical guidance critique appear to expect bdtretoget it
is important to note that it is nearly impossible that a psychologically playsidttical
system could include strong forms of both at once. Yet, both expectations of codified
guidance and direct guidance each seem atpeiash faciewell motivated as plausible
standards of guidance.

For example, the emphasis on codification comports with what Sarah Broadie
calls, “[a] deeply entrenched modern assumption that a major, if not the cenitral, tas

philosophical ethics is to systematize the principles of ordinary personal cofiduct.”

2 Bales, R. E. “Act-Utilitarianiams: Account of Right-Making Charastérs or
Decision-Making Procedure?American Philosophical QuarterlyVolume 8, Number
3, July 1971. Pp. 257-265. Point from p. 261.

%1 Broadie, Sarah. 2006. “Aristotle and Contemporary EthicsThiBlackwell Guide
to Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethiddlackwell Guides to Great Works, vol. 4. Edited by
Richard Kraut. Malden, MA; Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. Pp. 342-361. p. 354.
McDowell characterizes the modern approach in much the same way ine"dint
Reason,” p.141.



Although Broadie does not endorse the Modern motivation to systematize
generalizations, she does posit a plausible motivation for codification thatlmeigised

to justify the emphasis on codified guidance on the practical guidance critigage. T
socio-historical context from when virtue ethics was first developed until now, has
changed in ways that make codification much more important as a means of “equipping
practical agents with what they now need for ethical intercommunicatiomhat now

are much more heterogeneous societies culturally than they were in An@eoe®Gr

Further, if ethical theory is to have practical import, then it is plausiblepecex

impose not only the same constraints on action universally, but also be accessible to a
broad range of agents, suggesting that, as a means of communicating standamsdto a br

audience of agents, codification ipama facieplausible expectation for theof?.

Lance and Little define what they call the “Enlightenment Model of Mgftalita
similar way. From Lance and Little, “Particularism and Antitheory”, p. 573.

22 Broadie, Sarah. 2006. “Aristotle and Contemporary EthicsThisBlackwell Guide

to Aristotle’s Nicomachean EthidBlackwell Guides to Great Works, vol. 4. Edited by
Richard Kraut. Malden, MA; Oxford: Blackwell Publishing. Pp. 342-361. p. 355.
Louden, Robert B. 1997 “On Some Vices of Virtue EthicsViriue Ethics.Edited by

Crisp, Roger and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York:
Oxford University Press. Pp. 201-216. On page 213 Louden makes a parallel point
regarding the difference in socio-cultural context of contemporary virtues ethd

ancient ethics.

23 Louden’s primary concern is that, due to the focus on character-level assemsche
“intention[al] down-playing [of] atomic acts and particular choice situnegiin the
process,” virtue ethics are unable to offer a decision-making procedurehsugrat

least tacitly considered a long-standing expectation of ethical théoryden, 210.
Quotation from Louden, Robert B. 1997 “On Some Vices of Virtue Ethic¥irine
Ethics.Edited by Crisp, Roger and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy.
Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 201-216. P. 204.

10



The directness challenge issued by the practical guidance critigaeh@tworry
that, even if there is a sense in which virtue ethics could guide agenta'sathie
structure of virtue ethics conveys action guidance only indireétsyL ouden claims,
virtue ethics is unable to offer agents direct, concrete action guidancedécaggeaks
of rules and principles of action only in a derivative manner.” Because its ev@aluat
terms are set at the character level instead of at the level of actignjdhace it can
provide is too far removed from the question of guiding action that, “its derivative oughts
are frequently too vague and unhelpful for persons who have not yet acquired the
requisite moral insight and sensitivit§’Without a direct assessment of actions, as
actions, and not as a subsidiary of character or flourishing, the reasoning goes, virt
ethics is not of practical use to anyone but the person already brought up to be sensitive
to the right sorts of considerations including the right ends. As a theory tkat rel
heavily on one’s faculties of judgment to discern the relevant featurestoffcsi to
consider in deliberation, virtue ethics cannot offer agents the sort of situatiofiespec
practical guidance that seems to be an important way to meeting the maihedimcal
inquiry.?°

The main claim of the practical guidance critique, that virtue ethics ¢puc

practical guidance, is based in the expectations that theory have pragtice] iand

24 |bid, p. 206. Both this and quote in previous sentence.
25 For example, variability among actual actions that might count as virtuous in a

particular situation that may, in some cases, conflict with the sorts ofthaletypically
are assumed to hold, such as Kantian perfect duties.

11



either codified and direct action-level guidance is indicative of adequatedat
guidance. Ultimately, if codified or direct practical guidance is reguior adequacy as
an ethical theory, and virtue ethics, by its nature, cannot provide it, then it does seem the
practical guidance critique has purchase against virtue ethics and picksignifieant
problem with the theory. On the face of it, the concern is substantiated by the moral
contextualism Neo Aristotelian virtue ethics requires and its incompgtiailieast with
priority of codified guidance in deliberation about actidn.
Contextualism and Uncodifiability

Virtue ethics’ commitments to character-level evaluative aims andsassats
lead to the common emphasis on the particular as justificatory in discesteagnt
considerations and deliberating about action. Regardless of the metaphysical
underpinning, the moral contextualism required for applying the broader moral
commitments of virtue ethics precludes developing a set of non-defeasibiplpsixy

which one could evaluate and plausibly also prescribe actiomstead, the variety of

26 E.g. Kagan, Chapter 1. Further, Solomon argues that each of the main objections
against virtue ethics that are articulated from within ethics are eqraliyematic for
consequentialist and deontological views if we consider the accounts in more than the
most rudimentary forms. Solomon, David. 1997. “Internal Objections to Virtue Ethics”
in Virtue Ethics Daniel Statman, editor. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. Pp.
165-179.

2" They distinguish between both ‘narrow’ and ‘broad’, and ‘deep’ and ‘surface’
contextualisms, committing to a broad and deep contextualism. Broad contextualism
holds that “many or all important principles turn out to be exception filled, and that
valence-switching applies at the level of thick moral concepts.” Deep moral
contextualism holds that “exceptions go down to the explanatory ground: there is no
need to vindicate variation on the basis of exceptionless principles.” Both quotations

12



ethical considerations involved in discernment and deliberation render rules inadequat
for action guidancé®

In its strongest forms, moral contextualism is thoroughly antitheoretic,
maintaining the notion that moral considerations have a certain fixed value, independent
of context, misrepresents all but the most abstract cfirfarticularism, a radical
contextualism grounded metaphysically in holism of reasons, is often sitbd a
underlying source of the tension between virtue ethics and the practical@uida
critique®® However, moral contextualism embedded in an atomistic view of reasons is
sufficient for rejecting the notion that a systematic theory of gé&nert-level guidance
principles could be developed in an applicable way.

More specifically, particularism expresses the view that, “theragoreto doubt
the existence ainycodifiable generalities linking moral and nonmoral propertiésyid
maintains much of the tension between the standard practical guidance crntdquese

ethics. Like contextualists, particularists are often motivated bydhen that, because

from Lance, M.N. and M. Little “From particularism to defeasibility in ethia
Challenging Moral ParticularismEdited by Lance, M.N., M. Potrc, and V. Strahovnik.
Routledge: New York. pp 53-74. 2008 Both quotations from p. 57.

28 1141b4-16, 1142a 12-16, 23-b14.

29 Lance, M. and M. Little. “Particularism and Antitheory"@xford Handbook of
Ethical Theory Pp. 567-594. Pp. 580-581.

30| ance and Little distinguish the sort of contextualism they endorse froiouRaism
by contextualism’s acceptance of some role of explanatory gengcadzéy.
Particularism’s rejection of generalizations as explanatory). Lamdd.ittle, “From
Particularism to Defeasiblity in Ethics,” p. 53.

31 Little, M.O. “Moral Generalities Revisited” iMoral Particularism Little M.O. and
B. Hooker, eds. Oxford University Press, NY (276-304) p. 288.

13



situations frequently present, “unique combinations of morally salient feahoe
principles, however subtle or complicated, provide an adequate guide or model of how
we should navigate through theff."This claim is not incompatible with the possibility
of true moral generalizations, but particularists reject the notion that geesralizations
could be codified in a way such that a theory could be used to justify or guide actions.
For particularists, the tension is rooted in the holism of reasons, which is
incompatible both with the assumption that theory-building is adequate to the job of
guiding action, and the view that the actual valence of a reason is fixed independently of
the context. On a standard holist view, the valence of a moral consideration can switc
because its role in justification of action is, “irreducibly dependent on thgtmacid
context,” which, in combination with holism of reasons, implies that,
[w]hile a given consideration may count as a moral reason on one
occasion, say for doing such and such, the very same consideration is on
another occasion is no reason for doing such and such, or even a reason

precisely fomot doing such and sucfi.

32 Little, M.O. “Moral Generalities Revisited” iMoral Particularism Little, M.O. and

B. Hooker, eds. Pp. 276. Little also points out that this complexity and rejection of
principles suggests that even complex principles cannot adequately codify the “moral
landscape”. P. 277.

33 Millgram, Elijah. 2005. “Murdoch, Practical Reasoning, and Particularisrithiics
Done Right: Practical Reasoning as a Foundation for Moral TheGambridge:
Cambridge University Press. Pp. 168-197. p. 169.

Jonathan Dancy gives a similar definitiorMioral Reasonsclaiming that the “leading
thought behind particularism is the thought that behaviour of a reason (or a consideration

14



As a result, principled action guidance cannot be generalized in a meaningful way
because, if the valence of a reason is irreducibly dependent on the situationd| tdomtex
reliable connection on which the justificatory force of the statement depeddsuisted.
Without this connection, the system of generalizations lacks the “explanateradie”
required to justify action in the situatiofi.

However, metaphysical holism is not the only adequate grounds on which one
could reject the effectiveness of a code that develops rules for action guidased.oBa
the reasoning that general principles provide insufficient justificatiopddrcular
actions, moral contextualists also argue that action guidance cannot beyusefull
codified® For example, the moral contextualism Mark Lance and Margaret Little
endorse holds that theory-building is problematic not because the reasons tremselve
change value based on the whole, but because the moral landscape is too varied for

generalizations to have their assumed explanatory levétadtaough the debate

that serves as a reason) in a new case cannot be predicted from its behaviour
elsewhere...[s]o there is no ground for the hope that we can find out here how that
consideration functionis genera) somehow, nor for the hope that we can move in any
smooth way to how it will function in a different case.” Dancy, Jonathan. 1998al
Reasons Oxford, U.K.; Cambridge, U.S.A: Blackwell Publishing. Pp, 60.

3 Little, M.O. “Moral Generalities Revisited” Pp. 280. Millgram, Elijah. 2005.
“Murdoch, Practical Reasoning, and ParticularismEthics Done Right: Practical
Reasoning as a Foundation for Moral ThedBambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Pp. 168-197. P. 1609.

% Lance and Little, “From Particularism to Defeasiblity in Ethigs,55.

3¢ | ance and Little discuss this need for judgment, claiming that althougacitépted
by generalists such as Ross and Kant, “much of particularism’s energgdragdevoted
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regarding codification focuses on holism as grounding claims of non-codifiability
atomistic versions of contextualism can challenge the extent to which guidandde
usefully codified as wefi’

Theoretically, there is nothing about endorsing moral contextualism, or even
particularism, that precludes codificatiper se*® In principle, one could develop an
action-guiding rule for every situation, eliminating the problem that ruéesat precise
enough to guide action. Yet, the nature of deliberation, especially with respleet t
variability of relevant features among concrete situations, leads to &thios’ rejection
of codification as an inadequate form of applicable guidance based on a tensi@nbetwe
developing precise guidance and producing guidance systematic enough to b useful
agents’ Because codification of substantive action guidance would require systematicit
to be applicable, endorsing deep and broad moral contextualist views is incompatible

with developing complete and succinct sets of non-defeasible actiormiees® This

to [these claims’] fortification.” P. 574, 575 in “Particularism and Anti-Theofhé
term “explanatory leverage” is Lance and Little’s.

37 Little, M.O. “Moral Generalities Revisited”, Pp. 285. If the point is to iden&ftdrs

and foundations, develop an interconnected set of explanation and justification, then the
system is incompatible with the particularist view because if we carlgaireéeasons

having the same valence, cannot develop a system that functions in this way.

38 Watson, Gary. 1990. “On the Primacy of Charactettlemtity, Character, and
Morality: Essays in Moral Psychologidited by Flanagan, Owen J., and Amélie Rorty.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. P. 453, point 2, and the section conclusion.

39 Nussbaum, Martha C. 1990. “The Discernment of Perception: An Aristotelian

Conception of Private and Public Rationality’liave's Knowledge: Essays on
Philosophy and LiteratureNew York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 54-105. p. 67.
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resistance to codifiability that neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics maistbecause of its
moral contextualism stands at the crux of the debate over whether the theprgwde
agents substantive practical guidance, particularly codified and direct gelidanc
The Range of Practical Guidance Claims

Assuming expectations that virtue ethics provide agents with codified and direct
guidance, virtue ethics fails to provide adequate practical guidance bduanseral
contextualism it entails is in tension with providing an extensively codsieaf direct
action-guidance prescriptions. If effecting good action is a primary pufposdich we
develop ethical theory and, by its nature, virtue ethics cannot provide guidandedsat
this, it seems we have reason to suspect virtue ethics is inadequate as bimetinica
However, the specific expectations voiced among the various articulationspottieal
guidance critique are vague and vary from suggesting that a theory providsiandeci
making procedure for action, to the general suggestion that ethical theangedstaward
affecting actiori*

This leaves an extensive range of possible claims that virtue ethxeeisted to,
but purportedly fails to meet. The spectrum of possible claims that the akgciidance
critique could be making against virtue ethics includes an extensive and wiglegraet

of expectations one have of an ethical theory. | propose a list of claims along that

0| ance and Little, “From particularism to defeasibility in ethics.”

“1“\When we inquire abut how to live, our aim is obviouslylive that way; and living,

in this sense, is unavoidably somethingdee Moreover, although our lives are spread
over many years, we live them one moment—and (roughly) one action—at a time.”
Sher, George. 1998. “Ethics, Character, and ActionViitue and ViceFrankel Paul,

E., Miller, D.F., and J. Paul. Cambridge; New York : Cambridge University Press p. 16.
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spectrum that could plausibly underpin a practical guidance critique againstethics.

Among the more specific claims that the practical guidance critique couldkiegrare:

a. Virtue ethics lacks a decision procedure for actions.

b. Virtue ethics lacks a system of explanatory or justificatory genatiahs that can be
used to translate situational features couched in non-moral terms intc dction
moral reasons.

c. Virtue ethics lacks a hierarchical system of prima-facie rules oftthum

d. Virtue ethics lacks guidance for ordinary, novice, or otherwise uninitiated persons.

e. Virtue ethics lacks a rubric/field guide of morally relevant featwegents can

identify them in situations.

f. Virtue ethics lacks theoretical guidance or standards to evaluate dopgntistic

competence in moral ternf$.

g. Virtue ethics lacks suitable heuristics for action guidance.

h. Virtue ethics lacks an adequately accessible model for action or livilegneell.

i. Virtue ethics lacks empirically effective practical guidafite.

“2 Lance and Little, “Particularism and Antitheory”, pp. 576, 577. The idea motivating
this claim is that, linguistic competence depends heavily upon local usage,axter a
description, etc., and because virtue ethics lacks simple, straightforvedudtexe

criteria for linguistic competence, it fails to meet a reasonable etecof ethical

theory. Although this view does not posit the sorts of radical metaphysicas ¢fzam

the holist particularists make, the claim is still at odds with the notion thatoorhe
develop a systematic decision-making procedure to guide agents’ actions in yuandar
situations.

3 This sort of expectation might be used to argue that right-making principlesithat
double as action guides are better on grounds of parsimony (simplicity to renm@mbe
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For example, concerns about codification of guidance range from the worwrtihet
ethics lacks a decision procedure for actitrts,a more general concern about theory-
building, that virtue ethics lacks a system of explanatory or justificagmgrglizations
that can be used to translate situational features couched in non-moral terragant a
from moral reasons. However, at the much less stringent end of the spectrumyyhe wor
may be no more than that virtue ethics lacks empirically effective pahgtiidance.

With respect to concerns about directness of guidance, considerations both
regarding context of guidance and type of agent the theory can guide figuteeinto t
challenge to virtue ethics, but again the range of these claims is extensiwexafqie,
claims about directness of guidance such as, virtue ethics lacks guidanckrfaryor
novice, or otherwise uninitiated persons, are far more stringent than challengaseto vi
ethics such as, virtue ethics lacks an adequately accessible modebfooadiing a
life well. Because the breadth of the range of more specific claimBttiwéhin the
plausible range of concerns the practical guidance critique extentsuddretpectations

virtue ethics can readily meet, claims against virtue ethics madddrgmce to the

learn), especially if one of the main aims of the view is to influence peaddowever, it
is unclear the extent that considerations of parsimony are likely to be stroages
where the evaluative and guidance terminology are functioning at diffevetd of
generality and where the standards of justification vary based on the aim.

**1n each of the possible claims ‘lack’ is ambiguous between “cannot provide x” and
“does not provide x”. Although either could be a challenge to virtue ethics, for the
remainder of the discussion, | focus on the “cannot provide x” version because, without
adopting the additional assumption that a theory needs to do x to be adequate, the “does
not provide x” version does not issue a strong challenge to virtue ethics if the view is
compatible with providing x.
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general practical guidance critique alone leave it unclear whethee eithics is truly
threatened by the view.

The variety of guidance expectations that the practical guidance objedfyht
support divides into three basic claims. First, the first three claims (are)ainake up a
strong version of the practical guidance objection that all make the basidludimrtue
ethics cannot provide codified guidance that agents can apply. The second immain cla
that we can glean from this spectrum of possible challenges to virtue ethicghiablds
virtue ethics cannot adequately guide because it fails to offer ordinaryramed agents
means by which to deploy whatever guidance the theory might offer, so ting dloes
not adequately influence action. The third basic claim the practical guidajgmtion
makes, is the much weaker claim that virtue ethics does not offer models orndsefarst
guiding agents. | aim to argue that the only version of the objection that gainssgurcha
against virtue ethics is the second version, as the first is unduly stringent, andithe thi
uninterestingly weak.

Weak Guidance Expectations

The last claim of the three main claims that the practical guidance objecti
makes against virtue ethics holds that virtue ethics cannot adequately guaidsebiec
fails to offer agents models of living well or heuristics for guidance. |aiargue that
this version of the objection is easily met by any of the three main ethicaktheor
Because virtue ethics can readily meet this version of the objection,ghittte reason

to think that this version of the objection presents a substantive challenge to vitae ethi
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The expectation that virtue ethics provide agents some model of living well or
heuristics to guide, or that it needs to offer some form of effective guidareelausible
expectation of an ethical theory. However, this version of the claim does not pose a
significant challenge to virtue ethics itself. Virtue ethics carr @ffeariety of models of
living well, heuristics to guide, and effective forms of guidance, such ade&kof the
virtuous person, which is often suggested as an effective way for agents to gain
immediate guidance.

