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ABSTRACT
The argument of this thesis is that dialogue, dialogical relations, and
an Other (a dialogical partner) create possibilities for engaging teachers in
critical reflection about the practical reasoning underlying their teaching.
Through dialogue teachers can be enabled to appraise

tho~ghtfully

"why"

they do what they do and strengthen their justification for practice.
Through dialogical relations teachers and an Other can develop shared
understandings of pedagogy, teach and learn collaboratively, and generate
possibilities for advancing practice.

In this study, the Other assisted three secondary teachers in
reflective dialogue, over the period of one year. The purposes of the
dialogical relations were to help the teachers to elicit their beliefs that
guide their teaching, to question premises, and to justify them.
By examining the dialogue that occurred throughout the study
specific characteristics of dialogue and the dialogical relation emerged.
The study reveals types of interruptions that can become a potential
barrier to the continuation of productive dialogue (the elicitation,
appraisal, and reconstruction of teachers' practical argument). Seven
types of interruptions to productive dialogue are identified.
The other characteristics of dialogue that are discussed here include
instances when dialogue came to a halt, the initiation of dialogue, and
constructive processes of productive dialogue.
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The nature of the dialogical relation is discussed in terms of the

dialogical person. The teachers and the Other were found to be dialogical
persons. A dialogical person was found to
1.

actualize a sense of presentness,

2.

be self-disclosing and a listener,

3.

be an educator and a learner,

4.

display a willfulness to evolve and to assist others in their
process of becoming,

5.

freely give of him/herself,

6.

be tolerant and kindred,

7.

exhibit an on-going sense of curiosity, and

8.

seek mutual agreement.

A dialogical person is a key concept helpful for making sense of some of
the complexity in the theoretical conception of the dialogical relation.
This work may help to infonn the field of teacher education about
the practical applications of dialogue, dialogical relations, and the role of
the Other--"a critical friend."
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PREFACE

The argument of this thesis is that dialogue, dialogical relations, and
an Other (a dialogical partner) create possibilities for engaging teachers in
critical reflection about the practical reasoning underlying their teaching.
Through dialogue teachers can be enabled to appraise thoughtfully "why"
they do what they do and strengthen their justification for practice.
Through dialogical relations teachers and an Other can develop shared
understandings of pedagogy, teach and learn collaboratively, and generate
possibilities for advancing practice.

If teachers engage in dialogue to examine the practical reasoning
underlying their teaching, they can clarify and advance the justification
for their actions and/or intentions to act. Justification is necessary for
teachers claiming to have a defensible pedagogy.
To make this challenge is to answer it. First, teachers generally
have a great obligation to defend why they do what they do, what they
know, and how they know that they know. Second, objectively reasonable
knowledge that underlies teaching cannot be supported in any other way.
Third, as long as teachers' practical reasoning goes undetected, is not
challenged by other persons, and engenders no conflict that would prompt
teachers to question premises, teachers are likely to continue acting upon
subjectively reasonable beliefs without thought to evidence. Fourth, one
way for teachers to engage in such critical examination can be
accomplished with an Other--"a critical friend" in a dialogical relation.
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CHAPTERl
INTRODUCTION

Should we not suspend judgment about beliefs for which
there is neither sufficient evidence nor adequate
reasons? (Kurtz, 1992, p. 129)
Statement of the Problem
While good teachers reflect upon and/or appraise their teaching, it
is difficult for them, as it may well be for everyone, to become cognizant
of and examine the practical, theoretical, or moral reasoning that
underlies their pedagogical thinking and actions. As long as their
premises go unexamined, are not challenged by others, and engender no
conflict that would prompt teachers to question them, teachers are likely
to continue acting on practices without regard for evidence, thus believing

in practices or actions that may not be justifiable. This raises important
questions: What do teachers know, and how do they know that they know?
How do they apply their sense of how the world works? Clearly, teachers'
beliefs infonn their thinking and actions in the classroom. Their beliefs
help to frame their theories of content and management. But what of
knowledge? When unwarranted beliefs lead them, teachers are basing
their pedagogy on a weak subjective sense of knowing. Conversely,
teachers who teach based on justified true beliefs are grounding their
work in a strong objective sense of knowing (for an extended discussion
on belief and knowledge, see Chapter 2).
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It is unsettling that teaching has long been submitted to intense
scrutiny by others (witness the process-product research and various
forms of teacher evaluations) but perhaps not by teachers. If teachers had
the opportunity to engage in dialogue to examine thoughtfully why they
teach in particular ways, they could enrich their understanding of the
beliefs and reasons guiding their actions. If teachers advanced their
understanding of the beliefs underlying their practice then they would
have a greater likelihood of ensuring their beliefs and actions are
consistent with rational and educative ends. Teachers who base their
practice on knowledge (justified true belief) and normative purposes may
be in a stronger position to manage the systemic properties and constraints
that impinge on their work (see Adler, 1982, 1984; Fenstermacher, 1992;
Powell, Farrar, & Cohen, 1985).
Given that beliefs teachers hold are mostly implicit, dialogue has
been considered as the means of explicating them. One way of helping
teachers to elicit their premises related to teaching is through practical
argument engagement. It is this activity that will be explored in this
dissertation.

Purpose of the Study
The literature on practical arguments (Buchmann, 1987, 1988;
Fenstermacher, 1986, 1987a; Fenstermacher & Richardson, 1991; Green,
1976; Hamilton, 1989; Morine-Dershimer, 1987, 1988; Munby, 1984,
1987; Pendlebury, 1990; Richardson-Koehler & Fenstermacher, 1988;
Russell, 1987) is provocative but incomplete. For example, there has been
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no elaboration on the nature of the theoretical or practical dialogue in
practical arguments, and the nature of the role of the dialogical partner,
the Other. The concept of practical reasoning underlying teachers'
pedagogy can be understood through productive dialogue (elicitation,
appraisal, and reconstruction of a practical argument). However, dialogue
needs to be further explained and better represented to attain a richer
understanding of its role and use in teacher education and in the
professional development of teachers. There is some evidence that the

type of dialogue that occurs within various fonns of practical arguments
leads to understanding, to shifts in beliefs, to the development of
justifications of practice, and to changes in practice (Richardson &
Anders, in press; Senger, 1992; Valdez, 1992; Vasquez-Levy, 1991,
1993). However, what is not understood is the nature of the dialogue that
takes place in a practical argument.
The study described in this dissertation examines the nature of L1-te
dialogue in a process that involved an Other or "critical friend," working
with three teachers in reflective dialogue over the period of one year.
Analysis of the data for two of these teachers indicated some changes in
belief and practice (Vasquez-Levy, 1993). The analysis undertaken here
describes the nature of the dialogue that led to these changes, and the role
of the Other in the process. hnplications for these understandings for
teacher education are presented.
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Research Questions
The questions pursued in this study were as follows:
1. What are some features of the dialogue in practical argument?
What causes interruptions in the dialogue that are potential barriers to its
continuation? Who initiates the topics? What are some constructive
processes of dialogue? What is the nature of the relation between the
teacher and Other?
2. What is the role of the Other in the dialogical relation?
In pursuing a research agenda in teaching, curriculum, and teacher
education, it is important to have some sense of how to think about such
questions as: Do teachers know why they believe what they do, and can
they justify these beliefs to themselves or to others? Do they even know

what they believe, in the sense of being consciously aware of these beliefs
as choices they have made among many different beliefs they might hold?
Do they understand what sorts of evidence bear on the justification of
their beliefs and what sorts of evidence would indicate that a belief should
be modified or abandoned? For teachers to know and to be in control of
what is known may be one of the most important ways in which teachers
can monitor and advance their teaching.

Beliefs Held Prior to Conducting Study

The reader has a right to know how the author's opinions were
formed. Not, of course, that he is expected to accept any
conclusions which are not borne out by argument. But in
discussions of extreme difficulty, like these, when good
judgment is afactor, and pure ratiocination is not everything,
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it is prudent to take every element into consideration. (Peirce,
cited in Feibleman, 1976, pp. 3-4)
In the following sections, I discuss the beliefs I held prior to
conducting the study.

Them)' To Practice

What do we know about teachers' premises related to teaching?
Most people who teach for a long time eventually become comfortable in
doing things in particular ways. Behind each method is a theory of some
kind. Chances are the theory is implicit rather than explicit and therefore
not in a form that enables one to hold it in full awareness, apply it
systematically and deliberately, and critically review its validity. From a
rational point of view, it is not enough to know simply what to do to make
something work, one has to know why what one does makes it work.
Knowing why makes it possible to ask the questions that will lead to
improvement. A good theory will indicate the what, explain the why, and
point the direction for improvement.
I kept in mind that applying theory requires deliberate thought and
repeated experience in going from the abstract to the concrete, for
example, or from the theoretical to the empirical, as environments are
arranged and the learner's interaction with them is guided to accomplish a
given academic task. It takes time and there are many frustrations in
realizing theory and developing skill and expertise at applying it.
Personal rewards may come in the wake of knowing that a theory can be
translated into practice. My sense is that teaching is actualizing theory by
means of engaging in educational practice.
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It is a consciously performed intentional activity which, as
such, can only be made intelligible by reference to the often
tacit and, at best, partially articulated schemes of thought in
tenns of which practitioners make sense of their experiences.
(Carr, 1986, p. 178)
To teach assumes a theoretical plan.
Practitioners are only able to engage in educational practices
by virtue of their ability to characterize their own practice and
construe the practices of others in ways that presuppose,
usually implicitly, a set of beliefs about what they are doing,
the situation in which they are operating and what it is they are
trying to achieve. These beliefs may be more or less coherent
and systematic and the more coherent and systematic they are,
the more closely they resemble a "theory." (Carr, 1986, p.
178)
Practical and Theoretical
When teacher actions result from a rational decision nrocess (a
deliberative process that concludes in a right or moral decision), they may

be either practical or theoretical in nature. A practicai decision entails
detennining whether to carry out an act or set of actions; a theoretical
decision involves whether to accept or to reject an assertion or set of
assertions. Accepting or rejecting an assertion or group of assertions is an
action in itself, thus making theoretical decisions a subclassification of
practical ones (see Carr, 1986). The validity of this position is not
addressed in this work; however, it is important to clarify that any theory
considered for implementation by a teacher is affected by the belief system
that undergirds his/her practice. It is also postulated that teachers
generally accept or negate theories based upon their conformity with the
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teacher's beliefs. Thus, whether teachers are deliberating about their
plans for a math lesson or interacting with students as they conduct a
science experiment, they are simultaneously acting on their beliefs.
Teacher beliefs impact the educative experience for students. Based on
this premise, I believe it is important to assist teachers to examine the
practical reasoning underlying their practice.

Practical Reasoning
What is practical reasoning? Simply put, practical reasoning
concerns itself with practice.
However~ it would be absurd to assume that every one of our
actions is somehow backed by an explicit piece of practical
reasoning. (Quite as absurd as supposing that every one of our
actions must be motivated by a prior intention.) (pendlebury,
1990, p. 175)
Another way of understanding this concept called practical reasoning is to
make sense of the question it asks, what ought I to do? Ought is a word
that introduces a distinction which, as some prefer to hold, sets apart a
certain kind of doing from all other kinds; but I am inclined to believe
that the concept of obligation (I ought or I should) applies to all human
activity which appropriately deselVes the title conduct (in the more precise
meaning of the term). What I shall do (nonnative conceptions) is
dependent (perhaps not absolutely) on what I can know. On the other
hand, what I can know by no means depends on whether I do what I ought
to do. From Kant (1965) I learned that knowledge and obligation (duty)
can no more be separated than knowledge and action. The more I
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examined the notion of obligation over the realm of action, the more the
problems of knowledge and moral action become interrelated and
interdependent. The more I studied these notions the more my interest
grew in understanding connections between teachers' practical reasoning
and educative ends. Practical reasoning that is rational (following a
deliberation process that is well-conducted or worthy of objective
approval) results from the application of principles such as reasonableness,
coherence, and justification.

Additional Beliefs Held Prior to Conducting Study
First, whatever their origins, I contend that beliefs teachers hold
and display in their pedagogy must be held to strict scrutiny and strict
standards of knowledge. Second, it is essential for teachers to understand
what they know and why. Third, students have a right to expect teachers
to be reasonable and to exercise good judgment while remaining cautious
and open-minded with regard to beliefs. Fourth, teachers should examine
their pedagogical activity on an on-going basis. Fifth, knowledge in
teaching should be discussed in tenns of conditions (justification, truth,
belief) as opposed to self-standards (belief). Sixth, justification exists and
overrides rationalization in tenns of objectively reasonable truth.
Seventh, the acceptance of unproved beliefs is not the downfall or dark
side of teaching. Eighth, teacher knowledge is not all propositional.
Ninth, teacher educators must assume responsibility for understanding
teacher beliefs and the impact beliefs have on learning to teach and on
teachers' professional development. Tenth, the goal is not to eradicate
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belief from pedagogy. This would be neither possible nor desirable.
Rather, the import lies in examining beliefs to ascertain their objective
reasonableness--rationality tempered by judgment.

Limitations to the Study
The following were limitations and/or constraints on this study:

1.

Being a full-time doctoral student and conducting research in

three different schools every week for one year was extremely

demanding. More time could have been given to the on-going data
analysis, but it was just not possible for me to accomplish.
2.

Constructing knowledge was a most important outcome of

this study. All participants profited to one degree or another. Personally,
I came away with more understanding about eliciting, appraising, and
reconstructing teachers' practical arguments. I advanced my thinking and
appreciation for the role of the Other. Dialogue relations are quite
complex. However, after my experience and analysis, I have acquired
new ways of recognizing and making sense of some of the complexity.
Looking back, I was constrained in developing the dialogical relations and
in assisting teachers to advance their reasoning. I suppose it is natural for
me to think, "If I knew then what I know now."
3.

Capturing the evolution of dialogue can certainly be

perceived as a limitation to the study. Videotaping was not an option for
me. I suppose research expenses always impact work in one way or
another. Yet, I wonder what additional data (e.g., situational events)
might have been captured for re-analysis through the lens of a camera.
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Videotaping is a tool researchers may want to consider employing in
practical argument work.

Plan for Reporting the Study
The nature of dialogue, dialogical relations, and the role of the

Other are addressed in this thesis. The inquiry undertaken was empirical.
Therefore, an attempt was made to account only for the most clear-cut
examples to represent the data and support the discussion.
The following is a brief outline of the main points of each of the
chapters that constitute this thesis.
This study drew from four separate bodies of literature (1)
pedagogy, (2) classic philosophy, (3) philosophy of education, and (4)
cultural anthropology to support and extend my thinking and work.
Chapter 2 presents an analysis of specific areas within each field identified
as relevant to my work.
Methods for collecting, analyzing, and representing data are
reported in Chapter 3.
An analysis of the fmdings on the nature of dialogue, the dialogical

relation, and the role of the Other are reported in Chapter 4.
In Chapter 5 implications for teacher education and my
recommendations for further inquiry are discussed.

28
CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
There is a special sense in which public descriptive materials
can be used to enhance theoretical sensitivity. These writings
often give very accurate descriptions of reality .... Reading
them can make us sensitive for what to look for in our own
data and help us to generate questions that we might want to
ask our respondents. (Strauss & Corbin, 1990, p. 51)
Introduction
Five bodies of literature were selected to examine particular themes
on the topic of this thesis and to explore concepts for constructing possible
theories. The literature has been taken from assorted domains of
scholarship: (1) pedagogy, (2) philosophy, (3) philosophy of education,
and (4) cultural anthropology. This literature helped in conceptualizing
nonnative and empirical inquiry as undertaken in this research.

Organization of Chapter
Part One examines knowledge from an epistemological base. This
section identifies the distinction between subjectively reasonable and
objectively reasonable knowledge. Strict standards for knowledge are
presented.
Part Two presents an investigation of literature on practical
reasoning. Discussion centers on elucidating various ways of thinking
about practical reasoning. For example, principles that govern rationality
in the process of practical deliberation are addressed. The nature of the
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context of practical reasoning is also analyzed in this section. An inquiry
into practical reasoning cannot be studied or represented in the absence of
situation. Practical rationality is embedded in context. Literature from
educational philosophy and classic philosophy renders critical factors
useful for interpreting teachers' practical reasoning. The relation of
practical reasoning and imagination is also examined.
Part Three turns to unpacking the theoretical framework of practical
arguments. This section was the guiding force of the study.
Part Four reviews literature on dialogue. In what ways can I begin
to understand how to recognize dialogue? Varied types of dialogue are
discussed.
Lastly, Part Five provides a synthesis of the review of literature that
permitted me to embark upon a journey of practical inquiry on teachers'
practical reasoning.
Now I turn to the questions "What does it mean for teachers to
know? and How do they know that they know?"

Part One: Knowledge
Introduction
Fenstermacher (1994a) articulates the initial dilemma in reviewing
the proliferation of literature on teacher knowledge.
What makes it hard to review in some coherent, useful way is
that it is so devilishly divergent. Defmitions abound, with
different ones sprouting from virtually each and every article
or book on the topic. Concepts and conceptions of knowledge
change in roller coaster fashion as one moves from one
orientation on teacher knowledge to another, leaving a

dizzying array of possible approaches to who knows what
about what teachers know, and how they know whatever they
know. (p. 1)
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There is a vast array of representations of teacher knowledge in the
educational literature. How should teacher educators go about their work,
whether it be fmding out what teachers know or assisting teachers to
strengthen their practice, if conceptions of what knowledge is are as solid
as running water? Like Fenstermacher (1994a), I believe it is important
for teacher educators and teachers to become informed about what
knowledge is; what its standards are, if any; and ways of acquiring it.
With this possibility in mind, the next question is examined.

What is Knowledge?
Within the Western philosophical tradition of epistemology!, the
study of knowledge, knowledge is defmed as justified true belief. The
origin of the word epistemology is Greek. Episteme" represented
knowledge that consisted of truths that could be affinned with certitude.2
This type of knowledge is considered to be a strong conception of
knowing (see Lehrer, 1990; Scheffler, 1965). Simply stated, this
conception of knowledge entitles people to make two types of claims: (1)
descriptive/empirical and (2) analytical. A descriptive claim allows a
teacher, for example, to say, "I know that my seventh grade students are

lEpistemology is that branch of philosophy which deals with philosophical questions concerning
knowledge. "The questions that are generally taken to be central to epistemology form a closely related
group: What does knowledge consist of? What can we know? What are the objects of our knowledge?
What is truth, and what are the criteria for a true statement or the conditions Wider which it is true?
2Tbe prominence of epistemology in modem philosophical thought began with German philosopher
Immanuel Kant.
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composing a critique on the play that they attended earlier today." This
assertion can be checked. As the teacher, I can observe the students, look
at what they are doing, question them, read their work, and detennine the
truth or falsity of the claim by observation. Put another way, this type of
claim is not true by defmition. The truth or falsity depends not on
meanings but on facts in the world. Analytical claims are detennined true
by defmition. For example, "all students are pupils." There is an
equivalent (reflexive) relationship between the words students and pupils,
making this an analytical claim. Or one can look for a transitive
relationship such as "2 + 3

=5."

The claim is true by virtue of the

meanings of the words or symbols within the statement. An analytic
proposition presents opposites that are self-contradictions. They cannot be
false. Truth is known independent of observation. But by what standards
can claims be identified as knowledge?

Standards for Claiming to Know
Descriptive and analytical claims, according to epistemologists
(Philosophers who study the theory of knowledge), are subject to scrutiny
based on strict standards: (1) truth, (2) acceptance, and (3) justification.
The following sections present a brief analysis of these standards (see
Chisholm, 1989; Lehrer, 1990, for extensive analyses of knowledge).

What is Truth?
The first condition of knowledge is truth. What is truth? The
answer to this philosophical question would itself constitute a dissertation.
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Truth has been examined philosophically for ages, and that debate will not
be continued here. For the purposes of this thesis, truth (simply stated) is

a condition accepted as being true and continues to be true except for the
fact that it could be false (but as far as I know now, it will always be true).
For example, as a teacher, if I know that the next person to be appointed
principal of our school will have at least three years of teaching
experience, then it must be true that the next principal will have teaching
experience of at least three years. Moreover, if the next person appointed
principal does not, in fact, have teaching experience of at least three years,
then I do not know the next principal will have teaching experience of at
least three years. If I claim to know, my knowledge claim is incorrect. I
did not know what I said I knew. According to Lehrer (1990), accepting
the following conditionals as equivalents is necessary for an absolute
theory of truth:
if S knows that p, then it is true that p
and

If S knows that p, then p.

S represents the person making the claim, and p stands for what is being
claimed as knowledge. Truth as an absolute goes hand in hand with belief
and justification to fonnulate knowledge. Something cannot be known
unless it is true. Truth, as a standard of knowledge, is not what people
make it.

"That truth consists in a conformity to something independent of his
thinking it to be so" (peirce, cited in Feibleman, 1946, p. 212)
distinguishes truth from that which is subjective. According to Peirce, no
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one has the "power of eliciting truth by inward meditation" (cited in
Feibleman, 1946, p. 212). Truth is objective; "there is something that is
SO, no matter if there be an overwhelming vote against it" (Pierce, cited
in Feibleman. 1946, p. 212).
Truth can be distinguished from fact. "Whether or not there be any
such thing as truth is a question of fact" (Peirce, cited in Feibleman, 1946,
p. 212). Put another way, although it is a fact, the existence of truth is not
the only fact; likewise the existence of fact is not the only truth, although
it is a truth (Feibleman, 1946).
Based on the discussion of truth, one can conclude that to think of
truth in its objective sense is to think of (1) validity and (2) reliability.
Validity addresses the soundness of the reasons or inferences for which
evidence is not conclusive for the avoidance of error. In other words,
conclusions based on valid inference or correct reasoning (synonymous
phrases) can be considered to have the status of knowledge. Reliability
(fmnly producing beliefs that are unassailable) speaks to the certitude or
probability of an assertion leading to a conclusion. "All judgments other
than those that are self-evidently or experimentally true, or validly
asserted to be true as correctly inferred conclusions, have the status of
unsupported opinion, not that of certain or probable knowledge" (Adler,
1990, p. 155). Put another way, truth is a type of correspondence of a
judgment with reality.
It might be well to mention that this is but one perspective on truth.
For instance,

In the fourth century B.C., Aristotle proposed a standard of
truth for prescriptive judgments. Instead of correspondence
with reality, he proposed that a prescriptive judgment--an
ought judgment--be regarded as true if it confonns to right
desire. Right desire thus becomes the criterion for the truth of
the prescriptive judgments that are involved in practical
reasoning. (Adler, 1990, p. 158)3
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The notion of right desire and practical reasoning are discussed in Part
Three in this chapter. For now, let me proceed to another condition for
knowledge.

What is Acceptance?
Lehrer (1990) reports that the second condition of knowledge is

acceptance.
It is accepting something for the purpose of attaining truth and
avoiding error with respect to the very thing one accepts.
More precisely, the purpose is to accept that p if and only if
p. Sometimes we believe things that we do not accept for this
epistemic purpose. We may believe something for the sake of
felicity rather than from a regard for truth. (p. 11)
For example, teachers may believe that administrators will not pennit
them to be creative in their teaching approaches because of the tradition of
so believing, though there is no evidence to justify accepting this out of
regard for truth, without a doubt, even when there is evidence against it.
"SO, there are cases in which we do not accept in the appropriate way what
we believe. It is that acceptance of something in the quest for truth that is

3por an extensive discussion of this criterion and an explanation about how it works, see Adler's earlier
works: Six Great Ideas (1981), Chapter 10-11, and Ten PhiloSQPhical Mistakes (1985), Chapter 5.
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the required condition of knowledge" (Lehrer, 1990, p. 11). Lehrer puts
forth a proposal.
Acceptance rather than belief, condition ... [If S knows that
p, then S accepts that p (conditional expressing the acceptance
condition of knowledge)] rather than ... [If S knows that p,
then S believes that p (a similar condition that would require
belief as a condition of knowledge)] is what is needed. A
person need not have a strong feeling that something is true in
order to know that it is. What is required is acceptance of the
appropriate kind, acceptance in the interest of obtaining a truth
and avoiding an error in what one accepts. (p. 11)
Lehrer suggests that acceptance can be considered a type of belief if one
desires to continue with traditional perspectives of conditions of
knowledge, provided that any assumption that portrays all kinds of belief
on the stipulation of acceptance is negated. "Speak of belief as a condition
of knowledge for the sake of tradition, but ... recall that it is a special
kind of belief--acceptance aimed at truth--that is required [for
knowledge]" (p. 11).
It seems that in the profession of teaching, this condition of
knowledge (acceptance) would be useful in understanding teacher belief.
Rather than approaching teacher belief as a complex construct (which it
is), Lehrer's (1990) tool of "acceptance" helps one to inquire directly into
reason. This construct could be extended to ask such questions as how one
detennines the significance of one's level of acceptance but these questions
will not be pursued here. At this point, it is enough to understand that to
have knowledge one must have "acceptance of the appropriate kind,
acceptance in the interest of obtaining a truth and avoiding an error in
what one accepts" (Lehrer, 1990, p. 11). Before introducing the third
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condition for knowledge Gustification), some perspective on the nature of
belief is offered.

