Relativism, Intuitionism, & Pedagogy
Abstract: Education is intimately connected to ethics. Relativism, broadly conceived and applied to pedagogy, creates problems for educators by making the methods and aims of education arbitrary. As a response, I propose that ethical intuitionism—particularly of the Rossian type—can offer a prominent answer to the relativist’s skepticism toward universal duties. In turn, two alternatives to intuitionism for educators will be considered: 1) Paul Feyerabend’s critique and reconceptualization of modern education, and 2) Pragmatism. Both will be found wanting for slipping back into relativism, and, so, intuitionism remains standing for providing the theoretically backing of our moral knowledge as educators. Select motivations of the relativist, however, are to be given some sympathy in the concluding remarks of this paper.
Introduction
Relativistic tendencies are considered to be pervasive, or see little resistance, in many humanities fields (Boghossian, 2014). I think rejection of relativism is warranted, with many of the classical arguments against it being decisive, but here I will discuss the relation between the philosophical objections to relativism and education as a discipline. I will argue that relativism, if adopted, poses problems for educators at large. In turn, I propose that ethical intuitionism, especially in the form of Rossian ethics, offers a prospective theoretical answer to the universal duties educators hold. In the form of Paul Feyerabend and pragmatism, some actual or ostensible relativism-friendly responses to my position will be tackled before concluding this paper.
The general problem discussed here is that, if relativism is true, then the best means of teaching and its ends aimed toward become wholly contingent on the attitudes, preferences, desires, etc. of cultures. In other words, pedagogy would have no universal standard by which we should abide. Yet, if these aspects of teaching become wholly contingent on relativisers, then there is no better or worse way of teaching. There would just be different ways to teach, which makes advocating for certain pedagogical practices a mere expression of opinion, no more justified than expressing one’s preference for certain tastes. This problem is broad in scope, and so, even if rare or unheard of, has implications for educators in all fields. It could be understood as the problem of cultural relativism as applied to pedagogy. To challenge this claim, I believe educators already have knowledge of some of their duties. Such knowledge comes from an intellectual appearance that is to be identified as intuition (Huemer 2005).
Relativism defined and expressed for pedagogy
“Relativism” as a term can encompass many views. As one of the wider versions of the position, Paul O’Grady defines “cognitive relativism” as that which “covers issues in epistemology, metaphysics, philosophy of language and philosophy of logic, among others” (O’Grady). Explicitly, O’Grady leaves out moral and aesthetic relativism in this broad form of relativism. For the purposes of this paper the discussion will revolve around moral relativism with questions of moral epistemology in mind.
If, however, epistemic relativism does enter the picture, then it will be worthwhile to define. Epistemic relativism can be described as the view that epistemic justification or norms are “relative to some kind of epistemic framework, where an epistemic framework is a set of propositions that a given epistemic community uses to distinguish ‘good’ beliefs, or those that should be believed, from ‘bad’ ones, or those that shouldn’t be believed” (Ashton). Moral relativism, on the other hand, with being interchangeably called “cultural relativism” (Rachels), plainly states that moral truth is determined by cultural attitudes (Warnock, ). Lastly, as a separate position, there is moral subjectivism, positing that moral truth is determined by an individual’s whims, desires, attitudes, etc (Huemer and others). Of course, one could envision a subjectivist concerning epistemic claims as well. While much is made about relativism, I view subjectivist theories as liable to similar objections, with relativism largely being subjectivist thinking placing epistemic primacy on the psychological state of the group instead of the individual. In other words, subjectivists differ from relativists in how selective they are in who determines truth and justification. For the relativists, it is a certain group. For the subjectivist, it is up to a single individual.
My goal here is to address relativism broadly applied and construed without falling into an inconsequential understanding of the term, in that, if defined widely enough, truth and justification become ipso facto relative in the sense that these may be relative, to some degree, to the human mind (e.g., theories of justification may take into account the capacities and limits of the human mind, but this does not make them necessarily relativistic in the philosophically meaningful use of the term). Focusing here becomes important, as I believe claims of relativism concerning pedagogy can soon lapse into epistemic relativism as quickly as one can make pronouncements of moral relativism. In order to encompass its vast span over multiple branches of philosophy, and so that we can walk a respectable line between being too broad or being too narrow, “relativism” can be defined as positing that the, “nature and existence of items of knowledge, qualities, values or logical entities non-trivially obtain their natures and/or existence from certain aspects of human activity, including, but not limited to, beliefs, cultures, languages, etc.” (Mosteller).