Further, any ethical theory can offer these sorts of minimally guidodgts of
how to live well, models or heuristics that might offer suitably knowledgeablégsage
guidance. If these are the claims that the practical guidance craigupecting virtue
ethics meet, it seems that the critique is much less interesting akkemgé to virtue
ethics because the view has the resources to meet these (i.e. there is nothung in virt
ethics that precludes developing these means of guidance, even if no articulaiireof
ethics has yet attempted to develop these specific approaches.). Hows\hbg it
stronger claims that tend to be the focus of charges that virtue ethics laaksriaper
means of providing adequate guidance. | aim to argue in the next section thatsthrs ve
of the practical guidance objection assumes unduly stringent expectatiarynot
virtue ethics, but of ethical theory more broadly.

Stringent Guidance Expectations

Among the three versions of the practical guidance objection, the one that seems

to gain the most purchase against virtue ethics suggests that the non-ciyviztoie

ethics endorses renders the theory incompatible with codification and direct guidanc
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Because virtue ethics cannot offer agents codified guidance in such a wiagahdbe
readily applied with little recourse to moral judgment, the theory fails &v affents
adequate practical guidance. While it is true that virtue ethics cannogoifiance

codified in a way such that it can be applied with little recourse to moral judghzem

to argue that this expectation is unduly stringent, and thus virtue ethics need not make
developing this sort of guidance its aim.

Strictly speaking, both codification and direct guidance are compatitileviniue
ethics, so for the practical guidance critique to challenge the theory, thetagiqrefor
guidance must be one that virtue ethics cannot meet. Because virtue ethics is not
inconsistent with codification, it is compatible with a variety of codified arettimeans
of guidancé”® For example, virtue ethics is compatible with action guidance codified
through sets of rules of thumb that agents could use to evaluate act options. Further, it
could support probabilistic generalizations developed as summaries of past actions,
which would meet an expectation of direct guidance at the action'fevel.

In addition, virtue ethics is compatible with a more systematic set of d#éas

generalizations structured as a theory that, given the privileged conditioiigegusition

> Watson, Gary. 1990. “On the Primacy of Charactettientity, Character, and
Morality: Essays in Moral Psychologidited by Flanagan, Owen J., and Amélie Rorty.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. See especially section 6. Pp. 453.

%% |ike possible troubles with defeasible generalizations, the usefulnesssfthumb
on a virtue account is limited. One concern with using generalizations for exphaisat
that even if they are defeasible or are used just for training agents to discern and
deliberate well, adopting these rules carries a hazard of leading agagts@w good
judgment.
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as suggested by deep moral contextualists like Lance and*Lifler example, some
contextualists endorse the usefulness of generalizations for developingl@dppgheary,
arguing that moral contextualists need not reject codified guidance actnelf Instead
of rejecting the notion that theory-building is impossible because there isafo set
exceptionless principles that can adequately justify action in a situatiaanwendorse a
theory comprised of defeasible moral generalizations, which are coestiay a set of

"8 Defeasible

privileging conditions that are “particularly ‘telling’ of something’surat
generalizations serve as a codifiable alternative to exceptionlesgplas because they
hold true only when privileged conditions obtain. Although proponents of virtue ethics
need not reject all types of codification and direct guidance, due to the deep moral
contextualism that stands between the axiological claims of the theoryaatidadr
application of the view, the notion that one could develop a theory of exceptionless
principles that leads from the assumptions of the theory to a determinate agpfwasc
in a particular situation are untenable.

With respect to directness expectations, the common expectation of developing

practical wisdom through experience suggests that virtue ethics has otkendified,

means of direct guidance available to the agent as well, e.g. situationed$eatt

*The Lance and Little view may offer a possible way that virtue ethics cobicaee a
codified set of action principles. Yet, it seems that the substance of the dehdte a
whether it could guide well relates to how useful these could be if the agent hati to lea
which conditions were privileged or deviation conditions, and whether these would be of
any more use than rules of thumb, or just linguistic competence.

“8 | ance and Little, “From Particularism to Defeasibility in Ethips62.
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constrain one’s decisions, and other, more virtuous agents to consult. It is ptileast
facie plausible to think that we should provide a broad range of agents with all sorts of
guidance, including direct, situationally-specific guidance. Directngsscéations can
range widely on both the agent and context dimensions, seeking guidance for ordinary or
novice agents, and with respect to agents in particular sorts of situationsgHaogin
everyday situations wherein an agent has a variety of morally-neutral ofyngorad
choices to novel situations, morally ambiguous situations, or situations of moral dilemm
wherein there is no choice available that does not somehow require the agent to do a
“wrong” or “bad” action. Although one might argue that virtue ethics’ focus on
character-level qualities may be of little use in dilemma contexts, l@ggfptus neither
precludes direct guidance, nor serves as an insurmountable obstacle to these stronger
forms of direct guidance. For example, there are a variety of ways agerdsaertain
guidance by observing or asking other agents who have had success in similansjtuat
by studying the way actions in certain situations might serve as turnimg po
character development. In this way, a directness expectation with respentext or
type of agent need not preclude an agent from ascertaining good action guidance

Yet, the claim that virtue ethics cannot provide the appropriate type of guidance
seems to overlook the sorts of codified and direct guidance virtue ethics can provide,
even if the role of this sort of guidance is limited by the contextualism it eeglofhat
the practical guidance critique does not focus on developing the sorts of codified
guidance virtue ethics has available suggests that the practical guttiiqoe is

assuming a more stringent form of codified guidance from virtue ethics.
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The most stringent expectations for codification involve not only principled
guidance that can be used to justify particular actions, but also direct guititéimee a
action-level that agents can use to apply the theory. For example, Rosalind Hersthous
characterizes a strong codification expectation as expecting & set o

universal rules or principles which would...amount to a decision

procedure for determining what the right action was in any particular case

[and]...would be stated in such terms that any non-virtuous person could

understand and apply them correéfly.

A theory composed of these universal, yet detailed principles is mentionest a@slea
possible method for agents to use in solving novel situations, or for ordinary reasoners to
use>®

Although these expectations seem plausible as means of providing agents with
substantive practical guidance, endorsing these as an expectation foetiitsanvokes
the entrenched tension between precision and systematicity. On one hand, the nature of
navigating within particular situations requires the broad generality fofyougli

universal principles for the purposes of action guidance. On the other, the precision

required to offer detailed guidance to agents in particular situations predwsystem of

9 Hursthouse, ROnN Virtue Ethics Oxford University Press, 1999. Pp. 39, 40.
Hursthouse refers to this as the “strong codifiability thesis” (p. 40), addscEe
Pincoffs with presenting the view that this is a standard expectation of nagrattical
accounts.

0| ance and Little articulate a very similar expectation of ethiwsry in “Particularism
and Antitheory, p. 573, calling it “the Enlightenment model of morality.”
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principles that fits within the limits of human psychology to navigate etelgti
Without a way to systematically identify the relations between situdfieatres and
good actions (and on virtue accounts, actions and good character), virtue ethics is
unlikely to develop a readily-applicable decision-making procedure forseffie
tension between true generalizations and applying them to concrete cacoesstorms
a dilemma between developing accurate general principles that are toose pvespply
when the particulars are difficult to discern, and an indefinitely largessef universal
action guidance principles that, as a group, are too unwieldy to apply in pracfise.
action guidance on a virtue ethics account, it is not useful because it is unlikely tha
theory develop this sort of strong codification that involves both principled and direct
guidance because of its psychological implausibility.

The failure to offer this sort of guidance is not unique to virtue ethics, however.
The tension between systematicity and precision is a more general phenomampn of
theory that needs to account for facts of indefinite number and diverse varietyy and, i
ethics, is a problem faced also by Kantian and Utilitarian moral theoriesviding
applicable guidance. At least, this suggests that virtue ethics cannot bd eurlghs
inadequate, because this failure comparably affects the two other main cgmpeti
theories in the contemporary context. At most, if the practical guidance cigique

endorsing these strong codification expectations as conditions of adequacyarf/aithe

*1 Nussbaum, Martha C. 1990. “The Discernment of Perception: An Aristotelian
Conception of Private and Public Rationality’liave's Knowledge: Essays on
Philosophy and LiteratureNew York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 54-105. p. 67-69.
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implies a sweeping skeptical claim about the very endeavor of ethical thgdrecause
no moral theory could systematically provide this sort of detailed guidance.
A More Reasonable Practical Guidance Objection

Because the practical guidance critique does not target ethical theay mor
broadly, it seems that the expectation for guidance is likely weaker thatrdhg forms
of codification that imply skepticism. Yet, the commonly voiced concern with virtue
ethics’ lack of guidance for use in novel situations or by novice moral reasargyests
that the expectation for codification requires more direct and less plastis @br
guidance than what virtue ethics would endorse as conducive to good deliberation. The
claim that virtue ethics cannot provide guidance in a way comparable to the way
Utilitarian and Kantian views guide serves as a less stringent formexfpeectation that
combines codified and direct guidance, yet singles out virtue ethics as uniquely
inadequate with respect to practical guidance among the three theories.

This comparability version of the critique suggests that even if strongcaahifi
is not possible, virtue ethics at least should provide a right-making account ofthation
agents can use to guide their deliberations. Kantian and Utilitarian theories @ovide
small set of foundational principles that function not only as a right-making account of
action, but also serve as a ready act-based evaluative structure fronawle@hkion-
making procedure can be derived. Because virtue ethics develops a chavatter-le
evaluative structure and replaces principled action guidance with ptadsdam, the
role it assigns moral judgment appears unmanageably extensive from a guidance

standpoint. For example, virtue ethics leaves novice moral reasoners, or other agents
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who find themselves in novel situations without guidance in ways that Utilitarian and
Kantian views do not.

However, the role moral judgment plays in applying Utilitarian and Kantian
precepts is not obviously so much less extensive that it makes the view manageable b
novice or provides adequate action guidance to an agent in a novel sittiBiotin Mill
and Kant acknowledged an important role for moral judgment on their acédunts.
Further, Rosalind Hursthouse has argued that neo-Aristotelian virtue ethigorale
comparably codified action guidance via a virtue-based right-making accouioorf, a
developing an action-guiding principle in parallel form and, she claims, cobhpara

guiding>*

>2 For example, there has been a significant amount of discussion of intermeatjaries
can use to apply Utilitarian and Kantian principles accurately and preitisgincrete
circumstances, suggesting that the need for an intermediary method to guideatieh
and discernment is not unique to virtue ethics.

>3 For example, Mill addresses the issue of exceptions to the secondary rutisndiec
advocates as guidance, with reference to the first principle only to adgidicang the
“intermediate generalizations,” or rules of thumb that we should use to guide acéon. H
argues that not only Utilitarianism, but all moral theories require latitudelgment “for
accommodation to peculiarities of circumstances,” noting that,

“[i]t is not the fault of any creed, but of the complicated nature of humansaffair
that rules of conduct cannot be so framed as to require no exceptions, and that lgardly an
kind of action can safely be laid down as either always obligatory or always
condemnable.” Mill, J.SUtilitarianism, in On Liberty and Other Essay$)xford
University Press, 1991. pp. 157.

On a Kantian account, significant amounts of moral judgment are required to
formulate the maxim on which an agent intends to act, and which the agent can test using
the Categorical Imperative. In addition, the entire class of impetteies leaves agents
with extensive latitude in how these duties are fulfilled, requiring significeral
judgment as well.
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Yet, because Utilitarian and Kantian theories offer action level guidanceathat
be assessed in action level terms, the views may nonetheless remain more coemducive
providing practical guidance. Where action-level guidance on virtue accailints s
requires an agent to assess his or her action in character-level tefitasjdotand
Kantian accounts more directly answer the question “what ought | do?” WHitaridtn
and Kantian views may provide more direct action-level guidance, given thicsigt
role of moral judgment required to apply these accounts, it is not clear thavelct-|
principles guide sufficiently well to leave Utilitarianism and Kamian invulnerable to a
practical guidance expectation that ethical theory guide novice, ordinarjeowiste
untrained agents.

It is this gap between the general principles that ground a theory and thiy activi
that the axiology of the theory identifies as valuable to realize, that the thsidrvef
the practical guidance objection challenges virtue ethics to bridge. Inh=gap
remains because one assumption of ethical theory is that it is aimed towantcinfjue
action. Add to this the common contemporary assumption that the set of agents toward
which this applies is broad, including agents without special knowledge of ethical
theories, and it seems that there is a practical guidance issue thagthntseshould
work to meet, namely the version of the practical guidance objection that fallehetwe
the unduly stringent and uninterestingly weak extremes commonly assumeticdsipar

practical guidance objection.

> Hursthouse argues that virtue ethics can provide comparably guiding camfificat
Part | ofOn Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University Press. 1999.

29



Although well-motivated by the aim to affect action for a wide-rangirogip of
moral agents, the most stringent codification and directness expectaédos aroad to
challenge virtue ethics alone. Weaker expectations, suggesting thaetittgecannot
provide comparably substantive practical guidance to agents, are too narrow to rule out
the codified guidance measures virtue ethics has at hand. Because the stringent
codification standards snare the purportedly more guiding theories [ti#itism and
Kantianism] and fail to acknowledge the various resources virtue ethics lasvmling
guidance, these expectations are implausibly stringent and neithécadrquidance
critics nor virtue theorists should expect these of an ethical theory. Whlkvalt-
guidance principles may offer agentgrana faciesimple and immediate means of action
guidance, their form as act-based principles does not distinguish themramgyoffe
substantially more practical guidance to ordinary agents than comparabdyl fpaetepts
of virtue ethics.

Conclusion:

The practical guidance critique presents a potentially strong chalengtue
ethics, claiming it lacks the resources to meet a primary purpose for whidavelop
ethical theories: guiding action. Yet, because the specific claimstiqgaemakes
against virtue ethics are vague, the extent to which the practical guctéaitpee gains
purchase against virtue ethics is unclear. Further, the range of possib&ethia
practical guidance critique may be advancing against virtue ethicterssase, including
not only implausibly stringent expectations for guidance from a theory, but also

uninterestingly weak claims that fail to ensure any sort of useful guidameaftheory.
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In an attempt to discern which practical guidance expectations virtue wetigics
plausibly be expected to meet, | suggest that we consider the list of mafie spsams
the general practical guidance objection supports. Once we do this, we can see that the
practical guidance objection divides into three main sorts of claims. One ttlaim
ethical theory offer agents models or heuristics to guide, fails as angatt@ virtue
ethics because it is easily met, and thus uninterestingly weak as a challesg@ond,
that suggests virtue ethics needs to provide codified guidance to adequately guieke, pr
unduly stringent. A third claim that the practical guidance objection supports, however
poses a more compelling challenge to virtue ethics, claiming that viltigs &ils to
solve the problem of ensuring effective practical guidance, a plausible cpaflle
claim that ethical theory is ultimately aimed at affecting action.

This third claim challenges virtue ethics because, unlike the other two main
claims of the practical guidance objection, it cannot be dismissed as eigiausibly
stringent or uninterestingly weak. Because this third option hinges on an assumption that
both the practical guidance objection and ethical theories share, that ¢bocglghould
aim, at some level, to guide agents, virtue ethics at least needs to accountviy<he
which it does this. Further, if the common contemporary assumption that the relevant
group of agents who need guidance is quite broad, i.e. that an ethical theory should
appeal to and guide even ordinary agents, then this strengthens the challenge this thi
version of the practical guidance claim poses to virtue ethics. In the next chapter
consider three ways that virtue ethics attempts to address this most reasensibh of

the objection, arguing that the objection ultimately has gains purchase against
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contemporary accounts of virtue ethics because a problematic gap reetaiasn these

proposed guidance schemata and virtue.
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Chapter 2
Ideal Agency and Action Guidance

If we develop ethical theories primarily to influence action, a comprehensive
ethical account requires some sort of guidance method or intermediary betvaggn the
and practice. In this chapter, | aim to argue that the third version of the gractica
guidance objection gains purchase against virtue ethics. | consider commameaays
Aristotelian virtue ethics proposes to provide practical guidance and aajueach fails
to provide adequate guidance to ordinary, novice, or untrained agents.

Of the three practical guidance proposals, Rosalind Hursthouse’s shows the most
promise as it delineates an action guidance principle for virtue ethics madpmnding
practical precepts that can offer agents specific and numerous proscripiibns
prescriptions for action. However, even this account falls short of implememeisg t
precepts for ordinary agents. Without a method of deploying this account of action
guidance, the practical guidance objection retains its force as the gap between the
practical precepts Hursthouse introduces and virtue remains too greattively guide
ordinary agents. Although an implementation method would not replace the guidance
schema Hursthouse proposes, it requires an intermediary to supplement her axtount a
offer a means by which ordinary non-virtuous agents can implement the practical
precepts she proposes and become more virtuous.

Common Neo-Aristotelian Guidance Methods
A common response to the concern that virtue ethics cannot offer agents practical

guidance is that it does, but not by a code of act-level principles or set of nasHolefe

33



rules. Instead, agents can gain guidance from the basic precept: “do whetthesvi
do.”™> This sort of response fits the standard expectations of virtue ethics, that it is
resistant to principled action guidance, and so cannot set forth a set of act-lesiplgwi
for agents to follow.

John McDowell articulates a paradigm account of action guidance from a neo-
Aristotelian virtue view, one that preserves its corollary resistanaedibcation. Based
on the view that an agent’s worldview is complex and varied in its valuations, ibig all
impossible to encapsulate in act-level principles which particular feateeagent will
find salient because any of a variety of factors might strike the peresvaorally
relevant, factor into one’s deliberations about action, and serve as a reasofi tBamt.
in seemingly similar situations, ostensibly negligible features otiateinh can factor into
one’s deliberative processes differertlyThe salient features of a situation and the way
they figure into an agent’s deliberations and justifications for actions do noafiy mego
a concise rubric, and cannot be predicted with enough accuracy to reproduce the results

of the process.

> See, e.g., Hursthouse, 19@%h Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University Press,
McDowell, John. 1997. “Virtue and Reason™iirtue ethicsEdited by Crisp, Roger
and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York: Oxford
University Press. Pp 141-162; and Johnson, Robert N. 2003. “Virtue and Mitints:
An International Journal of Social, Political, and Legal Philosodhi (4) (07/01): 810-
34.