'Vhat is Belief?
Why do we believe anything at all? What do beliefs do for us?
What functions do they serve? Why do we want to have beliefs at all?
These are not idle questions. The philosophical literature (e.g.,
Annstrong, 1973; Chisholm, 1989; Feibleman, 1946, 1976; Frye & Levi,
1941; Lehrer, 1990; Quine & Ullian, 1970; Scheffler, 1965) addressing
epistemological problems with regard to rational belief identifies two
themes. One is that rationality is a matter of reasons. In other words,
reasons for holding a belief are what makes the belief rational or
irrational. The second theme is that rationality is a matter of reliability.
This is to say that a rational belief is one that stems from some process
that firmly produces beliefs that are unassailable. Reasons and reliability
go hand in hand. Reason without reliability is like a staircase without
nails--it does not hold together.
Belief entitles one to say "I know . . .

tI

without evidence. It is a

weak sense of knowing in the sense that can be held true solely by the
individual making the claim. It is subjectively reasonable truth. It does
not stand up to strict standards for knowledge. At best, subjectively
reasonable belief can be rationalized but never justified (see Audi, 1989;
Green. 1971; Lehrer, 1990). For a teacher to say "I know ... " when
(s)he does not have any kind of evidence or objective truth and cannot
draw a conclusion or provide an explanation for her/his claim is
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indefensible. When a belief is not rooted in truth or evidence, it is a
psychological construct in the sense that the teacher who makes a belief
claim is the one who decides the truth of the claim. Inquiring further into
the nature of belief leads to another important question: What is it to have
a belief? Here the philosophy of epistemologist David Hume, (1711-1776)
provides a framework for considering this question.
The

psycholo~y

of belief. Hume (during the 1740s-1750s)

investigated what occurs when people know or believe something. He
concluded that custom is the backbone, so to speak, of knowing or
believing. As he stated,
Custom, then, is the great guide of human life. It is that
principle alone, which renders our experience useful to us, and
makes us expect, for the future, a similar train of events with
those which have appeared in the past. Without the influence
of custom, we should be entirely ignorant of every matter of
fact, beyond what is immediately present to the memory and
senses. (Hurne, 1951, p. i)
Clearly, Hurne (1951) did not consider reason to be the operative
faculty in one's beliefs about the future, contrary to what Descartes
(1640s) (see Descartes, 1955) and other rationalists thought. To unravel
Hume's conception of belief further, it can simply be said that he thought
all mental objects resolve into either impressions or ideas. As a means of
illustrating Hurne's perspective on belief, consider the following. You are
watching someone pull the handle on a fIre alann in a school facility. As
you witness the handle being pulled, you have a strong expectation, based
on your past experience, that a loud alann will reverberate. Now
consider imagining the fIre alarm reverberating. In what way is there a
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difference between believing or imagining the alarm reverberated? Hume
would consider both to be ideas--impressions of alarms resonating that
you have had in the past. Hume referred to this impression as belief. For
Hume, belief provides a "more vivid, lively, forcible, finn, steady
conception of an object, than what the imagination alone is ever able to
attain" (1951, p. ii). It follows then that Hume's way of describing belief
and the occurrence of belief is in tenns of cognitive entities (ideas and
impressions) he has postulated. When you have an impression of a fire
alarm reverberating, it will be followed by an idea of a lingering
reverberation, coupled with a belief impression that makes the
reverberating idea more vivid. While Hume's conception of belief
provides one possible psychological framework for examining belief, it
falls short in depicting belief in tenns of its endurance (see Polanyi, 1958,
pp. 25-26 for further discussion on expectation and beliet). Charles
Sanders Peirce (1839-1914), often regarded as one of the greatest
philosophers this nation has produced, elaborates on this particular nature
of belief.
The endurance of belief.
The essence of belief is the establishment of a habit; and
different beliefs are distinguished by the different modes of
action to which they give rise. A belief is an intelligent habit
upon which we shall act when occasion presents itself. Habit
in this connection may be described as "a rule active in us."
There can, of course, be no question that a man will act in
accordance with his belief so far as his belief has any practical
consequences. The only doubt is whether this is all that belief
is, whether belief is a mere nullity so far as it does not
influence conduct. A proposition that could be doubted at will
is certainly not believed. For belief, while it lasts, is a strong

habit, and as such, forces the man to believe until some
surprise breaks up the habit. The breaking of a belief can only
be due to some novel experience, whether external or internal.
(peirce, cited in Feibleman, 1946, p. 237)
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Peirce provides a useful language for conceptualizing belief. Habit is
belief, a rule for action. "But it is a habit of which we are conscious, .
[and] a deliberate, or self-controlled, habit is precisely a belief' (Peirce,
cited in Feibleman, 1946, p. 238). Clearly, Peirce was describing belief in
tenns of practical action. But what he neglected to say was that while
habit is conscious, the reasoning underlying it may not be. This is a
critical point in understanding the nature of belief. One can engage in a
pattern of action without being cognizant of the reasons for doing so.
"Many of the beliefs which guide our actions never enter consciousness
while the action is being preformed, yet the belief must be causally active
at that time" (Annstrong, 1973, p. 21).
Belief is manifested in action, and action ties belief to (conscious or
unconscious) reason.
Belief. doubt. and science. To a great extent, the notion of belief is
extraneous to science. For "the scientific spirit requires a man to be at all
times ready to dump his whole cartload of beliefs, the moment experience
is against them" (Pierce, cited in Feibleman, 1946, p. 325). In contrast,
doubt is a major aspect of the scientific method. Doubt requires reason
and is therefore a conscious act. "In its stricter formulations the principle
of doubt forbids us altogether to indulge in any desire to believe and
demands that we should keep our minds empty, rather than allow any but
irrefutable beliefs to take possession of them" (Polanyi, 1958, p. 269).
Scientific method cannot be accomplished without a high level of practical
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and theoretical reasoning structured according to an elaborate objective
scheme. This highly involved, cogent pattern which the mind follows in
going through the steps of the scientific method is defInitely one of the
most complex examples of reasoning. Science, through its methods, seeks
general notions which, as the highest function of the mind, parallel most
closely to the nature of fonn.
In the scientifIc method, doubt for which there are reasons leads to
the demand for rigorous proof. Doubt in this case can be changed to
justified true belief--knowledge only by indisputable evidence. Science
proceeds with its well-recognized method, and doubt is at the core of the
scientific investigation. Its analysis reveals that science cannot operate
without obtaining clarity and truth in its conceptions. As Peirce
explained,
The irritation of doubt is the only immediate motive for the
struggle to attain belief. It is certainly best for us that out
beliefs should be such as may truly guide our actions so as to
satisfy our desires; and this reflection will make us reject
every belief which does not seem to have been so fonned as to
insure this result. But it will only do so by creating a doubt in
the place of that belief. With the doubt, therefore, the struggle
begins, and with the cessation of doubt it ends. All doubt is a
state of hesitancy about an imagined state of things .... It is
anticipated hesitancy about what I shall do hereafter, or a
feigned hesitancy about a fictitious state of things. It is the
power of making believe we hesitate, together with the
pregnant fact that the decision upon the merely make-believe
dilemma goes toward fonning a bona fide habit that will be
operative in a real emergency. (cited in Feibleman, 1946, p.
240)
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Doubt leads into inquiry. If inquiry begins with doubt, and "belief
gradually tends to fIx itself under the influence of inquiry" (peirce, cited
in Feibleman, 1946, p. 238), then inquiry serves as a critical process for
arriving at unassailable doubt and belief.
This discussion on belief and doubt may have appeared as a detour,
but in fact its purpose was to enhance the understanding of acceptance as a
kind of belief to belief as a much larger construct. In closing, Peirce can
best summarize this section:
Since belief is a rule for action, the application of which
involves further doubt and further thought, at the same time
that it is a stopping-place, it is also a new starting-place for
thought. Belief is the demi -cadence which closes a musical
phrase in the symphony of our inteliectuallife. We have seen
that it has just three properties: First, it is something that we
are aware of; second, it appeases the irritation of doubt; and
third, it involves the establishment in our nature of a rule of
action, or, say for short, a habit. Thus both doubt and belief
have positive effects upon us, though very different ones.
Belief does not make us act at once, but puts us into such a
condition that we shall behave in some certain way, when the
occasion arises. Doubt has not the least such active effect, but
stimulates us to inquiry until it is destroyed. (cited in
Feibleman, 1946, pp. 240-241.)
Now, pennit me to return to the third condition of knowledge.
What is Justification?
The third epistemic criterion for claiming to have knowledge is
evidence. Facts that emerge from inquiry are synonymous with evidence,
having the means for justification. For instance, "an evident proposition is
one that is justified" (Chisholm, 1989, p. 17). However, the other side of
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the coin is that "there are many justified propositions that are not evident"
(Chisholm, 1989, p. 17).
Indeed many propositions that may be said to have a very high
degree of justification are not evident. For example, it may be
evident to you now that you have walked today and that you
also walked yesterday and the day before that. You may have
very good grounds for accepting the proposition that you will
walk tomorrow and the day after that: the proposition may be
strongly supported by induction. But it is not now evident to
you or to anyone else that you will walk tomorrow, for no one
now knows that you will walk tomorrow.
The proposition that you will walk tomorrow may be

beyond reasonable doubt for you, but nothing that you can
fmd out today can make it evident for you today that you will
walk. tomorrow. (Chisholm, 1989, p. 17)
Simply stated, belief should be proportional to the weight of evidence.4
With a sense of perspective on the nature of justification I tum to another
epistemic question: If I know, do I know that I know?

Knowing That One Knows
Does knowing involve that I Know? This principle, according to
epistemologists (e.g., Chisholm, 1989), is suitably called "the KK
principle," and it has been recognized by many philosophers (e.g.,
Hintikka, 1962; Lemmon, 1967).
Your knowing that you know differs only in words from your
knowing. "I know that I know" means nothing more than "I
know." .... If your knowing and your knowing that you

4See Audi (1993b) for a comprehensive discussion on evidence and fonns of justification.

know are two different things, just try to separate them, and
first to know without knowing that you know, then to know
that you know without this knowledge being at the same time
knowing. (Schopenhauer, 1897, cited in Chisholm, 1989, p.
99)
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(\ne way to think about this concept is that something cannot be known to
a person unless the person understands what is known. Another
perspective is that something may be evident without it being evident that
it is evident, and something such as a proposition may be known without it
being known that it is known (Chisholm, 1989). Chisholm clarified this
point further in stating, "If a proposition is evident, and that if one asks
oneself whether it is evident, then it is evident that the proposition is
evident" (p. 1(0). However, one cannot pose such a question to oneself
unless one has an understanding for a proposition being evident.
Chisholm puts forth a clearer principle. "If a person knows a given
proposition to be true, and if he also believes that he knows that
proposition to be true, then he knows that he knows that proposition to be
true" (p. 1(0). This is called "the objectivity principle" (see Chisholm,
1989, pp. 14-15, 99). This principle can constitute the kind of
justification one can have for beliefs about justification:
If S knows that p, then, if S believes that he knows that p, then

S knows that he knows that p.
Chisholm presents the following preanalytic data to those who question the
truth of this principle.
(i) People often know that they know (I know that I know that
rm in Rhode Island); and (ii) people know such things without
having any specialized infonnation about epistemology or the
theory of epistemic justification. Hence (iii) when we know

that p, it may be the case, not only that there is an experience
that makes it known to us that we know that p. But what
would the second experience be? Our objectivity principle
tells us, in effect, that the second experience is the same as the
first. What else, after all, is there to make it known to us that
we know that p? (p. 15)
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In other words, a person may have knowledge without having awareness
into the epistemic perspec!ive of what (s)he knows, whereas one's
ordinary knowledge about things like books, desks, pencils, and schools
"does not require that [one] have any beliefs about [one's] epistemic
situation" (Chisholm, 1989, p. 1(0).

Summary

In this section, a distinction between knowledge and belief was
elaborated. Table 1 is presented as a succinct way of summarizing the key
concepts.
This section also provided alternative perspectives on the nature of
belief. From an epistemic sense, belief is considered to be subjectively
reasonable truth, but from a psychological perspective, belief is an idea or
a cognitive impression. This work utilizes the epistemic construct of
belief; however, for reasons that will be delineated in Chapter 4, it was
necessary to review the literature on this particular distinction. Now a
new question arises: What can be learned by studying teacher beliefs and
teacher knowledge?
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Table 1
Knowledge and Belief Distinction

Type of

Criteria

Type of

Type of claim

justification

knowledge
subjectively

truth is solely

None. only

None. only

reasonable =

in the mind of

rationalizations

belief statements

belief which is a

the person

weak

making the

conception

claim

"I believe that"

oflrnowing

"Believing that"
does not require
knowing

Type of

Criteria

Type of

Type of claim

justification

knowledge

=

objectively

truth is

(1) belief

(1) Descriptive

reasonable =

verifiable;

(2) situational

empirically

knowledge

acceptaoce

(3) propositional

proven

which is a strong

(belief is

(4) structural

conception of

unassailable);

(see Audi. 1993b)

knowing

belief is a

proof is

formed habit--a

detennined witb-

"Knowing that"

rule for action;

in the structure

requires an

justification is

of the claim

understmding

proven; there is

for what is

evi<blce

known

(2) Analytical =

"I know that"
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Teacher Beliefs
Fifteen years ago, Fenstermacher (1979) anticipated that the study
of teacher beliefs would become a dominant theme in research on
teachers and teaching. Recent literature supports his prediction (e.g.,
Bunting, 1984; Calderhead & Robson, 1991; Civil, 1990; Clark, 1988;
Cole, 1989a; Eisenhart, 1988; Eisenhart, Shrum, Harding, & Cuthbert,
1988; Fenstennacher, 1986; Fenstermacher & Richardson, 1991, 1993;
Hamilton, 1989; Kagan, 1992; Lasley, 1980; Morgan, 1993; MorineDershimer, 1988; Munby, 1982, 1984; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992;
Pintrich, 1990; Ponticell, 1991; Richardson-Koehler & Fenstennacher,
1988; Senger, 1992; Valdez, 1992; Vasquez-Levy, 1991, 1993). Overall,
this body of literature led to the conclusion that the beliefs teachers hold
influence their perspectives and judgments, which then impact their
pedagogical practices. These works also emphasize the need for
understanding the beliefs of pre-seIVice and experienced teachers in order
to improve teacher preparation and teaching practices.
Studies have also examined the impact of teacher belief on the
teaching of specific subject matter, for example, reading (Richardson,
1988; Richardson & Anders, 1990; Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, &
Lloyd, 1991; Richardson & Valdez, 1991), mathematics (Cobb, 1988;
Ernest, 1989; Grouws, 1988; Laurenson, 1992), science (Nelson, 1993),
and writing (Florio-Ruane & Lensmire, 1990). Findings from these
studies help me to understand that beliefs do impact instructional practices
and strategies utilized in teaching content and enabling students.
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However, as this research reveals, belief that bears on teaching may not
be based on well-founded knowledge. If the overall aim of teaching is to

enable students (Fenstermacher, 1986), then a question arises about the
need to appraise the beliefs underlying one's practices to determine
whether they are grounded in a strong conception of knowing. To
engage in such a reflective process, it is helpful to have an understanding
of its varied elements; for this I turn to the next section.

Part Two: Rationality
Introduction
Literature from philosophy and educational philosophy has been
investigated to clarify concepts that underlie the theoretical framework for
this inquiry: reason, practical reasoning, the nature of practical
reasoning, principles governing practical rationality, practical reasoning
and situation, and rationality and imagination.

Reason
Two philosophers have portrayed reason in the following words.
"Reason has a perfectly clear and precise meaning. It signifies the choice
of the right means to an end that you wish to achieve. It has nothing
whatever to do with the choice of ends" (Russell, 1958, p. viii). "Reason
is wholly instrumental. It cannot tell us where to go; at best it can tell us
how to get there. It is a gun for hire that can be employed in the service
of any goals we have, good or bad" (Simon, 1983, pp. 7-8). Rationality,
whether of action or belief is an instrumental conception in a goal-directed
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process. With this perspective, it can be said that if an action or a belief is
produced by rational procedures that reliably accomplish specified goals,
then the action or belief is rational. So the rationality of the action or the
belief refers to the process or procedures by which it came to be. But
what of an action or belief that helps to attain a goal without having been
reached rationally? Consider the many instances in which one fulfills a
goal inadvertently or it is accomplished by way of a series of errors that
cancel each other out (surely this happens in the teaching field). How
should this act then be identified? Was it rational if it was not
accomplished rationally? Although new questions cannot continue to be
added to explain this one construct, it is important that they be included.
Questions, after all, raise the issues involved in this very complex body of
work. Here, these questions selVe as a reminder of the context in which
reliability is tied to rationality.
A great number of works on reason can be found in classical
philosophy (see Aristotle's NicQmachean Ethics. McKeon, 1941, and Kant,
1900 for distinct perspectives). For example Kant (1900) reveals that
Reason must in all its undertakings subject itself to criticism;
should it limit freedom of criticism by any prohibitions, it
must hann itself, drawing upon itself a damaging suspicion.
Nothing is so important through its usefulness, nothing so
sacred, that it may be exempted from this searching
examination, which knows no respect for persons. Reason
depends on this freedom for its very existence. (p. B766)
I learn from Kant that "pure practical reason" also demands certain
commands (in Kant's terminology, "imperatives"). One is consistency.
Another is moral action. Arguing against Hurne's (1978) account of
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morality that is grounded in the passions--desires and sentiments--Kant's
moral theory is grounded in reason.s According to Kant. if a person's
desires, sentiments, or passions motivate him or her to act morally, then
such actions are void of moral worth. In fact, Kant argues that such
actions can never have moral worth. He explains that it is not what a
person does that makes an action morally worthy; rather, it is why the
person does what he or she does. The person acting from duty (not
merely in accordance with duty) carries out an action based on reason--it
is the right thing to do, not simply an inclination to act. Persons who are
motivated to do the right thing are acting from pure practical reason,

from duty, and such actions are morally worthy. Put another way, to
perform an action with moral worth is to perform an action dictated by
reason (regardless of one's inclinations). H a person can act consistently
according to this rule (maxim) while at the same time will (detennine or
choose) it to be a universal rule (law for all persons to abide), then actions
in accordance with such a rule will be moral actions. Kant explains that
the way to determine whether a rule can consistently be willed as a
universal law is if you consistently choose to act in accordance with the
rule that you are proposing and will that all persons act in accordance with
this rule. The fact that we are human beings makes us aware of moral
commands, according to Kant (1964).6 Humans are rational beings who

SSee Kant's Critique of Pure Reason (1900), as well as his Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals
(1984), his Critique of Practical Reawn (1956), and fundamental Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals
(1987) for a comprehensive account of his moral theory.
6orouDdwork of The Metaphysic of Morals (1948) provides an in-depth analysis of Kant's claim that the
only thing that is good unconditionally is a good will. A good will is a will that moves a person to do
the right thing solely because it is the right thing.
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follow the dictates of reason to care for themselves not as means only but
also as ends. Commands of reason forbid a person to treat him/herself as
me~"lS

for accomplishing what s/he desires. Choice (will) that is driven by

reason is an autonomous choice (free will), a choice that is directed by a
command that one gives to oneself. Kant emphasizes that only rational
beings with free wills are persons, ends-in-themselves capable of acting
toward others as ends-in-themselves rather than objects or animals. For
instance, animals like horses and cows act according to inclination from
the outside force of nature. Humans are different, "ends-in-themselves"
demonstrating that they are able to act in accordance with rules that they
assign to themselves, even when such rules (universal laws) conflict with
the force of natural inclinations. Rational beings are persons with what
Kant calls dignity (unconditional value) rather than things with conditional
value (price). Kant refers to this framework of free will, ends-inthemselves-command as the categorical imperative: "Act in such a way
that you always treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the
person of any other, never simply as a means, but always at the same time
as an end" (1948, p. 96).

Reasoning
Reasoning is the process of ordering and coordinating what
has been found out through the inquiry. It involves fmding
valid ways of extending and organizing what has been
discovered or invented while retaining its truth. (Lipman,
1991,p.45)
Lipman refers to the facility of reasoning as "truth-preservative" (p. 45).

The term "reasoning" ought to be confmed to such fIXation of
one belief by another as is reasonable, deliberate, selfcontrolled. . . If the reasoner is conscious, even vaguely, of
what his guiding principle is, his reasoning should be called a
logical argumentation. There are however, cases in which we
are conscious that a belief has been determined by another
given belief, but are not conscious that it proceeds on any
general principle. Again, there are cases in which one belief is
determined by another, without our being at all aware of it.
These should be called associational suggestions of belief.
(peirce, cited in Feibleman, 1946, pp. 311-312)
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This concept of logical argumentation appears to be synonymous with
Fenstennacher's (1986) concept of practical argument, and Peirce's notion
of associational suggestions of belief can be likened to premises within a
practical argument. The practical argument is discussed in a following
section.

Practical Reasonin~
Interpreting the literature on practical reasoning could be a career
project in itself. As an educator dabbling in philosophy, I became
genuinely interested in learning more as I read. What follows is reflective
of what I considered to be important concepts for going about my work.
The literature included Adler, 1990; Ando, 1971; Audi, 1989, 1993b;
Foley, 1991; Gauthier, 1963; Golden & Pilotta, 1986; Heil, 1983; Nozick,
1993; Raz, 1978; Siegel, 1988; Stich, 1990; and Walton, 1990.
To begin to understand practical reasoning, I looked for a definition
that was easily understood.
Practical reasoning is the vehicle of reasoned deliberation; it is
also the glue that holds a plan together. Practical reasoning
works out the requirements and steps of a plan by forming the

sequences of possible paths of actions and intentions
appropriate to a situation. In a plan, the situation may be real
or hypothetical. (Walton, 1990, p. 291)
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H there is a difference between planning and deliberation, what is it?
"Planning involves assessing a hypothetical or real situation, formulating
goals, and imagining possible future developments" (Walton, 1990, p.

292).
A plan may be defmed as a set of propositions containing
descriptions or estimates of the above three elements .... A
plan exists in the mind of the planner(s), although it may also
be fonnulated in a public way, for example, written out on
paper. (Walton, 1990, p. 292)
Planning and deliberation are both embedded in decision making. Both
parallel the decision on how to continue in a given situation. Walton
explains how deliberation is often described as a type of decision making.
Basically, decision making is choosing between alternatives.
Rational decision making is fmding some rational basis for
choosing between or for narrowing down a set of alternatives.
The tree structure is therefore an excellent model of decision
making. Decision making is closely interwoven with practical
reasoning because the selection premise in practical reasoning
presupposes a decision reasonably made, on the basis of
satisfying or maximizing, the two basic types of rational
decision making. On that basis, the conclusion of a practical
inference then singles out an action. Therefore, practical
reasoning can itself function in some contexts as a type of
decision making. It concludes in a decision based on a prior
decision, plus additional considerations brought forward by
the remaining four premises, of the basic schema for practical
reasoning. (p. 292)
This type of practical reasoning, one that involves planning or
deliberation, is considered to be a "forward-chaining sequence (basically)
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that concludes in an imperative, a directive to an action" (Walton, 1990, p.
292). On the other hand, "practical reasoning also has a backwardchaining retrospective use" (p. 292). This means that once an action has
been undertaken, a second person (one who is not carrying out the action)
can assume the role of a mediator or the "other" (see Vasquez-Levy,
1993) to assist the fIrst person to reconstruct the likely intentions and
other elements of the practical reasoning in retrospect. The known
actions, thoughts, intentions to act, and facts of the particular situation can
be studied, contemplated, and comparatively assessed. Then an account
can be offered of the most likely reasons for the action in question. Put
another way, retrospective reconstruction is a kind of argumentation.
Retrospective reconstruction as a type of argumentation is a
two-person interactive dialogue between the second party
(referee) and the agent. If the agent is not present to defend
his point of view, his words or actions must "speak for
themselves" (or fmd other advocates). This type of
argumentation is the context of practical reasoning in
biography and history as intellectual activities. (Walton, 1990,
p.293)
The idea of argument as an intellectual activity is precisely what the
process of a practical argument is for teachers. This concept is discussed

in Chapter 4. The notion of argument is explained following this section
on practical reasoning.

The Nature of Practical Reasoning
There is a general consensus among scholars (e.g., Adler, 1990;
Audi, 1989, 1993a, 1993b; Nozick, 1993; Walton, 1990) that practical
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reasoning is a complex process. In fact, it is considered to be even "more
complex than the reasoning done in mathematics, in the theoretical
sciences, and in speculative philosophy" (Adler, 1990, p. 158). To help
unravel the complexity, Adler suggests that practical reasoning proceeds at
three distinct levels, "whereas, all speculative or theoretic reasoning
occurs on the same level" (p. 158). The levels (from highest to lowest)
include
1.

Prescriptive principles: "universal judgments about what

ought to be desired or done" (Adler, 1990, p. 160); certitude in assertions
can be attained at this level;
2.

Prescriptive rules: general guidelines about "what ought to be

desired or done" (p. 160) that have "a general, but not universal
applicability" (p. 160); and
3.