Here, we will deal with justifications of our knowledge of the best teaching practices in addition to good teacher conduct. So, understood here, relativism may apply to justification (i.e., good reason), normative propositions (i.e., statements about what one ought to do), or principles (general rules of conduct), with such claims being made true if and only if a culture or individual approves of them. Widely stated, this sort of relativism has implications for pedagogy, as discussion of education cannot be divorced from seeking good reasons, choosing the best ways to act, or general principles to be applied.
Specifically, this sort of position may seem more pertinent in certain areas of education, including fields related to English as a second language education, given that bilingual education itself has, as a primary goal, that of educating “generally, meaningfully, equitably, and for tolerance and appreciation for diversity” and often can be seen as “a means of promoting both social and gender equality” (Garcia 2010). These goals, while admirable, are normative in nature and can become undermined through an adoption of relativism, and fields which deal with intercultural interactions will likely deal with the questions and problems classically posed and addressed by relativism.
Relativism about pedagogy may not be a popularly espoused position, and perhaps no one consistently holds relativism so as to make pedagogy relative. In fact, it may be asked whether anyone truly holds relativism consistently (Prebble 2018). The question of its popularity or consistency among adherents will be left aside here, as the issue at stake is the implications of relativism applied to pedagogy. If we seek adherents, however, we can find that endorsements approaching relativism about pedagogy do exist:

One proponent of postmodernism stated in an e-mail to coauthor Kauffman (February 15, 1999) that the effectiveness of no educational procedure can be established (see Kauffman, 2002, p. 215). If this proposition is taken seriously, as is urged in many postmodern writings, then anything goes—except, of course, that which is proscribed by some authority figure. Any method can be touted as useful or successful, regardless of the data—or simply on anecdotal data or personal testimony accepted as convincing evidence. (Kauffman & Sasso, 2005)

Beyond the casual endorsement of relativism in the correspondence above, more explicit embraces of it can be found elsewhere in specific educational fields. In music education, for example, Wayne Bowman and Abraham Schwadron both show a penchant for relativism. Bowman defends relativism in the field by relying on the observation that there is an “overwhelming diversity of musical practices,” and further suggests that appeals to universality by non-relativists are attempts to maintain the status quo (Bowman 1998). In promoting the virtues of relativism, Schwadron states that, “Relativism gives meaning to desires for improvement, to yearnings for the better, explains the importance of training and the cultivation of taste for criticism without reference to exclusively external or absolute standards, yet always considers their relation to a specific, concrete subject—object situation” (Schwadron). As an interesting connection, Bowman and Schwadron adopt relativism with references to pragmatism or pragmatist thinkers. This relation is unsurprising, but it deserves attention, and, so, the connection between pragmatism and relativism will be explored further in this paper.
Pedagogy and Rossian ethics
	Contrary to the skepticism found with many postmodernist and relativist thinkers, I think we have the capability to objectively discern between good and bad pedagogy. The debates on pedagogy are old, going as far back in the West as the rivalry between the rhetorical teaching style of the sophist Isocrates and the philosophically-minded teachings of Plato (Mailloux 1995). The point being that we seemingly have genuine disagreements about the best pedagogical methods and aims. Genuine disagreement (i.e., two or more beliefs which both cannot be true at the same time), however, arguably precludes relativism, as this would entail that at least one party is wrong about his or her respective beliefs (Moore 1912). We could, however, believe that genuine disagreement is illusory and simply a conflict of desires, as I believe the relativist would have to maintain in order to safeguard his or her theory, but this paper aims to support the diehard belief in genuine disagreement about education and its adjacent normative questions.