>’ This empirical point has been supported by a variety of studies in social psychology,
beginning with Nisbett, R., and T.Wilson. “Telling more than we can know: Verbal
reports on mental processeBsychological Review, 8231-259. 1977.
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Action guidance via a set of act-level principles is not feasible on a weittics
account because,

If one attempted to reduce one’s conception of what virtue requires to a set

of rules, then, however subtle and thoughtful one was in drawing up the

code, cases would inevitably turn up in which a mechanical application of

the rules would strike one as wrotfg.
Without a principled code to guide action on a neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics, a person

acts well instead because he, “has a reliable sensitivity to a certanf sEgtiirement

8 McDowell, John. 1997. “Virtue and Reason\iittue ethicsEdited by Crisp, Roger
and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York: Oxford
University Press. Pp 141-162. p. 148.

Nussbaum argues that on Aristotle’s account, “it is in the very nature pfatidnal

practical choice that it cannot be made more ‘scientific’ without becomamgew

Nussbaum, Martha C. 1990. “The Discernment of Perception: An Aristotelian

Conception of Private and Public Rationality’liave's Knowledge: Essays on

Philosophy and LiteratureNew York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 54-105. p. 55. See
also Broadie, p. 352. She notes that Aristotle gives no answer to “what to do” and cannot
provide a decision-making theory for this purpose.

Louden, Robert B. 1997 “On Some Vices of Virtue EthicsViriue Ethics Edited by
Crisp, Roger and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York:
Oxford University Press. Pp. 201-216. p. 206. Citing the variability of practisdow
as particularly problematic feature with respect to offering pralogjuidance to agents
who are not already virtuous, Louden acknowledges that,

“As virtue theorists from Aristotle onward have rightly emphasized, virtteeaat
simply dispositions to behave in specified ways, for which rules and principles can
always be cited. In addition, they involve skills of perception and articulation j@ituat
specific ‘know-how’, all of which are developed only through recognizing andgach
what is relevant in concrete moral contexts as they arise. These skillsabfp@rception
and practical reasoning are not completely routinizeable, and so cannot bergdnsfe
from agent to agent as any sort of decision procedure ‘package deal.”
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that situations impose on behavidt."Good judgments are a matter of correctly
perceiving moral facts that exist in the world, and virtue is a type of knowladgeich
one, “gets things right®®

Further, if an agent relies on a rule in some case or other, it is because of one’s
character that the person has selected this rule, not that one, to apply in this\etse
the primary source of action guidance on a virtue ethics view is not produced by seeking
out guiding universal principles. Although rules are not excluded as acceptabieahea
action guidance and are likely necessary for offering agents effectiva guidance,

their justificatory authority is limited. Instead of seeking guidanc®lgwing

Utiliatarian or Kantian-style rulegjo]ccasion by occasion, one knows what to do, if one

9 McDowell, John. 1997. “Virtue and Reason\iittue ethicsEdited by Crisp, Roger
and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York: Oxford
University Press. Pp 141-162. p.142.

Also, Wiggins claims, “[ijn no case will there be a rule to which a man cgplysappeal

to tell him what to do (except in the special case where an absolute prohibition
operates).” Wiggins, David. 1998. “Deliberation and Practical ReasoNgeuls, Values,
Truth: Essays in the Philosophy of Val@ed ed. Oxford: Clarendon Press. Pp. 215-239.
P. 236. Also note that acting well itself is not inimical to comporting with a code, but is
unlikely that individuals can gain good action guidance using only a code.

0 McDowell, John. 1997. “Virtue and ReasonMirtue ethicsEdited by Crisp, Roger
and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York: Oxford
University Press. Pp 141-162. p.142.

®1 Watson, Gary. 1990. “On the Primacy of Charactettiemtity, Character, and

Morality: Essays in Moral Psychologidited by Flanagan, Owen J., and Amélie Rorty.
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. pp. 453, 454.
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does, not by applying universal principles but by being a certain kind of person: one who
sees situations in a certain distinctive w&y.”

According to McDowell’'s account, what counts as an adequate reason need not
make direct reference to a general ethical principle. On the contraagiegnate reason
in some cases may require no more than the recognition that this actibe thjng to
do.”? Although he acknowledges that rules might have a role in training one’s perceptual
capacity, the role rules can play contrasts with the sort of strong ebadifion which
direct and situation-specific action guidance is purportedly derived frorfigagiry
generalizations. On a neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics view, “genetialimawill be
approximate at best, and examples will need to be taken with the sort of ‘and so on’

which appeals to the cooperation of a heaterGood discernment, deliberation, and

%2 McDowell notes that, “[i]t is by virtue of his seeing a particular faitterthan that

one as the salient fact about the situation that he is moved to act by this comegrn rat
than that one.” According to McDowell, “this reason is apprehended, not as outweighing
or overriding any reasons for acting in other ways which would otherwise béueaist

by other aspects of the situation...but as silencing them.” Quotation from MdpDowel
John. 1997. “Virtue and Reason™\firtue ethicsEdited by Crisp, Roger and Michael

A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press

Pp 141-162, p. 146. See also, Ibid. Pp. 142, 157, 162.

%3 According to McDowell, agents need not even recognize the virtuousness in their own
actions, the virtuousness of an action can be judged instead by an external obsesver. Thi
is one of the points that gives rise to the concerns of the practical guidaiggecrit

namely the worries that the agent might not be able to explain her reasoningyobight

offer an obviously repeatable pattern of actions, and the reasoning procasjatiay

rules. Plus, agent my use internalized principles, but, like grammar, need not be able to
articulate them explicitly.

% McDowell, John. 1997. “Virtue and Reason\iirtue ethicsEdited by Crisp, Roger
and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New York: Oxford
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action depend largely on the agent, the particular contexts in which she learns, and the
variety, number and sort of experiences to which she is exposed, which precludes
developing a guidance method by which an agent learns how to act well solely by
adhering to a single or small set of act-based principles.

McDowell’'s view echoes Aristotle’s that agents learn to live welljbgd
upbringing, and justification for individual actions rests irreducibly on particulars
However, this approach does not isolate a single sort of universally applicable method b
which agents develop good judgment. Instead, the specific means by which agents
develop practical wisdom and good habits of character may vary widely. Although the
is nothing especially implausible about this sort of expectation itself, ifrthefaa
theory is practical guidance, theoryitself neither generates guidance rules, nor
requires a particular method of guidance. Although different variations ofrgp@da
methods develop different ways to discern what the virtuous would do in the
circumstance, agency models are a commonly suggested as a meanstpgehis can
obtain guidance, yet which also preserve the commitment to uncodifiability.
Agency Models of Guidance

A second common approach to offering agents concrete guidance within standard
virtue ethics conceptual constraints posits a more systematic version ahe vi

McDowell delineates. The method of guidance suggests that individuals emulate

University Press. Pp 141-162. P. 156. On McDowell’s view, instead of knowing how to
act being a matter of following a rule, persons need to be trained on a case bgsiss
learning, by proper upbringing, what the appropriate response to each situatidn is as
arises. For McDowell, rules cannot accommodate the project of eitherdsdiegoming

a virtuous person.

38



virtuous agents as a way of obtaining practical action guidance that meets tiagi\eval
criteria of a virtue accoufit. On this model, agents know what action is good to do in a
particular situation because it is what the virtuous person would do. This sort of agency
model takes one of two main forms, ascertaining right action from an exerag&ryor
from an ideal agent, and provides two means of guidance: emulation and advice.

The exemplary agent account recommends that agents seeking guidance do what
a virtuous agent (or an agent more virtuous than herself) does. This form of guidance
comports with common non-codificationist commitments of virtue ethics, e.g. its agent
level evaluative focus. It also fits within the constraints of a moderategadagidance
critique by providing practical precepts that fit plausibly within the comsgriuman
psychology imposes on their effective use.

However, one might object that the view provides agents insufficient guidance
because the agent may (and perhaps frequently does) find herself in sitgagjomoral
dilemmas, that the virtuous agent would avoid in the first place and thus a standpoint

from which the virtuous would never have had to deliberate artd atcthis is the case,

® See Hursthouse, Rosalind. 198 Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University

Press. P. 35. The distinction between virtuous and more virtuous is relevant to the issue
of plausibility. If a neo-Aristotelian virtue view adheres to Aristotcharacter

categories (brutish-superhumanly virtuous), the likelihood of individuals havingsattce
virtuous individuals to emulate is so small, it would make the view implausible as a
response to the practical guidance problem.

% Harman and Hursthouse both point this out. Harman voices this concern in “Human
Flourishing, Ethics, and Liberty”, p. 315. Hursthouse brings up this point in her “Virtue
Theory and Abortion.” Hursthouse also suggests that the agent ask an actual virtuous
agent, or an agent more virtuous than oneself for guidan@s Virtue Ethicsp. 35.
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the view may be silent in a wide range of circumstances where it is impfatan agent

to discern well how to act. Further, if the virtuous agent need not articulate his mgasoni
with respect to a general principle, and need know onlythisis “the thing to do” in the
circumstances, the virtuous’ reasoning have may not be adequately infortoatgree

as guiding for another agetit.

In response to this sort of worry, some argue that instead of modeling behavior
directly, an agent could gaadvicefrom someone more virtuous, leading to a “virtuous
advisor” model. One concern with the advisor model is that even if a virtuous agent were
available to query, the virtuous agent would not have any way to guide the less virtuous

based on his or her experierféeFor example, it is unclear that to be virtuous, a person

Millgram makes a point similar to Hursthouse and Harman'Bthics Done Right:
Practical Reasoning as A Foundation for Moral TheoGambridge University Press,
NY, 1005. P. 173.

®"E.g. consider this concern regarding McDowell’s view based on his views about
reasons being silenced and the perceptual model on which an agent knows what the right
thing to do is because they intuit or perceive the salient features of thestmogss and

how they relate to the broader ethical questions involved. However, this concern could
apply even to views that do not endorse a perceptual model of deliberation. It is unclear
that good actions require discussion of the final ends, so the answer to “why did you do
that?” might have the response from the virtuous, “because he needed my help,” which,
without already understanding the weight of this sort of response in a broaderidiscuss

is not guiding at all. The reasons a virtuous person might give would likely kiteve li
purchase with others without an extensive set of shared assumptions or experigdrees of
world.

®8 Consider the extensive Aristotelian criteria for virtue (espedigaihe view endorses a
strong version of the unity thesis—v. a sort of “limited unity”), as well asuiterce
from social psychology regarding the fragmentation of character in conttashey
robustness required for virtue.
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must be able to offer good advice to those in very different circumstances thamwithos
which the virtuous is familiar or to one who is not already responsive to a sinitdr se
reasons or situational features.

Another problem that plagues both views is the rarity of virtuous in the
population. Virtue is difficult to achieve and thus rare, so even if the virtuous hlere a
to advise others in different sorts of circumstances, it would be unlikely to find a virtuous
person to act as an advisor. Due to the lack of virtuous agents to query and the
psychological implausibility that their answer will be informative in § wach that it is
substantively action guiding for the non-virtuous, the exemplary virtue g@daroount
can be quickly traded for accounts involving idealized agency.

The ideal agency model parallels the exemplary virtuous view of guidance, but
does not require an actual agent to query. Instead, the agent gains insight into wha
action to perform by imagining and emulating the reasoning and actions oz atithe
virtuous agent in circumstances like those in which the agent now finds herself. Once the
agent simulatethe various perceptual, deliberative, affective, and behavioral
considerations that the virtuous would, she acts in accordance with the virtuous’ behavior

or advice as envisioned by the agent in the quartdary.

See Louden’s objection regarding the perceptual model of practical reasomvagded
by John McDowell in, Louden, Robert B. 1997 “On Some Vices of Virtue Ethics” in
Virtue Ethics.Edited by Crisp, Roger and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in
Philosophy. Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 201-216. p. 206.

% See Kawall, Jason. 2006. “On the Moral Epistemology of Ideal Observer THeories

Ethical Theory and Moral Practice: An International For@r3) (06/01): 359-74.;
Kawall, Jason. 2004. “Moral Response-Dependence, Ideal Observers, and the Motive of
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With respect to action guidance, both the exemplary agency and ideal agency
models provide agents some guidance because, even if the agent lacks theonaitivat
and dispositional state required to actually perform the action she believesubasvirt
would perform in those circumstances, the method at least provides the agent an answer
to the “what ought | do?” by directing the inquiring agent to consider the chatacter
features of virtue ethics. Further, if an agent has a sense of the rangeitidéstte
virtuous might engage in, by having a sense of the nature of virtue, she woutd\ads
some understanding of what the relevant affective and perceptual features stamuld be
well. Over time, it is possible the agent can develop the deliberative andvaffecti
responses and habits that move her from balngtic or enkraticto virtuous. However,
the vagueness with respect to which action to do on each view leaves open a question of
whether the view provides the sort of guidance sought on the practical guidagce criti
Codified Virtue Guidance

A third means of guidance, is proposed by Rosalind Hursthou3e Virtue
Ethics Here, Hursthouse extends this sort of view to meet the practical guidara=e criti
claim that virtue accounts cannot guide because they resist codificatiaRirgpeore
directly to critics,Hursthouse claims that action guidance from virtue ethics can be
codified in a way that parallels the main competing views: Ultilitaria@isch

Kantianism. She claims that an agent can look to the principle of right action for virtue

Duty: Responding to Zangwill Erkenntnis: An International Journal of Analytic
Philosophy60 (3) (05/01): 357-69; and Doris, John M. 200&¢k of Character:
Personality and Moral BehavioCambridge, U.K.; New York: Cambridge University
Press. pp. 148-152.
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ethics and the subsidiary v-rules to guide her deliberation about what to do. The
paradigm formulation of such a universal ethical principle Hursthouse clgitésis
action is right iff it is what a virtuous agent would do in the circumstariCelst only
does it parallel principles like formulations of the Categorical Imperaind the Utility
Principle, but it demonstrates that, even if it is not common within the standards
characterizations of virtue ethics, the theory can support a principle oadtybn.

This guidance method is important because not only does it fit within the
contextualist constraints of virtue ethics, but it also offers a princigeebaction
through a guidance structure parallel to Utilitarian and Kantian forms.niyjie argue
that it does not offer an adequate way to guide action in the situation becaulse it stil
requires one derive from the agent level the right actiadowever, in addition to the
general action guidance principle, Hursthouse introduces the notion of “V-Ruses of
rules that derive from the guidance claim and which, she claims, offers moifec gutc
prescriptions than Utilitarian and Kantian accounts, so offer at least as mdahag,
comparatively. Hursthouse argues that the view provides not only codified action-

guiding precepts, but that these provide at least comparable, if not better, cacioete

"0 Hursthouse contends that this basic principle yields a variety of more spdei§ichat
are at least as guiding as those produced from the basic principles oUgiitegian or
Kantian views. This is present in various articles of Hursthouse, notably iiéVirt
Theory and Abortion,” but also elsewhere, e.dOmVirtue Ethicschapters 2-3.
Hursthouse, R. 199@n Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University Press.

"I Louden’s view also is concerned with the issue of the possible circulatftg of
expectation that one emulate the virtuous. Without criteria for picking out theuwsrt
[especially in the globalized context]—the individual seeking guidancenatilkknow
whom to choose to emulate.
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guidance because this principle gives rise to a series of “V-Rules,” sudb afat is
just” which serve as more specific guides for agents in particularigitaat

Hursthouse defines V-Rules as, “rules or principles which have geatiral
application and thbestblend of specificity and flexibility, but which nevertheless do not
hold in every conceivable cas& and she notes that V-Rules are particularly useful
means of guidance as V-rules each serve to highlight both act prescriptions and
proscriptions’®> She argues that even though they require use of “thick” terms that
require extensive experience and to understand and use properly, this does not put her
view at a disadvantage compared to the competing ethical thEbiBexause each of the
views require some sort of thick term discernment, and Kantian views in particel

evaluative terms in an importantly similar way, the account cannot be cegadédy on

"2 Hursthouse, Rosalind. 1990n Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University Press. p.
58

3 HursthouseQn Virtue Ethicp. 36 Also, on p. 51 she claims that they are not only
action guiding, but also act-assessing. If we distinguish among the variousgsuigros
which we might develop an ethical account, this point is of use if there is reason to think
that terms serving both purposes are somehow better than one or the other. Except for
grounds of parsimony or ease of remembering, this feature seems towffeafe
advantages. With respect to its adequacy as producing a codified action guidance
method, Hursthouse notes that it provides adequate codification for a normative ethical
theory, p. 62. Also, on p. 51, she brings in the point from later in the assessment of the
theory section that it her v-rules account can accommodate even those who are not
virtuous and find themselves in situations that the virtuous wouldn't.

" HursthouseQn Virtue Ethicpp. 59-61. On page 58, she claims that many of the
virtues are well-enough defined to get act-prescriptions, but that justcedtable
exception. Given the range of terms she sees as virtue-terms, e.g. hamegassion,
etc., it is likely that most of the five classical virtues would be “exceptiaméhe same
was justice is on her view, bringing back the spectre of the V-rules beirttieofisie to
all except moral experts.
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the grounds that it requires thick termsFor example, she notes further that, as with
many terms, the “v-terms” featured in the v-rules, e.g. ‘courage’,pession’, etc., can
be defined for children or others unfamiliar with the use of a moral term bgmegeto
other, simpler, more familiar term$%.In this way, even the need to understand thick
terms are not an insurmountable obstacle to application.

This practical guidance schema, rendered both in the form of an action guidance
principle, and as more specific rules for agents to use as practical pre@sgitsnot
only the basic aims outlined by a moderate practical guidance critique, thu@is
stringent codificationist expectations for practical guidance that dieareexpectations
that virtue ethics offer guidance accessible to a wide range of agentsvéfipitve
remains vulnerable to the concerns that challenge the agency models. Becauseg
a similar process of deliberation by the agent in the sense that in order tondstbes
or not the action the agent is considering is right, the worries regarding itvegtideness

of the guidance resurface. Like the agency models, in a concrete situat@agehenust

> Hursthouse, Rosalind. 1999n Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University Press.
See especially, p. 37, 60-61.

® HursthouseQn Virtue Ethicsp.80. The comment regarding the need for an account of
moral education seems likely to be an inescapable feature of a comprehdmesale et
account more generally. As | aim to argue later in the chapter, agfedtaction

guidance that the practical guidance critics overlook/should but do not focus on in their
critique of virtue ethics as not action-guiding. Because virtue ethicshasrg tis only
indirectly action guiding, | argue that articulating an account of haleneelopment is
particularly important for virtue ethics.
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be able to imagine what the virtuous agent would do in those particular circursstance
order to know what to df.
Virtue Ethics’ Guidance and Practical Guidance Expectations
Each of the three main approaches accomplishes the task of accommodating the
distinctive features of Aristotelian practical reasoning endorsed on coatgmporary
virtue accounts. For example, all three models preserve the complexity éf mora
decision-making and focus on the agent as the evaluative entity. The V-ruldsand
Agency Models respect a limited role of codification in providing agents aatidarce,
and do so in at least a minimally psychologically plausible way. However, evaghthou
each fits into both a standard Neo-Aristotelian Virtue Ethics conceptual acram
within the practical guidance constraints as well, this does not provide the sort of
guidance the practical guidance critique tacitly assumes an ethical gt®uld include.
As models for action guidance, each of these proposed methods meet the
theoretical demands of an Aristotelian account of practical wisdom, whiclugesdhe
priority of principles and fosters a codification-resistant decisiokimggprocess. In
addition, they meet minimal psychological realism constraints as we comthoily

back to particular things others have done or told us and use them to guide our actions.