Prescriptive decisions regarding what ought to be desired and

done in any particular situation in the present moment. At the latter two
levels, "the soundness of the rules and decisions falls within the realm of
doubt, less so about the correctness of the general rules than about the
rightness of the particular decisions" (p. 160).
A way to visualize these levels is by portraying practical reasoning
in the form of a syllogism.7 For example, a major premise necessitates a
prescriptive judgment (nonnative in nature) about what ought to be
desired or accomplished; the minor premise that coincides with it must be

7This is not to be interpreted as saying that practical reasoning is the same as thinking in tenns of
syllogisms. But to conceptualize Adler's (1990) levels of practical reasoning, it is useful to examine them
in such a fonn.
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a descriptive judgment (verifiable in the real world) about a point of fact
that is pertinent to what ought to be desired8 or done.
The conclusion reached by such reasoning is always a
prescriptive judgment.... It is impossible to draw a
prescriptive conclusion from two descriptive premises. From
all the knowledge we might ever possess about matters of fact,
we can never conclude anything concerning what ought to be
desired or done. (Adler, 1990, p. 159)
The importance of introducing three levels of practical reasoning and
distinguishing between them is that it should help to examine practical
reasoning and teacher actions within a domain of intellectual and moral
action. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4. For now, I tum to
literature that directs my attention to principles governing practical
rationality.

Principles Governing Practical Rationality
Three principles that influence practical rationality were introduced
by German rationalist Gottfried Leibniz9 (1646-1716). First is the
principle of identity. Recall the two types of knowledge claims:
descriptive/empirical and analytical. They comprise "the principle of
identity." This principle helps to identify knowledge. Second is the
principle of sufficient reason. According to Leibniz (1714), for anything
which exists, there is some reason to exist in exactly the fonn it does exist.
He claimed that this is the main principle of rationality and that anyone
8Desire in this context is referring to a goal or aim. It is not to be interpreted as "wishful thinking" (a
Freudian notion).
9J.eibniz's three principles are discussed in his MonailolQgy (1714), and The Disr.ourse on Metanhysics
(1686). See, Frankfurt, (1972). New York: Anchor.
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who rejects this principle is irrational. For example, if a teacher has
students in reading groups by ability, then there must be some reason for
the grouping to exist at all, and for students to be grouped by ability and
not, e.g., by age. Both of these reasons should be open to scientific
inquiry. Third is the principle of internal harmony. Leibniz was
interested in moral perfection. He believed that all substances hold a
potential for internal hannony and are capable of creating harmony with
each other to the greatest extent possible. For example, a teacher may
perceive that (s)he is compatible with several colleagues in the same
school; therefore, she creates, collaborates, develops, and sustains close
relations with them and not other teachers. This principle holds true of
the relations among all substances. Therefore, it impacts the practical
reasoning of teachers and students. Chapter 4 extends this discussion. For
now, I will examine the role of situation in practical reasoning.

Practical Reasonin~ and Situation
How can I come to understand practical reasoning in relation to
situation?
While an understanding of practical arguments is indeed
important for teachers and teacher educators alike, it is a
mistake to think that reasoning within the constraints of
inferential rules is the most difficult or the most important
part of deliberation in teaching--or, for that matter, in any
complex human practice. Deliberation in teaching, if it is any
good, relies crucially upon situational appreciation.
(pendlebury, 1990, p. 171)
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Here Pendlebury refers to situational appredation, a phrase first
introduced by Wiggins (1980). Pendlebury explains this tenn in the
following way.
As David Wiggins points out, the relevant features of a
situation calling for practical reasoning do not jump to the eye
ready labeled for easy identification. It is up to the
practitioner to pick them out. This involves what Aristotle
called perception, the ability to see fine detail and nuance, to
see the differences between this situation and others which, to
an inexperienced eye, might seem the same. Perception, or
situational appreciation, is what is required for responding to
the particularity of each hard case [nontechnical cases-"constituents-to-end reasoning"]. It is crucial to sound
practical reasoning, because if a practitioner is wrong in her
identification of the salient features of a case, the result will be
inappropriate or misguided action, regardless of the internal
coherence of the argument she may give in support of her
actions. (1990, p. 176)
Pendlebury refers to "constituents-to-end reasoning" (p. 174) which she
calls the reasoning that one gives in considering what constitutes some end.
For Pendlebury, without this component of practical reasoning, teachers
could not be "in a position either to promote [the] ends or to recognize
when and to what extent they have been achieved" (p. 174),10 Pendlebury
identified two other features emphasized by Wiggins that are pertinent to
acquiring an understanding of practical reasoning within a particular
situation. One is uncertainty about identifying the ends that one seeks.

In what Wiggins calls the nontechnical cases of practical
reasoning ... a practitioner characteristically has only a vague
lOpendlebmy (1990) is not suggesting that practical reasoning is limited to constituents-to-end reasoning,
nor is she arguing that it is only concerned with rneans-to-end reasoning. Her point is that both aspects
exist and should be considered in different ways.

description of what he ... wants to accomplish: to teach a
good lesson; to establish a productive working relationship
with his students; ... to help his students become responsible
and independent learners. The problem in each case is less a
matter of what would be causally efficacious in bringing about
any of these ends than to see what really constitutes a good
lesson, or a productive working relationship, ... given not
only the particular interests, concerns, talents, and limitations
of this group of students but also the institutional context of
practice. (pp. 176-177)
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Here I learn that practical reasoning is embedded in specific context.
Uncertainty arises not only in detennining what the ends should be in a
particular situation, but due to the nature of the specific context,
uncertainty plays a key role in practical reasoning.
Based on the particularity of a given situation, Pendlebury (1990)
helps me to understand Wiggins (1980) third feature for making sense of
practical reasoning. It is the "uncertainty about which one of several
competing concerns a teacher should pay attention to in this situation" (p.
177). Pendlebury explains.
Even when a teacher thinks he is clear about the hierarchical
ordedng of his concerns, he may fmd that his reflection on a
new situation disrupts what had seemed a fixed-order,
bringing a change in his conception of the point of his actions
or his practice. (p. 177)
These features of situational appreciation and uncertainty, discussed by
Wiggins (1980) and Pendlebury (1990), can be traced to Aristotle's thesis
on prudence--practical wisdom in his Nicomachean Ethic~ (see McKeon,
1941). Recall too that Audi (1993b) referred to the importance of the
"subject's epistemic situation, which contains the ground(s) of
justification" (p. 275), Regardless of how it is discussed, in the [mal
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analysis the specifics of context where practical reasoning is embedded
cannot be separated in attempting to examine and make sense of a
particular situation, the practical and moral reasoning, or the action(s)
involved. Seen in this light, knowing depends on context. To acquire a
rich understanding of teacher knowledge, it is crucial "to judge the
seriousness of each deliberative context and to bring to bear on a teaching
situation 'the greatest number of genuinely pertinent concerns and
genuinely relevant considerations' commensurate with that context"
(pendlebury, 1990, p. 177). Clearly, no reasoning or action can be
understood well outside of its own context.
The idea that context is so much a part of the ordinary makes it
more apparent that little thought has been committed to context itself.
Interestingly, I am more familiar with context in practice than in theory.
There does not seem to be any theory for context, no rules for it, and no
conception for what its restrictions, if any, may be.
Ordinarily, we accept the idea of context without any question;
but this is only because we do not pursue it very far.... We
seem to feel that the idea of context is clear, stable, and
sufficient and does not need qualifications or a context of its
own.... The price paid [for not scrutinizing context closely]
is intellectual slackness because to neglect to see where the idea
[pursuing context consistently] leads is as intellectually
unjustified as to neglect to use it. (Scharfstein, 1989, p. 59)
This point raises a concern for consistency in investigating context, which
is explained further in Chapter 3. At this time, I will move from practical
reasoning and situation to rationality and imagination.
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Rationality and Imagination
Rationality of belief, too, is not simply a matter of applying
(mechanical) rules to weigh given reasons. Imagination plays
an important role. By imagination I mean simply the ability to
think up new and fruitful possibilities. (Nozick, 1993, p. 172)
Nozick (1993), a philosopher, notes the importance of exploring
and testing imaginative possibilities to make the best choice from among
possible beliefs or actions. If consideration is given solely to existing
alternatives, then rationality is shortsighted and perhaps even
irresponsible. Parochial alternatives may serve one well, but they may
also restrict potential that could be otherwise actualized with new
alternatives. "An imaginative construction of a new alternative,
heretofore not thought of, might be what makes the greatest improvement
possible" (Nozick, 1993, p. 172). To illustrate his point, Nozick presents
an analogy from the literature on maximization.
A nearsighted person with a range of vision of ten feet might
follow this procedure: look around completely, and then
move to the highest point he can see (which will be within ten
feet); repeat the procedure again and again until every point he
can see is no higher than the point he is standing upon; then
stop. If he starts on the side of a hill, this procedure will get
him to its top; but it will not get him to the top of the higher
next hill, whose side he did not begin upon. This procedure
will get him to a local highest point, a local optimum, but not
to an overall highest point, not to a global optimum. (p. 173)
Without creating and experimenting with new options people risk
restricting their rationality to a "local optimum." The question is not
whether such a restriction is wrong or right but, rather, to what degree
people want to maximize their potential. The process of generating new
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possibilities or testing them is not without problems. "The process of
exploring new possibilities will be imperfect and apparently wasteful;
many of the possibilities explored will tum out to be useless. Yet
rationality must be tolerant of this and not demand guarantees of success
in advance" (Nozick, 1993, p. 173).
A question now arises, What alternative possibilities exist? "To ask

this question requires a willingness to break with tradition, to venture out
into unknown territory. To answer requires the ability to think up new
and fruitful possibilities; that is, it requires imagination" (Nozick, 1993, p.
174).

It is one's imaginative outlook that enables him/her to deliberate
about what will be pursued or avoided (Nussbaum, 1990). Whether
people choose to take a certain action or not to act at all requires

"imaginative rationality," the ability to imagine with insight, a critical
eye, an inquiring mind, and a sense of possibilities for change (Johnson,
1993). But as in all practical fields, imaginative effort must meet the test
of practicability; otherwise it is discarded.

Surnmaor
ill this section, I learned that there are a number of components to
understanding the nature of rationality. I began by defming reason as a
human facility for deliberation and examining practical reasoning in terms
of means and end reasoning about what people ought to do in practice.
Among its critical elements are consistency and uncertainty which figure
into one's practical reasoning. It became quite clear that practical
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reasoning must be understood within the context in which it is embedded.
Context cannot be ignored. Furthering my understanding of the
complexities of practical reasoning, I ventured into the domain of
rationality and imagination, discovering the criticalness of exploring new
possibilities in the process of making choices to enact. Imagination is as
essential in teaching as it is in the pure sciences. Without an ability to
construct possible experiences, sort hunches and follow them out, play
freely with ideas (hypotheses), and so forth, no scientist or teacher
accomplishes anything.

Part Three: Theoretical Framework of Practical Arguments
Introduction
The available literature on practical arguments has left me
wondering about the theory itself. For instance, how am I to understand
the nature of argument, reconstruction, or practical argument? In other
words, what are the components of the conceptual framework
Fenstermacher (1986) has introduced? Thomas Green (1993) once used
the phrase "unwrap the ordinary." This section is intended to unwrap (not
deconstruct) Fenstennacher's theory of practical arguments beginning
with the construct called argument.

The Nature of Argument
In everyday discourse, people most commonly use the word argue
to describe intense debate over an idea. This popular use of the expression
"to argue" may be misleading. In philosophy, to argue, present an
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argument, or defend a thesis, does not suggest narrowing one's thinking,
becoming an angry opponent, or oversimplifying. Instead, it represents
the presentation of well-reasoned thoughts based on strong evidence about
why the thesis is a credible one.
An argument is constructed with premises and a conclusion. A
premise is any statement of evidence. Premises constitute the reasons for
believing a thesis. A conclusion is any statement for which evidence has
been offered. Clearly, the thesis statement in this work is a conclusion.
Habermas (1984) speaks of argument as a means for developing
communicative action coupled with critical reflection over time. He
explains that through argumentation claims can be adequately clarified.
We use the tenn argumentation for that type of speech in
which participants thematize contested validity claims and
attempt to vindicate or criticize them through arguments. An
argument contains reasons or grounds that are connected in a
systematic way with the validity claim of a problematic
expression. The soundness of the reasons; that can be seen ins
among other things, whether or not an argument is able to
convince the participants in a discourse, that is, to motivate
them to accept the validity claim in question. Against this
background, we can also judge the rationality of a speaking
and acting subject by how he behaves as a participant in
argumentation, should the situation arise. (p. 18)
Habennas goes on to quote Neuendorff (1975):
Anyone participating in argument shows his rationality or lack
of it by the manner in which he handles and responds to the
offering of reasons for or against claims. If he is "open to
argument," he will either acknowledge the force of those
reasons or seek to reply to them, and either way he will deal
with them in a "rational" manner. If he is !ideaf to argument,"
by contrast, he may either ignore contrary reasons or reply to

them with dogmatic assertions, and either way he fails to deal
with the issues "rationally." (p. 18)

64

This raises a point about participants' willingness to subject themselves to
criticism in dialogue. Therefore, rationality is also displayed in one's
conduct. For Habennas, rationality is perceived "to be a disposition of
speaking and acting subjects that is expressed in modes of behavior for
which there are good reasons or grounds. This means that rational
expressions admit of objective evaluation" (p. 22). Through
argumentation, Habermas explains, it is possible to learn from mistakes,
which is itself rational behavior and leads to other possibilities such as
acquiring theoretical knowledge, moral insight, extending and renewing
one's evaluative language, and overcoming self-deceptions and difficulties
in comprehension. Habermas concludes that because of the nature of
argumentation, it has the possibility to guide people to authentic
experiences. However, authentic experiences can only be generated if
there is a genuine shared understanding among participants.

Practical Argument
Fenstermacher (1986, 1987a, 1987b, 1990b, 1990d, 1993, 1994b,in
press) and Fenstermacher and Richardson (1991, 1993) have become
trail-blazers in teacher education by elaborating a concept (first
introduced by Green, 1976), called practical argument. This concept is
rooted in Aristotelian ideas of practical reasoning (see Book VI,
Nicomachean Ethics in McKeon, 1941).
"A practical argument is a reasonably coherent chain of reasoning
leading from an expression of a desired end state, through various types of
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premises--some empirical, others situational--to an intention to act in a
particular way" (Fenstennacher, 1987a, p. 359). Simply put, a practical
argument is an account of one's action in a particular situation. It is a type
of argumentation that is knowledge-based. "It [practical reasoning] is only
useful when it is tied to a broad, deep, and coherent knowledge base. It is
only in a context of use that practical reasoning makes sense as a
distinctive type of argumentation" (Walton, 1990, p. 305). "The
specification of premises calls for considerable reflection on the part of
the teacher," the one who is giving an account (Fenstermacher, 1993, p.3).

Reflection
Reflection has been a consistent theme in educational research since
the early 1960s (see Hullfish & Smith, 1961) and has permeated
educational scholarship since the 1980s. Anderson (1984), Canning
(1990), Clandinin and Connelly (1986, 1991), Colton, Sparks-Langer,
Tripp-Opple, & Simmons (1989), Gore (1987), Kagan (1988), Kilbourn
(1987, 1990, 1992), Korthagen (1985, 1988), Louden (1991), Mattingly
(1991), McLaren (1989), Munby & Russell (1992), Richert (1989, 1991,
1992), Ross (1989, 1990), Russell (1989, 1991), Schon (1983, 1987, 1990,
1991), Simmons, Sparks, Starko, Pasch, Colton, & Grinberg (1989),
Smyth (1989, 1992), Sparks-Langer, Simmons, Pasch, Colton, & Starko
(1990), Tom (1985), and van Manen (1991), are some of the scholars who
have called attention to the importance of reflection in teacher

preparation, teaching, professional development, and school refonn. 11
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In

particular, Schon's (1983, 1987, 1990, 1991) notions have influenced ways
in which teachers and teacher educators are conducting their work (e.g.,
Munby & Russell, 1992). His concepts include reflection-in-action
(puzzlement, an aha experience leading to on-the-spot experimentation,
"practice artistry" (which may not require words); reflection-on-action
(conscious observation and questioning of what one is doing); reflective
conversations with the situation (a transactional perspective, one is
influenced by reflection-in-action, but it need not be consciously
recognized; one apprehends it, appreciates it, and simultaneously shapes it
in a particular way by some type of action); the reflective tum (reflective
transfer to other situations of teaching); knowing-in-action (intuition or
instinct within a situation, circumstance or phenomenon); and reflective
practice (the activity-work of teachers that Schon emphasizes should
include all of the above concepts) (1983, 1987, 1990, 1991).
Schon's ideas sounded captivating when I heard his invited address
(1990); he was so forceful and mentioned Dewey so often that it was
easier for me to understand why his ideas have been embraced so readily
(particularly in Canada, see Russell, 1989, 1991; Munby & Russell, 1992).
However, remaining skeptical, I turned to Schon (1983, 1987, 1990) and
various other works (e.g., Dewey, 1897,1902a, 1902b, 1916, 1929, 1933,
11For further reading on reflection in teaching, teacher education, staff development, and school refonn,
see Baird (1992), Carter (1992), CIandinin (1992), Clift, Houston, and Pugach (1990), Goodlad (1990),
Gore (1987), Gore and Zeichner (1990), Grimmet. P., MacKinnon, Erickson, & Riecken (1990), Kilbourn
(1987, 1990), Kortbagen (1985, 1988), Louden (1991), Lucas and Rudduck (1990), Marshall (1989),
Mattingly (1991), Morine-Dershimer (1989), Onosko (1992), Richardson (1989, 199Oc), Shulman and
Colbert (1989), Sparks-Langer and Colton (1991), Sparks-Langer, Simmons, Pasch, Colton, and Starko
(1990), Valli (1990), Wellington (1991), and Zeichner and Liston (1987).
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1938b; Fenstennacher, 1986, 1987a; Green, 1971, 1976). One conclusion
regarding Schon's concepts of reflection-in-action and knowing-in-action
is that they are not powerful enough to elicit or appraise beliefs which
influence teachers' practices. Teachers who reflect-in-action are focusing
on what they do and how they do it but not on why they do what they do.
While this type of reflection is a cognitive process for examining how
decisions are made, it is not in the same league as the critical reflection
experienced in practical arguments. Schon's theory does not have a
nonnative basis. Yet, there are scholars who argue for a more critical
form of reflection (e.g., Kagan, 1988; McLaren, 1989; Smyth, 1989; van
Manen, 1977).
Fenstermacher (1986, 1987a, 1990b, 1993. 1994b) has given
considerable attention to a critical form of reflection. For
Fenstennacher, a practical argument is a normative framework for
engaging teachers in in-depth reflection on their beliefs, reasoning, and
intentions to act. This type of critical reflection goes beyond Schon's
(1983, 1987, 1990) notions.
One of the most powerful ways to prevent our images of
teaching and our teaching practices from being captured by the
systems where we work is to stand away from our experience
and reflect upon it. Practical argument contributes to our
capacity for reflection, and to the value of reflection for
advancing our teaching, by providing perspective on the
experiences of teaching, by offering a means to reconsider this
experience, and by encouraging the reconstruction of our
experience. (Fenstennacher, 1993, p. 5)
To understand how practical arguments may extend teachers' ability to
reflect and change, one needs to comprehend how a practical argument
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derives in a school setting. For now, pennit me to return to Schon for a
moment.
Keith Lehrer (1991), renowned University of Arizona
epistemologist, addressed students and faculty at a seminar on
epistemology conducted by Gary D Fenstennacher. Lehrer said that
Schon's (1990) notion of "the epistemology of practice" was
"incomprehensible."12 Lehrer made it clear that "epistemology is the
study of knowledge--justified true belief." He suggested that Schon's
reference to knowledge may be based on a psychological framework
wherein he emphasizes reflection as leading to "new ways of seeing"
(1990). Schon does show interest in developing one's perceptions about
"what" is recognized rather than "why" an action was taken. For example,
Think of a teacher on her way home from school who replays
in the privacy of her own mind both the student's odd question
and her own immediate response to it ... considering what
else she might have said or done. (Schon, 1990)
Reflection on experience is important, but when it gives attention only to
the "what" or even the "how," it falls short in bringing practical and
moral reasoning to the surface. This is where a practical argument can be
a useful device for examining the "why" of teachers' actions. Such
reflection leads to insight because what may have been unconscious is
made conscious in a practical argument replete with practical
consequences (Vasquez-Levy, 1993). Practical arguments remain
contained within the system of classroom action and experience; therefore,

12In all fairness, Keith Lehrer had not read SchOn's (1983, 1987, 1990, 1991) work. Lehrer was responding to
questions on ScMn's notions.
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it is a type of critical reflection that at its core focuses exclusively on
questions of validity. From Habennas (1973) I learn that "successful selfreflection results in insight which satisfies not only the conditions of the
discursive realization of a claim to truth (or correctness) but in addition
satisfies the condition of the realization of a claim to authenticity" (p. 23).
A practical argument is an analytic device for critical reflection that is
designed to elicit, appraise, modify, or change the sets of beliefs teachers
hold about their practices. In a sense, it is a form of logical
argumentation on practical reason. What is logical argumentation?
Logic deals with the forms of argument from premises to
conclusions, the fonner being regarded as evidence for the
latter, the essential formal requirement being consistency.
Inferences are deductive when the conclusions fonow from the
premises by necessary implication. When the premises are
only partial evidence for the conclusions, their inference is
probable rather than necessary. (Phenix, 1964, p. 259)

Phases of a Practical Argument
There is more to a practical argument than logic. A practical
argument evolves through three essential phases: (1) the elicitation of
teacher beliefs about approaches to teaching, theories of content, theories
of student learning, or theories of management; (2) the appraisal of
teacher beliefs using strict standards for examining premises and engaging
in ongoing reasoned dialogue 13 to advance, support, and modify claims
13Reasoned dialogue is a tenn used by Walton (1990) for dialectical reasoning. Reasoned dialogue is
defined as "reasoning from an agent's commitment-store, uses a set of premises that are commitments of
an agent that may be presumed to be true for that agent but are not necessarily known to be true by that
agent. The key concept of reasoned dialogue is burden of proof, whereby an agent who has adopted a
certain proposition as his thesis to be established (or intention to be canied out), is thereby obliged to
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and advance competing or alternative premises that are grounded in
evidence and truth while excluding those that do not meet this criterion;
and (3) the reconstruction of a teacher's chain of premises that formalizes
his/her practical argument--his/her logical chain of reasoning (VasquezLevy, 1993).
To elicit and reconstruct a practical argument generally requires at
least two people. However, Morgan (1993) presents an exception--in
deliberation one person asks and answers a sequence of questions. This
appears to be a unique case, and it leads one to wonder whether
detachment is necessary to elicit and appraise hidden beliefs. Walton
(1990), a philosopher, comments on this issue.
Of course, in practice, a person can play devil's advocate and
criticize his own deliberations in a useful manner. However,
the critical detachment necessary for this type of critique
[critique on one's practical reasoning] is not easy for one
person to achieve. The problem is the inherent danger of bias
and loss of critical perspective. (p. 304)
Habermas (1973) also contemplated the idea of self-reflection.
The self-reflection of a lone subject ... requires a quite
paradoxical achievement: one part of the self must be split off
from the other part in such a manner that the subject can be in
a position to render aid to itself. (p. 28)
He draws a conclusion similar to Walton's, that "in the act of solitary selfreflection the subject can deceive itself' (p. 28).
One of the conclusions drawn from reading Walton's (1990) work
is that in the ideal, in principle, criticism of the warrantability, intention
prove that thesis (or try to carry out that intention if possible). Burden of proof is intimately related to
plausible reasoning" (p. 315).
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to act, coherence, consistency, commitment, and situation of one's
practical reasoning takes place at a meta-reasoning level and usually
involves a two-person interactive dialogue between the reasoner and a
dialogical partner. This is not to say that the practical argument is limited
to an interactive dialogue between two people. There may be more than
one reasoner, as well as two or more dialogical partners, as in the case of
the Reading Instruction Study (see Richardson et ai., 1991).
If an interactive dialogue is required to elicit practical reasoning,

then it is important to understand the nature of dialogue and the role of a
dialogical partner.

Summruy
This section unpacked components of a theoretical framework called
practical argument. I began by deftning the nature of argument as a
means of communicative action. From there, the literature on practical
argument helped me to interpret it as a reasonably coherent chain of
reasoning on practice. The literature on reflection was then examined,
and it was concluded that a process of practical argument can lead one into
critical reflection that brings practical and moral reasoning to the surface.
Next, the phases of a practical argument were introduced.

Part Four: The Nature of Dialogue
Introduction
Until recently there has been little concern for the meaning,
dynamics, or ideology of dialogue in teaching (see, e.g., Burbles, 1993).
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How can I best comprehend dialogue? For the purpose of this work, it
seems fruitful to examine dialogue in tenus of perspective, type, context,
and influence--its revealing character.