A relativism applied to education would undermine standards of teaching that ought to be universal. I appeal to commonsense in that teachers are beholden to certain types of conduct irrespective of one’s culture. If this is doubted as being a matter of commonsense, then we can imagine a teacher who always refuses to give feedback and sleeps through every class. As a descriptive claim, few—if any—cultures would consider this to be good teacher conduct. As a prescriptive claim, teachers should not behave as such, and we require no cultural assent to know this to be true. Yet, we may ask ourselves how we can have such knowledge of the moral duties of educators.
To bolster the prescriptive point with a supportive epistemology, we can look to philosopher W.D. Ross’ intuitionism as a theoretical buttress for our commonsense beliefs cited above. For Ross, we possess a plurality of prima facie duties which are intuitively known, self-evident in nature, and may include duties of fidelity, beneficence, self-improvement, and non-maleficence (Ross 1930). When discussing the attraction of moral intuitionism—of which differing versions of the theory exist, with Rossian ethics being one of the prime examples—philosopher Robert Audi notes:

[intuitionism] is . . . plausible and attractive to ethically oriented professionals outside philosophy—for instance, in business, engineering, journalism, law, and medicine. This emerged quite clearly in a number of post-doctoral seminars I have directed since the 1980s for professional faculty in those and other fields. These professors teach both ethics and their own specific subject to students in graduate or preprofessional programs, and in their teaching and writing in ethics, they found W.D. Ross’s intuitionism at once theoretically straightforward and, in many cases, more readily applicable to practical moral problems . . .” (Audi 2009)

Along with the fields of business, engineering, journalism, law, and medicine, I see no reason as to why education should be excluded from the list, as it too calls for ethically oriented professionals. Teaching has, at its core, a moral nature (Johnston 1998 The ESL teacher as moral agent). Those in education surely have duties to students, parents/guardians, and themselves, and it seems that those duties would include, at minimum, the prima facie duties of fidelity, beneficence, self-improvement, and non-maleficence. 
Tying the moral life of an educator further to that of the ethical leanings of intuitionists, we have the work of Audi himself on the complexities of moral demands. As Audi argues, beyond the rules of action and the virtues we ought to cultivate, there is an oft-overlooked aspect of ethics that can inform us of the relationship between the two. Namely, it is what Audi calls the “conduct question.” Audi goes on to define such question as, “what kinds of conduct we should engage in, where conduct is three-dimensional: not simply action, but—in ways to be described—the performance of an action of a certain type, for a certain reason, and in a certain way” (Audi 2016). The analysis provided by Audi comports with the observation of moral considerations looming in, “Every subject, every method of instruction, [and] every incident of school life” (Dewey 1909).
By invoking Rossian ethics, I am advocating for a universal standard of conduct for teachers—the rightness of this conduct which we know through mature reflection and apprehension. Returning to relativism, it would want to push back at the suggestions of universal duties known through intuition. Perhaps as a close ally of this sort of relativism, Thomas Skrtic and Wayne Sailor, who believe “there are not objective criteria for making these decisions,” would likely deny the epistemology accompanying Rossian intuitionism. In place of intuition, Skrtic and Sailor claim that “values provide the grounds for judging the merit of our choices” (p. 276). However, as James Kauffman and Gary Sasso remark, Skrtic and Sailor “fail to reveal what criteria will be used to determine the best values” (p. 168).
Here, I share Kauffman and Sasso’s dissatisfaction with this account of correct choices. In fact, the contemporary case of Skrtic and Sailor appear to be implicitly invoking the moral sense theory that philosophers have debated for centuries. As a proxy, we have the moral sense theory as proposed by 18th century philosopher Francis Hutcheson. Richard Price, a contemporary and critic of Hutcheson, lays out the competing schools of ethical intuitionism and moral sense theory with the following, “So this is the question that now confronts us . . . Are right and wrong real features of actions or only qualities of our minds? In short, do ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ stand for what actions are or only for what sensations we get from actions because of the particular frame and structure of our natures? (Price 1758).