""Kawall, Jason. 2006. “On the Moral Epistemology of Ideal Observer ThedEigscal
Theory and Moral Practice: An International Foru®n(3) (06/01): 359-74. Kawall
discusses Hursthouse’s principle-like model at length, arguing that aditdteative is

the virtuous ideal observer. In addition to a major concern regarding the psycHologica
plausibility of such an entity, the objections used to discredit Hursthouse's|&tion

seem misguided. In a later essay, Kawall argues that the virtuous ideakolxse
psychologically plausible.
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Further, the general precepts to do as the virtuous would do or advise, and their
elaboration in V-Rules are at least prima facie guiding because the agers &t least

that virtuous agent is one who does the right actions in the right circumstances, in the
right way with the right affect with a unity of certain moral charactetstsuch as

justice, temperance, wisdom, courd@eEven if the agent knows only this much, this
information offers at least a rough guide to the sorts of considerations that she should
draw into her deliberation and act upon in the circumst&haget, it is not clear that the
constraints imposed by the theoretical commitments of virtue ethics combieithevit
moderate expectations of the practical guidance critique are sufficiesitably produce
action that comports with standards of good character.

If these standards are correct, a virtue ethics that meets theséeandaiter
derivative guidance, or, much worse, the guidance it can offer is all but vacuouss&eca
the agent’s ability to discern action guidance by reflecting on the virtpende
substantially not only upon the features of the situation that the agent finds, $alte
also the way the agents sees them relating to the relevant reasons, thegendyadred

V-rule guidance models offer little substantive action guid&fho&lthough

'8 Although there is a debate on whether or not unity of the virtues is required for being
virtuous, it seems to me an interesting and plausible view that it is, and getng shat

one could still gain good guidance or advice from a person who has an unevenly
developed set of virtuous character qualities, so the commitment to the unity of the
virtues is of little consequence in this debate.

" Hursthouse, R. 1999n Virtue EthicsNew York: Oxford University Press. p. 36.
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psychologically plausible and compatible with the practical reasonimmgiacof virtue
ethics, applying these practical precepts in a way such that the theory indlaetioa
requires an agent’s decision-making abilities to be conditioned through exeesie the
agent can discern which of the situational features are relevant to her delitseaat
integrate them into her reasoning accordirfgly.

Further, virtue ethics reserves a significant place for practical wisdomlagimg
the practically wise requires more than doing the action the practicaywauld, but
requires an agent have developed the appropriate sensitivities and respons@s that ¢
discern salient features across a broad range of situations and distikWaatréeatures
from situations of significant variety, complexity, and novelty, somethingctraiot be
achieved by theoretical reflection alone. On these models, without the requisit
experience the deliberative process collapses into the agent’s own judgmiésd by
his or her present understanding of the terms, assessment of the features of the
circumstances, and ability to imagine the viewpoint of a virtuous agent or advisor.
Without either a more guiding model or access to the situation-specifiedteic

virtuous agent might give, the exemplary and idealized agency models lack ttyet@bili

8 See Louden, Robert B. 1997 “On Some Vices of Virtue Ethic¥iriue Ethics Edited
by Crisp, Roger and Michael A. Slote. Oxford Readings in Philosophy. Oxford; New
York: Oxford University Press. Pp. 201-216.

81 Despite advocating a type of ideal agency model, Hursthouse also acknowledges the
need for moral education, e.g. see Hursthous&mVirtue Ethicsp. 38. She
articulates this view further in “Practical Wisdom, A Mundane Account” ds we
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provide agents with guidance that meets the expectations of the standardlpractic
guidance critiqué?

In addition, even if an agent does not know exactly what the virtuous would do,
the action guidance models virtue ethics offers, although perhaps indirect, angérabt e
uninformative. Even if a gap remains between the specification of the ideal and the
application in any particular situation, one might argue that this gap is no more
problematic than that which the consequentialist or deontologist faces in gppgn
theories®® Although action guidance from a virtue account is by its nature indirect (i.e.,
it derives from a conception of good character or what is involved in realizing a good
character trait), Hursthouse argues that the V-rules, for exampleleyeadely guiding
because a trait offers a proliferation of guidance rules for each @ituati

The V-Rule view Hursthouse advances can be distinguished from these
approaches by the specificity of the rules it develops, and, because of theigpetif
the rules she proposes, her account offers the most promising practical guidancd proposa
of the three. The promise of the proposal Hursthouse suggests derives from the more

specific guidance that the variety of prescriptions for virtuous action and iptasts

82 For example, Sher claims that, “the field’s practical origins can be expectmpose
significant constraints on its subsequent development. Assuming that ethical inquiry
does originate in questions about how to live, it would be surprising if the best overall
reconstruction of its findings did not have an important action-guiding component.”
Sher, George. 1998. “Ethics, Character, and ActionViitue and ViceFrankel Paul,

E., Miller, D.F., and J. Paul. Cambridge; New York : Cambridge University Press, p. 16.

83 Hursthouse maintains this view@n Virtue Ethics.See also D. Solomon in “Internal
Objections to Virtue Ethics,” p. 171.
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against vicious actions provide. In this way, not only does the view provide a general
action guidance principle based on one’s conception of the virtuous, but also picks out
familiar sorts of activities that one should or should not do in order to become more
virtuous.

Yet, although the practical guidance proposal Hursthouse outlines shows the most
promise of offering ordinary agents the sort of guidance the most reasonaibe vér
the practical guidance objection suggests, it too falls short of providing ageatsttbé
guidance required for virtue. For example, to use V-rules, one would need an extensive
understanding of the concept of ‘justice’, ‘courage’, etc. with the other virtues to
understand how to be just or courageous in a particular sitifatibhese practical
precepts lack practical guidance precise enough to indicate the actioenasiaguld
perform, unless the deliberating agent already understands whictosih&iatures to
pick out as relevant to her deliberation. Without knowing which sorts of general
considerations a person of virtuous character might consider in processingp#tesesf
and which sorts of affective responses the virtuous would experamtibow these
translate into action, an ordinary agent is unlikely to realize the virtuoustyattese
guidance schemata seem to be designed for agents to realize. éxhasst the set of

tools virtue ethics has available to both guide action and maintain the structure of the

84 On page 58 oBn Virtue EthicsHursthouse claims that many of the virtues are well-
enough defined to get act-prescriptions, but that justice is a notable exceptien.th@
range of terms she sees as virtue-terms, e.g. honesty, compassion, etce)yttisal

most of the classic five virtues would be “exceptional” in the same wasgustn her
view, bringing back the spectre of the V-rules being of little use to alpéxceral
experts.
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theory, it seems that this form of practical guidance is vulnerable to a siuestant
application problem.

Although this seems a plausible response in defense of virtue ethics’ practical
precepts and guidance suggestions, these further problems with guidande endica
sustained gap between what the theory can plausibly offer agents and at leaist implic
expectations of the practical guidance critique. Yet, that ethical theoprdtdems
reaching the ground does not imply that because the practical guidance critignetdoes
identify virtue ethics uniquely, it lacks purchase against the viewen if offering agents
practical guidance does not require delineating an algorithm for delireabout action,
an ethical theory aimed at affecting action should offer means by which thecagent
identify the salient features of the situation and show how those features connect t
ethical considerations more broadly. The extent to which an agent still mustahterpr
virtue-based action guidance precepts in order to implement them the centrahprbble
the practical guidance critique still stands. In spite of the practicajrea theory
might generate, an ethical theory that does not address the connections betmeen act
guidance, moral judgment, discernment, and deliberation is incomplete.

Due to this gap between what the view specifies and good action, even
Hursthouse’s view falls short of the reasonable version of the practical guidance
objection. Without a means of implementing the practical precepts and action guidanc
principle, an agent can at best act in accordance with virtue, but less liketlynigefraen
virtue. Because, ultimately, the aim is for the agent to act authenticalty character

traits built through their own endorsed habits, with agents finding salient releatuntels
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of the circumstances and deliberating well about how to act, given those$eatuen an
extensive action-guidance schema falls short from the sort of guidaheetiba from
virtue requires.

Despite meeting plausible theory-focused guidance constraints, theseolym
cited Neo-Aristotelian guidance schemata fail to provide the sort of guaddrthe heart
of the practical guidance critique. Although moderate practical guidapeetakions of
ethical theory seem both reasonable and maximal without resorting to arbitrary or
otherwise unjustified constraints on action guidance, they are insufficierftdctireg the
sort of action guidance for which they are designed. The practical guidargpgecrit
challenges virtue ethics because it does not provide this, suggestingealtfaiency in
the theory or the constraints of the practical guidance critique that needsetodzbed.
Guidance and Diversity of Aiffts

The distinction among the various purposes for which we might develop ethical
theory provides some evidence that even if there is a quite good guidance schaya, it m

not be sufficient for providing agents the sort of action guidance that woulcerdediz

8 Ensuring that application comports with the broader aims of the theory need not
involve an articulation of the broader aims at the application level, it need ornibgreal

them. However, one might argue that Utilitarianism and Kantian accounts hady a rea
foothold on the action guidance issue, even if not readily applicable, it is a better
approach to develop than by thinking that the axiology should be focused at the action
level. Thus, even if there are questions about what counts as a good consequence or what
maxim expresses the purpose for which the action is done, the debate beginstiainthe ac
level. Virtue ethics’ resistance to codification even at the level of develapiigt-

making account of action, leaves the already extensive debate about the sutifstanc
improving action far behind the other theories because the actions prescribed need to be
justified at the level of particulars and, bypassing the act-based evalcateria, are
evaluated with respect to the virtue-level qualities they express.
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axiological aims of the theory. If we distinguish among the theoretical doments,
practical precepts, and methods of guidance a theory can sustain, it be@aresicht a
comprehensive ethical theory involves not only theoretical foundations and
corresponding practical precepts, but a means of implementation as well.

In this section, | aim to argue that instead of rejecting the guidance proposa
Hursthouse introduces, we should seek a supplemental intermediary, an implementation
method of guidance. For example, R.E. Bales articulates the distinction amang vari
purposes for which we might develop an account, stating that,

providing an account of right-making characteristics is stiltthetsame

thing as providing an account of the considered judgments of informed,

mature persons in their disinterested, reflective moments, nor is it the

same thing as providing a decision-making procetfure.

Maintaining this distinction among various aims housed within a comprehensivé ethica
theory, we can evaluate the various features of a theory based on the aimskhey se
meet and their compatibility with other components.

We might note that the most effective way to meet the aims set forth by the
axiology of the theory or a right-making account of action, might require a thedgrgn

a theory-independent means of guidance. It is possible that the decision-makiod met

8 Bales, 261. He further notes that, “a theory (like act-utilitarianismylcsatisfy one of
[those] expectations...and yet fail to satisfy others of the expectatiorss,Ba E.
“Act-Ultilitarianism: Account of Right-Making Characteristics oe@sion-Making
Procedure?”American Philosophical QuarterlyVolume 8, Nubmer 3, July 1971. Pp.
257-265. Quotation from p. 261.
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for realizing the axiological aims of a theory functions separately frotnagixge criteria,

derives from separate means, and is evaluated not based on the means by which it guides
actions, but instead by whether it realizes the axiological aims of a/fHetrit is

possible to separate the theory and the guidance in this way, then it seems tothkea mis

to assume that any single articulation of an ethical theory needs to meadt thede of
expectations at oncg.

Because the range of possible aims for which an articulation of a theotyemay
developed is extensive, the practical guidance critique cannot plausibly demand more
than compatibility among articulations of the various facets of an ethicaltheolved
in guiding actior?® Yet, a guidance method developed primarily for realizing the
axiological aims of a theory might do so effectively by not making refertentte
axiological aims or terms of the theory. This diversity of means theorgd evelop,
and by which agents could realize the aims of the theory, suggests the viability of a
pluralism of methods by which agents might be able to meet the axiologisabba

theory. That various facets of theory are assessable by different meamotnde out

87 See Smart and Williams, pages 51, and 44 respectively. Smart, J.J. and B.A.O.
Williams. Utilitarianism: For and Against.Cambridge University Press: New York.
1973.

8 See Bales, R. Eugene. 1971. “Act Utilitarianism: Account of Right-Making
Characteristics or Decision-Making Procedurédherican Philosophical Quarterly
(07/01): 257-65.

89 Although this may seem to be a very weak standard, given that few aim tcagetiul
comprehensive ethical theory and often single articulations of an accountroegin f
diverse assumptions, developing a comprehensive ethical theory is stillfizsngra
challenge, even with this seemingly weak standard.
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a theory or sets of practical precepts that adequately guide. However, we asselsis
theories based on theoretical constraints, limit standards of assessmauticdlpr
precepts to psychological plausibility and theoretical consistency, and develop
appropriate means of assessing action-guidingness on its own merits getgezféss at
meeting practical guidance expectations. Even though practical preeplsuwsible
means of guidance and do seem at lpasta facieweakly guiding, we need to assess
effectiveness of implementation measures for action guidance schematteeto the
aims of affecting actior’

Without actual and justified methods of guidance or comprehensive and
theoretical evaluative measure, proponents of virtue ethics have little teasevelop
virtue ethics in a way such that it meets the guidance standards of a pgastiaace
critique that heavily discount non-theory-focused practical guidance. oaddnere
are reasons to think vahould notaim to develop a particular method of guidance for a
theory absent adequate empirical grounding. Yet, if these distinct aitngue®ed within
the same theoretical structure or comprehensive ethical theory we mightétiak t
comprehensive ethical theory need only be coherent among the various facetthaathe
seek a sort of systematic guidance focused on principles or general pthegpeory

generates as a form of guidance.

%0 One views that addresses this sort of issue, and which | will consider in thesidiscus
of plausible expectations of an ethical theory, is O. Flanagan’s view reg#rding
psychological plausibility ivarieties of Moral PersonalityFlanagan, Owen J. 1991.
Varieties of Moral Personality: Ethics and Psychological Real@ambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press.
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Without a good reason for thinking that axiological aims of a theory are
empirically effective as implementation means, expecting theorgtedeconstraints to
serve as adequate methodological constraints is to overextend the expeotdhiens
theory. However, by expanding moderate practical guidance expectations to
accommodate assessment of theory and practical precepts, but also inmgdiement
method, we might be able to better assess a theory for it’s ability to offés agective
practical guidance.

Common expectations for both theory-focused and independent guidance methods
are that they fit within the side constraints of the theory and meet mininchigdsyical
plausibility expectations. For example, a guidance method for virtue etleds tteemeet
axiological aims of the theory, but do so in a way such that the particular remenasypri
in justification of action. Further, any guidance method needs to fall withiasitthee
minimal constraints of psychological plausibility, e.g., comport with FlanagPrinciple
of Minimal Psychological Realism, which constrains assumptions and expestabiout
behavior, deliberation, and character by the nature of those for which the view is
developed® Yet, both the side constraints of virtue ethics and the psychological
plausibility expectation seem to leave open an overly-broad set of guidaticels)e

particularly considering the variety of practices and learning methodsepeftgh

%L1bid, p. 32. His version of the PMPR is: “Make sure when constructing a moral theory
for projecting a moral ideal that the character, decision processing, anddoehavi

prescribed are possible, or are perceived to be possible for creatures like us.” (32)
Although Flanagan endorses a more substantive standard than the PMPR, it seems that t
claim an ideal agency model as psychologically plausible guidance reguaiely weak

moral realism standard.
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employ for moral development. Although alone they do not offer limits narrow enough
to produce guidance effective for realizing the aims of the theory, they do delineat
range of methods and type of guidance means.

A corollary of affecting action derives from the basic justificationsHer t
practical guidance critique itself, that ethical theory aim ultyadt guiding action.

This, combined with an expanded definition of moral agency, suggests that an ethical
theory should be applicable not only to an elite group of agents, but ordinary agents as
well. Although agents who are brought up well and have the external goods needed for
developing virtue will not require a widely accessible means of guidancéjmgan
expansive audience suggests that a theory develop a more extensive applicatiem regi
to realize the aim of affecting action for the relevant group of agents. dkpext that
ethical theories guide, and that guidance be accessible to all moral dysmtartue

ethics applies to a wider audience than previous times in hi$tory.

As the current and widespread acceptance of human rights suggests, if the theory
is intended to apply to a broad set of agents in addition to those already responsive to
certain reasons, then finding ways to develop good character and actions fayatis br
range of agents may pose an interesting and significant challenge to theHaging
agents develop good character on this view might require providing agents witatg vari

of external goods, e.g., the right sorts of experiences which may in turn reqartaia

%2 This sort of expectation is plausibly grounded if we adopt the assumption that an
ethical theory affect action for moral agents in combination with a common notion of
moral agent that encompasses something like “all competent adults”.

57



measure of external goods, or skills, such as literacy of various sortjspgmt of
material goods, etc. Although these corollary challenges do not tell againstetintcs
per se it does seem that the challenges of developing a codified decision-making
procedure are replaced with a different set of challenges. In spite of thist thfis se
challenges is preferable to the unreasonable expectations of a stringecalpyactance
critique and offers more promise of ensuring good action because it is within vienpur
of virtue ethics to offer a moral development schema, whereas codified actlancgii
fits within the scope of the theory less comfortaBlyif we adopt these methods and
guidance constraints, it seems plausible to an implementation method in addition to,
rather than as a replacement for, Hursthouse’s guidance schema. Not onlysiokisrthi
more likely adequate guidance as a comprehensive ethical theory, it baehwé

allow for a pluralism of features of an ethical theory, the implementationsmeszed

93 What accessibility amounts to, however, is an interesting question in terms of
evaluation. In part, the problem is that deliberation, discernment, and pracsaiirg
more broadly are primarily internal activities. In this sense, it is unaleat a theory or
even method can do to be more accessible. In a sense, it requires a least common
denominator approach. If the aim is to guide ordinary agents, it seems too stongent
require extensive exposure to moral theory or literacy at all, or evenrdétineabout
applied ethics policies. In the case of virtue ethics, the main aim is to have agents
deliberate well about what is good to do, given the circumstances, but with an dya to w
is good to do overall. This does not seem to require that agents have read Aristotle’s
work or the work of his contemporary predecessors.