Perspectives on Dial0lWe
The German philosopher Hans-Georg Gadamer has provided one of
the richest accounts of dialogue or conversation. His influential work,
Truth and Method (1975), presents an ethical orientation. (Interestingly,
while he discusses the nature of language, he does not critically examine
his use of language.) Nonetheless, this work has claims of universality;
many scholars in fields such as henneneutics and anthropology fmd
Gadamer's ideas to be culturally and historically significant. For
Gadamer, language is the medium of conversation, and it is ultimately the
tool for understanding. He describes it as an ideal process through which
two people come to understand each other. This understanding has three
perspectives, according to Gadamer. First, the essence of human nature is
sought. Each participant tries to discover what is typical or predictable in
the other's actions. This seems to be somewhat similar to the role of a
theorist. The second mode, is a fonn of self-relatedness. This is a kind of
reflective relationship, a feeling of comfort that some degree of
understanding has been attained. This mode could be likened to the point
when an anthropologist begins to feel more at ease in a foreign
community, but there is still a feeling of distance--uncertainty--that
prevails. The third vehicle for understanding is unlike the second. There
is a sense of immediacy, openness, and authenticity. There is no distance
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between the participants. However, they are aware of bringing their own
prejudices, preconceptions, and history to the situation. This being the
case, the speakers are willing to answer questions and subject their claims
to criticism. It is at this third level that Gadamer claims true conversation
takes place. For Gadamer, this requires that "the partners to it do not talk
at cross purposes" (p. 33), that they are "witlt" one another, and that they
permit themselves "to be conducted by the object" of conversation (p. 33)
and not to conduct the conversation. In true conversation. a newness that
is independent of its participants arises (see Gadamer, 1975).
I learn, then, that Gadamer (1975) makes a distinction between
"conducting a conversation," for instance, a structured interview, and
"falling into conversation." (An open-ended interview would be a
compromise between the two.) In the fonner, data is gathered that it can
be arranged and represented, and in the latter understanding can be

acquired, the kind of understanding that Virginia Woolf (1942) expressed

in her study of biography--"the creative fact; the fertile fact; the fact that
suggests and engenders" (p. 197). Based on Gadamer's work, dialogue is
not a means to action; rather, it is the action.
Dialogue ... is not a treshhold [sic] to action, it is the action
itself. It is not a means for . . . bringing to the surface the . . .
character of a person; no, in a dialogue a person not only
shows himself outwardly, but he becomes for the first time
that which he is. (Bakhtin, 1984, p. 252)

In this sense, dialogue is not only action but a manifestation of character as
well. A manifestation of character in dialogue is discussed in Chapter 4.
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However, a question now arises. If character plays a key role in dialogue,
what, then, goes into establishing a relationship in dialogue?

A Dialol:ical Relation
Burbules (1993) describes a dialogical relation as "a relation
between and among persons, when they are drawn into a particular
dynamic of speaking with and listening to one another" (p. 22). The idea
of pursuing mutual understanding without the element of perceived or real
threat is the essential aspect of this relationship, according to Burbules.
"The key criterion to be applied here is whether understanding or
agreement is achieved in ways that allow participants a full range of
opportunities to question, challenge, or demur from each other's views"
(p. 26).
For a dialogical relation to exist, Burbules raises other issues having
to do with equality, reciprocity, and authority. While the key criterion
for the success of this relationship is a sense of equality of opportunity for
acquiring understanding, it may not be the case regarding knowledge or
experience. In dialogue, knowledge and experience may be unequal
among participants, but in this instance dialogue takes on a pedagogical
nature "in which participants seek to teach and learn from one another"
(Burbules, 1993, p. 27).
Reciprocity is an important component of a dialogical relation.
Burbules (1993) suggests a "mutual relation of concern and respect (a
relation that is fully cognizant of their differences); and ... a real chance
for everyone concerned to participate in, contribute to, or withdraw from
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the discussion" (p. 27). This element has a democratic ring to it (see
Wringe, 1984 for his discussion on the equality of influence and
consideration).
In furthering my understanding about the essence of a dialogical

relation, Burbules (1993) raises concerns about authority. His ideas help
me to examine authority and to consider its justification in dialogue in
terms of power, privilege, and legitimacy. In order to think of dialogue

relationally, Burbules makes suggestions for "useful criteria for evaluating
authority" (p. 32):

1.

To garner "a relational attitude" (p. 32) that embodies

concern for self and other beyond role. This includes honesty regarding
knowledge, insight, or talent with respect to the particular situation at
hand and honesty in assisting the other.
2.

To understand where the dialogical partner(s)' perspective

lies. It is important to consider "what motivates them to enter into the
process; what they stand to learn and what they stand to teach us; what
tendencies they might have to defer to us whether we desire it or not; what
experiences or contextual factors might interfere with their ability or
willingness to enter into a fully mutual communicative partnership with
us" (p. 33).
3.

To establish "consensual authority" (p. 33), a way of giving

respect to the knowledge or experiences of other(s) involved in the
dialogue.
4.

To be comfortable with changing roles among dialogical

partners. This shifting in roles "does not mean that there is no authority,
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but simply that authority cannot be singularly attached to one participant"
(p. 33).

5.

To be an active listener. "Listening exhibits respect, interest,

and concern for one's partner" (p. 33). This is especially critical if one
desires to "encourage others to develop and express their own points of
view" (p. 33).
6.

To create and sustain an environment conducive to dialogue.

Participants must feel confident and secure enough to communicate with
one another. This includes being mindful of "environmental
circumstances, institutional contexts, personal histories, or interpersonal
dynamics that might impede dialogical participation" (p. 33). Social,
institutional, personal, cultural, and historical contexts exist and are
brought to bear on dialogue even when participants confront such forces.
7.

"To create a situation in which authority as a basis for certain

communicative privileges is no longer appropriate--in which, conceivably,
one's partners are brought to the point where they reject one's authority
or find it no longer necessary for their development" (p. 34). Put another
way, this entails making autonomy part of the dialogical partnership.
Burbules concludes his discussion on the dialogue relation and authority
with a quote by Michael Oakeshot (1962). "Voices that speak in connection
do not compose a hierarchy" (1993, p. 35). It is easy to agree with
Oakeshot and Burbules, and his fInal point is well taken. "The authority
anyone deserves to have is one that can be credibly established and
maintained in tenns that others grant credence to; an authority that cannot
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withstand such scrutiny is any authority not worth having (Burbules,
1993, p. 35).
Next, I continue an examination of literature to identify types of
dialogue that may be pertinent to this line of inquiry.

Types of Dialo~e

In DialQ~ue in Teaching (1993), Burbules identifies four types of
dialogue. They are dialogue as (1) conversation, (2) inquiry, (3) debate,
and (4) instruction. After reading Gadamer (1975) it is clear that
Burbules' ideas were generated, in part, based on the work of Gadamer.
The core of dialogue as conversation is mutual understanding.
Participants in conversation interact with one another in ways that create
a common language and approaches for communicating. This type of
dialogue is the first perspective described by Gadamer (1975). Each
participant is seeking to understand the point of view, experiences,
mannerisms, language, and thoughts of the other(s). The aim is to
establish shared understandings and commonalities that may be built upon
over time. This raises questions about interpretation, understanding, and
misunderstanding. Fortunately, Burbules (1993) unravels these notions.
We come to realize that understanding and misunderstanding
always occur together. Every understanding is partial and
established through a process of interpretation that necessarily
transforms what was initially said or meant into terms that are
salient for the listener. Every misunderstanding results from
something that is understood, but then extended or inferred
into something that is not. Thus, understanding and
misunderstanding should not be dichotomously opposed to one
another: no communicative process is perfect; no

intersubjective understanding, even among partners who share
a language, culture, and set of experiences, is ever complete.
Moreover, it is often by the very process of
"misunderstanding" others, that is, interpreting their claims
and beliefs in slightly different tenns than they do themselves,
that the process of communication actually moves forward to
new understandings--this is partly why we engage in
conversation. (Dascal, cited in Burbules, 1993, p. 115)
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Burbules labels conversational dialogue an inclusive-divergent type, which
means this form of dialogue occurs in a cooperative and tolerant process
directed toward mutual understanding. This type of dialogue can basically

be fulfilled by "identifying the underlying elements of belief and value
systems" (p. 118).
Dialogue as inquiry is more of an inclusive-convergent process. It
is inclusive in the sense that participants are involved in answering specific
questions, resolving particular dilemmas, or reconciling differences. It is
convergent in that the goal is to conclude with an outcome that is
agreeable to participants. Burbules (1993) calls attention to five
representations of dialogue as inquiry. First, there is dialogue designed to
investigate "an issue or question with the hope of fmding an answer to it"
(p. 116). The aim is to uncover and examine the soundness of "reasons,
evidence, and experiences that underlie them" (p. 116) (issues, ideas,
beliefs) in order to accrue understanding and assess them more accurately.
This form of dialogue resembles the elicitation of beliefs in a practical
argument (see Vasquez-Levy, 1993). A second form of dialogue as
inquiry takes on the nature of problem solving. This type of
communication involves a process of brainstorming possibilities, testing
and appraising them, accepting and developing the possibilities or finding
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them inadequate and rejecting them (p. 117). This is defmitely the type of
dialogue that occurs in the second phase of a practical argument process.
It also Inirrors the kind of communicative action found in the practice of
synectic problem solving and in the domain of systems thinking (see e.g.,
Senge, 1990). Achieving a political consensus is the third form that
dialogue as inquiry may assume. The essence of democracy can be
witnessed in such a dialogue. Here the weighing of alternative views and
their merits transpires in the ideal sense, with respect for differences and
openness to novel ideas. It should be made clear that this fonn of dialogue
should not be ignored based on a tendency to view only government in
terms of social and political concerns. The very nature of teaching and
schooling is political. A fourth type of dialogue as inquiry "involves
coordinating actions to achieve some common purpose" (p. 117). This
requires participants as individuals to see beyond their ideas to those of the
group perspective and "in the context of some coherent larger plan" (p.
117). The more individual voices are legitimated, the more the group
builds cooperation and mission. In reconstructing a practical argument,
the more the teacher's ideas are invited and embraced, the better the
dialogical relationship in moving toward a shared goal (see Richardson et
al., 1991; Vasquez-Levy, 1993). "Adjudicating moral differences" is a
fifth form identified by Burbules (1993, p. 117). Again, this type of
dialogue requires participants to acknowledge their differences, in
particular their values, to reach a common stance (if possible) on issues
through a process of comparing and contrasting perspectives and
remaining open to alternative views. Overall, each of these five forms of
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dialogue as inquiry can be satisfied by comparing and evaluating the broad
issues or practical activity.
Dialogue as debate (Burbules, 1993) is described as a more critical
fonn than dialogue as inquiry. It is a critical-divergent type that embodies
a spirit of skepticism as demonstrated by thoughtful, probing, and
challenging questions. There is an emphatic commitment by participants
to weigh the "merits of alternative positions from the strongest positions
available" (p. 119) and from "the arguments being put forth for them" (p.
120). The intent of such a communicative act is to generate new
infonnation, develop better arguments, and attain a "clearer general
understanding of the issues at stake" (p. 119).
Dialogue as instruction, a critical-convergent dialogue, is critical
like debate but is focused on a different purpose. Burbules (1993) refers
to this type as "leading dialogue" (p. 120). It involves a participant who is
more knowledgeable than the other(s) in the role of "asking questions at
just the right level of difficulty" (p. 120) to assist the other(s) in "making
active connections without needing to make conceptual leaps" (p. 120).
This resembles the interactive dialogue suggested by Vygotskian theorists
(e.g., Gallimore, Dalton, & Tharp, 1986; Hickmann, 1985; Palincsar,
1986) concerned about individual readiness and the potential to move
forward. But Burbules's point is that this type of dialogue, whether it
takes on a Socratic nature or involves a process of "modeling, scaffolding,
questioning, and providing feedback through a close, ongoing interaction"
(p. 124), is instructional. It is representative of the dialogue in the
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reconstruction phase of a practical argument. Table 2 presents a summary
of the types of dialogue identified by Burbules.
Mer considering Burbules (1993) four types of dialogue, I started
to think more about types of reasoning. Up to now, the type of reasoning
being discussed in this chapter has been characteristic of epistemic

reasoning, reasoning from a knowledge base and dialectical reasoning
(reasoned dialogue). In epistemic reasoning, a set of propositions may be
taken as known to be true. For example, in a practical argument the
dialogical partner elicits premises that he is aware of and believes to be
true from the mind of a teacher, whereas in dialectical reasoning, the
dialogical partner elicits from the mind of a teacher premises that he
possesses but of which he may not be aware.
Dialectical reasoning "uses a set of premises that are commitments
of an agent that may be presumed to be true for that agent but are not
necessarily known to be true by that agent" (Walton, 1990, p. 315). In
the latter case, a method of logical argumentation that examines a case or
situation contrary to the one originally being inquired is the key to
dialectical reasoning, whereas
The key concept of reasoned dialogue is burden of proof,
whereby an agent who has adopted a certain proposition as his
thesis to be established (or intention to be carried out), is
thereby obliged to prove that thesis (or try to carry out that
intention if possible). Burden of proof is intimately related to
plausible reasoning. (Walton, 1990, p. 315)
Indeed, the burden of proof is characteristic of a practical argument in
which propositions are subject to dispute and, consequently, may not be
known to be true. Therefore, plausible reasoning--reasoning from a
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Table 2
Types of Dialogue as Identified by Burbules (993)

TyPe

Attitude
Required of
Participants

Example

Aim

Conversation:
inclusivedivergent

cooperative,
tolerant,
sensitive, and
understanding

discussion

mutual
engagement
directed toward
shared
understanding

Inquiry:
inclusiveconvergent

cooperative,
respect and
tolerance to
differences,
seeing beyond
self-interest to
group interest,
openness, nonthreatening,
caring

(1) frnding
answers

(1) examining
reasons,
evidence, or
experiences

(2) problem
solving

(2) frnd solutions

(3) weighing
alternative
perspectives
and their
merits

(3) social and
political
consensus

(4) coordinating
activities

(4) common
purpose

(5) comparing
and contrasting
VIews

(5) resolving
moral differences

(table continues)
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Attitude
Required of
Participants

Type

Example

Aim

Debate:
criticaldivergent

commitment,
judicious
skepticism,
openness to
alternative
views,
willingness to
argue prudently

weigh alternative positions

generate new
infonnation, re:fme
and strengthen
arguments, and
attain understanding of the
issues at question

Instruction:
criticalconvergent

alertness,
commitment,
respect for
abilities,
thoughtfulness,
caring,
supportive,
vision of what
is possible

interactive
dialogue,
"a participatory
mode of
consciousness" or
"symbiotic
participation"
(Heshusius, 1994)

develop ability to
reason, to
conceptualize, to
imagine possibilities,
to merge theory
with practice, to
make connections

knowledge base and its aide-de-concept of burden of proof--lies at the
core of a practical argument process. Interestingly, in such a process, the
dialogical partner inquires into the epistemic reasoning of a teacher in a
question-reply dialogical exchange, making the dialogue a kind of dialectic
as well. So what is created is a dialogue with a split nature, wherein
epistemic reasoned dialogue and dialectical reasoning dialogue are closely
related (see Walton, 1990 for an elaborate discussion).
In a discussion on types of dialogue, Walton (1990) provides the
tenn retrospective reconstruction. He explains it in the following way.

Once an action has been carried out, a second party or referee
can reconstruct the plausible intentions and other aspects of the
agent's practical reasoning through hindsight. The known
action, intentions, and facts of the historical situation can be
weighed and comparatively evaluated. Then an account can be
offered of the agent's most plausible reasons for the action in
question. (pp. 292-293)
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Walton goes on to explain that retrospective reconstruction is a twoperson interactive dialogue. He also refers to it as a fonn of
argumentation focused on practical reasoning that is most often found in
such intellectual domains as history or biography. Surely Walton, had he
been made aware, would have included teaching as an intellectual activity
where retrospective reconstruction can also be found (see Richardson et

al., 1991; Vasquez-Levy, 1993).
Within the context of expert consultation involving practical
reasoning, Walton (1990) speaks of a dialectical shift that may exist from
one context of argument to another. He calls this advice dialogue, where
one participant in a dialogue is viewed as an expert, "a skilled practitioner,
or a theoretician who has a knowledge base in a particular domain" (p.
293). The other participant is perceived as a "layperson" who "asks for
knowledge or advice on how to solve a problem or proceed with a course
of action in a given situation" (p. 293). Clearly, this type of dialogue
represents inequality, but it is helpful to consider Walton's notion of
advice dialogue in respect to my work. In particular, he emphasizes the
importance of being aware of the possibilities and actualities of dialectical
shifts in dialogue. "To understand the practical reasoning involved, we
must be aware of the dialectical shift" (p. 292).
Next, I tum to dialogue and context to further my understanding.
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Context of DialofWe
Walton (1990) describes six types of reasoning. The highest level,

"interactive reasoning, requires two separate knowledge bases which give
and take infonnation by sequence of related communications between
them" (p. 335). In a sense, these levels can be used to describe different
phases of dialogue that may occur in a practical argument.
Walton's (1990) five other types of reasoning, beginning with the
lowest level, help to unwrap a possible way of thinking about the nature of
dialogue within a practical argument. Each level of reasoning is followed
by a brief description that is similar to the level of dialogue occurring in a
practical argument interaction between a teacher and a dialogical partner.
1.

The deductive model of reasoning is characterized by

deductive, fonnallogic and by axiom systems, where the premises are
taken as "arbitrary assumptions" (p. 334 ).
In the first part of the elicitation of a practical argument, reasoning
does appear as random and capricious assumptions (see Vasquez-Levy,
1993). The dialogue takes on an in-flight, spontaneous succession of
thoughts that mayor may not be related to one another (see VasquezLevy, 1993, Abel's initial practical argument).

2.

Knowledge-based reasoning takes the set of premises to be a

knowledge base and derives conclusions (goals) from these premises by
search strategies (Walton, 1990, p. 335).
The next phase of a practical argument is the appraisal of the
practical argument as it stands up against strict standards for knowledge.
At this point, dialogue ensues between the teacher and the dialogical
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partner about the coherence, consistency, particulars within the situation
in relation to the teacher's intention to act, or the action itself. Here
dialogue is analytical and supportive for the purpose of advancing and
modifying claims and/or advancing competing or alternative premises that
are well-founded, that is, more probable than some other conclusion that
might have been reached.

3.

Knowledge-seeking reasoning takes new knowledge into

account as the intelligent system brings in new premises (and possibly
deletes old ones) (Walton, 1990, p. 335).
As the dialogue of the appraisal phase transpires, new knowledge is
brought into the interaction (this concept of knowledge is discussed in
Chapter 4) while excluding those premises that are not sound (see
Richardson et al., 1991; Vasquez-Levy, 1993). Walton (1990) explains
that pragmatic inconsistency is a reasonable basis for criticizing actions.
Inconsistency is reason enough to carry out critical questioning, and "two
agents can carry out joint deliberations by means of dialogue" (pp. 303304).

4.

Action-concluding reasoning is characterized by goal-

directed, plausible, and defeasible guidance on how to proceed in a given
situation. The conclusion is an imperative (Walton, 1990, p. 335).
A final phase (reconstruction) of a practical argument process (see
Vasquez-Levy, 1993) occurs to render the teacher's argument defensible.

If the teacher initiates the desire and activity to experiment with practices,
then new knowledge figures into the argument. Action-concluding
reasoning depicts the nature of the dialogue that is on-going between the
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teacher and the dialogical partner. The exchange may begin with the
teacher specifying the goal he/she seeks in a particular situation. The
dialogical partner provides assistance in ways that open alternative
possibilities for the teacher to meet the goal (see Richardson et al.,1991;
Vasquez-Levy, 1993).

5.

Feedback reasoning is an essentially circular type of

knowledge-seeking, action-concluding reasoning which makes error
corrections on the basis of incoming knowledge about the consequences of
ongoing actions (Walton, 1990, p. 335).
As the practical argument process evolves, both the teacher and a
dialogical partner contribute useful and pertinent infonnation.
At least in some important kinds of cases, practical reasoning
must be an information-seeking process of reasoning, meaning
that it must seek out knowledge of facts external to the agent
and its given knowledge base at any particular point in the
sequential process of reasoning. (Walton, 1990, p. 313)
This feedback reasoning paves the way for practical argument as a
democratic device, helping to ensure that an equality of influence and
consideration 14 exists between the teacher and the dialogical partner.
More will be said on this aspect of dialogue in Chapter 4.
Each of these six levels of reasoning builds upon the others. Walton
(1990) explains that "as we go from the first level (level 1) toward the top
level (level 6), we move closer toward a richer concept of practical
reasoning and are more likely to perceive the reasoning as practical

14Wringe's (1984) work, DemocracY Schooling and Political Education. presents a critical understanding
of the notion of equality of influence and consideration.
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reasoning (p. 335). Table 3 illustrates the similarities between the types of
reasoning named above and the nature of dialogical interaction in a
practical argument.
For me, these types of reasoning characterize the process of the
interactive dialogue attained in a practical argument. In continuing with
the nature of dialogue, an educational philosopher, Matthew Lipman
(1991), has this to say.
Dialogue, unlike conversation, is a fonn of inquiry, and since
we follow inquiry wherever it leads, our dialogical behavior
cannot be said to be nonpurposive. Nor do the participants in
dialogue necessarily refrain from fashioning arguments to
persuade other participants of the rightness of their
convictions. (p. 235)
This is troubling and does not seem suitable to dialogue in practical
arguments where the dialogical partner is not seeking to persuade the
teacher. The only thing the Other desires is to aid the teacher in
clarifying and justifying his/her own conviction. The dialogical partner
hopes either that the teacher might learn that his/her views are not
objectively reasonable and so gain a new and better grasp of reality or that
the reconstructed practical argument may help him/her to fOIlDulate,
improve, and strengthen his/her views on teaching as well as his actual
practices.
Another interpretation of dialogue is given by Martin Buber (1947).
Buber conceives of dialogue as a discourse in which each participant focuses on
the other or others in their present and unique self with the intention of
establishing an equally shared relation between him/herself and them. In this
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Table 3
Relationship Between Typesof Reasoning and Nature of Dialogue
in a Practical

Ar~ument

Types of
reasoning (from
lowest to
highest level)

Requires

Dialogue in a
practical
argument

Requires

(1) deductive

knowledge,
logically ruling
out indiscriminate premises

In the
elicitation of
beliefs, an
in-flight
succession of
thoughts follow.

knowledge,
recognition of
indiscriminate
or inconsistent
and unsound
prelDlses

(2) knowledgebased

knowledge and
critical analysis

In the appraisal
of a practical
argument
dialogue is
focused on
knowledge.

knowledge,
analytical and
supportive
dialogue for
advancing or
modifying
claims

(3) knowledgeseeking

prior knowledge eliminating
and new
inconsistent
knowledge
premises and
adding new ones

prior lmowledge
and new
knowledge that
emerge in
dialogue focused
on advancing
competing or
alternative
premises and
imagination
(table continues)
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Types of
reasoning (from
lowest to
highest level)

Reguires

Dialogue in a
practical
argument

Reguires

(4) actionconcluding

knowledge,
intentions to
act, action

Dialogue
ensues on
rendering the
argument
defensible.

justified true
belief,
discernment,
imagination, and
contextual
understanding

(5) feedback

two separate
knowledge
bases
interacting

Throughout the
practical
argument
feedback is
provided by the
teacher and the
Other.

continual
thinking
together-dialogue-providing
infonnation that
pulls the
intellect and
dialogue in
evolving motion

(6) interactive

all of the
above
including two
knowledge
bases to
interact
sequentially to
add or delete
information

Dialogue
between the
teacher and the
Other-dialogical
interactions are
on-going.

all of the above
including
shared
commitment,
sense of
purpose, and
mutual
understanding

same work, Buber contrasts dialogue with monologues, which are selfserving; with debates, where the people involved are considered to be
positions rather than persons; with conversations, in which one person is
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mainly concerned with making an impression on another, with friendly
chats, where each of the participants considers him/herself to be steadfast
and legitimate and thinks that the others are indefInite and questionable;
and with lovers' talk, in which each individual is primarily concerned with
pleasure--the enjoyment of his or her own private, treasured experience.
Buber, in essence, expounds on the relation between dialogue and thinking
on one hand and a sense of community on the other (see Buber, 1947,
Section

m.

The idea of dialogue and community is reminiscent of
Habermas (1993a, 1993b), whose ideas on communicative discourse seem
distant from claims that are epistemic and more involved with a theory of
language. Rasmussen (1990) calls it a "quasi-scientifIc theory and not a
venture in foundationalist epistemology" (p. 23). Surely, studying
Habermas could be a lifetime commitment, but there aTe a number of
points raised in his Theory of Communicative Action (1984) that are
pertinent to this inquiry. First, the success of communicative action
depends on a process of interpretation in which the participants reach
consensus in defming a particular situation (Habermas, 1984). Second, for
an interpreter to acquire understanding of communicative acts, he/she
must become familiar with the conditions of the validity of the utterances
and must know under what conditions the validity claim was accepted
(acknowledged) by a receiver. In other words, the interpreter (the
participant who is trying to make sense of a particular communicative
action) cannot attain understanding independent of the particular context in
which the communicative act was embedded (Habennas, 1984). Third, in
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order for an interpreter to comprehend a particular communicative act,
the interpreter "must bring to mind the reasons with which a speaker
would if necessary and under suitable conditions defend its validity, he is
himself drawn into the process of assessing validity claims" (p. 115).