The answer of values providing the grounds for judgment seems to answer that right and wrong conduct are a mere product of the sentiments from our particular natures. In other words, if our natures were otherwise, then our values could be otherwise. Yet, if our values determine correct conduct, then what is or is not good or bad pedagogy would have the defining feature of being relativistic. This can be explained when we follow the chain of command under the moral sense theorist’s approach. The underlying problem is that no one’s notion of good or bad pedagogy would be more correct than any other person’s notion. Values determine the correctness of a pedagogical approach, and values are the products of our natures, but this does not inform us of which values from which natures are better or worse. It simply takes a descriptive claim as the basis of evaluative judgments, with such a basis making an impartial evaluative judgment impossible.
Under the relativist’s framework, when we say that person x’s pedagogical beliefs are mistaken, we seem to be saying that his values (that is, the products of his nature) differ from our own, as any assertion of a “better” or “worse” pedagogy would lapse into an appeal to value, which comes full circle to our own arbitrary nature. With our natures being contingent (that is, our minds could have been another way), our values are contingent. The contingency here is that of merely being born to think a certain way. We could have been born with the pedagogical ideas and values of corporal punishment being appropriate for minor annoyances. These would be our values, determined by chance, and no standard outside of our values could inform us that we would be wrong to pull a Ludwig Wittgenstein and beat students when they are bad at math (Monk).
As a rejoinder to this ancient debate, I propose a denial of moral sense theory. Rossian ethics, as a recent iteration of the intuitionism defended by Price, epistemically vindicates the mature thinker, who seems capable of intellectually grasping the duties of, say, fidelity to his or her students and their parents/guardians. Intuitionism, if true, would be part of an objective criteria that establishes the “merit of our choices.” Skrtic and Sailor, who reject the possibility of an objective criteria, offer the answer of values so as to provide the means to which we determine right and wrong practices. However, no standard is established for which values we ought to have. Meaning, if groundless values can determine correct teaching practices, then it truly becomes anything goes. The rightness or wrongness of pedagogical practices, even when they were completely malicious and cruel, would be entirely up to individual whims.
Feyerabend’s Criticism of Modern Education
	The debate over modern education and the invocation of “anything goes” also reaches the philosopher of science Paul Feyerabend, who advocated for an epistemological anarchism, in which one could, among other things, teach magic as a respectful alternative to science (Pigliucci). Feyerabend cites epistemological anarchism as the insight that “only one principle . . . can be defended under all circumstances and in all stages of human development. It is the principle: anything goes” (Feyerabend 1975, p. 23). Feyerabend, however, inconsistently stopped short of applying his anarchic maxim to education wholesale—meaning anything goes does not apply to any old thing. With vitriolic rhetoric, Feyerabend expresses his disquietment with modern education in the following:

. . . “experts” without brains, character, and without even a modicum of intellectual, stylistic, emotional temperament . . . are let loose on our children and permitted to drag them down into their own intellectual squalor. “Teachers” using grades and the fear of failure mould the brains of the young until they have lost every ounce of imagination they might once have possessed. This is a disastrous situation, and one not easily mended. . . . The constraints of grades, competition, regular examination must be removed . . . (Feyerabend 1975; 119)

Here Feyerabend expresses plainly his disenchantment with how education is practiced. For example, we must do away with standardized practices of tests and grades. 
Feyerabend is motivated by ethical considerations, in that he is “against ideologies that use the name of science for cultural murder,” with intellectuals committing such “murder” in “schools, universities, [and] educational missions in foreign countries” (Feyerabend, 1975). He believes the “rationalist tradition” wishes to rid the educational system of similar hindrances, but rationalists are also responsible for “cultural murder,” in which cultural practices are made subservient under one way of doing things (Feyerabend argues science education, as it is currently taught, becomes a new dogma that eradicates once important cultural doctrines). What Feyerabend exactly means by “rationalism” here can be considered ambiguous (Shaw, 2020), with Feyerabend placing traditional rationalists such as Descartes in the same “rationalist” camp as committed empiricists (Farrell, 2003). That said, the definition, even with its lack of clarity, appears to have a certain view in mind: Rationalism is the acceptance of universal or necessary truths and reasons. Such claims to universality is what Feyerabend may believe as to be the false and seemingly claimed divine right to commit “cultural murder,” and so rationalism must be overthrown to protect the vulnerable.