Although this may seem mundane and fails to constrain the particular type of
method required (as we might think it is a reason for codification), it has naad-trivi
implications for developing a guidance method for a theory. Although this cannot
guarantee a method that could serve as a systematic way to attain virtes, fetundi
social psychology concerning the nature and types of character, relations betwvalen s
circumstances, actions, and character [what Mill referred to as “etfipleggerimental
philosophical queries about moral deliberation and judgments people tend to make, given
situations framed in a particular manner, e.g..
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only be compatible with the whole and adequate itself for the purposes it is aimed to
serve.
Conclusion:

Although three common approaches to practical guidance from neo-Aristotelian
virtue ethics develop guidance schemata, each fall short of the standaichpract
guidance objection that claims a theory should effect action and guide the oedjeaty
Of the three main proposals, Rosalind Hursthouse proposes the most promising schema
in On Virtue Ethicsproviding agents with a virtue-based action guidance principle as
well as v-rules that circumscribe action further by prescribingasqoibing actions as
respectively virtuous or vicious. Yet, without a way to demonstrate to agents thegpurpos
of following these v-rules, acting from them not only in accordance with them, legen t
schema leaves a gap between the specific prescriptions and proscriptions amg ordina
agents.

Because theoretical accounts need an intermediary between theory amasvirt
activity if they are to be implemented, a comprehensive ethical theory wegdwvide a
supplement to the guidance schema that supplies an implementation method for
inculcating these precepts in ways that allow agents to make them their atinouti,
even an extensive guidance schema like the one Hursthouse proposes lacks a method for
interpreting the significance of features of a situation with respect txitiiegical
claims of the theory. In addition to this basic expectation for method, the assus gt

the practical guidance critique that at least implicitly expect tharytte be applicable to
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a wide range of agents suggests an additional corollary that the method$aoicgure
widely accessible.

In the next chapter, | argue that we should explore practices, sociallydjtuat
complex activities engaged by virtuous practitioners, as plausible impleroemteethod
for virtue ethics. | argue that because practices demonstrate to indvidwamundane
activities an ordinary agent engages realize values the community sheyesniich and
develop the deliberative skills that practical wisdom requires. Further, ryoarenl
practices accessible to a wide range of agents, empirical evidencstfrdies of
expertise and expert performance suggest that their structure makes tbheme exgent
amenable to empirical assessment using tools of social demographysgcrallogy,
cognitive psychology, and other empirical means of evaluation relevant forieahand

experimental philosophy.
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Chapter 3
Practice-Based Guidance

If we seek to provide ordinary agents with practical guidance, we need a means of
implementing the ethical theories we endorse. However, this is an elypauadienging
task for virtue ethics because of its resistance to codified action guidaltbeugh we
can outline practical precepts and even an action guidance principle for virtige ethi
without a means for ordinary agents to implement this guidance, the accout fiadstt
a reasonable expectation of the sort of guidance an ethical theory should provide.

| argue that practices offer a promising means of implementing the axenogy
practical precepts of virtue ethics. As introduced and defined in the contemporary
context by Alasdair Macintyre, practices, socially-structured, comgadavities, situated
within a society that values virtue, implement virtuous activity for agentsbadge the
gap between the non-virtuous and the virtuous. Practices provide both an account of how
the right-making account of action and practical precepts lead to virtuousyaeindt
offer a method for implementing them. Practices make salient the valuesivitg a
realizes and the point of the activity in ways that even extensive action guidance
schemata focused on theoretical claims do not. In this way, they help agkrgs rea
virtuous activity and comport with the values of the community.

Studies of expertise and expert performance suggest that the discernment and
deliberative skill required for virtuous activity parallels the sort of adxliexperts
develop, and that the two may be developed in much the same way through practices and

domains, respectively. Because practices connect an agent’'sextiittin the practice
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with the purposes for which they are engaged, they offer novice agents a means of
understanding how these activities lead to and express virtue and provide a method for
implementing neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics. Further, practices seruppbesnent

guidance schemata aimed developed for meeting the practical guidaactsoadpy

making it possible for novices to develop the rudiments of practical wisdom and virtue.
Maclintyre’s Practice View

In hisAfter Virtue,Alasdair Macintyre sketches one of the few, and perhaps the
most fully-articulated, contemporary accounts of ethics involving practiéesctices, on
Macintyre’s account, ground a tripartite ethical structure, and are tomoléis the
context of one’s life narrative. On this account, practices are constrairiee grious
historical traditions that underwrite the various social roles that an indivdeualops a
personal narrative to integrate. Although they require normative groundimguiel drat
the practices Maclntyre delineates on his account can be used as a guidaondetima¢
satisfies moderate practical guidance expectations. Furthercpsaptovide the sort of
structured context through which agents can develop the deliberative expertise
characteristic of practical wisdom.

Macintyre’s practice view derives from a concern about the pervasiveiness
emotivist ethical views in today’s society. Based on an historical argudetnling the
combination of fragmented and decontextualized understanding of ancient accounts of
ethics, Macintyre argues that our endorsement of these views leaves usdetuate
grounds for deciding a good way to live our lives due to a faulty reliance on modern

moral notions. By way of remedy, Maclntyre envisions a return to a virtue-ariente
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account based on the assumption that we are situated within a social context that

influences our understanding and use of normative terms, with the implication that
contemporary liberal societies require radical change to support the soréstides and
communities that could foster virtues in this way.

This account Maclintyre proposes is rooted in practices, activities that gain
significance in one’s life in the process of developing a narrative unityghrahich one
integrates the various particularities of one’s life. Macintyre defnasctice as,

[A]ny coherent and complex form of socially established cooperative

human activity through which goods internal to that form of activity are

realized in the course of trying to achieve those standards of excellence

which are appropriate to, and partially definitive of, that form of activity,

with the result that human powers to achieve excellence, and human

conceptions of the ends and goods involved, are systematically exténded.

On his account, practices are important because virtues are expressed mgst vividl
though not solely, through practices and are necessary to achieving the goods unique to
any specific practice, the goods internal to that practice.

On Maclintyre’s view, practices serve as the foundation on which to reconstruct a
lost ethical approach, and as a place in which the expression of virtue is salient and

within which one can realize its benefitsit is within practices that the virtues find their

% Maclntyre, Alasdair C. 1984fter Virtue: A Study in Moral Theargnd ed. Notre
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press. P. 187.
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“point and function.®® Practices serve as the medium through which one embodies
excellence and experiences goods internal to that particular form ofyacfiviractice
is thus a technical outline of the sorts of activity through which virtues arereaabty
expressed and which, in turn, rely on virtue for the achievement of internal goods.
According to Maclintyre, practices, characterized as specifioalyanactivities
aimed at successful performance in a way that enables the advancemenbrons$hef f
the activity, and facilitates human abilities to understand the nature of thigyantivays
that offer benefits to humans. The view is aimed particularly at humans, ydentif
features commonly attributed to them; their social nature, the capacitynignex
activities and understanding of abstract principles such as those that graarahtbg
enable them to rule out inconsistencies. Although Macintyre does not detail the level of
complexity required for something to be considered a practice, he claims that, for
example, practices can be distinguished from technical skills. So, whileeatate is a
practice, bricklaying is not. Likewise with farming and turnip-planteiggss and tic-tac-

toe?’

% MaclIntyre points out that the virtues are not expressed and incorporated only here, but
also in the processes of developing a narrative unity and contextualizing ome’s vie
within a tradition.

% Ibid, p. 201.
9 bid, p. 197. Although he does not detail the main feature(s) that distinguish between
practices and finite skills, it seems that the aim of each distinguishesPinactices have

dynamic and evolving aims, while finite skills have a fixed aim such that tiveyact
admits only of iterations, not evolution.
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Extrapolating from Macintyre’s account, practices, in part, seem to be cothprise
of an integrated series of skills, which engage social conventions, roles, and rules
Conventions, e.g., function as sorts of socially agreed-upon rules of thumb (either more
formal, like driving on the right side of the road, or less formal, like etiquats)r
designed to serve as an efficient solution to a coordination problem of sortfe sort.
Further, practices likely include roles for practitioners to assume, skeé lystitution
within which the activities of the practice are realized organize thategiwithin the
practice. Although practices often employ several conventions as weleasthese are
distinct from what one might categorize as a practice proper, they help stractur
organize the activity within the practice, and are neither necessarilyaioed within,

nor completely definitive of practic€sInstead, internal goods that engagement with the

% My view connects to Lewis’ in the sense that conventions are meant to solve
coordination problems, however, | think my view is both broader and narrower. It is
broader in the sense that it does not constrain the coordination sphere to social
circumstances, but can solve problems on an individual level as well (e.g. turn off the
stove after cooking to avoid burning yourself—a hermit might set up and adhere to
conventions). It is narrower in the sense that it is not completely arbitnarg;can be
ways that function better or worse, but all of which could be considered a convention.
Lewis, David K. 1969Convention: A Philosophical Studgambridge: Harvard
University Press.

90n this account, practices are also distinguished from the more colloquial sense of
‘practice’, which tends to mean something roughly like *habit’. On my view, a peasti
a much more consciously engaged, reflective, and complex endeavor. A habit, in
contrast, is more like an engrained way of thinking, perceiving, or behaving, orte whic
often leads to identifiable patterns of behavior and action. They become a sort of
automatic response, triggered in a particular sort of situation, one that masyloe ea
difficult to override. Although habits are often produced as a result of engaging a
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activity of the practice produces, further distinguishes practices frdmitad skills that
aim toward a fixed goal.

According to Maclintyre, the goals of practices change as people ahgage
they develop and are furthered as people innovate the techniques that allow émdsew
to aim at. This process, he argues, requires virtue to sustain this dynamic nation of
end, which is constituted in part by its means. Standards play a dual role with r@espect
activity, one that parallels a feature of Aristotelian ethics in that tHeagian of an
action is in part an explanation of why one should engage in it (or not, as the case may
be)!% By aiming to realize these standards, practices engage the virtues an@ produc
what Macintyre calls “internal goods.”

For Maclintyre, internal goods are goods whose ends are in some way inseparable
from the means to achieving them, the activity of the pratifc&his notion of good
contrasts with the idea of external goods, which are goods that one can attain ina numbe
of ways, the sorts of goods which are typically counted in zero-sum temtexrnall
goods, however, are particular excellences or products realized only througtimhe ac
of a particular practice, goods that cannot be gained without engaging in thg attivit

the practice itself. In addition, the realization of internal goods benefihthre e

practice, they are not sufficient in themselves to constitute a practicemiQimebe able
to construe conventions as a form of practice, but it seems that they do not require the
purposiveness, complexity, and historical grounding that practices do.

199 Maclntyre, Alasdair, C. 1984fter Virtue: A Study in Moral Theargnd ed. Notre
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press. P. 197.

101 |pid, P. 184.
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community, furthers the practice, and extends the tradition. In contrasetoadoods,
the realization of internal goods does not detract from another’s experience of the
activity, but instead enhances it in important ways.

Because of its connection with internal goods as well as its other roles thighi
normative schema Macintyre proposes, on his view, practices can exist ardpciety
that values virtue in some way. A society that didn’t value virtues of some sattrazuul
sustain practices, as such, even if it had institutions that supported teskitisal
“mobilized for a unified purpose® In part, this distinction relies on the fact that a
technical skill has a fixed end, whereas the aims of the disciplines involved icgsact
are continually evolving, better approximating excellence in the activitythé\practice
advances, as the skills are mastered and subsequently extended by practh®eads
of the practice are furthered. On Maclintyre’s account, virtues are arainpegrequisite
for a practice, enabling it to prevent the corruption of the aims.

Although inAfter VirtueMaclintyre does not detail the role virtue plays in
realizing internal goods, he describes virtues within the context of a prasti¢just
those qualities which tend to lead to the achievement of a certain class of gmods |i

internal goods]*** Even though we cannot live without some measure of external

192 bid, p. 192-3.
193 |bid, p. 198. Later, he argues that virtues also sustain quests and traditions., Further
the notion of virtue he holds is a fairly classical Aristotelian notion of virtuedrsénse

that it assumes a cross-situational expression (p. 205), and requires thatoivee'pra

them irrespective of whether in any particular set of contingent circucestainey will
produce those [external] goods or not” (198).
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goods, Maclintyre argues that sometimes the virtues and the achievenmeertnafl i

goods can be an obstacle to acquiring some sorts or amounts of external goods. Further,
because the goods internal to practices rely on virtue to produce the unique benefits
internal to and expressed within a practice, internal goods cannot be achieved without a
social context which embodies the virtd&s.

A final necessary feature and primary form of social support for practiegbe
institutions that a society maintains and which house practices. Institatfensot only
material support for practices, but are required as an intermediary behgegaiues of
society and practices. In his discussion of the relation between institutionsaatices:,
Macintyre emphasizes the role institutions play in providing the matetiisgstor the
activity of practices to occur. Further, institutions provide the social steufciu
practices and material continuity. Although the acquisitive aims ofutietis can be at
odds with the achievement of internal goods within the practices they support; they

provide material goods and structural support that practices réuire.

104 1bid, P. 193.

195 One distinction between something that can be considered a practice arelskifinit

is that a practice admits of expertise and innovation in a way a skill or particula
technique does not. A technique or finite skill can be mastered and applied in various
circumstances, but the skill alone does not admit of innovation, only multiplication.
Although a variety of skills might be employed to complete a task, the aahatgkill

itself does not change and grow with time. Once a skill is mastered,heaplied and
applied in combination with various skills in novel ways, but it cannot be improved upon
in the sense that it can be redefined, and yet still be considered the same, coritihuous s
Practices admit of expertise and innovation in a sense similar to MacIntyieas is,

they are a sort of discipline, and have a broader set of evolving aims thae akilhit

itself.
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Advantages of Practice-Based Guidance

Practices serve a plausible implementation method for virtue ethics, ingiwmo m
ways. One is by offering a structure through which agents can gain direct acti
guidance. Practitioners within the institutions that house practices cartsguide
novice agents much the way ideal agency models might suggest, but within the context of
a practice serve as a more accessible, yet likely non-expert sogueardfce and advice
to agents. A second means by which practices guide is much less direct, bugsfess
means by which they can develop the sorts of deliberative skills that aaetelniatic of
practical wisdom. Although not an immediately accessible means of good gyidanc
eventually enables agents to solve practical problems well on their own.

The promise of practice-based guidance derives from its ability to seave as
implementation method, offering even novice agents a method through which to correctly
implement the precepts and principles of virtue ettfitdnstead of offering theory-
focused guidance that challenges the contextualist constraints of virtug pthtices
provide a structure integrating skills, conventions, aims and activities that can buil
deliberative proficiency with respect to the aims and standards specifibd pyactice
over a broad range of situations. Yet, practices can also meet moderatelpractica
guidance expectations, offering agents guidance that is action-orientexodring

ordinary agents means of developing more refined deliberative abilities.

198 practices can plausibly also serve as an implementation method foridltiliia

Kantian Ethics as well, but | leave the work of developing practice-based fthic
different accounts to others. My aim here is to develop the case for practices

conjunction with the commitments of virtue ethics.
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The central challenge the practical guidance critique poses for vinige et that
it expects ethical theory to offer action guidance to agents, including ordiyemss’
The action guidance practical precepts like “Act as the virtuous would,” and aalvice t
emulate or idealize the activities of more virtuous agents appesns, facie
psychologically plausible, the substantive guidance these precepts provide pubye ne
vacuous for ordinary agents or agents deliberating in novel circumstances.eByactic
however, can accommodate not only expert agents well-versed in the varietysofow
act within the circumstances in order to meet the aim, but novice agents whosfitsb ne
learn the rudiments of the discipline before managing in complex or ambiguous
circumstances.

With respect to a virtue view, even with the more specific guidance sjpelaifie
V-Rules such as “act justly”, or, “be honest”, any guidance an agent istgagagn from
rules of this form depend on her understanding of the thick terms of the rules, like, justic
compassion, etc, and what they require, or deriving action guidance from character
qualities'®® The virtue view requires extensive understanding of thick concepts,

connections between character-level qualities and act-level quadiaésg to

197 By ‘ordinary agents’ here | mean agents who neither have specializeédgriain
ethics, in the contemporary context, philosophers or theologians, nor would count as
members of the elite group Aristotle took to be his audience. Instead, | arsteddre

at least try to meet the at least tacit expectation of the pradiickinge critique that
ethical theory offer guidance to the ordinary, untutored agent.

198 Although the V-Rules Hursthouse puts forth make strides toward elaborating the sort
of considerations that agents seeking guidance should consider, the view itsglfGseem
be a version of the ideal agency model, as it requires agents seeking gwdafleett

on the virtue qualities as a more ideal agent might.
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discernment and deliberation to apply, leaving it weak with respect to aneatpiri
adequate set of practical guidance expectations. Because practicesestuctivities

with respect to a set of definitive aims, engaging a practice allowssagdearn thick

terms. Further, ordinary agents can gain correction from more-experieacttqrers,

and develop the rudiments of practical wisdom by refining means-ends reasoning in the
service of both ultimate and more proximate aims set by the structure of¢hegora

This sort of structured experiential engagement allows practices to guidgsrthat

avoid the practical guidance difficulties faced by both theory-focused guidaddéeeal
agency models. Further, practices at least appear more amenable icaéagsessment
than other guidance schemata, suggesting an advantage over guidance providesl by code
of theory-focused guidance alone.

Practices, however, can guide novices due, in part, to the roles set up for agents to
assume within the practices and the institutions that house practices. As thg prima
problem with the issues of providing novice or ordinary agents practical guidance
highlights, the novice agent is unlikely to realize the standards of excellence tha
Macintyre characterizes as partially definitive of practices.hiWpractices, roles
corresponding to skill level could define the both complexity of the aims the agent must
meet, as well as the sort of activities the agent should do to meet that ains. wayhi
the structure of a practice as situated within an institution can connect the highly
constrained, but prerequisite aims to the broader aims which the novice is not yet
equipped to meet, making novice activities that do not otherwise obviously aimydirectl

to meet these standards of excellence, intelligible.
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For example, the practice of gift-giving offers ordinary agents insigtaghe
particular features of when, to whom, and what gifts to give others in their congmunit
However, more importantly, the activity demonstrates to individuals the point-of gift
giving, and relevant values that it should, and if done well, realizes. The values
instantiated in good gift-giving, such as reciprocity or proportionalifer @gents within
the practice not only a sense of which values are shared within the communitgpbut al
make manifest what sorts of activities instantiate those values withiorkext of that
community. Further, by instantiating those values, individuals are actingnwall the
right reasons, and the right time. Although these mundane activities, even done within
the context of a practice, may not be sufficient to offer an agent a robusts$aevisat it
means to be a just person, these precursors to justice are building blocks from which
agents can develop an understanding of virtues and offer a distant approximation of the
excellence.