Fourth, an interpreter "can understand reasons only to the extent that one
understands why they are or are not sound, or why in a given case a
decision as to whether reasons are good or bad is not (yet) possible" (p.
116). There is then afundamental connection between understanding
communicative actions and constructing rational interpretations (p. 116).

Fifth, there must be a mutual critique of the claims and reasons.
Habermas (1984) explains that if an interpreter examines and appraises the
actual claims and reasons with which he/she is confronted then he/she will
be more likely to remain objective and not introduce his own aims in the
process. He/she will remain an "interpreter who participates virtually" (p.
116), acquiring meaning as he/she focuses only on the agreement or
disagreement of the validity of the claims. According to Habennas, this
ideal state of mutual critique is "imperative for a social-scientific
interpreter who bases his descriptions on the communicative model of
action" (p. 117). This communicative model of action is dialogue. With
an understanding of the nature of dialogue I turn to the role of a dialogical
partner.

The Role of a Dialogical Partner
Fenstermacher (1990d) frrst introduced the tenn the Other in a
doctoral seminar on practical rationality. This role should be perceived as
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a "teacher development advocate rather than one that evaluates teachers.
Judging what teachers believe, think, articulate, or enact would convey
power and control over teachers, thereby changing the intended purpose
of this process of elicitation and reconstruction of practical arguments"
(Vasquez-Levy, 1993, p. 138). Kroath (1990) presents the notion of
"critical friend." His idea of critical friend is quite similar to the intended
role of the Other. The critical friend is one who assists a teacher "to
confirm, to support and to provide authority on the one hand, and to
challenge, to destabalize and to withdraw authority on the other hand" (p.
5). Both Kroath and Vasquez-Levy describe this role of working with
teachers as not being an authoritative one. It is not a role for judging;
rather, it is one for assisting teachers to examine the beliefs or theories of
content (of which they mayor may not be aware) in an effort to justify
their practices. As Kroath put it,
The role of the critical friend consists primarily in
destabilizing and de constructing rigidly held convictions and
taken-for-granted views upon one's own teaching practice,
thus enabling the teacher to gain new perspectives on his/her
classroom reality. (p. 5)
Burbules (1993) also discusses the work of a dialogical partner in this
way.
The initial task of a partner in dialogue, taking the inclusive
stance, is to understand what has led the other person to his or
her position: what beliefs, feelings, or experiences underlie
the position and give it veracity, at least in the mind of the
speaker. (p. 111)
In eliciting and reconstructing teachers' practical arguments, VasquezLevy (1993) explains that in the role of the Other she found it "necessary
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to develop and sustain relationships with teachers that were grounded in
trust, respect and the willingness to think together, devote time for
reflection, intetpret and merge research fmding to practice (p. 138).
Burbules suggests that a dialogical partner should carry an attitude of
skepticism. He emphasizes the importance in striving for" objective
accuracy of the partner's position" (p. 111) and suggests scrutiny should
be weighed against "evidence, consistency, and logic" (p. 111). In
assisting several teachers to elicit beliefs, appraise them in light of their
practices, and test alternative premises in their teaching, Vasquez-Levy
found that this role requires particular skills.
Without the required critical skills to isolate premises, point
out contradictions among premises, recognize incoherent
arguments, distinguish between rationalizations and
justifications . . . it may be difficult for teachers [without
training] to place themselves in the role of "the Other." (p.
138)
She also found,
It was useful and necessary . . . to have teaching expertise;
theoretical and empirical understandings of how classrooms
function and students learn; and an understanding of,
familiarity with and access to research on teaching . . . [to]
contribute fully to the teachers' thinking, knowledge,
understanding and process of change. (p. 138)

In light of eliciting and reconstructing teachers' practical arguments, the
role of the Other, a dialogical partner, is in fact a complex role.
With an understanding of such a role, what, then, is to be understood
about dialogue with respect to teaching?
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Summary
A review of literature on dialogue was presented in this section.
Dialogue was discussed in tenns of types, context, and influence. Types
included reasoned dialogue, retrospective reconstruction, and advice
dialogue. In the fonner, there is a sense of equality among participants,
whereas in the latter, there is an unequal relationship--one participant is
considered an expert while the other is a knowledge seeker. In discussions
related to the context of dialogue, Walton's (1990) work was emphasized.
His hierarchy of reasoning was examined in contrast to different phases of
dialogue that occur in a practical argument. Key points to keep in mind
regarding issues of equality and influence were emphasized by
highlighting work by Buber (1947). The role of a dialogical partner was
discussed at the end of this section on dialogue.

Part Five: Summary of Chapter 2

In reviewing the literature, five themes ascended which, linked
together, represented a reasonably comprehensive framework for
answering the research questions that guided this dissertation. These
themes follow:
1.

Knowledge and Beliefs

2.

Rationality, Situation, Imagination

3.

Practical Argument

4.

Dialogue

5.

The Role of the Dialogical Partner
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This chapter began with a review of literature on an interpretation
of knowledge. A Western conception of knowledge was explained as
justified true belief having strict standards for verifying its validity.
These standards were introduced as truth, acceptance, and justification.
Conceptions of belief were introduced and analyzed to further an
understanding of acceptance--one condition of knowledge. Simply put,
belief was concluded to be a "rule for action."
Part Two incorporated philosophical literature for interpreting
facets of rationality and practical reasoning. An extensive discussion
focused on principles governing practical reasoning, practical reasoning
and situation, and rationality and imagination. Without a comprehensive
understanding of knowledge, belief, and practical reasoning, it is difficult
to understand the theoretical framework surrounding this inquiry-practical arguments.
It was suggested in Part Three that practical arguments, an
intellectual device for critical reflection, can be used to assist teachers to
elicit their beliefs (often tacit) to determine whether their practices are
justifiable--based on knowledge. All components of practical arguments,
such as argument, reflection, and the phases of a practical argument are
described.

In Part Four the nature of dialogue and the role of a dialogical
partner were discussed. Special attention was given to making sense of
dialogue, dialogical relations, types of dialogue, and characteristics of a
dialogical partner.
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With better understanding of the literature surrounding this thesis,
a description of the methods involved in this study follows.
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
When we conduct educational research we make the
claim that there is method to our madness. (Shulman,
1981, p. 12)
Interpretivists see research as an eminently practical and
moral activity that shares much in common with, or is
continuous with, other forms of inquiry. (Smith, 1992,
p.l00)
Introduction
From a pragmatist point of view15 this study is empirical, and
from a philosophic perspective it is normative in nature. In this light,
interpretive research methods were used to guide this inquiry, analyze and
interpret the collected data, and render the findings warranted. Given this
brief introduction, the methods of inquiry of teachers' practical reasoning
are discussed in this chapter. The inquiry takes as its point of departure
the daily activities of teaching

Rationale for Methods and Focus
Inquiry on practical reasoning that frames teachers' beliefs and
theories of content necessitates qUalitative research methods. The key to
interpreting human reasoning and action based on reasons and intentions
rests with the attempt to understand the interpretations others give to their

15 The concern with detennining meaning and truth and testing for validity by examining practical results.
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own actions and to the actions of others through careful, in-depth, critical
scrutiny. The study of human actions calls for interpretive inquiry.
This study is a moral activity in that it concentrates on the
understandings that teachers have of their reasoning in relation to their
practices and students and on the kind of pedagogical practices desired by
teachers.
This study is also empirical because I collected data and analyzed it
to report fmdings related to dialogue, dialogical relations, and the role of
the Other. From these perspectives, the employment of various aspects of
qualitative research are discussed below beginning with an interpretive
approach.

Interpretive AlJproach to Inquiry
According to Smith (1992), interpretive inquiry investigates "the
interpretation of meaningful human expressions--be they written, verbal,
and/or physical. . . . Interpretations are not a product of taste or emotive
response; they must be supported by reasons, the presentation of examples,
and careful judgments" (p. 102). Put differently, an interpretive approach
assumes an emic perspective. A researcher attempts to interpret the
reality of others.
Data collection is pursued through observations, interviews,
documents, or artifacts. Techniques for data analysis include member
checks and triangulation (see, for example, Goetz & LeCompte, 1984;
Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Miles & Hubennan, 1984; Sevigny, 1981). Smith
(1992) infonned us of three crucial distinctions of an interpretive
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approach to inquiry. First, fixed criteria for judgments of this research
do not and should not exist. "This means, of course, that any individual
criterion can be variously interpreted under different conditions and in
regard to different studies" (Smith, 1992, p. 103).
Second, such responsibilities as ensuring consistency in the scope of
interpretations, giving serious consideration to possible alternative
interpretations, and noting the length of time spent doing fieldwork are
subject to constant change. For example, interpretive inquirers tend to
function much like an accordion--they start the inquiry with a broad
perspective, gradually narrow the focus, and extend to broader realms
again as they gather, analyze, and interpret the ernic nature being
investigated. For the interpretive inquirer, limits are not set ahead of
time; rather, they are determined in the course of their work.
Third, if interpretive inquiry is accepted as a practical and moral
practice, questions such as "What kind of a person do I become if I decide
to accept one interpretation of a situation over another? and, collectively,
What kind of a society will we become if we choose one interpretation as
opposed to another?" should be considered in detennining judgments
about the quality of a study (Smith, 1992, p. 104). Since interpretivists
believe that interpretations can vary based on different interests, purposes,
and values, criteria for judging the quality of a study rest with the richness
of the interpretations, understanding acquired, and the enlightenment
attained by contemplating the questions that pertain to the moral domain.
Interpretivists tend to negate appraisals of their work based in terms
of right and wrong or judgments about accurate versus inaccurate
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interpretations. According to Smith (1992), the archetype for interpretive
inquiry is "human solidarity." This means that interpretive inquiry is not
considered scientific activity in the fonnal and traditional sense of the
tenn; rather, it is a practical and moral undertaking. As a branch of
qualitative research, interpretive inquiry is set apart from other fonns.
Interpretivists hold "the belief that the particular physical, historical,
material, and social environment in which people fmd themselves has a
great bearing on what they [subjects] think and how they act" (Smith,
1987, p. 175).
For the purposes of this study, interpretive methods are employed
in conjunction with systematic methods from qUalitative research that are

considered scientific in the traditional sense of the tenn. The next section
presents descriptions of these methods.

Systematic Approaches
In contrast to methods from interpretive inquiry, qualitative
research identified as "systematic" (see Smith, 1987) is considered highly
empirical. Researchers such as Miles and Hubennan (1984) and
LeCompte and Goetz (1982) established scientific purposes and employed
criteria such as objectivity, reliability, and validity to evaluate their work
to contribute and advance the scientific field. In this study, I set out to
collect data on teachers' practical arguments, dialogue, dialogical
relations, and the role of the Other. As I conducted the study, I organized
data, and examined it in tenns of types of premises according to the
defmitions set forth by Fenstennacher and Richardson (1991, see p. 140).
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This was done for purposes of identifying and verifying premises within
teachers' practical arguments. As I analyzed data throughout the study, I
recorded in my field notes what I did, my reasons, and kept a file of my
fmdings.
Prior to disclosing all methods employed for this study, a
description of participants and research contexts is presented. This is
followed by brief discussions concerning access, infonned consent and
participation, and confidentiality.

Participants
Joan. Abel. and Darrell
The participating teachers in this study taught English composition
and literature in secondary schools located in southwestern Arizona. Joan
was a middle school teacher in the Terracotta School District. Abel and
Darrell taught in the Salida Del Sol School District,16 Darrell was a high
school teacher, and Abel taught in a middle school. Each teacher had
taught for eight years and was in his/her early thirties. One teacher was
Anglo, one was Mexican-American, and one was Mrican-American. Two
of the teachers (Abel and Darrell) held Master's degrees in education, and
one teacher (Joan) did not (at the time of this study) want to pursue a
Master's degree. In the chapter on fmdings, portraits of the teachers are
presented to illustrate their educational background, images of teaching,
experiences that have contributed to their belief system, and descriptions
of their perceptions of their practice.
16 The names of the school districts and individual school sites have been changed.
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Research Sites
JOan: Roadrunner Middle School. The Terracotta School District

is situated in a high socioeconomic community. Roadrunner Middle
School (grades 6-8) was established in 1974 and is one of two middle
schools in this district. It is located off a busy roadway and surrounded by
custom-built homes. The student population during the 1990-1991
academic year was 455. This population included 87% white, 7%
Hispanic, 1% Mrican American, 0% American Indian, and 6% Asian.
Joan was one of 20 certified faculty members. Students referred. to the
school by name. In 1991 students continued to perform above the state
and national averages in reading (76%), language (72%), and math (68%).
Darrell: Flat Lands High School. Flat Lands High School,
established in 1985, is one of two senior highs (grades 9-12) in the Salida
Del Sol School District. It is located off two major roadways near the
airport across from barren land. A 10-foot, rod-iron bar fence surrounds
the entire campus. In 1991 it selVed a student population of 1,265
including 22% white, 69% Hispanic, 3% African American, 5% American
Indian, and 1% Asian. Darrell was one of 50 certified faculty members.
Students often referred to the school as "the prison." In 1991 students
continued to perfonn at least 10% below the state and national averages in
reading (33%), written expression (41 %), and math (32%).
Abel: La Frontera Middle School. Salida Del Sol School District is
located in a middle to low-socioeconomic community. La Frontera, one
of three middle schools (grades 6-8) in the district, was established in
1985. It is located off a major roadway near the airport surrounded by
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low-income homes, apartments, and shopping centers. La Frontera selVed
a student population of 1,055 during the 1990-1991 academic year
including 18% white, 75% Hispanic, 4% African American, 2% American
Indian, and 4% Asian. Abel was one of 50 certified faculty members.
Students referred to the school as "Salida." In 1991 students continued to
perfonn 10% below the state and national averages in reading (41 %),
language (42%), and math (38%).

Access to Participants
The Director of Research and Evaluation in the Salida Del Sol
District was contacted to discuss the possibility of conducting research in
the district. After explaining the purpose and design of the study, I was
infonned of district procedures and encouraged to submit a research
proposal. Following review of the proposal, the district committee
expressed concerns regarding my request for two teachers with particular
ethnic backgrounds, indicating that this might constitute a civil rights
violation. I explained that I was conducting an inquiry on teachers'
knowledge, practical reasoning, and actions. Because beliefs are
embedded in people's lives and it was my hope to explore varied beliefs,
teachers from diverse backgrounds were needed. I assured the Director
that it was not my intent to investigate differences in beliefs, knowledge,
reasoning, or actions based on et.hnicity. Approval to conduct the study in
the Salida Del Sol School District was then granted, and the Director
agreed to locate two teachers who met the prescribed criteria (tenured
teachers of different ethnic backgrounds with subject fields in English
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composition and literature and at least six years of teaching experience).
Appropriate subjects were located using the district data base, and letters
describing the proposed research were sent to all teachers who fit the
criteria.
The participant from the Terracotta School District had been
identified the previous year while I seIVed as a staff development
consultant in one of the district's schools. Approval to conduct research
was acquired after meeting with the district superintendent and the middle
school principal to discuss the purpose and methods involved in the study.
The superintendent expressed significant interest in research designed to
infonn practice and willingly lent his support to the project.

Irum.

As indicated above, I met Joan in 1989 while serving as a

staff development consultant in the Terracotta School District. Joan had
served as an administrative assistant in the middle school for three years
and was returning to a teaching position. She had taught math and
literature prior to her administrative experience and was eager to return
to teaching English and literature. At the end of my tenn as consultant, I
discussed my proposed study on teachers' practical reasoning with Joan,
and she indicated that she would be willing to participate. Following
approval of the project by the superintendent, I contacted Joan and
arranged our first meeting.
Darrell. Darrell responded to the letter from Salida Del Sol's
Director of Research and Evaluation and was asked to contact me to
discuss the study. We met in his high school classroom, and it was
apparent that he viewed the meeting as an opportunity to interview me.
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He did not sit during the initial portion of the interview but, rather, stood
with one foot on a chair in front of him as he tIred questions: "Have you
taught? What did you teach? What else have you done? How did you
evaluate teachers? Tell me about the research you want to do? Why did
you want an African American teacher? Why do you want to look at
English composition and literature teachers?" My impression was that
Darrell wanted to ascertain my credibility as a teacher and teacher
advocate, and this interpretation was later confinned. I responded to his
questions and then described the purpose of the study in greater detail. He
listened attentively and with interest, relaxing somewhat as the discussion
proceeded. Following the appointment, plans for future meetings and
classroom observations were arranged.

Ahsll. After one month, only Darrell had responded to the letter
from Salida Del Sol. Consequently, a follow-up letter was sent. One
additional teacher, Abel, responded, and I contacted him to discuss the
study. He was provided with the same information that had been given to
Joan and Darrell.

Informed Consent and Participation
"Informed consent implies that researchers are able to anticipate the
events that will emerge in the field about which those to be observed are
to be infonned" (Eisner, 1991, p. 215). The following issues were
explained or provided by me, in my role as researcher, to the three
participants in the study.
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1.

Participants were infonned regarding the aims and methods

of the study at the fIrst meeting and whenever changes occurred.
2.

Participants were infonned about their required involvement

during the different phases of the study. Responsibilities were specified
(these are described in detail in the section on data collection).
Participants' willingness to devote time beyond their teaching to the study
was critical to the success of this research. They granted pennission for
the amount of time they would be involved in the study.
3.

Participants were told that they had the right to drop out of

the study at any time. Because their willingness to participate was
important, I asked them at different times during the study how they were
perceiving the study and their involvement and if they desired to continue.
4.

Participants knew when I would be in their classroom, for

how long, and what I would be doing (e.g., observing, taking notes).
5.

Participants had the opportunity to read, verify content, and

comment on taped transcriptions of our dialogue sessions (member
checks/triangulation method).
6.

Participants knew that their comments would be included in

the final report of the study regardless of whether the comments agreed
with the data.
7.

Participants identified times for interviewing students, and

they were infonned about the kinds of questions I would be asking them.
Teachers and students were asked for pennission in advance as well as
immediately before the interviews.
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8.

Participants knew what my role in the classroom would be

and how I would respond to students if approached with questions or for
assistance with their work while I was in their classroom.
9.

Participants were informed about situations or events

obselVed as grist for dialogue (and the research mill).
10.

Each participant decided about their anonymity in the

reporting of the research.
Infonning the participants about the study and their rights,
responsibilities, and involvement was in the forefront of my work based
on a commitment to engage in good research as well as recalling my own
experience as a teacher, research director, and school principal.
As part of my ethical responsibility to be an advocate for the
practitioners, I created opportunities for each teacher to raise questions or
concerns about his/her participation in the study, allowing them to make
thoughtful decisions about their involvement and to be aware of potential
risks. By providing thorough information, I believed I was maintaining
the integrity of the study and presenting an accurate representation of its
development and purpose. Careful attention was given to not misleading
participants or withholding information. I realized that taking such
careful steps to secure infonned consent from the participants was
important to this research, yet it was clear to me and to the participants
that there would be times I would not infonn them in advance simply due
to the nature of this line of work. Often a qualitative researcher cannot
predict the aims of the work as it unfolds. Also, participants were told
that acquiring consent from everyone who contributed information could
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not be accomplished because to do so would make the work impossible.
"Thus, to some extent, we do invade the privacy of others" (Eisner, 1991,
p. 225).

Confidentiality
The participants were infonned that the data would be used to
construct my dissertation and that the study and fmdings would be
presented in various course presentations at The University of Arizona as
well as at national conferences such as the American Educational Research
Association. The participants were informed that their school and school
district would be assigned pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality and
protect the anonymity of the sites. They were also informed about options
regarding the use of their names in the reporting of the study. Options
about their names were discussed:
1.

I could substitute pseudonyms for their names to protect their

anonymity.
2.

The participants could select pseudonyms for themselves to

protect their anonymity.
3.

The participants could elect to have their real names (first

only) used. Abel and Joan selected option three, and Darrell selected the
second option. This supports Shulman's (1990) claim that "many teachers
no longer wish to remain hidden behind a cloak of anonymity; they prefer
to be credited and recognized for their contributions" (p. 11).

110
Data Collection
With the research questions in hand and a commitment to the
conceptual framework (Richardson-Koehler & Fenstennacher, 1988) and
its possibilities (enhanced practical reasoning and change in practice), a
participant observation study (Spradley, 1980) was conducted from June
1990 to June 1991. I assumed the role of the Other--the dialogical
partner--to instantiate, empirically, some of the notions about the
collaborative process of reconstructing teachers' practical arguments and
making changes in practice.
The following activities were part of the practical argument process
and also provided data for this thesis:
1. Observation was conducted in each teacher's classroom for
approximately 25 hours during the course of one semester. Informal
conversations with each teacher took place either in person or on the
phone following each classroom observation to confL1'ffi and clarify
observational notes. During the second semester, observations in the
classrooms of the participating teachers were discontinued. Unexpected
events (two of the three participating teachers left their teaching positions
to accept assignments as counselors in their schools for the remainder of
the year) necessitated the curtailment of further observations. Regular
meetings were held with each participant to continue dialogue on their
practices and practical arguments.
2. Dialogue allowed on-going engagement for thinking together
(Bobm, 1985; Fetterma..7J., 1989; Jensen, 1981; Jorgensen, 1989; van
Manen, 1990) to rediscover beliefs, clarify their complexity, defend

111
premises or vacate them, advance understanding, make responsible
choices, and constitute meanings (Witherell & Noddings, 1991) about
beliefs and theories held by the participants and to reconstruct arguments.
The dialogues were set within a context of openness to differences,
faithfullistemng (Shabatay, 1991), a sense of connectedness (Belenky,
Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986; Gilligan, 1982), mutual respect and
regard, and flexibility and responsiveness (Noddings, 1991). During these
dialogues, the participants began to explore the practical reasoning
underlying their theories of teaching and actions.
Dialogue went beyond conversation; it became a necessary tool for
deriving meaning and enabling participants to think together about
particular content in order to gain understanding that would extend and/or
refme their thinking and to promote the acquisition of knowledge to
infonn their work or ways of knowing.
The particular content in the dialogue sessions consisted of the
beliefs that pertained to the participants' teaching, their theories of content
and images about their teaching, and the varied teaching situations and
experiences they engaged in their practice. The interpretations about their
practices were the core of the dialogues. A flow of meaning around these
specifics was in constant transformation between the teacher and the
dialogical partner as the study evolved. In the interactive process of
dialogue, the Other did not move from one belief, theory, and/or
interpretation of the teacher to another. The Other inquired in-depth into
each teacher's reasoning on each belief, theory, and/or interpretation that
was elicited by listening, restating words or descriptions, and asking

112
questions to bring forth the teacher's reasoning as far as possible to verify
infonnation gathered before proceeding to other beliefs. In these ways,
dialogue made it possible to transfonn the dynamic relationship between
the teacher and the dialogical partner and the very nature of the practical
reasoning capacity of the teacher on a continuous basis.
3. I assumed the role of the Other. The Other assisted the teachers
to reflect on their practice, interpret their beliefs and theories underlying
practices, acquire knowledge, and make changes in the pedagogy. Once a
relationship had been established, attention focused on eliciting teachers'
beliefs and assisting them in appraising and reconstructing their practical
arguments.
The sessions were conducted to elicit, advance and/or vacate
premises, and reconstruct teachers' practical arguments. These sessions
required a minimum of two hours each approximately every two-three
weeks throughout the school year.
The techniques for elicitation and appraisal included both open- and
close-ended questions. Open-ended questions were used to construct the
teachers' propositions of their world views and their beliefs and theories
of teaching, curriculum, and learning. Closed-ended questions were used
to ascertain the interviewer's understanding of responses (Agar, 1980).
The initial elicitation brought forth general beliefs, while the open-ended
questions revealed more specific infonnation. Questions and dialogues
were not indictments or judgments being made for diagnosis. They were
merely catalysts to help clarify beliefs and shared thinking. The open- and
closed-ended questions were prepared in advance (with the exception of
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spontaneous questions that followed the participants' spontaneous
utterances).
It was important to me to ask the teachers questions that made sense
in terms of their own understanding of reality, rather than imposing my
own pedagogical views and dermition of classroom reality on the teachers.
In essence, I attempted to elicit emic beliefs and reasoning without
reflecting the assumptions of my own pedagogy or the assumptions
derived from my particular theories. Consequently, developing questions
that could appropriately be asked by the participants and were meaningful
to them were part of the on-going research. Literature on teaching,
classroom management and organization, student learning, and the
pedagogy of writing provided alternative premises.
4. The participating teachers recorded their reflections on their
teaching throughout the semester. I engaged in dialogue with the teachers
about their journal entries. Joan chose to keep her entries on a computer
disk and pass the disk back and forth with me on a weekly basis. In this
way, Joan and I sustained an interactive journal throughout the study.
Abel elected to give me weekly printouts of his journal entries. Darrell
submitted hand-written sheets to me whenever he had one (this was not a
frequent occurrence). All entries focused on teaching events such as
interactions with students and colleagues, teaching dilemmas, and issues
related to curriculum enactment and classroom management.
5. I participated in several infonnal conversations about teaching
that the teachers had with their colleagues.
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6. Semi-structured interviews were conducted to (a) acquire
autobiographical infonnation and stories about recollected life events that
may have had an influence on the shaping of their beliefs (van Manen,
1990), and (b) gather recollected stories from their experiences as students
in order to interpret what their images of teaching have been and to

detennine whether these influential experiences affected their beliefs, and
(c) to obtain infonnation about their career history.
7. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with at least one
student in each teacher's classroom. Notes were also taken from
numerous informal conversations held with the teachers and students in
their classrooms.
8. Materials (e.g., lesson plans, record sheets, textbooks, resource
materials, projects assigned, tests, and technical equipment) that were used
in teaching were collected and/or described in field notes.
All interviews, infonna! conversations, and the practical argument
elicitation and appraisal sessions were audio-taped and transcribed. The
participating teachers each reviewed and were invited to comment on all
transcriptions from these audio-taped interviews. Table 4 presents a
summary of the number of the conversations and dialogues held with each
participant.
In this dissertation, the transcribed data from dialogues related to

teaching and the data from the practical argument dialogues were selected
to analyze the nature of dialogue, the dialogical relation, and the role of
the Other. Joan and Abel engaged in all phases of the practical
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Table 4
Number of Conversations and DialolWes With Each Participant

Participant

Purpose of
Conversation
Dialogue

Of

Total Number of
Conversations and
Dialogues with the
Other

Joan
Darrell
Abel

Get acquainted

1
1
1

Joan
Darrell
Abel

AutobiograptUcal
Interview

1
1
1

Joan
Darrell
Abel

Dialogues Related to
Teaching

6
13
6

Joan
Darrell
Abel

Conversations with
Participant and his/her
Colleague

1
0
1

Joan
Darrell
Abel

Practical Argument
Dialogues
(elicitation, appraisal, or
reconstruction)

12
3
12

Joan
Darrell
Abel

Summation--Conversation
on Personal Reflections of
Participation in Study

1

1
1

Joan
Darrell
Abel

Follow-up during the
two months after the
academic year

2
2
2

Joan
Darrell
Abel

Total Transcribed

24
21
24
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argument. Darrell created three occasions for him and the Other to
engage in the elicitation of the beliefs underlying his teaching. The
transcriptions from the three dialogues on elicitation are included in the

data analysis. His engagement with the Other in this rrrst phase of the
practical argument process helps to inform me about the nature of
dialogue, the dialogical relation, and the role of the Other.
Joan's 12 practical argument dialogues represent 4 different
practical arguments that she and the Other were able to elicit, appraise,
and advance.
Although Joan did not change her practice or the essence of
her practical argument[s], she gained a systematic approach for
in-depth exploration and analysis of the reasoning that leads
her to action. Already a highly mindful, reflective and
analytical teacher, Joan was able to introduce through this
process additional premises into one of her practical
arguments, making it more complete. Throughout the
appraisal process, she was able to articulate and justify the
reasons for her actions. (Vasquez-Levy, 1993, p. 129)
Abel's 12 practical argument dialogues represent one practical
argument (see Vasquez-Levy, 1993). Abel experimented with his teaching
and as he gathered evidence from his new approaches he would vacate
long-held beliefs and incorporate new premises into his practical
argument. This process took time.