The preservation of one culture from imperialistic encroachment is, more or less, a classical concern of the relativist, and denying universal truth as a defense against the ostensible tyrannies of the West is old hat for the postmodernist (Bagrahmian). Each sentiment is expressed by Feyerabend. Yet, Feyerabend, for all his bluster about his epistemological anarchism permitting “anything goes,” is promoting the plurality of standards to, at minimum, be presented and decided upon by individuals themselves (though he emphasizes that the choice of standard itself does not have to be rational). There should be, according to Feyerabend, no “cultural murder” in the face of dominating standards (that is, somethings really do not go), but, instead, a plurality of standards which are taught to be equally legitimate and may be irrationally chosen by individuals on a whim. Feyerabend continues the point:

I grant that business, religions, special professions such as science or prostitution, have a right to demand that their participants and/ or practitioners conform to standards they regard as important, and that they should be able to ascertain their competence. I also admit that this implies the need for special types of education that prepare a man or a woman for the corresponding “examinations”. The standards taught need not be “rational” or “reasonable” in any sense, though they will be usually presented as such; it suffices that they are accepted by the groups one wants to join, be it now Science, or Big Business, or The One True Religion. After all, in a democracy “reason” has just as much right to be heard and to be expressed as “unreason” especially in view of the fact that one man’s “reason” is the other man’s insanity. But one thing must be avoided at all costs: the special standards which define special subjects and special professions must not be allowed to permeate general education and they must not be made the defining property of a “well-educated person”. General education should prepare citizens to choose between the standards, or to find their way in a society that contains groups committed to various standards, but it must under no condition bend their minds so that they conform to the standards of one particular group. (Feyerabend)

At first glance, one paradoxically sees streaks of relativism and anti-relativism in Feyerabend’s statements. Feyerabend posits that practitioners should “conform to standards they regard as important,” but offers no grounds so as to establish which standards will be regarded as important. One might believe Feyerabend slinks from relativism, and thereby adds a guiding principle for standards, by adding the proviso that such standards “should be able to ascertain [particpants/practitioners’] competence.” Yet, we are still left wondering how such competence is determined other than the contingent fancies of its practitioners.
Turning to Feyerabend to clarify and defend his own position here seemingly leads us further into Feyerabend’s ravine of relativism. If standards do not have to be reasonable or rational and are seemingly established by mere tradition, popularity, or authority, then these irrational standards may be as equally legitimate as rational standards. Whatever call for competence that flows from such irrational standards is arbitrary. With his emphasis on ostensible cultural imperialism and the demand for each field to decide its own standards, Feyerabend, while some would keep the descriptor away from him, expresses postmodernist sentiments in that, “postmodern pedagogy is expected to deal with discussions of power within and between various groups, as part of a broader social context in which pedagogical institutions are anticipated to be democratic public spheres” (Gojkov).
Continuing, Feyerabend claims we must remove the many ostensible constraints of education, and it is here that the paradox found in many postmodernist and relativist thinkers is apparent throughout Feyerabend’s invective against modern education. For Feyerabend, the standards of education are relative to the group (i.e., theological seminars will have differing standards than a science class, or, in a vheeky slight, a science class will have differing standards than a lesson on applying prostitution). Yet neither standard is in competition as a matter of being more correct than the other, and certainly no standard can have a privileged claim to general education. Rather, the standard may be set by the practitioners to measure satisfactory conduct within that practice, but all standards are equally legitimate to be chosen by the individual or culture. Yet Feyerabend paradoxically acts as if this standard—the standard to have a plurality of standards which must be freely decided among competing individuals and groups—itself is universal.
Feyerabend himself denies being a relativist (Feyerabend 1975, pg. 9), but simple denial is cheap in the face of an extrapolation of his arguments. In a footnote, Feyerabend wishes to further clarify his position by saying:

One might therefore get the impression that I recommend a new methodology which . . . uses a multiplicity of theories, metaphysical views, fairy-tales instead of the customary pair theory/observation. This impression would certainly be mistaken. My intention is not to replace one set of general rules by another such set: my intention is, rather, to convince the reader that all methodologies, even the most obvious ones, have their limits. (Feyerabend 1975, p. 26).