In addition to providing means of implementing the axiological commitments of a
theory, practices suggest a more empirically adequate guidancedcpitraa either
theory-focused guidance or ideal agency guidance alone. Beyond meetingfdlsort
empirical adequacy of possibility, or seeking guidance contingent on a \@&rsggcific
environmental supports, such as empathetic virtuous agents, extensive understanding of
virtue terms in context, practices assume adequate social support fatiorstias well
as virtuous practitioners. Further, proximity and connections between psatite
institutions make practices particularly amenable to empirical ev@uaecause the

structural format of offers ready tools of scientific evaluation. Not onlyslitutions
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highlight a population that can be observed and queried about their activities, but the
methods endorsed and utilized within the practice can be evaluated and compared among
different groups of people engaging the practice, as well as compare diffemnsnbf
practices. Because the practitioners adhere to or at least purportedlyeehdaisns of
the practices, and perhaps also the institution, it picks out populations whose members
seek to achieve the same types of goals.
Practices and Practical Wisdom

In addition to offering a structure within which agents can ascertain guidbace, t
process of engaging and progressing toward the aims of a practice esuhcdite agent
the deliberative skills that practical wisdom requires. In this sectiam, tceargue that
the skills required to proceed toward the standards of excellence of praetjages of
agents deliberative skills that are self-similar to those of the pa#lgtwise. Further, if
these are self-similar abilities, then not only do practices pave facierelevance as an
action guidance method with respect to guiding ordinary agents, and thereby rieeting
standards of the practical guidance critique, but are particularly impastasidveloping
the sorts of action guidance skills specific to virtue ethics. Although thevedya
narrow purviewof paradigm practices lack the breadth of aims that practical wisdom
spans, the sort of deliberative abilities and methods by which they are attagmgekts
practices may be a necessary component, or at least a common component, ofla life we
lived.

Practice-based guidance is a promising alternative to theory-baskedcpiand

ideal agency models because it housed within a well-defined structuraghatts an
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implementation method for a set of aims that an institution grounds and which the
practitioners attempt to realize. Even though typical practices are Viiekdi@and span
a relatively narrow scope, it seems at least possible that a practice coskde
structure activities aimed at realizing more expansive aims like thbe#ide of a sort
of all-encompassing practice, e.g. a practice of living well. Further, incfdaeking
the sort of all-encompassing breadth that fits the sorts of aims ethicaéthpmpound,
practice-based guidance is a promising alternative to theory-basedaguatahideal
agency models because the guidance it offers atdeasd facieappears more
empirically adequate with respect to meeting the standards of exeellean the other
approaches offef’

Yet, with respect to virtue ethics, practices offer an additional benefit. Not only
do they offer an answer to the action guidance question, “What should one do?”, but offer
a structure within which agents can grapple with the deliberative processghies
them to engage both the particular features of the situation and the broader aens of t
practice in choosing how to act. Because practices require agents to choose among
various action options in order to meet some sort of concrete goal grounded within the
broader aims of the practice, the sorts of skills agents develop as they amfjage a
progress through a practice share the features of the sort of deliberatitieasks

definitive of practical wisdom. This not only respects the role of practisalom in

199 The characterization of practical wisdom articulated here is derived friztote’s
discussion of practical wisdom from EN, Book VI.
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virtue ethics, but also offers a possible means by which the deliberative skill
characteristic of practical wisdom might be trained.

Practical wisdom, a type of excellence in choice, requires agents to understand the
relationships between the particular and universal to realize good action. Altheugh t
particulars and aims that must be accounted for are wide-ranging and numerous, by
experience, agents come to understand the relations among them to consistently choose
well. Unlike the theoretical knowledge of abstract concepts that definati@mehat can
be easily grasped, practical reasoning requires not only understandingeha ge
relations, but also recognizing how they can be brought about both in general and in the
individual case.

Thus, the sort of action guidance virtue ethics seeks to produce in agents is not
only of the immediate and concrete sort that the practical guidance critakes its
focus. Instead, action guidance for agents derives also from long-deveayzauties
for living well, developed through extensive experience with the particularsartirtips
extensive experience is required because there are many ways to go Becagse a
skilled practical reasoner recognizes more quickly and accurately whiatujzag and
universals are the relevant ones in the situation, he or she can direct the agent to fi
more effective ways to deliberate about action. Practices appeaaraafacieplausible
way to train these deliberative capacities.

Standards of excellence definitive of the practice are not obviously met by the
activities of beginners, but by those who have much experience within theqardatic

addition, many practices proceed by engaging with and learning from mibed ski
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practitioners. The mentor need not be an expert within the practice, but only have more
extensive experience and a more refined understanding of the aims of theeaetndt
the relevant features and considerations relating to choice in action. &®esa&\the
mentors within a practice have developed enough of the relevant habits and skills to
navigate among the particulars to meet the sorts of aims the less-slaltéitigrer holds
in that role. As the practitioner proceeds through the practice, the habits andrsiblis
the agent to realize more distant aims. In this way, practices offeictustr within
which the novice can train to align the particulars with the universals via @gidreand
realized in action by offering more-skilled practitioners who can correegésts in
their mistakes, and highlight particular techniques and strategies thath&eigent.

One benefit of practices is that they make intelligible various acsivitielved
in training agents in the prerequisite techniques, strategies—the basiaparisvhich
expertise in the practice is built. By organizing the various activities thaequired to
realize these standards of excellence, but which are far-removed fromttoe sor
activities that are indicative of excellence, even if these are indispenmsabtquisites.
Thus, even if practices do not offer this sort of deliberative ability to agentedmately
upon entering into a discipline as a practitioner, practices offer methods bytatiain
agents with the skills necessary to realize these aims and the natureioégpiacuch
that they offer direct and tailored guidance and correction to agents so theanthearn
to valuate the particulars and orient their actions to the aims, in successvely m
challenging and complex combinations of situation and aim, but beginning with highly

constrained, more simple problems about which to deliberate.
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A sort of deliberative excellence, wherein the practitioner is able not onlgegb m
the standards of excellence of the discipline, but can see in the limits futeteodsdor
innovation, seems plausibly the result of extensive engagement in a practice. One who
has developed this is described in much the way the practically wise are, buowath m
narrowly situated and better-defined aims, who can readily negotiate tioellpestand
aims to realize the excellent activities. Yet, even at the level of mattte experts
within a practice often challenge and redefine the aims in the way Macdnpyaetices
suggest with their dynamic notion of an end. Although narrow domains relative to the
aim of living well toward which practical wisdom, the sorts of deliberativiésski
developed in practices share the qualities with practical wisdom, even if orha muc
smaller scale, and suggest that practices develop self-similaieabiitagents, and might
thus be an important part of a life well lived, even if engaging practices is fiotesuf
for living well.

Further, virtue ethics acknowledges the roles time, experience, and e#grin pl
agents developing practical wisddffi. Distinct from the way we learn theoretical
wisdom, practical wisdom requires extensive experience and training, snggast
advantage to adopting the practice-based view of guidance over a view tisaisfoc

primarily on adherence to a narrow code of action guidance rules. Although a theory-

119 This is an interesting point to note with respect to the expectation that a tlagrory tr
the ordinary. If one thinks that Aristotle’s view is flawed because it istdot¢doward an
elite audience, it is interesting to note on a practices view becoming virtuongpetee
elite, is not without effort. Although a high standard of living and being brought up well
may be required, attaining virtue also requires extensive concentraigd eff
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focused approach might be plausible for guiding an agent who is experienced in
discerning the relevant particulars and their connections to the ends, ittie okk to
the ordinary agents the practical guidance critique is concerned with guidadic&s
seem to offer a means by which agents can bring the particulars into converghtion w
the aims and learn the relations among them, thickening concepts by finding their
instances in situations and understanding the relations between the various,fdeture
situations, the actions, and how they affect one’s choice in action.
Expertise as Non-Moral Analogue

In addition to theoretical considerations relating to the potential benefits of
practices as a means of guidance, studies of relative expertise providd grdpaacal
support for practices as a means of action guidance that might satisfy not only
expectations of a moderate practical guidance critique, but comports with the
development of typically virtue ethical excellence in choice, practicaloms | aim to
delineate some of the structural parallels between expert perforauach peactical
wisdom, arguing that these structural parallels suggest possible develalppaealiels
as well. Further, the means by which expertise is developed in the narrowet contex
parallels practices in a way that suggests indirect empirical suppgraftices as a
means of action guidance, and the sort of deliberative skill that characteazesabr
wisdom.

Studies of expertise and how it is developed provide stronger evidence that
practices could be empirically adequate. Descriptions of the deliberasiegu

expressed by the practically wise, as integrated and refined undergtahbow the
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universals bears on the particulars of the situation, bear a striking reseentadhe
mastery of deliberative skills definitive of expertise as a source dfedlative mastery in
various non-moral domains. Parallels between the sorts of mastery requiggddibent
deliberative activity and expert performance suggest not only a surfanetasee of
the ways of discerning and deliberating between the two, but also extensiveytes a
shared means of acquisition. Descriptions of both expertise and practical wisdom, and
empirical data regarding the means by which expertise is developed, sumgést)al
role for the guidance methods characteristic of practices.

Expertise is a critical feature of an empirically adequate virtueathccount,
because it highlights the extent to which training is required as well amttsedf
natural talent and the narrowness of reasoning skill. As evidenced in the expertis
literature, expertise is developed by taking a basic set of learned blatlideairning to
apply them in combination based on exposure to a vast array of situations, working to
solve challenging, but attainable, problems, and by engaging in a concenti@teid ef

develop frameworks that make sense of the situatidn§he situational exposure allows

11 The deliberate practice feature that gives rise to expert perfoerhasdeen studied
extensively by Ericsson. Ericsson, K. A. 2006. “The Influence of Experience and
Deliberate Practice on the Development of Superior Expert Performanddeé In
Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert PerformasdtelRobert R. Hoffman.

New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 683-703, Ericsson, K.A. TB86.
Road to Excellence: The Acquisition of Expert Performance in the Arts and Sciences,
Sports, and Game#ahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.; Ericsson, K. A., Ralf
T. Krampe, and Clemens Tesch-Romer. 1993. “The Role of Deliberate Prackiee in t
Acquisition of Expert PerformanceP'sychological Revied00 (3) (07): 363-406.;
Ericsson, K. A., and A. C. Lehmann. 1996. “Expert and Exceptional Performance:
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one to set up frames to categorize information in long-term memory to make sense of
scenarios as they see them. For example a novice, one who has the basic skills, but has
not yet applied them either in many iterations or in many different situatansoften

reason through the scenario, but makes more mistakes in judgment and takes longer to
make the decisions than those with expertise and more experience applyingoire vari
skills.

In the next two sections, | aim to argue that significant parallels betiveen t
structure of relative expertise and the means by which it develops corrobordanthe
Aristotelian virtue ethics account of decision-making as relatingactipal wisdom.

Further, the data lend support to the notion that expertise is developed within a context
much like practices. If these parallels do indicate a working analogywihemght be
able to use the findings of the expertise literature to develop better, moig tddeeed

action guidance available to agents, by working within a training struttatrest

Evidence of Maximal Adaptation to Task Constrainfsnhual Review of Psychology':
273-305.

Further, although it is unclear that the various posited frameworks are dolepati
a common explanation for expert performance, shared across several domains, is that
within the domain the person developing the abilities required for expert performance
develop frameworks of some sort of represent domain-specific informatiotsand i
relations. Studies indicate that these representations are stored in fongeterory, yet
allows rapid storage and retrieval from these structures. Furtheryanttwinter new
experiences and challenges, they alter these frameworks to more dgcapntsent the
information. E.g. Gobet, Fernand, and Herbert A. Simon. 1996. “Templates in Chess
Memory: A Mechanism for Recalling Several Boardsdgnitive Psycholog$1 (1) (08):
1-40.; Ericsson, K. A., Ralf T. Krampe, and Clemens Tesch-Romer. 1993. “The Role of
Deliberate Practice in the Acquisition of Expert Performan@sychological Revied00
(3) (07): 363-406.; and Chi, Michelene T. H., Feltovich, Paul, and Robert Glazer. 1981.
“Categorization and Representation of Physics Problems by Experts anéoanic
Cognitive Sciengeb: 121-152.
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isomorphic to that which trains expertise, deliberate practice within a domaihe To t
extent that these parallels indicate both an analogue between the phenomena and wha
seem to be isomorphic training regimens, the empirical data regardingjsxpeay help
inform our understandings of practices and whether we should further explore practice-
based guidance as a means by which agents can fulfill the expectations attivalpr
guidance critique.

Structure of Expertise

Descriptions of practical wisdom and characterizations of the structusibve
expertise share striking parallels. In this section | aim to dédirsseme of these
structural parallels between relative expertise and practical wis&gecifically,
commonalities between practical wisdom and expertise studied as a bdheaitptae
problem-solving abilities of experts demonstrate, disparities in situab@r@akeness
abilities of experts and novices, and experts as having cultivated their spéitiata
rather than inheriting them, suggest an analogue between the phenomena.

Early studies of expertise were based on a common assumption about stand-out
performers, that expertise derives almost directly from natural taledthose stand-out
performers are merely expressing a trait or gift with which theg Wwern. However,
more recent studies have tended to converge on the notion that expertise is nelative i
important ways. Instead of studying the biography of talented individuasyeel
expertise compares experts to novices, and assumes that expertise is alsidst of
conferred largely in the same ways, primarily through acquisition and organinét

knowledge, reasoning, and ways of representing experience available to angalefra
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individuals'*? Because excellent performance is not always closely correlated wit
factors like being recognized by peers or within a profession as an expgitj\e
psychologists aiming to isolate and evaluate expertise focus on actualteransis

superior performance in competition or representative domain-specific-task

112 Further, relative expertise is not only based on social or professional i@putat
amount of education, or by meeting the ten-year rule of extended experience within a
domain (see Chi, Michelene T. H., Robert Glaser, and Marshall J. Farr.TI#8Rature

of ExpertiseHillsdale, N.J.: L. Erlbaum Associates.). Although relative expertise is
quite variable with respect to the level of skill it involves (i.e. anyone who is not @enovi
at a particular skill or set of skills could count as more expert), by ‘experti,iexthe
relative sense here, | mean the term ‘expert’ in the sense of masteeyactivities

within a domain as opposed to someone quite proficient who is in the ‘arrested
development’ stage, whereby many of their skills are automatic, yettthmaticity is

not challenged or reworked, and leads the agent to routine mistakes that thevbgper
has not automatized those skills, is able to correct and improve their abiliteestibgat
high level of proficiency. (See Ericsson, K. A. 2006. “The Influence of Eepee and
Deliberate Practice on the Development of Superior Expert Performanddé In
Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert PerformasdelRobert R. Hoffman.

New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 683-703). See also Chi,l&fiehe
T. H. 2006. “Two Approaches to the Study of Experts' CharacteristicHidn

Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performaed¢eRobert R. Hoffman,

New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 21-30. p. 23.

However, it is worth noting that there are things to learn from the absolute
approach, the sort of longevity studies that characterize the lives of exjggrisoint
here is only that the literature that is most relevant for developing thé paitellels is
that housed/most accessible in the relative expertise literature.

In addition, although | aim to constrain the parallels primarily to practical
wisdom, it seems likely that practical wisdom and virtue might be analogespeittise
and expert performance, where expertise is that ability that is sséreind expert
performance is the measurable expression of it.

13Chi claims that, "the goal of studying relative expertise is not mevelgscribe and
identify the ways in which experts excel. Rather the goal is to understand havg expe
became that way so that others can learn to become more skilled and knowletigeable.
(Chi, Michelene T. H. 2006. “Two Approaches to the Study of Experts' Charadctetist

82



Among the striking parallels descriptions of expertise and descriptions titptac
wisdom are that individuals possessing the sort of integrated understanding arekdrgani
knowledge of expertise are selected for study based on their expressed belaitgoral t
A behavioral trait, described by John Horn and Hiromi Masunaga as, “a chatacteri
that persistently distinguishes one individual from another despite variatioa in t
circumstances in which individuals are fourtt’parallels the unit of evaluation by
which virtue ethics identifies and assesses good individuals, the charattdrikea
character traits, they exhibit both dynamic and stable qualities, and tbeaxhibit the
same broader pattern of expression and serve as a means by which we camstlisting
among various abilities and levels of mastery an individual has attained, even ti®ugh t
individual actions may vary widely among individu&t3.

Experts, as identified by their behavior traits are distinguished from naincks
other non-experts by demonstrating excellent task performance withinicsp@main.

What distinguishes experts from novices in the context of relative expestiseasured

In The Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performaacdrobert R.
Hoffman, New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 21-30. p. 23.) If those
concerned with practical guidance for ethical theory in fact assumi¢ shauld be
accessible to ordinary agents, there seems to be further reason to congider rela
expertise and what it might be able to illuminate about the process of developing
behavioral traits.

¥ Horn, John, and Hiromi Masunaga. 2006. “A Merging Theory of Expertise and
iintelligence.” INnThe Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performasaice.
Robert R. Hoffman. New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 587-611. P.
588.

15 Horn and Masunaga use factor analysis to identify these features anthetaihe

traits they identify are probabilistic patterns of behavior, which allowsdoability in
actual actions performed, yet stability in traits identified. (lbid, p. 588).
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empirically, by consistently solving problems or performing represeatdomain-
specific tasks with greater accuracy and speed than novices, or even higichemrof
subjects presented with the same tasks to perform or problems to solve. Because novice
cannot perform these tasks with the same accuracy and speed, partiatharbgard to
complex problem-solving, or on tasks that require especially quick reflexaresti
situational factors, researchers who study expertise posit that expeltgpdeve
representations to organize information gathered from past scenarios {oasatice
possible future conditions instead of reacting to the situation alone.

This ability to anticipate future states of affairs highlights a funiaeallel
between expertise and practical wisdom--the role situational avearplag/s both in
deliberating well, and as an indicator of expertise. In the expetésatlire, situational
awareness is studied vividly in the context of aircraft piloting and sports, domains i
which success depends heavily on good visual perception. However, the sorts of skills
that characterize situational awareness in these visually-oriented dossnate with

the indicators of expertise in other contexts as well, such as expert deciiomgh®

1% 0n page 649, Endsley makes a similar point, explaining the resonance by noting that,
“SA [situational awareness] has been part of integral to many of the domaingin whi
expertise has been historically studied, even if it has not been specifieatified as

such.” She finds it to be particularly important to better understanding expert
performance as, “a focal point around which experts integrate the inforntagipgdther

in order to perform their tasks.” (quotations both from, Endsley, Mica R. 2006.

“Expertise and Situation Awareness."The Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and

Expert Performanceed. Robert R. Hoffman. New York, NY US: Cambridge University
Press. Pp. 633-651. P. 649). See also Chi, Michelene T. H. 2006. “Two Approaches to
the Study of Experts' Characteristics.”The Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and
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Situational awareness, although not paradigmatically associated withigxper
generally, is a skill critical for both effective decision-making andatiffe
performancé’’ Three types of ability characterize situational awareness: pergept
comprehension, and projection. Each of these is required for the next; perception is
required for comprehension, and comprehension for projection. Experts exhibit high-
levels of each of these, but rely most heavily on projection, anticipating the future
conditions. Novices, on the other hand, tend to find a challenge with basic perception
itself, and become, “considerably overloaded in seeking to gather information,
understand what it means, and formulate correct responses,” and as a resultioailss
cues required to accurately anticipate likely future states of affdirshwaffects the
quality and speed of decisions the novice makes in the sitdation.