Data Analysis
Teaching is complex intellectual and virtuous activity. One way to
unravel some of the complexity is to understand the practical reasoning
influencing teachers' pedagogical actions. To acquire such understanding
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a dialogical relation that incorporated a practical argument process was
established with the participants in this study. There is some evidence that
the type of dialogue that occurs within various forms of practical
arguments leads teachers to develop the understanding of their theories
and practices, to shifts in beliefs, to the development of justifications of
practice, and to changes in practice (see Richardson, 1992a, 1992b, 1992c,
in press a, in press b; Richardson & Anders, in press; Senger, 1992;

Valdez, 1992; Vasquez-Levy, 1991, 1993). However, what is not
understood is the nature of the dialogue that takes place in a practical
argument.
The study described in this dissertation examines the nature of the
dialogue in a process that involved an Other or "critical friend," working
with three teachers in reflective dialogue over the period of one year.
Analysis of the data for two of these teachers indicated some changes in
belief and practice (see Vasquez-Levy, 1993). The analysis undertaken in
this work describes the nature of the dialogue that led to these changes,
and the role of the Other in the process.
This process for eliciting, appraising, and clarifying,
reconstructing, and advancing teacher' practical reasoning required
specific methods. These methods were completed in stages:
1.

Eliciting teachers' practical arguments,

2.

Constructing cases of individual teachers' practical

arguments,
3.

Probing and advancing teacher knowledge and practices.
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In Vasquez-Levy (1993) a highly interpretive examination was

presented on two of the three teachers' practical arguments and their
reconstruction. This dissertation focused on an in-depth descriptive and
interpretive examination of the dialogue, dialogical relation and the role
of the Other across the three cases.
Teacher BeliefslKnowled~e
Initially, I developed cases from these data (see Vasquez-Levy,
1993). The practical arguments were extracted from the interview data
and analyzed according to (a) standards of a strong conception of
knowing--evidence, truth, and belief (see Chisholm 1989; Hintikka, 1962;
Lehrer, 1990; Scheffler, 1965) and (b) the defmitions set forth by
Fenstennacher and Richardson (1991):
1.

Value premise(s)- a moral claim about what should or ought

to be the case;
2.

Stipulative premise(s) - a statement that provides individual

meaning or perspective;
3.

Empirical premise(s) - a claim that empirical evidence would

establish as true or false;
4.

Situational premises(s) - a statement that provides a

description of the context in which the action takes place; and
5.

The logic or coherence of the chain of premises that fonns

the argument.
A premise is a logical category; it refers to a proposition
antecedently supposed as a basis of argument or inference. Accordingly,
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the general views and purposes implicit in the attainment and
establishment of a particular action or event are its premises, even though
these views or pUlposes are subject to change as they are examined.
DialQgue
In analyzing dialogue, I turned from asking What is dialogue? (see
Chapter 2 of this dissertation) to How do I defme, interpret, and
understand productive dialogue (dialogue without interruptions)?, What
evidence leads me to make interpretations of dialogue?, How have I
conceived and discussed the nature of the dialogical relations in the study
of teachers' practical reasoning and actions?, and How have I construed
meaning about a dialogical person (teacher or Other). Thus, analysis
focused on three main areas: (1) dialogue, (2) dialogical relation, and (3)
the role of the Other.

Analysis of Dialogue
Dialogue collected from three dialogical relations was analyzed to
provide answers to the research questions. This data included each
transcript from the dialogues related to teaching (25) and from the
practical argument dialogues (27). Joan and Abel each produced 18
transcripts of dialogue data with the Other. Darrell and the Other created
16 transcripts of dialogue data. The average length of each transcript of
practical argument dialogue involving Joan and the Other and Abel and
the Other was 28 single spaced typed pages. The average length of each
dialogue transcript belonging to Darrell was 23 single spaced typed pages.
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First Analysis: Interruptions to Dialogue. The first analysis was
intended to identify interruptions to dialogue that were potential barriers
to the continuation of dialogue. I wanted to fmd out what types of
interruptions occurred in dialogue and to develop ways of talking about
them.
Second Analysis: Initiation of Dial0IDIe. Second, the dialogue data
was examined to (a) identify who initiated topics, (b) identify who
refocused the dialogue, and (c) identify the percent of follow-through in
subsequent dialogue. Every time a dialogical partner initiated a topic I
highlighted the segment in the transcriptions. I recorded the name of the
person, date, time, and relevant background infonnation on a separate
file. This way I was able to keep a record of who initiated topics and the
content of the topics.
After this phase of the data analysis, I went through the same data
and marked all shifts in the topics. A record was kept of this information
also. Analyzing the data in these ways permitted me to detennine the
percent of follow-through in the subsequent dialogues for each teacher and
the Other. My purpose in conducting this analysis was to acquire evidence
to indicate who introduced topics for dialogues.
Third Analysis: Constructive Processes of Dialogue. In order to
determine characteristics that sustained good relations and productive
dialogue (dialogue without interruptions) a third analysis of the data was
undertaken. Every segment of dialogue that did not have interruptions or
potential barriers to communicating or to understanding was identified
and examined.
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I started with the data from the elicitation phase with each teacher
and went through the fmal phase of clarification, refmement, and the
reconstruction of the practical argument (for Joan and Abel). Each
segment free of interruptions or potential barriers to communicating or to
understanding were highlighted and examined in tenns of actions
displayed in the dialogical partners that contributed to the flow of
productive dialogue.

The Dialogical Relation
Once I analyzed the data from the productive dialogue, I
reexamined the same data to specify characteristics of the dialogical
relations. Perusing the transcripts from the elicitation, appraisal, and
reconstruction phases of the teachers' practical arguments was my first
step. Next, I analyzed the dialogue in terms of number of pauses, and
ways that the partners made meaning and moved the content along. I just
kept an on-going list of characteristics and qualities in the dialogical
partners that I interpreted as necessary for sustaining a rhythm and flow
of productive dialogue throughout the study. Finally, I studied the list of
qualities and organized them. The accumulated data was then reframed in
categories. This data is discussed in Chapter 4 under the heading of The
Dialogical Person.

The Role of the Other
To acquire an elaboration of the role of the Other I reanalyzed all
the practical argument data and my field notes. In this phase of the data
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analysis the role of the Other and researcher came together. I talked to
myself about the role of the Other. In examining each phase of the
practical argument data, I asked myself, "What did the Other do?" "Why
did she say and do what she did?" "What impact did her actions have on
the teacher and on the dialogical relation?" I wanted to determine the
types of characteristics that sustained the work of the Other. In Chapter 4,
I discuss my f"mdings in terms of three themes: (1) an aim toward
nonnative theory, (2) an aim directed on critical reflection on practice,
and (3) personal characteristics.
The dialogue data was also analyzed to determine the distinct
purposes that the Other focused on throughout the study.
For the purpose of this work, multiple analysis of the data was
necessary for making sense of the practical argument dialogue, dialogical
relations, and the role of the Other. The methods used to analyze the data
evolved as I pursued answers that would help me to address my research
questions. The more I narrowed my focus in examining the data, the
more confident I became in reporting my observations, interpretations,
and conclusions. Discussion now turns to the issue of credibility of the
research.

Validity of the Research
Eisner (1985, 1991) proposed three ways in which qualitative
research can meet reasonable standards of credibility:
1.

Structural Corroboration

2.

Consensual Validation
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3.

Referential Adequacy.

Each is a source of evidence that can be used in educational criticism. The
first and third sources were found applicable to this qualitative study.
Briefly, these two sources are discussed.
Structural Corroboration
To attain structural corroboration, multiple data were collected
from direct observation of classrooms, interviews with teachers and
students, teachers' journals, practical arguments, the analysis of materials
used in teaching (e.g., lesson plans, record sheets, textbooks, resource
materials, projects assigned, tests, and technical equipment), and on-going
dialogues with each teacher. The multiple types of data collected,
combined with the varied means of methods employed for analysis, were
intended to foster optimum credibility.
Care was taken to identify patterns in the data such as recurrent
pedagogical actions to confmn that the interpretation of events, and
practical reasoning were indeed characteristic of a particular situation and
teacher rather than aberrant or exceptional.
Structural corroboration also necessitated a tight, reasonable, and
clearly stated argument.
Referential AdeQua~
One aim of this study was to illuminate its topic--the nature of
dialogue, of dialogical relations, and the role of the Other. Eisner (1985,
1991) referred to this type of aim as referential adequacy. "Referential
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adequacy is tested not in abstractions removed from qualities, but in the
perception and interpretation of the qualities themselves" (1991, p. 114).
In this study, the nature of dialogue, dialogical relations, and the role of
the Other are elaborated and grounded in empirical findings. This work
is referentially adequate to the extent to which the reader is able to come
across and comprehend the qualities I address and the meanings that are
attributed to them.

Threats to Validity
Eliminating "threats to Validity" (internal validity) is a very
important part of presenting a strong argument in this thesis. Explanation
credibility leads toward acceptance or rejection of the study and,
therefore, is likely to influence one's reaction to it in its entirety. In this
study, working at the abstract level is inescapable in theory building.
However, " ... one wants to be able to make generalizations about ...
terms that have a referent in ... theory or everyday abstract language"
(Cook and Campben, cited in Krathwohl, 1985, p. 270). Claims made
about dialogue, dialogical relations, and about the role of the Other are
ones that may possibly have some generalizability. Realizing that such
claims will be judged according to the credibility of whatever explanation
or theory is presented, the fonowing threats have been eliminated as rival
explanations.
1.

My relationship as Other to three teachers was consistent in

terms of the development of a shared language and shared understandings
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and the practical argument engagement. The only major difference that
existed was with the use of Spanish now and then in dialogue with Abel.
2.

Preconceptions of teaching and good teachers were identified

by the Other at the onset of the study.
3.

Bias and assumptions of what good teachers do and say was

separated to the extent possible (on a conscious level as reported in my
field notes) as the Other worked with each teacher.
4.

Teacher actions that were discussed in dialogues had not been

video taped. The Other scripted the classroom dynamics, teacher action
and discourse, student discourse and student actions to the extent possible.
Prior to each dialogue, each teacher reviewed and verified the
reconstruction of particular classroom instances. At times, a frame of
teaching was captured, verified, 8.ild was not altered by the teacher or the

Other as long as the particular teaching situation was discussed.
5.

A possible threat to the validity of the initial and

reconstructed practical argument of the teacher's is what I call a
reconstruction of the construction of their argument. In other words, it is
possible that each teacher may have reconstructed his/her initial premises
during the elicitation phase. This threat was realized at the end of the
study. I could not verify or negate this possibility prior to reporting the
fmdings. It may also be possible that a teacher could reconstruct his/her
reconstructed practical argument during the reconstruction phase. Future
inquiry into teachers practical arguments may be able to address these
issues. Based on the data it is reasonable to conclude that the teachers did
not put themselves in a favorable light in the initial elicitation. It may be

126
that they did not reconstruct their premises before stating them in the
elicitation phase at all.
6.

Gender, ethnicity, and social class assumptions were not taken

into consideration in the design of this study. Rival explanations arising
from gender, ethnicity, and social class status did not emerge as patterns in
the data.

Report of the Data Analyses
Chapter 4 opens with a background infonnation on Joan, Darrell,
and Abel. Cases were not developed for this dissertation. A myriad of
questions could be addressed using the data from this study, but I have
restricted my analysis to a discussion of dialogue, dialogical relation, and
the role of the Other. Dialogue excerpts, quotations from field notes, and
interpretive commentary were used to illustrate the fmdings.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
Ifwe are to know ourselves, then by and large we must know
for what reasons we believe what we do. lfwe are rational,
we want to avoid believing for bad reasons and to have good
reasons for believing at least many of the things we do believe.
lfwe are to understand others, and to know in general what to
expect from them, we must grasp not only what some of their
important beliefs are, but for what reasons, or at least what
sorts of reasons, they hold them. (Audi, 1993b, p. 233)
1 believe that in spite of the hazards involved, 1 am called upon
to search/or the truth and state my findings. (Polanyi, 1958,
p.299)

The argument of this thesis is that dialogue, dialogical relations, and
an Other (a dialogical partner) create possibilities for engaging teachers in
critical reflection about the practical reasoning underlying their teaching.
Through dialogue teachers can be enabled to appraise thoughtfully "why"
they do what they do and strengthen their justification for practice.
Through dialogical relations teachers and an Other can develop shared
understandings of pedagogy, teach and learn collaboratively, and generate
possibilities for advancing practice.
If teachers engage in dialogue to examine the practical reasoning

underlying their teaching, they can clarify and advance the justification
for their actions and/or intentions to act. Justification is necessary for
teachers claiming to have a defensible pedagogy.
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This study indicates that such critical dialogue can be accomplished
with an Other --a "critical friend." The purpose of this chapter is to
examine the nature of dialogue in a process that involved an Other or
"critical friend," working with three secondary teachers over the period
of one year. Analysis of the data for two of these teachers indicated some
changes in belief and practice (see Vasquez-Levy, 1993). The analysis
undertaken here describes the nature of the dialogue and the dialogical
relation that led to these changes. The role of the Other is elaborated.

Organization of Chapter
This chapter is organized into four sections. First, a brief
background of each teacher is presented.
Second, the guidelines I used in acting as Other are presented.
Third, answers to the research questions guiding this thesis are

discussed.
1.

What are some features of the dialogue in practical argument?

What causes interruptions in the dialogue that are potential barriers to its
continuation? Who initiates the topics? What are some constructive
processes of dialogue? What is the nature of the relation between the
teacher and Other?
2.

What is the role of the Other in the dialogical relation?

In the fourth section, additional fmdings and speculations are
presented.
Finally, a summary statement on the key fmdings and discussion
conclude this chapter.
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Teacher Background
Each teacher incorporates beliefs and knowledge that have been
fonnulated from life experiences into his/her teaching. This section
presents personal data on Joan, Darrell, and Abel. It was collected by
conducting infonnation-seeking dialogue (see Burbules, 1993). Italics
reveal the emphasis that teachers placed on words as they were originally
uttered in the autobiographical interviews.

fum!
Joan perceived the world as a complex system where everything was
interrelated. The concepts of oneness, connectedness, integration, and
interdependence figured prominently in her thinking. She even referred
to her individual classes as systems or networks. Her classroom language
included such words as "linking," "making it a part of," "imagine the parts

that connect to," and "making a connection." For Joan, meaning was
constantly being constructed. "Knowledge is work in progress at all
times." Her theories of teaching, curriculum, and learning were
influenced by system dynamics theory (Forrester, 1988, 1990; Senge,
1990), control theory (Glasser, 1984), and constructivist theory (Atwell,
1987; Flower, 1987, 1988; Fosnot, 1989).
Joan was in her ninth year of teaching. Prior to this academic year,
Joan was an Administrative Assistant at the middle school where she now
teaches. "I learned more about how to look, what to look for, how to
sense things, or realize things beyond seeing. You know, when they first
train you to go into classrooms."

130
Joan did not want to pursue a masters degree. She commented that
she had "no desire to go to school at this time. I don't think I'd play the
game very well. You don't have to make a mistake yourself to learn from
it." She held an undergraduate degree in education. Joan has three sisters
and one brother and she grew up in California.
She was an avid reader, continually engaged in on-going dialogues
with colleagues about teaching, and was involved in numerous professional
development activities. Some of her professional training included a
practicum in reality therapy, training in synectics, clinical supervision
training, and EEl (essential elements of instructional delivery model).
Joan defmed teaching in the following way.

Define teaching, a little task up there with defme life. Yes,
I'm a teacher, so one should be able to assume that I can derme
teaching. Then again, I'm alive but not sure I can define life .
•

•

0

Teaching means initially establishing an environment in

which the learners at the time feel comfortable enough to
work. on learning new material or on refming previous
learning. The teacher, who could technically be an EA,
classmate, parent, or visiting speaker among others, presents
planned infonnation, responses, activities, and questions (let's
talk EEl here) that facilitate the students' learning.
Infonnation, responses, activities, and questions is not a linear
process, which implies also that it is not a tennina! one. If
seen as a circle, cylinder, or spiral revolving around, and
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deriving its energy and direction from the learners' position in
the learning at the time.
Joan used varied teaching approaches in all her seventh grade
classes. For instance, there were times when Joan presented infonnation
to the whole class. She placed herself in the center of the room and
utilized a Macintosh computer (with audio and visual projection
capabilities) to create and explain a text for academic work. There were
occasions when she took a seat in the circular desk arrangement to
exchange infonnation or ideas with students and involve students in
dialogue. Rarely was Joan at her desk (in a comer of her room). She
consistently worked the classroom every minute by working one-to-one
with students, or joining small group tasks. Joan commented once that
"when I do this job right, it's tremendously rewarding and doing it right
almost always means to some extent getting out of the kids ways and
letting them interact with each other."
When I walked into Joan's classroom, I immediately observed
structured task activity. Students were either sitting at their tables in a
circle participating in a dialogue with Joan about their interpretations of
the symbolism, author's perspective, or substance of the literature they
had been reading, or they were working together in small groups on
language arts projects. Students were often engaged in conferences with
each other or with Joan for the purpose of elaborating ideas or refming
technical elements of their work. In the midst of all the engagement, Joan
was most often moving from student to student. posing questions,
listening, generating ideas with the students, commenting, and answering
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questions. For Joan, teaching writing meant" providing the information,
responses, activities, and questions necessary for each writer to improve
and/or reime his/her current skills and to learn and practice/experience
new reasons to and modes by which to communicate through writing.
Student writing, student photographs, newspapers, books, stuffed
animals, and a "Just Do It" message characterized the physical aspects of
the classroom. Overall, her interactions with students (dialogue, probing,
modeling, interpreting content, etc.) not only conveyed genuine interest in
their feelings and ideas, but they also represented the complexity involved
in extending students' thinking. It was the complexity that Joan tended to
write about in her journal and to focus on in dialogue with the Other.

Darrell
Darrell perceived the world in terms of efficiency and "in doing the

right things". For example, when Darrell was growing up in Kentucky he
worked consistently to rid a particular dialect from his speech.
I don't know how it happened, but I always wanted to avoid having
what I call the hill billy twang. There's something about it that
never did strike me as being the type of the speech that I wanted to
use, so I always tried to avoid that. And I think I did for the most
part, but I can defmitely tell that I had at least part of that dialect,
and now recognize my own idiodialect that is not exactly standard
English at least not as well as I'd like for it to be.
Darrell believed that "If you do not do the right thing--change it! "
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Part of doing the right thing had to do with acquiring a good
education. (According to Darrell, his family helped to shape this belief in

him and in the mind of his two younger sisters). Mter Darrell earned his
undergraduate degree, he pursued a teaching career and completed a
master's degree prior to his current high school teaching position and he
intends to acquire a doctorate in reading. Darrell has been a high school
English teacher for eight years.
For Darrell, "teaching means more than learning objectives. I try to
give the students in my classes opportunities to develop a sense of
appreciation and trust in order to increase their confidence in themselves."
In his classes, Darrell made time to make personal contact with students.
"It's good for the class to let them know that we can talk about different
things other than English, English, and English."
Darrell was concerned that schools may not be "doing all they can to
help students."
A sense of values is something that is lacking ... I'm not
going to try to teach them about this, but as far as awareness,
and hopefully some common decency, or respect for other
people, It's like you can love anybody that [sic] you want to,
however, consider who is [sic] that you are getting yourself
involved with that's what I want them to be able to do. I'm
not going to tell them it's good or it's bad, but hopefuUy over
time they can see that, "mm, this is not what I need, or this is
not what I want." ... It's like kids don't seem to realize what's
going on with themselves.
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Darrell chose to discuss these issues in the dialogical relation with the

Other. For example, he once initiated dialogue about how he fmds
himself "re-assembling a situation (e.g., student fights) so that they can see
what really happened." He said that he was convinced that students become
different after he helps them to understand situations in ways that they had
not yet considered. "I don't think rve known of any kids that [sic] have
gotten into a fight after doing something like that. But, unfortunately I
don't have all 1500 kids in my classroom." Caring for students was a
prominent theme in the dialogues he had with the Other.
Darrell described his approaches to teaching as,
... eclectic, crazy at times, pretty much whatever needs
whatever I feel needs to be done to get the job done . ... But
just about whatever it takes to get the job done and it depends
on the kids too, of course. Ah [pause] Setting up objectives,
planning on what the kids need to do, and [snaps his fmgers
loudly] getting it there. That's probably about describing
everything in my life, not just the teaching. It's like whatever
has to be done to get the job done. That's what I do!
In his teaching, Darrell said he used the instructional delivery methods

that his school suggests for teachers (Essential Elements of Instruction).
When I walked into Darrell's classroom, I immediately observed
rows of desks, a podium, and a table and stool in the front of the room.
Students were always seated in rows and a relaxed attitude permeated in
the classes. When students entered the room they always addressed
Darrell with a greeting or a question. They called him "Sir." This was
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not a title Darrell requested. It was a standard title used by students
attending the school where he taught. When class was in session students
could be found with their head down on the top of the desk. Some slept in
class. Others would fade in and out by raising and then lowering their
head. There were students who consistently talked all through the class
period. Their discourse was often about their personal lives and
experiences outside of school. There were students who read popular
magazines or wrote notes during class time. When students attended to
class assignments they usually worked with a textbook and wrote answers
to exercises on paper. There were students in class who consistently asked
their peers for paper and pens. For the most part, when students would
attend to assignments in class their personal conversations continued. As
students worked at their seats, Darrell would keep his eye on the class.
When he presented information to the whole class he usually
positioned himself in the front of the room. He used a lecture approach
and made comments on the chalkboard to make clarifications or to explain
a procedure, task, or concept. Darrell also used a question and answer
approach in his teaching and demonstrated aspects of an instructional
delivery procedure that included checking for understanding and
involving students in obselVable tasks. In enacting this type of teaching,
Darrell would walk around and obselVe students as they attended to their
textbook assignments. He consistently talked with his students whenever
he was not presenting information. It was important to Darrell to
communicate with his students and having them understand "he was there
for them."
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Abel perceived the world with a great deal of optimism. For him,
"anything is possible if you work hard you can succeed." Working hard is
something Abel has done since he was a child. He grew up the youngest of
10 children, in a migrant family, near Brownsville, Texas. He praised his
family and spoke often about the importance of a strong family structure
to support and nurture children. He believes that his family helped to
make him "a caring person, successful, and a good father to his children."
Abel made the following comment about his family structure.
There was never a question of not succeeding because there
was so much support, love, understanding of failure [Pause]

ah, not ever letting nobody ever get down on you. And yet
there was a lot of pressure there to succeed, but it wasn't the
type of pressure where if [sic] you did fail they turned it
against you.
Abel said that he "grew up liking school." In our conversations at
the beginning of the study, he frequently described how he liked his
students.
The reason I like a lot of these kids so much is because I was
just like them. I really bought into the school picture. [Pause]
Umm, I saw school as some place where I could go to have
success.... But a lot of these kids don't see this school as a
vehicle to success. I did.
In the classroom students interacted with Abel in a respectful and
personable manner. His students called him "Sir." This title was
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frequently used by students throughout the school. Abel usually greeted
his students at the classroom door as they entered the room. He joked and
laughed with all his students.
His classroom had student desks arranged in rows facing the front
of the room. Abel's desk was located in the back of the room and he was
rarely at his desk. During class, when students were working on
assignments at their desks, he wandered around the room, observing
students and talking to them as they worked. He usually went around the
room helping students by answering questions or explaining information
to them. Abel viewed teaching as "imparting information."