Feyerabend himself issues various normative claims (e.g., suggesting we discard “rationalism” and “cultural murder” to instead have a plurality of equally legitimate standards, “examinations must be removed,” “have a right to demand,” etc.) that contradict his assertion that he is simply intending to say all methodologies have their limits and that he is not advocating a new methodology. The contradiction is not easily resolvable, just as one cannot resolve the contradiction in Feyerabend’s statement of absolute truth that “The only absolute truth is that there are no absolute truths” (Pigliucci, Nonsense on Stilts). At the end of the day, Feyerabend admits that we should, “Always remember that the demonstrations and the rhetorics used do not express any ‘deep convictions’ of mine. They merely show how easy it is to lead people by the nose in a rational way. An anarchist is like an undercover agent who plays the game of Reason in order to undercut the authority of Reason (Truth, Honesty, Justice, and so on).” (Feyerabend 1975, p. 26). This passage in particular shows some of the content of Feyerabend’s thought. Namely, that it deals in propaganda over argument.
The pragmatist’s approach
	As an alternative to postmodernist, relativist, or even intuitionist positions of education, one may want to say that pedagogy can be understood solely in terms of effectiveness or usefulness without either relativist discontentment or worrisome appeals to universality. In fact, this may sound close to Feyerabend’s call for competency. We may, instead, speak of the pragmatics of pedagogical approaches, or how well they can reach our goals. This position, however tempting, does not entirely resolve the issue. Pragmatism about pedagogical duties, as opposed to the universalism I propose, is not obviously a non-relativistic position. To make the case, I think there is a precedence of pragmatism offering us, at the very least, a veiled relativism.
	To begin, pragmatist’s detractors and adherents have historically viewed the theory as having a relativistic pedigree. Some of the earliest forms of this charge from the former come from the logical positivists of the early twentieth century when they accused William James’ pragmatism of being another form of idealism and subjectivism (James 1907). More recently, Barbara Thayer-Bacon similarly observes the label of relativism as being applied to pragmatism’s beginnings, but she goes on to embrace and argue for a qualified relativism from a pragmatist perspective (2003).
In continuing to bring us to contemporary times, Thayer-Bacon credits pragmatism’s recent interest to that of Hilary Putnam, Cornel West, and Richard Rorty (2003). Yet, similar to recent analyses of Putnam (Boghossian, Devitt), this attention and scrutiny of Rorty has led many philosophers to view his pragmatism as an espousal or entailment of some form of relativism (Devitt, Boghossian, Bagramian). This interpretation of Rorty can be better understood when examining his remarks concerning pragmatism and postmodernism, in which Rorty stated that pragmatism was “waiting at the end of the road” for postmodernism (Rorty 1982). The road may be better mapped out when we see the relation between pragmatism and postmodernism and the common ground of relativism. Things begin to take shape when we look at their shared characteristics in epistemology and metaphysics. For this, we can see that the two schools share the positions of “antifoundationalism and a deflationary attitude toward traditional metaphysics that amounted to a rejection of what Jean-Francois Lyotard would later call a ‘grand narrative’” (Hickman 2007).
In rejecting foundationalism, the pragmatist would reject the self-evidency of the prima facie duties of educators—making the epistemic status, and thereby the moral status, of our prima facie duties uncertain. Foundationalism is the epistemic theory that generally posits the foundations doctrine, in which “some . . . justified beliefs (i.e., the foundational beliefs) are not justified in virtue of their logical or evidential relations to other beliefs” (DePaul 2001). In other words, the foundational beliefs are self-evidential, not evidential in relation to prior beliefs, in that “a proposition is self-evident if it provides all the evidence necessary to justify believing it to be true,” and, further, “self-evidence is central to intuitionism” (Kaspar, 2012). In rejecting foundationalism, pragmatists make no room for self-evidential beliefs. In having no room for self-evidential beliefs, pragmatists cannot robustly account for the intuitive duties of educators. 