The common explanation among expertise researchers attributes the expert’s
ability to pick out salient features of the situation, understand their significamde

project likely future scenarios to mental models that organize schemaigethte

Expert Performancesd. Robert R. Hoffman, New York, NY US: Cambridge University
Press. Pp. 21-30; and Chi, Michelene T. H., Feltovich, Paul, and Robert Glazer. 1981.
“Categorization and Representation of Physics Problems by Experts anéoanic
Cognitive Sciengeb: 121-152; for general use of perceptual language to characterize the
differences between abilities demonstrated by experts.

117 Endsley, Mica R. 2006. “Expertise and Situation AwarenessThénCambridge
Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performareck.Robert R. Hoffman. New York, NY
US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 633-651. P. 634.

118 |pid, P. 637.
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develops with experiencé? The features of situational awareness are crucial to expert-
level performance, as selecting or developing a good strategy for solproglam
require accurate perception, comprehension and projection about futuré®tates.
only do experts develop useful representations, or schemata, to organize the information
they gain through experience, these schemata are nuanced and highly refinggithratva
suggest their superior performance relies heavily on them.

Not only do experts deliberate and choose well, much as the practically wise do,
but the evidence indicates that there are not young experts in any domains, and that in
some domains mastery of skills requires decades of intensive study to &thieve.

Expertise, like practical wisdom, is not an innate quality, or an easilgegiakeoretical

119 For example, studies of expertise in the domain of chess seem to lend support to
Endsley’s claim regarding the cross-over between the different sontpeartise with
respect to situational awareness.

120 Although, as Endsley mentions, situational awareness is not often named as a crucial
feature for expertise in other contexts, distinguishing experts from nontekgeaheir
demonstrated abilities to quickly and accurately assess the difficidtpmaiblem, select

more effective strategies to use in problem-solving, or better qualitasessament of a
situation, lend support to this claim (See Chi, Michelene T. H. 2006. “Two Approaches to
the Study of Experts' Characteristics.”The Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and

Expert Performancesd. Robert R. Hoffman, New York, NY US: Cambridge University
Press. Pp. 21-30. P. 23-24).

121 Ericsson, K. A. 2006. “The Influence of Experience and Deliberate Practice on the
Development of Superior Expert Performance.The Cambridge Handbook of
Expertise and Expert Performanag. Robert R. Hoffman. New York, NY US:
Cambridge University Press. Pp. 683-703. P. 689. See also Horn, John, and Hiromi
Masunaga. 2006. “A Merging Theory of Expertise and iIntelligenceThim Cambridge
Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performaresk. Robert R. Hoffman. New York, NY
US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 587-611. P. 602.
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principle, but requires development over time and across experiences. Much like the
rarity of virtue and the right reason of practical wisdom, only very rarely deidugils
meet the threshold of integrated and refined deliberative ability to be c@usidduous
or practically wise. Although domains house many long-standing practitidhengast
majority attain proficiency at the set of skills within the domain, but not thesort
exceptionally refined skill that experts attafh. Further, most individuals who attain an
expert level of performance do not do so until at least 30 years old, suggesting that it
parallels practical wisdom in the sense that extensive study and effequiired to attain
it.123

These parallels between the classical description of practical wisdoom gan
be picked out by consistent good choice in activity and is largely adopted on Neo-
Aristotelian virtue accounts, and characterizations of relative expaittee cognitive
psychology literature, lend support to the notion that the sorts of skills that underpin

expert-level performance are self-similar to practical wisdom aalerce in

122 Eor example, in the ethics case, although the vast majority of agents acieptofi

they know what they should do and want to do what they should, thakratitally or
enkratically,only succeed in part by acting in spite of some motivation to do otherwise.
Virtue and practical wisdom are rare.

123 Horn, John, and Hiromi Masunaga. 2006. “A Merging Theory of Expertise and
Intelligence.” InThe Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performaace.
Robert R. Hoffman. New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 587-611. Pp.
601,2; Ericsson, K.A., 1998he Road to Excellence: The Acquisition of Expert
Performance in the Arts and Sciences, Sports, and Gaviadsvah, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.
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deliberation about action. Further, the means by which expertise as mastéopsieve
exhibits a strong resemblance to Maclintyrean practices. In the next sestiorey

some of the parallels between the development of expertise and the skills developed
within a practice, and argue that development within domains lends support to the claims
that practices may be integral to developing practical wisdom.

Development of Experti&é

Parallels between descriptions of practical wisdom and the structureterela
expertise suggest expertise as a non-moral analogue to practical wisdaogllenee in
choice. If the parallel indicates more than surface similarity, insfgits empirical
evaluation of methods by which relative expertise develops may be useful in better
understanding how practical wisdom and its rudiments develop. Further, to the extent
these methods of developing expertise parallel practices, these studies thagges
practices may be a promising means of both direct and indirect action guidanctiéor vi
ethics.

In this section | aim to argue that studies of relative expertise supgest t
adequacy of practices as means of developing the deliberative skill requipzddtical
wisdom, but also supports the claim that practices can provide at least sorngalpract
guidance to ordinary agents. Not only does relative expertise share important

characteristics with practical wisdom, but it is developed within domaing; ferfowly

124| thank Captain Burke Edwards, OBE, for discussing the training regimensraftairc
pilots with me, offering me many relevant details of the means by whiats giin
flying expertise and maintain their flying skills throughout the course afltbensure.
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circumscribed areas of study, and share paradigm examples: chessnasids>
Like development of practical wisdom, it takes years of practice involvingeotrated
effort and challenges tailored to individual and the situation to realize. Yet, iroaddit
offering a structure through which agents can develop mastery afteryearsyof study,
practices offer direct guidance to agents of all levels of accomplishmeuagthmentors,
coaches, and more-skilled practitioners.

It is commonly known that it takes about ten years of practice to achieve expert-
level performancé?®® Yet, this standard is considered only a general rule of thumb, a
necessary minimum time commitment to a discipline for achieving expeit-le
peformance. Further, it is not only participation within a domain over an extended period
that leads to expert performance, but ten years of deliberate pracéliler8te practice
involves structured study through which agents are faced with ability-appropriate
incremental challenges which, through meeting these, individuals are afteroarate
and eventually master a new skill that allows them to engage in activitidsettet

approximate the aims of the disciplitfé.

1251t seems that the range of domains studied in the expertise literature, lzayolsper
many of the “informal domains” that are studied under the heading “naturdksigion-
making”, or not the subject of empirical studies of expertise, would be fall under
Macintyre’s definition of practices.

126 One of the earliest explorations of expertise, Bryan and Harter, 1899, demonstrated
this, and it has remains a common rule of thumb in describing the development of
expertise. Although ten years is somewhat vague, the common assumption is that it
represents about 10,000 hours of the relevant sort of engagement within the context of the
domain.
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In addition to an extended and concentrated effort within a discipline, social
support of at least three sort plays an integral role in the development ofssxpéwi
Maclintyre’s practices account suggests, institutional accommodations thattgshppor
domain itself with material structure, equipment, training facilities ayso establish the
social structure of the practices by delineating various roles within tiitios, roles
which indicate the responsibilities and aims of the individuals taking on thatlrole
addition to the material and structural support institutions provide practices and their
practitioners, institutions indicate a broad-based social support that saqeggses in
developing those institutions and not others. In addition, there is an extensive amount of
social support required for an individual to develop expertise, not only does the
individual require excellent trainers, but studies indicate that the amount ofaesour
investment for attaining expert-level performance is so extensive thaarei for more
than one child per family to be privy to the sort of resource investment that degelopi

expertise require¥®

12In addition to the concentrated effort put forth in deliberate practice, studiepest e
performance and deliberate practice have found additional domain-spettémpaf

timing and duration of intense engagement with the discipline (Ericsson, 1993). Although
perhaps some of the elite and professionals who had much experience, but were not
picked out by the psychologists as experts or masters in sense needed (mli¢kd st

get a sort of sketch of expertise characteristics, might be sufficagbble and

practiced to be considered very good (and probably indistinguishable from dogptrés
ordinary person). It might seem excessive to cordon off the elite of the elitagbut
parallels with practical wisdom and expertise suggest a similar ranking atttics

context.

128 See Ericsson, K.A. 1996he Road to Excellence: The Acquisition of Expert

Performance in the Arts and Sciences, Sports, and Gaviadsvah, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, PP. 18-20.
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Further, evolving standards of excellence are not only characteristiaabicps,
as Maclintyre defines them, but of expertise development as well. The trajector
development involves four main stages that correspond with the level of engagement of
the individual within the practice. Among the stages observed in the development of
expert performance abilities, is a stage in which, “individuals go beyond the knowledge
of their teachers to make a unique innovative contribution to their dorfaim ook
across the history of many disciplines offers evidence that, becausedsanida
excellence evolve and progress, the innovations are relayed back to other practitioner
such that they are able to attain levels of achievement with less efforhéhpiomeering
performer. Further, these improvements make it possible, over time, for eveyp merel
proficient performers to achieve well beyond the accomplishments of past imgovati

experts in the domaitt®

129 Ericsson, K. A., Ralf T. Krampe, and Clemens Tesch-Rémer. 1993. “The Role of
Deliberate Practice in the Acquisition of Expert Performanesythological Revied00
(3) (07): 363-406. P. 369. See also Ericsson, K.A. 1886.Road to Excellence: The
Acquisition of Expert Performance in the Arts and Sciences, Sports, and.Games
Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. pp. 19-20.

130 See Ericsson, K. A. 2006. “The Influence of Experience and Deliberate Practibe
Development of Superior Expert Performance.The Cambridge Handbook of

Expertise and Expert Performanas. Robert R. Hoffman. New York, NY US:

Cambridge University Press. Pp. 683-703. P. 690. This is notably evident in music and
sports.
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Conclusion:

Practices show promise as a means of implementing the sort of guidanmoa sche
Hursthouse proposes, by offering them an opportunity to see the point and value of the
activity they do within the context of a practice and how it relates to virtuehdfuthis
account gainprima facieempirical support also from studies of expertise and expert
performance. Striking parallels between expertise and practical wisshahthe
isomorphism between domains in which expertise is honed and practices suggest that
findings in expertise studies may have bearing on the means by which agelup deve
practical wisdom, or at least the prerequisites of practical wisdom. Althoughntias
not be a single practice through which an agent can become an expert at lijitg wel
seems at leagtrima facieplausible that the sort of deliberative skills developed in the
course of engaging a practice along the developmental path to expertiseecaayary
for developing practical wisdom.

If practical guidance proposals require supplementation to implement, esactic
offer a promising option because they demonstrate to agents within a phaetitee
activities align with and realize the values endorsed within the community and
incorporated through action. More than offer action guidance principles or glactic
precepts, practices make evident to novices and ordinary agents the point and value of
following these precepts. To do this allows agents to act from right reasoh,igvhic
critical for good activity on a virtue ethics account.

Because of the promise practices as an implementation method that can

supplement virtue ethics guidance schemata, | suggest we further expliregs as a
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promising means of guidance for virtue ethics. Yet, in order to adopt pract@es as
implementation method we must address a variety of challenges to the aaxauant

adequate supplement to plausible virtue ethics guidance schemata. For gitample

striking parallels between the phenomena alone do not indicate common cause or identity
of the phenomena. Further, it is not immediately clear how the ability to ineulcat
excellence in a narrow domain transfers or generalizes to the realiabvirtue. In

addition, various puzzles threaten to confound measurement and the use of empirical
tools to further develop and improve practices. In the next chapter, | articulage@tom

these challenges, and argue that the ability to bridge the gap of giving pointés and

action guidance principles makes them worth exploring as an implementatioodmet

despite of these obstacles.
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Chapter 4
Practices: Questions and Challenges

Although the empirical evidence detailing the structure of expertise does not
speak directly to Macintyre’s account of practices, expertise is honed vinéhaohtext
of a domain, which is at least isomorphic with a subset of the practices Macintyre
proposes. If the skills required for expert performance and practical wiséom ar
sufficiently similar, the empirical evidence regarding the developmentpefrése may
bear on our understanding of how practices function, their precise role ingractic
guidance, and how they relate to practical wisdom. Here, | aim to bring thetgetom
bring the parallels into sharper resolution, then address some questions ardyeball
that a fully-developed practice-based view of guidance and moral developmédt w
have to take into account.

As a means by which to develop virtue in agents and foster activities that reach or
even exceed the standards of excellence of the activity, the practiceslofyvis
account offer potential to serve as an implementation method for virtue ethicgsin wa
that theory-focused guidance and ideal agency models do not. Specifically, by
organizing activities that help agents attain virtue within the context d@binsts, more
skilled practitioners can advise and guide novices or ordinary agents, who cormprise a
least a subset of the group of individuals the practical guidance expectagompaised
to serve. Further, the organized structure of practices and the non-idealizextguida
from more skilled practitioners suggests practices might be a more aitypisidequate

means of action guidance than either theory-focused guidance or ideal ageniksyahode
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action guidance. In addition, the skills and abilities that realizing and advaheing
standards of excellence, seems to require that an individual engage @& poactic
extended amount of time, learn by trial and error, and become practiced not only at the
activities defined and evaluated using the standards of the prectice,also at acting

well by understanding both the aim of the activity and the means by which to aittaeve
aim.

The activity of meeting the standards of excellence that set the aihes of t
practice comports with the general notion of practical wisdom, the right reason and
counterpart of virtue. If practices do develop in practitioners this sort of cetlitee
skill, and excellence in deliberative skill is self-similar to the eroelt in the
deliberation definitive of practical wisdom, then it seems that practiagshave an
important role in developing at least the rudiments of practical wisdom. tfqasbave
this role, it seems that practices may serve not only as an implementattau rios
contemporary virtue ethics, but may also plausibly be a necessary péifeafall lived.

In lieu of empirical studies designed to evaluate the connection betweengwacti
and practical wisdom or practices and virtue, studies of expertise and exfmrhpace
suggest striking parallels between expertise and practical wisdom. Thesgwh
expertise and expert performance not only describe the sorts of excellemces tha

characterize practical wisdom and virtue, excellences in navigatingrtic|aeas in

131 This way of characterizing the aims of a practice are originalhp Macintyre’s
definition of a practice il\fter Virtue Macintyre, Alasdair. 1984fter Virtue: A Study
in Moral Theory 2nd ed. Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press.
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order to realize an aim, and the activity of doing this, respectively, but the devatopme
of expertise parallels the extensive experience and cultivation of habipsabtcal
wisdom and virtue require. Expertise, as exhibited in expert performance, ispalel
over many years’ experience and intensive study within a domain, and thaanalept
abilities of the expert performers to discern and valuate the relevant @agiaot act

well with respect to the aim they hold, resembles the characteristicfeatttributed to
the practically wise and virtuous.

These parallels suggest an analogue not only between expertise and practical
wisdom, but these seem to derive from similar sources, domains and practices,
respectively, suggesting the possibility that these also produce simitaosgoods for
agents. If this analogue highlights relevantly similar featureadf,ehe expertise
literature suggests that, because expertise develops within domains, anusdsimaee
striking parallels with practices (particularly in the narrower, nfionmalized domains
and practices), practices may be important structures within whichgalagtsdom is
honed. Even if they are not the only place within which one might develop practical
wisdom, or expertise, it seems that, like domains, practices may have an important
although indirect action guiding role for contemporary virtue ethics, but vgosiance
issues from deliberative abilities developed by the individual herself withiaciqe.
However, even if practices are worth exploring further as a means of guatahce
possibly as a necessary component of a life well lived, a series of poteoibiginps with

practices need to be addressed.
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| aim to advance the claim that engaging practices is likely a negéssdar
from sufficient part of leading a good life. | argue that although practiceweakly
normative, alone, they are insufficient for living life well, successfafeven for
developing virtue. In fact, the pervasiveness of practices allows that evenities vi
could engage practices, acting within complex, socially supported structueesinv
internal goods could be realized, yet when developed toward the wrong aims, the
innovations within the structure could prove vicious in the activities, habits, and eharact
realized. Further, although some practices lend themselves to emputyatise to their
domain-like structure, several issues related to empirical evaluatiomrenchiding
what can be measured from practices, and the problems of what cannot be measured.
Practices demonstrate a striking parallel to domains in which expertise is
developed and in the previous chapter | have attempted to argue that, because the two
structures and their end-results share extensive parallels, we shouldifwtiséigate
how data evaluating expertise development might better inform us in the woriwigra
practical reasoning skills. Not only do practices account for the trainitigpds and
offer an empirically evaluable, amidima fage empirically adequate means of developing
virtuous qualities and good lives, they are widely accessible even to ordieatg.adhe
benefits practice-based guidance confers relates to the frame oh@edor integrating
the theoretical commitments of the discipline with conventions and other means to
accommodate, organize and correct for e.g., tendencies of humans to biases of

perception, mistakes in reasoning, or combinations thereof.
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With respect to at least more formal and narrow practices, whereirra clea
structure and aims of the practice are delineated, we can at leastuségy population-
level studies, to examine whether and to what extent practices can bedsgdss
respect to their role in leading a good life, and which sorts of practices aessiut at
this. Yet empirical evaluation of practices faces several challehgeneed to be met,
or at least identified, e.g. where methods of empirical evaluation availatale@bscure
important, ethically relevant, distinctions, or cannot effectively acbessart of
information we seek to understand fully the effects of the practice. Althougitpsac
offer a more thorough means of guiding agents, including ordinary agents, their role
within ethical theory needs to be more precisely specified to ensure they atévahiter
alternative to the theory-focused and ideal agency models of practical guidanc
Corruptions and Bad Practices

Practices seem plausible as an effective, or at least potentialtyiwdf and
empirically-responsive means of guidance. However, practices, as ryacanstrained
domains that inculcate domain-specific skills seem too narrow to develop virthe, i
sense of a robust, stable character trait (and the corresponding robust and refined
deliberative abilities of the practically wis&Yithout adequate normative grounding, it
seems that practices are more likely untenable as means by which indicalugain
good guidance or develop the rudiments of practical wisdom or virtue.

Worse, practices, or what appear to be practices, seem to be at the root of many
the most severe human-caused atrocities, so it is important to understand theatvays

practices fail to foster excellence. Because practices are orkjyvmeamative, it seems
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that a view that adopts practice as a central guidance method needs to afterusn of
bad practices and how they can be avoided. In addition, it seems that, in marallel t
expertise and expert performance, even with significant development, one may not
automatically achieve expert-level performance, and may stilidf@bnsistently
reconcile the various particulars with the aims in such a way that they argt@oths
met.