What we do is not that difficult. It's pretty simple. It's the
imparting of information, call it what you will, but ttlult's
basically a lot of what we do. Basically when it comes right
down to it ... I have to impart infonnation. There is a body
of know ledge that I have to get from me to them. And the
best way to do it is not assume anything and just be very
deliberate about it and check constantly, constantly check
every few minutes did they get this? Did they get that? Are
you understanding why we're doing this? [Pause].
When Abel presented instruction, he usually used teaching
approaches based on an instructional model emphasized in his school. It
was referred to as "EEl" (essential elements of instruction). His ideas
about teaching and classroom management were also influenced by his
administrative training. He held a master's degree in education and the
emphasis was in school administration.
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In his undergraduate program, Abel earned a degree in history
prior to returning to school for a teaching certification. In his first
teaching position, Abel taught World History, U. S. History, and
Geography to high school students.
I loved the high school. I'm a high school teacher. I think
that is where I need to be. This age, umm, I just sit and shake
my head a lot. The enthusiasm that these kids bring [Pause]. I
don't keep up with it. ... I was teaching much more content.
Here, you have to manage more. You have to manage more at
the junior high. Some people call it baby-sitting. I don't like
that word, but you do have to manage more. You can't be so
concerned that they are going to learn nouns and verbs. You
have to be more concerned with [Pause] are they prepared to
learn nouns and verbs. Is the classroom ready to learn?
This was Abel's eighth year of teaching and he was teaching English
literature and composition to seventh grade students for the second year.
Abel selected classroom management as the topic he wanted to discuss in
the dialogical relation with the Other.

Guidelines in Acting as the Other
Before discussing what I learned as a result of this study, it would
be helpful to identify the guidelines I used as the Other. My actions were

driven by the belief that teachers deserve to be engaged in professional,
meaningful, and authentic experiences that reflect the nature of their
work, intellect, and needs.
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1.

Treat teachers as individuals. Be person-centered and
considerate of their needs, sensitivities, ideas, beliefs,
knowledge, dilemmas, and interests.

2.

If serving as an Other is a dual role (with researcher as the
second role), be an inside-out researcher. The process of
engaging teachers in teacher education should be situation
specific; purposeful; clearly articulated (Griffm, 1986, 1987);
and involve dialogue, decision-making, action, and evaluation
(see Bentzen, 1974; GrifIm, 1983).

3.

Remember, conceptual change has been a pedagogical
football. Do not impose change. 17 Focus on assisting
teachers to liberate themselves rather than focusing on
"power over people and events" (Sergiovanni, 1987, p. 127).
Ensure that teachers experience equality of influence and
consideration in dialogue. Engage them in knowledge-based
collaborative activity (dialogical relations) that will enable
teachers to assume authority, responsibility, and ownership
for change (Griffm, 1986, 1987).

4.

Remain nonjudgmental.

5.

Abide by the principle of doing the least amount of harm.

6.

Maintain a developmental orientation (rather than an
expectancy) toward teacher change (Griffm, 1986, 1987) and
be realistic; change takes time.

17 Sarason's (1982) book provides discussion on the process and problems involved in change, and
Richardson (199Oa) presents an excellent account of what is involved in bringing about significant and

worthwhile change.
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7.

Provide continuity in the professional-development process
over time (Griffm, 1986, 1987).

8.

Arrange time for reflection and analysis of our work, ideas,
knowledge, collaborative experiences, and change (Griffm,
1986, 1987).

9.

Maintain a regard for evidence, truth, and inquiry; treat
infonnation/fmdings that are not proven as hypothetical; be
open to alternative perspectives and/or competing ideas;
accept possibilities as a fonn of reality (intellectual virtues).
It is said, "Choice is always limited by the knowledge and
availability of options" (source unknown). Do not limit
options.

If I had not kept these guidelines in the forefront of my work, the aim of
assisting teachers to connect a normative theory of education with their
teaching, elicit and enhance the practical reasoning, and rationally defend
their practice (not rationalize) would have gone awry.
When I set out to conduct this study on teachers' practical
arguments, I was clear about several aspects relevant to teaching and
teachers. First, teaching is beset with

challen~e,

risk, and complexity that

engage teachers in constant deliberation. At its best, teaching demands
intellectual rigor in enacting curriculum (e.g., selecting, arranging,
representing, making content accessible, and transfonning content) and the
ability to orchestrate and manage classrooms (e.g., the
"multidimensionality, simultaneity, immediacy, unpredictability,
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publicness, and history") (Doyle, 1986, pp. 394-395), which Doyle asserts
shapes the task of teaching in all classrooms.
Second, teaching is context- specific. All teaching situations are
different, depending upon (a) the community served; (b) the teacher's
workplace, i.e., whether the school is "learning enriched" (enhances
teacher autonomy; provides opportunities for nonconformity,
empowerment, rewards, experimentation, collegiality, and shared
leadership; and repels professional stagnation) or "learning
impoverished," which describes the opposite culture of a school (see
Rosenholtz, 1989); and (c) societal influences (social practices--what
people say and do, social forms--policy, social structures--school board,
legislature, publishing companies, and social sites--mass media, family,
church, schools, state) (see Giroux, 1988; McLaren, 1989).
Third, teaching is a pUll)Qseful activity, promoting the acquisition,
cultivation, and advancement of students' learning. "Teaching is a practice
of human improvement" (Cohen, 1987, p. 34).
Fourth, teaching requires (a) continuity of experience--"every
experience lives on in further experience" (Dewey, 1938a, p. 27) and (b)
systemic relationships among the child, content, and society by which
experiences are arranged for patterns to emerge, for relationships to be
recognized, and for problems to be solved. This type of teaching
"requires teachers to think precisely about the relationships among the
components of a classroom and to have at hand a repertoire of teaching
skills and styles" (Griffm, 1986, p. 107).
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Fifth, a strong conception of knowledge (justified true belief)
underscores rational and defensible pedal:ogical action. A weak
conception of knowing (beliefs or assumptions that are subjectively
reasonable) does not provide justification for practice.
These five perspectives of teaching were important to me in my role
as Other and in conducting this research. I wanted to be able to identify
contradictions, elicit infonnation, interpret classroom events, fonnulate
reasonable questions, and analyze and report data in a just manner. More
importantly, holding such views would help me to make genuine
connections with the teachers' realities of teaching and provide
encouragement and/or support. At the onset of the study, I thought that
by making every effort to remain consciously aware of my perspectives
on teaching, I (as Other) might avoid imposing my views on the teachers
participating in this study.
The knowledge I held about teachers as I went about my work was
that they tend to (a) teach the way they were taught (see Feiman-Nemser,
1983; Lortie, 1975); (b) be unaware of beliefs that may be infonning and
guiding their practices;18 (c) acknowledge their strengths and identify
problems, conflicts, and dilemmas that they experience in their teaching;
(d) experience a great deal of isolation in their workplace and desire
professional interaction with colleagues; (e) resist imposed change but
welcome opportunities to initiate change that leads to their professional
development and especially to the betterment of student learning; (f)
18 The literature on teachers' beliefs is quite extensive. The following provides a sampling of references:
Floden, (1985); Hollingsworth (1989); Kilbourn (1987,1990,1992); Laurenson, (1992); Metz (1978);
Pintrich, Marx, & Boyle (1993); Richardson (1988, 1989b, 1990b, in press c); Richardson &
Fenstennacher (1992); Richardson & Valdez (1991); and Tobin (1990).
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realize that change involves risk, stress, and internal and external conflict;
and (g) be compassionate, caring, mindful individuals who look out for
the needs of others (students). Relations with students are extremely
important to teachers.
One reason for identifying these views is to emphasize that although
I did not have an understanding of what it meant to be an Other, I did
have understanding and respect for what it means to be a teacher.
I turn now to the analysis and discussion of dialogue.

The Nature of the Dialogue
The fmdings revealing the nature of dialogue, dialogical relations,
and the role of the Other are discussed with teacher discourse included for
illumination. Interruptions to dialogue are discussed fIrSt. A brief
discussion on who initiates the dialogue is then presented. Third,
constructive processes of dialogue are examined. Fourth, characteristics
of the dialogical relation and the dialogical person are addressed. Finally
the Other is elaborated. In this analysis, I use the fIrst person when I
refer to my role as researcher and the term, Other, to refer to my role as
dialogical partner.

Interruptions to Dialogue
In dialogue, language becomes the means to a genuine relation
between participants in which the conversation is a vehicle of re-creation.
But what inhibited dialogue in this study? Each participant brought
certain meanings (beliefs, values, understandings) to the encounter; each,
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based on his/her ontological (world view) need, sought the other; but each,
because of his/her need, acted and spoke in ways that at times set up
potential barriers to possible meetings of persons and meanings.
To analyze the data I organized the 25 transcripts of the dialogues
related to teaching in three sets. I then added the 27 practical argument
dialogue transcripts to the three sets. The sets involving Joan and the

Other and Abel and the Other each contained 18 transcripts. The set
involving Darrell and the Other contained 16 transcripts. After
arranging the data in three sets, I read each transcript line by line and used
a pencil to mark a word or group of words that indicated an interruption
to dialogue. This procedure was done three times with each transcript
over the period of six weeks.
When the data were examined the second time, I highlighted the
words or groups of words that were first identified as interruptions to
dialogue. The second examination enabled me to assess the words I had
marked and determine whether to retain them.
The purpose of the third examination of the transcribed data was to
read each line (in each transcript) out loud (to myself) to begin the process
of categorizing the fmdings. As I read one chunk. of discourse with words
highlighted I listened to the flow of the discourse and paid attention to the
emphasis given to words by a speaker (this emphasis was noted in the
initial transcribing process). Next, I examined the transcribed discourse
before and after the word(s) highlighted (to keep the perspective of the
context of the particular dialogue). Once I read the particular segment of
discourse I made an interpretation about it in relation to type, highlighted
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the specific word(s) identified, and wrote a label on the top of the word(s)
(e.g., language, environmental noise, anxiety, control).
My next step was to review and list all the labels I had assigned to
the identified words. It made sense for me to then rearrange the list
according to commonalties. At rIrst, I identified approximately 13
categories (e.g., Language problem of a mispronounced word, Language
problem of words not understood by a partner). Quickly, I realized that a
large grouping would be problematic (in tenns of time) to be able to
continue to analyze the data by hand. By re-examining the words in each
assigned grouping it was reasonable to broaden the type of groups. Thus,
seven categories emerged. The data became manageable,
It took seven weeks for me to analyze the dialogue data to be able to
arrive at the rmdings related to interruptions to the continuation of
dialogue. The data from Joan and the Other was examined the first two
weeks. The third and fourth week was spent on analyzing the set
involving Darrell and the Other. The next two weeks were spent on
analyzing the transcripts that included Abel and the Other. Finally, during
the seventh week I identified the categories.
Mter analyzing the 27 transcripts of practical argument dialogue
and 25 transcripts of dialogue related to teaching I was able to identify
302 segments as interruptions. For me, an interruption was a factor
having the potential to create a barrier to the continuation of dialogue.
Seven types of interruptions were found in the data. Each category is
identified and defmed below.
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1.

Language difficulties were identified as miscommunications

due to mispronunciations or incorrect use of a word or phrase that had the
potential of hindering understanding or halting dialogue. For example,
when I came across this statement, "Oh, propaganda! I misunderstood," it
was marked as an indication that a language problem existed. Language
difficulties also emerged in the data in instances when there was an
immediate response indicating there had been a misinterpretation of what
had been said (e.g., "No, that is not what I said." "That was not what I
meant to say."). Comments made by a dialogical partner to the other
(e.g., "Would you say that again?" "Excuse me?") indicated language
difficulty in interpreting rapid or soft spoken speech.
There were a total of 39 segments identified as language difficulties
across the 52 transcripts of dialogue between the teachers and the Other.
The data indicated that 13% of the total number of dialogues were
interrupted due to language difficulties. Figure 1 reports the data in terms
of the percent of the total number of language difficulties found.
Dialogical
Relation
Joan &

Number of
Segments
Identified
11

Percent of Language Difficulties
Hindering Understanding
28

Other
Darrell &

21

54

7

18

Other
Abel &

Other
Figure 1. Percent of Language Difficulties Identified in Dialogue.
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I can conclude that there was a higher percent of language
difficulties in the dialogues between Darrell and the Other due to the
difficulty the Other experienced at times following his rapid speech
pattern. There were times during the majority of the dialogues between
Darrell and the Other that she asked him to repeat words or she would
state what she thought she had heard him say for the purpose of seeking
clarification. The language difficulties between Joan and the Other and
Abel and the Other were minor (very little repeating took place). Their
language difficulties occurred primarily during the elicitation phase of the
practical argument and involved mispronunciations or misinterpretations
of statements.
2.

Preconceptions were identified as words or phrases that

indicated that one individual made assumptions about the other. In
dialogue, for example, one partner or both may fonnulate their discourse
on the basis of assumptions made about the other with the result that
communication is filtered through an image of the other and is, therefore,
distorted and distant (not meeting the other as he/she is). Preconceived
images as a potential barrier to dialogue were identified in the data by
words or phrases that revealed one partner had viewed the other in a
certain way. For example, in dialogue, one teacher made the following
comment to the Other. "Once a principal, always a principal."
Preconceived images were also detected in the data when there were
intennittent pauses in discourse that preceded a change of some kind in the
flow of what was said or what was not said. To me, it signaled a
possibility that there may have been a preconceived notion leading the
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speaker to say something in a particular way. For example, "If you
haven't spent time reflecting on your teaching by writing in a journal
[pause] can you tell me about particular instances when you fmd yourself
thinking about approaches or strategies?" In this instance, the teacher had
not told the Other he had not written in his journal. But the Other made
an assumption that he had not done so since he had just fInished saying that
"reflection is not something I do often." The Other may have formulated
a preconceived image of the teacher as being unreflective.
Preconceptions were also identified in the data when one partner
made the following type of reference, "Are you viewing me as evaluating
you or your teaching?" In this instance, the Other detected that a
distortion in a teachers discourse was developing from a preconception
I

the teacher may have held of her.
When there were explicit false assumptions made about a person's
role or capabilities they were recognized as preconceptions. For example,
one dialogical partner made a response that indicated he/she may have
misconstrued expectations for the other (e.g., "I never knew you felt like
that." "I didn't know that you had done something like this."). The data
indicated that when one partner made these types of responses, there may
have been some kind of preconceived image of the other.
There were a total of 35 segments identified as preconceptions
across the 52 transcripts of dialogue between the teachers and the Other.
This data indicated that 12% of the total number of dialogues were
interrupted due to preconceptions. Figure 2 reports the data in terms of
the percent of the total number of preconceptions found.
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Dialogical
Relation
Joan &

Number of
Segments
Identified

Percent of Preconceptions
Identified in Dialogue

11

31

19

54

7

20

Other
Darrell &

Other
Abel &

Other
Figure 2. Percent of Preconceptions Identified in Dialogue.
Based on the segments that indicated preconceived notions about the
other partner in dialogue, it is evident that Darrell held on to images of
the Other as an administrator or evaluator of teachers and teaching. He
made statements that indicated he viewed the Other as a principal. It is
unclear to me whether Darrell perceived the Other in this image from the
onset of the relation. Joan's preconceptions of the Other appeared to be
framed in her knowledge of me before she agreed to participate in this
study. Her images of me had to do with my ontological being. Abel's
preconceptions appeared to be related to ethnicity. For example, there
were occasions in dialogue when Abel would make a comment such as,
"Dorothy, mira, these kids no vienen de familias como nosotros"
("Dorothy, look, these kids do not come from families like ours

H
).

data indicated that Abel viewed the Other as having a family value
structure similar to his family. He also perceived that the Other
comfortably switched language during dialogue.

This
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3.

Anxieties were identified as words or phrases that indicated

apprehension (e.g., "I'm not sure you'll understand."), uneasiness (e.g.,
"It's not that I ... "), dread (e.g., "I'd rather not talk. about ... "),
misgivings (e.g., "Maybe I shouldn't say that." "Oh no, that's going to get
me in trouble."), alann (e.g., "This is about me looking at myself!" ).
There were a total of 71 segments identified as anxieties across the
52 transcripts of dialogue between the teachers and the Other. This data
indicated that 24% of the total number of dialogues were interrupted due
to the dialogical partners experiencing anxieties. Figure 3 reports the data
in tenus of the percent of the total number of anxieties found.

Dialogical
Relation
Joan &
Other
Darrell &
Other
Abel &
Other

Number of
Segments
Identified
21

Percent of Anxieties Identified
In Dialogue
30

32

45

18

25

Figure 3. Percent of Anxieties Identified in Dialogue.
Based on the data there were more anxieties displayed in the
dialogues involving Darrell and the Other. In this relation, Darrell did
not choose to engage in the appraisal and reconstruction phases of his
practical argument. The anxieties appeared in him and the Other as they
continually steered away from making sense of rationalizations and
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beliefs. Abel manifested his anxiety when he was engaged in appraising
his premises.
4.

Defensive characteristics were identified as words or phrases

that indicated an immediate guarded stance or mode of caution (e.g., "Let
me think, I want to make sure I say this right. "). Defenses were also
flagged when comments (that were not asked for) were stated in such a
way that revealed an individual was assuming a particular stand on some
issue. For example, a dialogical partner may provide an explanation or a
pretext to something, or excuses or rationalizations could be made. These
characteristics could be identified in the data by examining the entire
context of the dialogue. They tended to emerge when reason and
justification were called for (appraisal phase of the practical argument).
There were a total of 53 segments identified as defensive
characteristics across the 52 transcripts of dialogue between the teachers
and the Other. This data reveals that 18% of the total number of
dialogues were interrupted due to defensive characteristics. Figure 4
reports the data in tenns of the percent of the total number of defensive
characteristics found.
The defensive characteristics that manifested in the teachers and in
the Other were not unusual. The characteristics were reasonable in light
of the appraisal and reconstruction process of the practical arguments with
Joan and toe Other and between Abel and the Other. Darrell's defensive
characteristics were displayed when he would talk about his teaching and
what he assumed I had interpreted during particular classroom
observations.
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Dialogical
Relation
Joan &
Other
Darrell &
Other
Abel &
Other

Number of
Segments
Identified
11

Percent of Defensive
Characteristics Identified in
Dialogue
21

19

36

23

43

Figure 4. Percent of Defensive Characteristics Identified in Dialogue.

5.

Contrary pUfj>oses were identified in the data when there

were on-going shifts in the dialogue, for example, when the Other pursued
a certain line of questioning, and the teacher took the conversation in a
different direction. Contrary purposes may be implicit or explicit.
There were a total of 17 segments identified as explicit contrary
purposes across the 52 transcripts of dialogue between the teachers and the

Other. This data reveals that 6% of the total number of dialogues were
interrupted due to contrary purposes. Figure 5 reports the data in terms
of the percent of the total number of contrary purposes found.
By analyzing the data I realized that Joan and the Other pursued
their own purposes more often that I had recognized while the dialogical
relation was taking place. This data also helped me to understand that I
wanted to push Darrell into appraising his premises. It was difficult for
me to accept during our dialogical relation that he had contrary intentions.
Contrary purposes existed for Abel and the Other because Abel kept
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Dialogical
Relation
Joan &
Other
Darrell &
Other
Abel &
Other

Number of
Segments
Identified
8

Percent of Contrary Purposes
Identified in Dialogue
47

6

35

3

18

Figure 5. Percent of Contrary Purposes Identified in Dialogue.
negotiating for dialogue about varied topics related to his teaching within
dialogues.
6.

Power was detected in the data when one individual (teacher

or Other) made a direct interruption in the dialogue to acquire control of
it. Power was identified in the data when there was no attempt to create

mutual understanding, for example, if one dialogical partner gave fonnal
knowledge or explained a particular instance with no concern for helping
the other to make sense of the knowledge or situation. Power was also
displayed in dialogue by the control of the discourse held by an individual,
for example, if the teacher or Other talked at length and then shifted the
topic without drawing the other into conversation. Control of the
dialogue and a lack of concern for shared understanding are
characteristics of power as a potential barrier to the continuation to
dialogue.
There were a total of 23 segments identified as characteristics of
power across the 52 transcripts of dialogue between the teachers and the
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Other. This data reveals that 8% of the total number of dialogues were
interrupted due to characteristics of power. Figure 6 reports the data in
tenns of the percent of the total number of characteristics of power found.

Dialogical
Relation
Joan &

Number
Segments
Identified
11

Percent of Power Exhibited
in Dialogue

7

30

5

22

48

Other
Darrell

&

Other
Abel &
Other

FifWre 6. Percent of Characteristics of Power Exhibited in Dialogue.
Based on the data and my experience as Other personal
characteristics impact the manifestation of characteristics of power arising

in dialogue. Joan and the Other were both strong willed at different
times. Control of the dialogue was important to both partners in the
relation. I am not referring to the partners wanting to control the
dialogue. Rather, the data helped me to see that introducing fonnal
knowledge in dialogue can contribute to an interruption in dialogue I have
associated with characteristics of power. (This will be discussed further in
the section titled Halting the Dialogue found on page 163.)
7.

Contextual elements were identified as factors that influenced

the dialogue in some way. For instance, time constraints, adequate space,
sound--doors opening and shutting, people talking and moving, traffic, a
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phone ringing, intercom noise or messages, etc. are elements that can
interrupt dialogue.
There were a total of 64 segments identified as contextual elements
across the 52 transcripts of dialogue between the teachers and the Other.
This data reveals that 21 % of the total number of dialogues were
interrupted due to elements that manifested in the immediate context.
Figure 7 reports the data in terms of the percent of the total number of
contextual elements found.

Dialogical
Relation
Joan &
Other
Darrell &
Other
Abel &
Other

Number of
Contextual
Elements
Identified
19

Percent of Contextual Elements
Hindering Dialogue
30

29

45

16

25

Figure 7. Percent of Contextual Elements Hindering Dialogue.
The reason there were more contextual elements found to be
interruptions to dialogue between Darrell and the Other is that they held
the dialogues in varied locations. Joan and the Other as well as Abel and
the Other consistently held their dialogues in their classrooms. Schools
are busy places. People are constantly coming and going. Phones ring.
Voices come over the intercom system requesting the attention of teachers.
If the teachers were called upon they responded immediately. Actually, it
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seems that the rate of interruptions due to contextual elements surrounding
the dialogue could have been higher had the dialogues taken place
immediately following student dismissal. Fortunately, most of the
meetings were arranged at least an hour after the bell at the end of the
school day or early evening.
In order to illustrate several of the interruptions that occurred in
dialogue the following excerpt is presented. It is from a dialogue with
Joan that took place over dinner in her home. This conversation was
friendly and focused mainly on personal issues dealing with time and
commitments. Soon Joan turned to thoughts she had recently recorded in
the journal she was keeping for this study. Her reflections centered on
expectations and goals she intended for her students. As she recalled her
reflections, she used the word "should." When Joan paused, the following
exchange occurred.

Other:

"Let's talk more about those 'shoulds' you mentioned."

Joan:

"Well let's.
[pause]

Other:

"You said that students should get something out of the
literature class? What is the something?"
[pause]

Joan:

"Well time's up! It's time for you to answer the question
now. What should these students get out of this literature
class this year? [Pause] A couple of minimums [Pause]
minimums, you know, minimum curriculum content things
[pause]

157
Other:

"I'm not looking [Other does not complete her sentence.
Joan interrupted quickly.]

Joan:

'Tm looking for the answer Dorothy; you know, I don't do

this for you! [pause] I'm sorry."
Other:

"It's okay.

Joan:

[Pause] "They should realize that they can read something
and understand it and add things to it, relate to it personally.
[pause] And that they know how to deal with literature or,
you know, writing that maybe they don't initially get ... or
understand. I want them to recognize that they have ways of
dealing with it, and that they have those ways ... so that they
have ... part of the minimum curriculum thing. I want them
to understand that they have it because I think that without
understanding," (Other interrupts Joan suddenly.)

Other:

"What is the it?"