This being the case, pragmatists need to offer an alternative, epistemically sound account of the duties of educators that does not lapse into relativism. I find this to be a difficult task for the pragmatist, however, because attacking “grand narratives” means that the pragmatist (and postmodernist) will find difficulty in accounting for universal theories of knowledge of right and wrong conduct, which is what we seek for educators (among medical professionals, lawyers, and the like). Additionally, such denial or failure to produce an account of universal truth is indicative of relativism itself (Pojman 1995).
Now it may be asked what a relativism per pragmatism really entails. That is, even if true, perhaps pragmatism can save relativism from the counterintuitive, repugnant view that philosophers tend to paint it as being. Maybe there is hope that the prescriptive elements of Rorty’s relativism and pragmatism can still provide an acceptable home for the moral demands of educators. While pragmatists may want to hold to this ideal, I think relativism per pragmatism relapses into the worst concerns for relativism.
When looking for extrapolations of relativism, we can turn to Howard Darmstadter’s recent defense of the position (2016). The effort is doubly worthwhile, as Darmstadter has defended the merits of pragmatism to some capacity as well (2013), so here we can see the results and professed-beliefs of a pragmatist (or, at least, pragmatist-friendly philosopher) when dealing with and defending relativism.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Darmstadter (2016) is mostly concerned with refuting the anti-relativist arguments set forth by Boghossian in Fear of Knowledge: Against Relativism and Constructivism. The intricacies of Darmstadter’s arguments against Boghossian are neither here nor there, as I wish to see what, exactly, is entailed by relativism. Importantly and from the onset of his paper, Darmstadter emphasizes that relativism does not have to permit “anything goes.”

With the budding of the two philosophical positions shared by pragmatism and postmodernism—that is, antifoundationalism and a rejection of “grand narratives”—a commonsense ethical approach that holds for educators would become less prospective. Rather than being discovered through an intellectual apprehension, our duties would stem from whatever desires or cultures we happen to possess or be possessed by. While it goes against the nature of our intuitive duties, relativistic concerns fit comfortably with pragmatists themselves, admitting to some form of ostensibly friendlier relativism by advocating for a “moderate version of cultural relativism [that] rejects a stronger skeptical version known as cognitive relativism” (Hickman 2007) or an “anti-skeptical relativism” (Mailloux 1995). Such admissions bring us full circle to Feyerabend and his later work, as an illicit love triangle between pragmatism, relativism, and Feyerabend comes into focus. “Moderate” relativism and the admiration for the sophist Protagoras are both traditions that pragmatists endorse (Mailloux 1995) and similar adherences have been attributed to Feyerabend’s later writings (Kusch 2015).
Conclusion and some sympathy for the relativist’s concerns
While I think we should reject relativism in pedagogy, I can say that we should be sensitive of some concerns that may motivate relativism. Before reaching sympathy, I wish to air the large grievance with relativism. When discussing relativism, as it was seen with Feyerabend, the worry concerning us is its flagrant slip into an “anything goes” approach so as to make pedagogy too loose to provide guidance for teachers. While many areas may be gray for pedagogical training and instruction, there are some that are not. For example, there is no ambiguity as to whether or not a teacher should be respectful toward his or her students. Of course, what constitutes being respectful can be ambiguous itself, and, further, it may need to be sensitive to cultural conditions (e.g., certain hand gestures may be polite or they may be considered very rude). Stepping back from the previous grievance, we can sympathize with the relativist’s concerns.
However, the plain demand itself of being respectful toward one’s students remains independent of culture. This expectation of a good teacher is immutable and self-evident. It is how it can be instantiated that may be relative to certain conditions (Pojman). The normative lesson to be learned is that cultural relativism may remind us of the importance of expressing more tolerance and care for other cultures and their traditions (Rachels). That said, this demand of tolerance, care, and understanding of cultural differences, as in the case for the moral demands of teaching, ought to be considered by all educators, regardless of one’s cultures or standards.
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