There are at least three main ways that a practice could fail to fosteelibeing
of the individual engaging it. The first way, which | will refer to as a fatsetice, is a
practice that that endorses vicious ends instead of virtuous ones. A second wayge pract
might not help agents realize good ends is by corruptions from within an otherwise good
practice. A third way a practice might not lead to good ends, is by engagihgfa s
practices that are mis-prioritized or a combination of practices that atinely
precludes realizing the broader good aims.

The first way a practice might be considered a bad practice is by beingronly
efficient system of organized technical skills. Without maintainingahts sf standards
of excellence characteristic of MacIntyrean practices, a sys@&noitganizes complex
human activity can run amdR? Although, according to Macintyre’s view and definition
of a ‘practice,’ this set of activities would not count as a practice at akims that from
outward appearances they would be very difficult to tell from the sorts of m=athiat

seem conducive to living well. Yet, as parallel to the Aristotle’s distinctiomdsn

13%bid, esp. 199-201.
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cleverness and wisdom, e.g. these false practices lack an orientatiot tieevgood,

which is what makes engaging practices worthwhile and contributes to a lHevee!
Although they offer the same sorts of immediate and direct guidance to novices that
practices might seek, they lack the sorts of dynamic ends that chamtiterstandards

of excellence and help define practices, yet this might be difficult to disceit one is
immersed in the false practice. Even if they are not considered practpes, hey
appear as if they are practices and thus pose a danger to practices and the hotion tha
practice-based guidance is a good alternative for virtue ethics.

Corruptions, on the other hand, occur within a practice proper, and are what
Maclntyre claim is a way that practices might be B4dCorruptions to a practice occur
by having practitioners within the practice who are not virtuous, but vicious, antkparal
false practices that gain practitioners by mimicking the form of ipes;tyet lack the
excellent aim. Corruptions within practices that occur due to vicious practgtiome
engage in a practice, but do not share the ends of the virtuous who maintain the integrity
of the practice, gain benefits from the practices only by the paras#tioreihip to the
virtuous within the practice.

Corruptions of this sort within a practice, like the technical skdissgood aims
version of a bad practice, are problematic in part because they may betdficul
distinguish from virtuous practitioners. Further, problematic changes in thiéiexof

the practice that these practitioners may make, that is changes that are toothieue

133pid, 199-201.
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defining standards of excellence within a practice, might be difficult ectleThese
sorts of changes would be difficult to distinguish from legitimate disagretnthat go
on among practitioners about how best to meet the aims of the practice, or of the sort of
initial controversy about new methods that often accompany innovative accomplishme
that further the ends of a practice. While some innovations may be obvious in their
nature as furthering the ends of a practice (i.e. the first four-minug, teidjitimate
disagreements about techniques or means by which to meet a challenge shaf Bmit
practice pose may be more subtle and difficult to differentiate from spuricarssme
corruptions introduce. Yet, if the corruptions within a practice are not uprooted, they
may hinder the advancement of the standards of the practice and the ability of the
practitioners to live well by engaging the pracfitk.

The third possibility for a practice that, by engaging it might thwatier than
promote living well, is not necessarily anything about a particular peagtie engages
that is problematic, but the combination of practices one engages that leads drie to fai
live well. As the expertise literature highlights, domains and the goods ¢hatogluced
within them can be quite narrow and the skills developed within them specializedsn way

that they can be difficult to apply across domdiisThus, it seems that to garner the

134 As automaticity and situationist literature has demonstrated time amd digaerning
one’s reasoning from within can be a difficult task prone to inaccuracies dodidis
of various sort.

135E g., Gobet, Fernand, and Herbert A. Simon. 1996. “Templates in Chess Memory: A

Mechanism for Recalling Several Board€dgnitive Psycholog$1 (1) (08): 1-40.,
Ericsson, K. A., and A. C. Lehmann. 1996. “Expert and Exceptional Performance:
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breadth of goods that are required to live a life well, one may need to engage in many
different practices.

Yet, if there are a variety of practices in which to engage, given resource
constraints each lives with, it seems that individuals must prioritize gga@nd manage
their involvement within their bounds. In this way, even if an agent engages in good
practices, how those practices are prioritized with respect to the sshofienents the
agent espouses may affect the trajectory of his or her life signifiagantlays that could
either conduce to or detract from living well. Although the variety of practices ¢ m
engage in leaves the view open to allowing a pluralism of ways an individual nagght li
life well, it also allows that individuals might choose to prioritize their prastin ways
that are ineffective for the purpose of developing the skills needed for livifegveelil.

The variety of ways a practice might become bad or corrupted suggests that
practices need stronger normative grounding than the sort of weak normativity ldeie to t
natural directionality of practices set by the ends and reinforced by tietioss and
virtue of the practitioners. Two sorts of ways that mitigate those conditionsrsich t
practices might reliably contribute to a life well lived involve providing noiveat
grounding both at the individual and the societal levels. One is suggested by Macintyre

to address this issue. | suggest a second, a sort of empirical grounding heithloes

Evidence of Maximal Adaptation to Task Constrainfsihual Review of Psychology':
273-305, and Chi, Michelene T. H. 2006. “Two Approaches to the Study of Experts'
Characteristics.” IThe Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performaakce.
Robert R. Hoffman, New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 21-30.
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not directly ground the practice, it shows promise of facilitating normatoenging
through accurate assessment of practices in relation to the standards.
Normativity and Practices

Although practices require virtue and involve standards of excellence as part of
their structure, it is unclear that these prevent bad action. Although practices, in pa
because of their reliance on institutions, do have a sort of directionality in tleetlsahs
they are structured such that the practitioners aim to realize théeexeahherent in the
activity practices are only weakly normative, and are subject to beingpted or made
bad in a variety of ways. This requires an external normative foundation to iméneta
integrity of the practice and attain its characteristic excellences

Macintyre addresses the general issue of the normative grounding afgs dsti
situating practices within the context of narrative and tradition, with the amakihg
intelligible the diversity of aims one might have as they work within the xbate
various practices. He claims that,

the narrative phenomenon of embedding is crucial: the history of a

practice in our time is generally and characteristically embedded in and

made intelligible in terms of the larger and longer history of the tradition

through which the practice in its present form was conveyed to us; the

history of each of our own lives is generally and characteristically
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embedded in and made intelligible in terms of the larger and longer

histories of a number of tradition¥.

On Maclintyre’s account, activities gain intelligibility within a nainra that connects
them to an historical context. To put an activity in such a context helps explaativterel
to the circumstances that an agent may not choose, but which significantixagties
features of one’s life.

According to Maclntyre, the narrative form reflects the structure ofsdife’and
thus helps us organize and prioritize our practices based on the stories our liveg. embod
However, even with this process, which Macintyre likens to a Medieval questng see
that practices are left with arbitrary grounding, with whichever story baeses to tell.

To ground these narrative unities in a set of norms of some sort, Macintyre embeds the
in cultural-historical traditions, making it possible to evaluate the combination of
activities and aims with respect to an external set of norms.

This sort of bookending approach secures the activities of the practices an
individual engages and their priorities in one’s life, adjudicating among the indigidua
aims and particularities, the society’s values, and offers a way to neefgaground
practices. This approach maintains both the evolutionary nature of the endsioépract
and the diversity of activities that realizing those ends requires. In additiecotaciling

the aims of one’s activities with the encumbrances with which one was born and the

138 Macintyre, Alasdair C. 1984fter Virtue: A Study in Moral Theargnd ed. Notre
Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press. P. 222.

104



expectations of society, the normative foundation of practices might be bolsteaed by
sort of empirical bookending as well.

For example, one benefit of practice-based guidance is that it is egpeciall
amenable to population-level assessments because they are structustidubipms that
make it possible to identify a relevant population to assess. Although any rokmig set
normative constraints on practices would be indirect, empirical assesshpeattices
could still contribute to developing the normative foundation of practices bysagstse
trajectory of the effects of practices on their practitioners. These populetel studies
make it possible to measure the trajectory of the practice at leagttaésort of
standard well-being markers of social demography. Yet, although demogragahiada
offer insights into the wellbeing of the group measured, it seems that it rentemms s
the details of qualities the individuals within the practice have developed, in pausbec
of the nature of population-level studies.

Yet, it seems that there is also a role on the individual end for trait-based
evaluations or empirical assessments of the well-being of the individuals among
practices. Although even these two together ensure neither good practices/ant pr
corruptions of practices, they can provide an empirical supplement to the sort of value-
based normative grounding of practices that Maclntyre suggests. Furthertirgalua

practices using both population-level and psychological measures may offatsnsto
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the nature and trajectory of the practices that narrative unity grounded \wihin t
traditions of one’s culture and history may .
Stochastic Skills

In part, practice-based guidance is important because it inculcatestitiqorais
the deliberative skills required to interpret situations, deliberate wellaet to realize
worthwhile aims. Further, this approach to guidance is empirically adequatesbec
various facets of performance can be measured and be evaluated. However, one concern
with this purported claim to empirical adequacy is that an important clastuod fa
performance that empirical methods of evaluation may not be able to accommodat
presents a significant obstacle to accurate empirical assessmenactieepr

Stochastic skill, a Stoic notion captures the sort of failure in performaate th
presents a challenge to accurate empirical assessment of a prastibglia Annas
characterizes them, they are, “skills in which a failure, because of cantiaggeto
achieve the outcome is different from a failure in the exercise of thets&lfl'*® If it is
possible to gain the goods of an activity without the outward signs of success, then it is

unclear to what extent we might be able to effectively measure the swéqeactices.

13’Social demography assessments of practices are an example of the sort dibpopula
measures | intend here. One concern with them, particularly in their gpecabtorm,

is that it is unclear what only census data can tell us about the nature ofce @nadtit's
structure. Although population-level studies have characteristic bemefigrawbacks,
they are not entirely unable to offer insight into the sorts of value-laden tbsti@sight
underlie a particular data set, when couched in a thorough analysis of phenomena and
factors that may be causing the data distribution.

138 Annas, Julia. 1993he Morality of HappinessNew York: Oxford University Press.
Pp. 400, 401.
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With respect to this sort of skill in rhetoric and the example of medicingpfes
claims that,

It is clear, further, that its function is not simply to succeed in persuading,

but rather to discover the persuasive facts in each case. In this it

resembles all other arts. For example, it is not the function of medicine

simply to make a man healthy, but to put him as far as may be on the path

to health; it is possible to give excellent treatment even to those who can

never enjoy sound healtf’
While it seems possible for an individual to deliberate and act the right wanp withi
practice and yet remain unsuccessful at it, it seems unlikely, giventtire ndexperts’
carefully-honed abilities that no indicators of their excellence would be eyelant if
conditions made it impossible to realize the aim of the activity.

For example, because expert deliberators have engaged the particulars and the
ends extensively, at least within their specific domain, they may still becaivldicate
their expertise, even if they cannot meet the aim and haven't yet solved theqgiuzzie
to meetthisgoal. Because one of the main differences between experts and non-experts
is that experts have catalogued many situations and their assessment of helatbdéy
various aims within the domain, and organized them in their own conceptual framework

in order to understand how the particulars fit with the universals, they may be better

139 Aristotle. 1984 The Complete Works of Aristotle: The Revised Oxford Translation
Translated by Jonathan Barnes. Bollingen Series. Vol. 71, 2. Princeton, N.JtoRrince
University Press. 1355b9-15
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equipped to make sense of the gap between the exercise of the skill and the unmet aim.
Or, the individual might be able to identify what else needs to go right in order teducc

in meeting the aim, in the way the physician in Aristotle’s example is @iskeetthat,

even with excellent treatment, the aim of robust health will not be met due to the
condition of the patient. Or, even if the expert does not see what is going wrohg clear
expertise allows the expert to pick out several things that are going titgdastarelative

to the framework that he or she usually adheres to.

If the internal goods of the activity can be obtained without success in maeting
externally evident aim, it seems that the problem for empirical evaluatjgnactices that
develop these sorts of skills may be entrenc®dn addition, it seems, that the issue of
discerning skill in these situations is further complicated by whether theetxpert
recognizes the conditions as precluding the realization of the aim. In onénease, t
exercise of a stochastic skill need not be problematic in the sense that tleengoahet,
yet the expert recognizes the conditions as precluding the realizationawinthe

However, if the expert does not recognize that the conditions are precluding the

1401t seems likely that there are cases wherein the internal goods derivaghthr
exercising the skill prevent the agent from attempting to meet the aimdtevasrh the

skill is typically directed. Aristotle’s example seems to fit thisrabgerization.

Although the aim of medicine is to foster excellent health, the physiciannieesghat

the condition of the patient is such that robust health will never be attained, yetlittye re
of the situation does not bear on the excellence in skill the physician exéndiseging

a frail patient.

This seems evident when we consider expert-level competition as well If tw
chess grandmasters, e.g. are playing against one another, at least noeredlth the
aim of winning the game. However, because of the challenges that are involved in
playing the game, it seems that even non-winners in the game can benefitédrom
internal goods produced.
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realization of the aim, it seems that it is a failure of skill in this tds#.it is unclear
from the realization of the aim whether the expert is exercising th#tioskist mistaken
in her assessment of the situation, it seems nearly impossible to accasatsy
effectiveness of practices to produce expertise.

Among the purported benefits of endorsing a practice-based guidance \hev is t
practices provide a structure that is empirically evaluable in wayghhatructure the
ideal agency model, for example, is not. However, it seems possible that an agknt coul
engage in deliberate practice for a period of time extensive enough to develop tbé sorts
skills indicative of expertise and expert performance, yet be in immersed i
circumstances wherein he would fail to realize the aim of the practicenteendiich he
has trained extensively to realize. If measurability requires thiesgsefand it is
possible for agents to have skills that are definitive of expertise or ptadsdam, yet
not express them outwardly, or do so inconsistently due to variations in the
circumstances, the conclusions that we can draw from the empirical studiebenight

relatively narrow.

141 E 9. Among the limits of expertise and expert performance, Chi notes that there ar
situations in which experts perform less well than novices in circumstantes tha
differ significantly from those of the domain. When the differences in the
circumstances go unrecognized by the expert and the expert attempts thaipply t
domain-specific knowledge in these contexts, it can lead to poorer performamce tha
even the novice assessments of the scenarios and performance on these tasks. Chi,
Michelene T. H. 2006. “Two Approaches to the Study of Experts' Characteristics.”
In The Cambridge Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performaacdrobert R.
Hoffman, New York, NY US: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 21-30.
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Stochastic skills pose a significant problem for empirical assessmexpert
skill and virtue both because it separates the exercise of the skill or virtuthigom
realization of the aim. We cannot measure the exercise of the skill invdaesesthe
expert recognizes the confounding conditions and is exercising the skill knowiing that
will not realize the aim. Yet, this may be virtually indistinguishable fromitbatgon
where the aim is confounded and the expert does not realize this, resultinguneacfail
skill. However, that we cannot assess empirically skill under these conditionsadoes
tell against practice-based guidance as empirically adequateadnisteighlights a
weakness in the tools we have available to assess these skills.

Pitfalls and Promise of Practice-Based Guidance

As a guidance method for virtue ethics, practices seem tpilma facie
empirically adequate implementation means of developing in agents the skdésiriee
practical wisdom and virtue. However, because practices are only weaklytimerma
they are vulnerable to corruptions both internally and externally, from corruptecad
agents to poor combinations of practices, respectively. Further, if there dn@ssitoc
skills that can be exercised without successfully realizing their dnasfility to assess
the skill of the practitioners may be threatened.

These problems require that corruptions that may plague practices need to be
mitigated by normative and empirical grounding. Further, the inabilitystonduish
among practitioners whose skill is not outwardly evident may confound some eimpirica
assessment of the effectiveness of the means by which a practice guescates the

skills necessary for good deliberation. Yet, the benefits of practicesightiese
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drawbacks, offering agents not only direct guidance, but indirect forms that all
individuals to realize goods that derive from the activity itself.

Even though practices lack the normative grounding to stand alone as a means to
living well, to developing practical wisdom, and virtue, it seems that theréilagosd
reasons for contemporary virtue ethics to adopt practice-based guidance irthieu of
sorts of theory-focused alternatives, as a means of addressing the proeletifisd by
practical guidance objections. Where ideal agency models and theorgdaudance
leave ordinary agents without a means of making sense of the particulahd of tigeir
aims, practices are able to order subsidiary aims such that this is pesdgents of all
skill level within the broader pursuit. Plus, it seems that if we are to considemifgde
of practices again as a guidance method, it seems that there is a serish mowbnly
are they more effective and empirically adequate than the competing iiseasms that
there are goods to be gained by engaging the practice itself, makingwanant, if not
necessary component of a life well lived.

Conclusion

Practices appear sufficiently analogous to expertise that theyaoéteucture for
integrating both general and far-reaching aims, and also procure a pardllelsult,
expertise or expert deliberative abilities. Because of these pauaiigélcommon
foundation, we havprima faciereason to adopt a practice-based ethics in lieu of
developing guidance for virtue ethics built around adhering to principled codesilor ide
agency models alone. However, the account must address a substantial series of

challenges to prove the view viable because the precise nature of practidesv they
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function requires a more detailed description of their role in developing virtuedliéand a
well lived. To justify developing practices as a supplement to other guidememata

as standard means by which virtue ethics meet practical guidance agpectae must
first address the challenges to the view.

The main critiques of practices imply both that practices require further
grounding, both socially and individually, and that our understanding of the limits and
interactions among practices will require both more empirical and thednsbeck to
bring the precise role of practices into sharper relief. Two featureaaifqa-based
guidance suggest that practices are especially worth exploring furtispite of these
challenges. One is the striking parallels between practical wisdom acteces with
expertise and its development respectively. The other is that the gap thasremai
between proposals for guidance, such as Hursthouse’s, and the legitimata obtioer
practical guidance objection that ethical theory should aims influence actgmess it is
worthwhile to consider practices as a promising way contemporary vitigs ean
provide adequate guidance that is both empirically adequate and falls thghHounds
of the theory’s traditional constraints.

As a promising means of guiding even ordinary agents, | have aimed to develop a
case to support the claim that we should explore the role of practices as a means of
implementing action guidance for agents on a character-based account. Although they
are incomplete in the sense of providing a comprehensive picture of the good life,
practices make manifest the point of the activity and demonstrate the wagithg ac

realizes the value. An account of practices shows the promise of providing wst@str
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through which we can better approximate excellence by incorporating the paint a
purpose of mundane activities that are the building blocks of virtue. In their parallels
with expertise and the environments in which it is developed, practices appeacto be
only a plausible alternative to the sort of standards approaches to action g@dédnc
meet the moderate practical guidance expectations, but are plausiblysanepast of a
life well lived. Although developing an account of practices is not without obstdutss, t
address the version of the practical guidance objection that gets purchasevatans

ethics, and are worth exploring further as a means of practical guidance.
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