Joan:

"They have the ability to read something and you know, the
things that I was talking about that they have that ability to
deal with literature, or to deal with writing that they didn't
have or maybe they didn't previously understand that they
have. Or they didn't know exactly how to." [Pause] [The
phone rang.]

Joan answered, talked briefly with someone, and returned. When she
returned, Jmm looked at the Other not saying anything.

Other:

"You were just saying?"

Joan:

"I was saying they should have ... "
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In this excerpt, three types of dialogue interruptions were manifested: (1)
power, (2) contrary purposes, and (3) contextual element. They are
discussed next.

Power
One potential barrier to dialogue in this instance related to power.
The Other appeared to be seeking clarity on Joan's specific goal(s) for her
students. Twice the Other asked Joan to articulate the "something" or the
"it" that she wanted for her students. By pursuing this questioning she
kept control over the exchange. Was it necessary? Perhaps not. Mter

all, Joan had already recalled her thoughts about what she wanted her
students to come away with. This questioning directed Joan to follow
what the Other was interested in finding out. Fortunately, this did not
hurt the immediate dialogue or the relation, but it could have. For
instance, on one occasion, the immediate dialogical relation was
jeopardized. Joan and the Other were in the midst of making sense of
interpreting student understandings in teaching.

Other:

"Would you say that is your sense of interpretation at work
here?"

Joan:

"Either that or I'm an incredible ego" [laughing].

Other:

"Stay with me."

Joan:

"Hey let me answer the question my way! You wanted me, the
humor is giving me time out to get my answer to the question
that you asked in the first place. And if it wasn't important
enough/or an answer don't ask the question!"

159
Here is an instance where the Other was not meeting the teacher in
dialogue. (Delay tactics are important tools to utilize in dialogue.)
Whatever the Other had in mind, Joan interpreted her comment as the

Other exercising power over her and the dialogue. At some moment,
dialogue and the relation were at a crisis point. Both experienced
discomfort. In this sense, hann on both sides was felt. Fortunately, the
relation did not suffer from this incident because each individual cared for
the other.

Contrary Purposes
Returning to the fIrst dialogue excerpts, a second potential barrier
may have existed (this was not confmned) in the fonn of contrary
purposes. The Other appeared to be seeking clarity while Joan's purpose
was to recall what she had been writing about in her journal on her
teaching. Her purpose was to reflect not necessarily to explain to the

Other. Contrary purposes are not always explicit. In this case, the
different purposes may not have been consciously understood by Joan or
the Other. Gadamer (1975) referred to this notion as "cross purposes" (p.
33). The data in this study indicated that contrary purposes are embedded
in discourse in subtle ways. By isolating obvious interruptions, separating
each participant's discourse, constructing an interpretation of meaning of
the dialogue, and then analyzing the flow of the dialogue, I was able to
unearth contrary pUlposes. In analyzing the data, it was evident that
dialogical relations functioned (or rather dysfunctioned) as a result of
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contrary purposes. However, these instances were few (17) in relation to
the total number of interruptions (302) identified in the study.
Contrary purposes emerged in the data from the initial (first
through third) dialogues with each teacher more than at any other time.
This may be due to several factors. Using Gadamer's (1975) ideas as a
framework, whenever there were contrary purposes, dialogue did not take
place. For Gadamer (1975), genuine dialogue requires that "the partners
to it do not talk at cross purposes" (po 33). In this study, I concluded that
the Other was anxious to collect specific infonnation about teachers'
intentions for students. Second, it took several dialogues for the teachers
and Other to become familiar with each other's discourse style. Also, the
possibility existed that the teacher and the Other had not yet experienced a
sense of mutuality of purposes. There was no way to confirm these
possibilities once the study was completed.

Contextual Elements
During the conversation between Joan and the Other, the phone
rang and Joan answered it. The phone call is an example of a third type of
interruption that occurred in this exchange. Although it brought the
conversation to a halt for a brief period, dialogue resumed without any
harm.
Labeling the interruptions that emerged in the data helped me to
make sense of the dialogical relations beyond the productive dialogue of
the phases of the practical argument.
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In summary, language difficulties were the least frequent
interruption to dialogue. They occurred with two of the three teachers.
For example, a rapid pace of speech appeared to be the factor creating
slurred words and mispronunciations for one teacher.
Anxieties and defenses emerged in the data indicating the teachers
and the Other manifested them. They were evident in the initial dialogues
and in the autobiographical interviews. The highest point of frequency
occurred during the appraisal phase of teachers' practical arguments.
Defending individual premises and one's practical argument generated
anxiety. Feelings of uneasiness set in when teachers began to confront their
reasoning. Joan displayed anxieties about "looking at herself." She voiced
concern for consistency between her reasoning and pedagogical actions.
Abel projected anxiety and defensiveness as he appraised each
premise. He kept giving some kind of pretext or explanation. Pretext and
explanations characterize defensive reasoning (see Argyris, 1985). Giving
explanations protect one from learning about the validity of his/her
reasoning. The Other recognized that Abel's explanations were
rationalizations and not reasons. Her understanding derived from the work
of Audi (1989) and Green (1971). For example, there were instances when
Abel's explanations were not connected to rules or principles of conduct
for the purpose of justifying, vindicating, or establishing the propriety of a
certain act. Consider the following excerpt from one appraisal dialogue.
The reason I don't do group work is because [Pause]. I think
it was because of the way I was taught and of the way I went
through college.... The way that I was taught to teach is the
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way that I am teaching, which is individual rows. See the
rows? ... It's dealing with loud classrooms. That's part of it.

If it's loud, I don't think I'm getting my message across. If it's
quiet, I think I have a better chance of doing that.
In this excerpt, Abel's explaining behavior is appealing to the request for
cause(s). It may explain why he practices teaching the way he does, but it
does not provide, either for himself or for anyone else, a good reason for
doing so. It provides a kind of plausible, deductive, or causal explanation,
but it does not appeal to a principle underlying pedagogy.
But what of the Other? In what instances did she reveal her
anxieties and/or defenses? In the initial dialogues with each teacher, the

Other experienced anxiety in following the teachers' reasoning about their
practice. There was an on-going voice in her head asking, "Was I
interpreting his/her reasoning accurately?" "If not, ask more questions."
"No, do not ask so many questions." "Keep Other talk to a minimum."
"Listen." "Probe." The anxiety was manifested in hurried dialogue--not
allowing for due consideration of the speaker. Anxiety appeared to begin
with this type of internal conflict/dialogue. Field notes also reported
anxieties during the early stages of the study.
Once the dialogues were in motion, such self-talk and self-analysis
no longer interfered with the external processes of appraising the practical
argument. By interfering, I mean in the sense that teachers picked up on
the Other's anxiety and took it on themselves. "Is this about me?" or "Did
I say something wrong?" were common comments made by one of the
teachers when the Other experienced this type of anxiety.
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At other times, anxiety in the Other was experienced in conjunction
with the potential barrier of preconceptions--image distortion. "What's
going on here?" "Does this teacher think I am expecting to hear these
answers?" "Am I projecting something by being in the role of the Other?"
Such questions were written in my field notes immediately following
dialogue during the appraisal and reconstruction phases.
Finally, the type of interruption referred to as contextual elements
did not really hinder dialogical relations in this study, but they did exist.
For example, Darrell and the Other held several dialogues in a library
conference room with very little space for movement. This location was
not comfortable for the participants nor was it conducive to uninterrupted
dialogue. Often, the door would open and shut, people would barge in
and interrupt the flow of discourse, or the phone would ring. There were
times when Darrell and the Other sat outside, only to encounter traffic
noise, the coming and going of people, or bright sunlight in their eyes.
Such contextual elements as location, space, sound, doors opening and
shutting, people talking and moving. traffic, phones ringing, etc. impacted
the level of engagement and rhythm within dialogue.

Halting the Dialogue

In analyzing the interruptions in the preceding section, I concluded
that they perforated the dialogue rather than created pennanent hann.
However, there were instances (not many) when conversation came to a

halt (participants discontinued the dialogue). Two different types of
instances were identified in the practical argument data. One type
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occurred when the Other inappropriately attempted to bring in fonnal
knowledge into the dialogue. A different type took place when a judgment
was made by the Other. Two examples of the halting of dialogue are
discussed below.

In one dialogue (after a reconstruction phase), Joan had been telling
the Other about possibilities for practical argument engagement. She
discussed the notion of students' practical arguments.
Joan:

"What if students had practical arguments and their actions
were based on a certain line of reasoning that they have? If I
know what their practical arguments are then, hmm, I'm
going to better understand and, oh this is good .... If I know
what a kid's practical arguments. I can't believe you got me to
talk like that was the real term in the real world. Oh, god

help us!"

Other:

[Laughing]

Joan:

"If I know, you know, where a kid's coming from, what little
premises they're carrying around in their head and then
[Pause] if I can see gee does that premise, is that consistent
with what your action is right here. I can help them figure
that out then that might help them bring their action into line
with what they really value, hmm.... Of course they don't
know how to get at their own whys, [Pause] how to get at
their own little premises.... It should be like an exit
requirement for students."

This dialogue soon turned to normative conceptions for schooling.
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When Joan fmished her discourse, the Other began to talk about Thomas
Green's (1976) scholarship. The Other simply thought the dialogue had
become an occasion for bringing up this particular work. She made an
association to what Joan had said and what Tom Green had written about.
Somehow the well-meaning intentions were not received.

Other:

"Tom Green, a philosopher of education, suggested the
possibility of teachers working with students. He said, (and I
don't know his exact words here) what if we, as teachers were
able to help students elicit implicit understandings? What if
we helped students to construct their practical arguments for
whatever ... then take them through the process where
you've elicited the beliefs, you've helped them appraise their
reasoning in relation to action.... When they come to a
point where they have a premise that you as teacher are
fmding may be hindering learning then.... "

Joan:

"You know you talk about that [Pause]. And so it's like you
have this need for me to know that some theorist out there has
[Pause] like you have the need for me to know it."

Other:

"I just" [Joan interrupted]

Joan:

"Why do I need to know that somebody had it before now?"

Other:

"I was just telling you that there has been interest in looking
at students' practical arguments.

Joan:

"And all I was saying is that it doesn't matter to me."

Other:

"Okay."

Joan:

"I mean maybe it should."
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The dialogue stopped. Joan said she had to meet with a colleague. The

Other had written in her calendar that Joan had said they could meet for
an hour before she had to leave. Approximately 35 minutes had passed.
It is difficult to say with any certainty what this instance was really about.

Perhaps defense mechanisms came into play. Perhaps Joan recognized
something the Other did not identify with on a conscious level. Whatever,
the instance infonns us that transmitting foonal knowledge can be a
sensitive issue. It brought the dialogue to a halt.
Dialogue also came to a halt between Darrell and the Other. The

Other had observed Darrell teaching one day. At one point during the
day, Darrell had a verbal interaction with one student. The interaction
occurred in his classroom and had to do with an issue of fairness. The
incident left the student and Darrell upset.
Mter school that same day, Darrell and the Other met in his
classroom for a dialogue. Darrell started the dialogue by asking the

Other, "Do you think I handled the situation right or wrong?" He
pursued a line of questioning to get her to respond. In a sense, the Other
felt obligated to respond. She reported in her field notes, "I felt trapped. I
didn't want to get into this conversation. I couldn't make comments about
his actions being right or wrong. An Other is not supposed to make
judgments!" The Other experienced much anxiety. She took a while to
respond. When she did answer, she told Darrell it was not her place as an

Other to make any judgments. He insisted and suggested that we turn off
the tape recorder and comment "off the record." She explained her
discomfort in doing so. Then he said, "Once a principal always a
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principal. Come on, you know you used to do this all the time. Just help
me here. Tell me what you would have done if you had been me."
Somehow an alatm went off. The Other reacted. She could have
remained adamant, but chose to comment on the incident. She suggested
two possible (alternative) ways Darrell might have responded to the
student that would have pennitted the student to understand Darrell's
reasons for giving the student a low grade and not allowing the student to
do anything to make it up. Darrell listened and made an interpretation of
the Other's response. Then he said, "So you think I did the wrong thing.
I guess I do, too, and I just needed to hear it." The Other had made a
judgment. This was an example of what not to do as an Other. It is
interesting that by its very nature, dialogue brings the past to the present.
Perhaps Darrell carded a preconceived image of the Other as a former
principal. He did make the comment, "Once a principal always a
principal. Come on, you know you used to do this all the time." He told
me "as a principal you were used to evaluating teachers." This is the part
of data that led me to the category of preconceived image as a potential
barrier to dialogue.
In this particular incident, the Other was too uncomfortable about
the exchange that had just occurred. Shortly after this discussion, she
could tell she was thinking too much about the situation and realized she
was not giving attention to dialogue. She explained her discomfort and
asked Darrell if they could discontinue the dialogue. Darrell understood
and explained that she had just given him the infonnation he asked for.
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He cared for the Other. Although the dialogue came to a halt, the
established relationship was not harmed.

Initiation of Dialogue
For the purpose of identifying who initiated the dialogue in the I
examined all the dialogues that occurred in each phase of the practical
argument engagement. This included 12 practical argument dialogues for
Joan and the Other, 3 elicitation dialogues involving Darrell and the

Other, and 12 practical argument dialogues between Abel and the Other.
The 25 dialogues related to teaching were included. The dialogues at the
end of the study (9) were also included in this data collection. This created
63 separate dialogues (22 involving Joan, 19 with Darrell, and 22
involving Abel). The reason for including the varied dialogues between
the teachers and the Other is to make a case for who held the key position
for initiating dialogue throughout the study. Table 5 represents my
fmdings concerning the initiation of dialogue.
The percent was derived by taking the total number of dialogues in
each dialogical relation and then dividing the number of times that the
partner initiated a topic.
In the dialogical relations, the teacher or the Other initiated
dialogue at different times. Depending on the occasion, the teachers or the

Other initiated topics and focused the dialogue for the other. Overall, the
teachers initiated more dialogue that addressed specific teaching events.
For instance, when teachers wanted to make sense of their choices for
actions, they always initiated dialogue about the situation (context) that
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Table 5
Initiation of Topics

Initiator of
Topic

Number
of Times a
Total
Partner
Number of Initiated a New
Dialogues Topic

Percent Across
Dialogues
Within
the Relation
(percents are
rounded uE)

Percent
Follow- Through
When a
Partner
Initiated a Topic
(percents are

rounded uE)

Joan
Other

22

26
3

85
15

90

Darrell
Other

19

29

65
35

95

Abel
Other

22

80
20

95

6

27
4

framed particular teaching instances. Together, the teachers and the Other
examined the teachers' "perception" (see Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics,
McKeon, 1941) of particular instances embedded in specific situations. It
was evident to the participants and the Other that the complexity of their
practical reasoning could not be understood apart from context (for a
further discussion on situational perception, see Nussbuam, 1990;
Pendlebury, 1990, 1991; Wiggins, 1980).
On the numerous occasions (in every dialogue) that the teachers
initiated conversation involving teaching events, the Other was able to
elicit reasoning. Joan, more often than Abel, Darrell, or the Other,
created occasions in dialogue for considering "new and fruitful
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possibilities" (Nozick, 1993, p. 174) involving particulars within a
situation. She introduced her own alternative premises (see VasquezLevy, 1993). Joan's ability could be viewed as imaginative rationality
(Johnson, 1993).
Once dialogue was initiated by the teacher, he/she accepted both
responsibility and a readiness to be flexible. Readiness to be flexible in
dialogue was a positive trait in the three teachers. They faced the
possibility that the questions or responses of the Other would put them in a
position to engage in critical reflection and defend their premises. Two of
the teachers were willing to carry their responsibility further. Joan and
Abel represented what they knew or believed, namely, they engaged in
dialogue to provide well-founded reasons--justification for their practical
arguments.
The data revealed that Darrell did not initiate topics as often as Joan
or Abel. This fmding is characteristic of the posture Darrell chose to
assume in the study. He was reserved and refrained from confronting his
premises. The Other initiated more topics for dialogue with Darrell to
engage him in discussing his practice, teaching approaches, dilemmas, and
interactions with students.
The Other consistently initiated the dialogue on the appraisal and

retrospective reconstruction (Walton, 1990) of the teachers' (Joan and
Abel) practical arguments. The types of dialogue that resulted from such
initiation were what Burbules (1993) referred to as inquiry, debate, and
instruction.
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Habennas (1984) speaks of argument as a means for developing
communicative action coupled with critical reflection over time. ill
analyzing the data (by employing Walton's, 1990, types of reasoning), it
became evident that types of reasoning varied according to the type of
dialogue (for an elaboration, see Chapter 2, pp. 91-92). The Other, of
course, initiated all the structured interviews, but like Gadamer (1975),
she viewed the act of conducting conversations (interviews) as being
distinct from dialogue. Dialogue created shared understanding.
The next level of analysis was directed at determining who
refocused the dialogues. By examining the 61 dialogues I was able to
identify every time a partner refocused the dialogue. I examined what
became of the topic and shifts to refocus the topic during subsequent
discussion. Table 6 presents these findings.
Analyzing the data made it evident that, overall, the Other made
more shifts to refocus the dialogue with each teacher. This occurred
because she assumed much of the (self-imposed) responsibility for
refocusing the dialogue.
A mutual commitment to pursue topics together in dialogue was
implicitly and explicitly understood. The teachers and the Other
maintained a high percent of follow-through when the other initiated a
topic or made a shift in the dialogue. This finding is characteristic of the
mutual commitment to sustaining authenticity in the dialogical relation.
Due to contextual elements (e.g., time constraints, environmental
situations, being called away) a 100% follow-through was not achieved in
any of the three dialogical relations.
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Table 6
R~fQ~y~inl:

the Dia1Qgy~

Partner Who
Refocused the
Dial08!!e
Joan

Number of
Times a
Total
Partner
Number of Refocused the
Dial08!!es Dial08!!e

22

Other

Darrell

19

Abel
Other

22

(percents are
rounded u2)

(percents are
rounded u2)

10
12

45
55

90

8

45
55

95
95

35
65

95
95

10

Other

Percent of
Refocused
Dialogue

Percent FollowThrough When a
Partner
Refocused the
Dialogue

7

14

95

Constructive Processes of Productive Dialogue
Mter analyzing all the dialogue data in the study, I found that
productive dialogue (dialogue without interruptions) led to a
reexamination or reconstruction of a practical argument. To identify
constructive processes that led to productive dialogue, I examined the
three sets of practical argument data once more. I started with the data
from the elicitation phase with each teacher and went through the fmal
phase of clarification, refmement, and the reconstruction of the practical
argument (for Joan and Abel). Carefully, I highlighted all segments of
the elicitation phase of dialogue (this included data from the three
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teachers), the appraisal phase (data was from dialogues involving Joan and
Abel), and the reconstruction phase (data was from dialogues involving
Joan and Abel) when there were no interruptions or potential barriers to
communicating or to understanding. The data was examined to identify
characteristics of actions taken by the dialogical partners that may have
contributed to productive dialogue. Four specific kinds of actions
emerged. The characteristics that sustained good relations and productive
dialogue were identified in tenns of (1) a shared language (common
lexicon) for talking about teaching, (2) fostering responsibility (indicated
by factors that commitment--effort, taking charge, or expressing a sense
of onus, (3) maintaining the momentum--pace of dialogue, and (4)
maintaining equity--a sense of fairness in the dialogical relation.
The first characteristic is the dialogical partners' use of a shared
language and vocabulary. Applying words that were a part of the
teacher's frame of reference in the Other's discourse helped to create a
sense of connectedness (Belenky et al., 1986; Gilligan, 1982), comfort,
access, and a feeling of relatedness (Gadamer, 1975) to teacher
perspectives. The development of shared language was embodied in a
willingness to understand others' perspectives as well as to convey
understanding. Creating a shared language did not require participants to
relinquish ownership, nor was there any attention to selecting specific
words or phrases to be used in dialogue. The process occurred as a result
of interacting with one another. Each side valued the discourse of the
other. This type of mutual regard evolved in the dialogical relations
between the teachers and the Other.
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A second constructive process of dialogue--fostering responsible
dialogue--was evident in the appraisal and reconstruction phases of the
practical argument. The Other assisted each teacher to elicit reasoning
and clarify or advance premises or understanding. She asked each teacher
directly whether he/she viewed his/her argument as coherent, reasonable,
and supported by evidence. There were times when the Other found it
important to clarify and give examples for coherence, reasonableness, and
justification. Questions posed by the Other prompted each teacher to
reconsider his/her response to a claim. Through responsible dialogue, the
teachers and the Other helped one another to articulate what they intended
and to make sure that what was said was meant. In the appraisal and
reconstruction phases of the practical argument, the teachers and the Other
came into complementary relation with one another. They assumed coresponsibility for examining, appraising, clarifying, or reconstructing the
practical argument.
Fostering responsibility as a process of dialogue, therefore,
transformed words into action. Responsibility was demonstrated further
when a teacher experimented with practices. Abel implemented new
premises about classroom management and those having to do with
methods for engaging students in composition tasks. Once this was
accomplished, acceptance of the responses and commitment to the
dialogical relation were validated. This constructive process of dialogue-optimizing responsible dialogue--emphasized a shared desire between the
teacher and Other for professional growth.

175
A third favorable and creative process of dialogue--the maintenance
of creative momentum--overarched the critical re-enactments of theories
or re-presenting of practices and reconstruction of practical arguments.
Dialogue always expressed itself in some fonn, and every form provided
evidence of the energy that created it. The energy of critical reflection
experienced by the community of the teacher and the Other moved them
toward the form I identified as a tension of inventing possibilities. This is
not to be interpreted as conflict. Although creative tension may create
conflict, it is not conflict in itself. For example, consider guitar or violin
strings. When they have the right tension, they can be used to perfonn
absorbing music. Similarly, when a creative tension was generated from
the willfulness, desire, and imagination of the teacher and Other a sense of
renewal and excitement about teaching emerged. For instance, when a
teacher and the Other experienced this creative tension, they constructed
possibilities about novel teaching approaches. Whether a teacher or the

Other suggested an idea, the other was quick to build on it. By sustaining
creative energy, each enabled the other to consider alternative possibilities
for teaching, classroom management, or interactions and activity in
classrooms. This type of momentum in dialogue became a starting point
for the teacher (e.g., Abel) to experiment with his practice.
There were a few instances when creative tension seemed to require
silence at a point in the dialogue. For example, when Darrell talked about
his long-held premises having to do with students being receivers of
information, the momentum in appraising his argument needed silence for
delving into the recess of his thoughts. He requested quiet time in

176
dialogue. Dialogue with the Other about coherence, reasonableness, or
justification was not the way to acknowledge the shared willfulness or
desire for change. Darrell's need for mindful silence impacted the
mindfulness of the Other. He appreciated thinking about possibilities for
his practice but he did not choose to build upon ideas with the Other. For
Darrell and the Other, maintaining a momentum in the dialogue was done
through a more covert process (periods of silence).
This incident infonned me that a teacher who chooses to retain
long-held premises--rather than critically examining them and possibly
vacating them--must be "cared-for" as Noddings (1984) suggests. The
manner of the Other and possibly common sense (because she did not have
Noddings conception in awareness at this time) caused the Other to
respond in a caring manner. It was fortunate that she did not press
Darrell. He was not yet ready or willing to confront his premises. This
situation helped the Other to learn how important it was to ensure that she
did not take ownership for change away from the teacher (for a discussion
on teacher change, see Richardson, 1990a). Alternative premises should
not be imposed upon teachers, nor can dialogical partners engage each
other in imagining reasonable possibilities for practice if one is not ready
to do so.
Abel taught me that when a teacher is ready to confront long-held
beliefs, he generates and encourages the Other to build creative energy
and further the momentum of the dialogue. For example, when Abel
began to appraise and reconstruct his practical argument on classroom
management, he started to wonder about alternative ideas for maintaining
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order in the classroom. He demonstrated a strong willfulness for
acquiring understanding. For Abel, standing at the edge of change enticed

him into vacating old beliefs and accepting new possibilities. As he
acknowledged that some of his premises about classroom management
were not reasonable or coherent he made the following statement. "It's as
if tree has been shaken! And that is why I am laughing. It's because

[pause] ah hal It has come out!" The fact that this teacher pushed
forward provides evidence that he was willing to accept a tension in
confronting his practical argument. The energy sustained within the
dialogical relation became a positive experience for him and the Other.
Abel concluded that the energy experienced in imagining possibilities with
the Other was helpful. "Keep asking these kick ass questions [laughing]. It
would be great if teachers could do more of this. Thinking together about
things and new premises makes me feel like I wish teachers could do this

all the time." The development of creative momentum in dialogue helped
the teacher and the Other to generate possibilities for the renewal of self
and practice, for caring to unfold, and for clarifying and reconstructing a
practical argument.
A fourth constructive process of dialogue was maintaining equity in
the relation. Meeting the other person as an equal was the ideal. The

Other realized at the onset of the study that a person who has authority
over another limits him/her. When one has power over another, the
potential to harm both the other and self exists.
The Other also realized in advance that if she did not meet the
teachers where they perceived themselves to be, it would convey that she
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did not take them seriously. During the study, these realizations became
concrete. For instance, at one point in the early stages of the study, the

Other unintentionally constructed a preconceived image of one of the
participants. She developed a false image of a teacher teaching by lecture
in all his classes. Mter several classroom observations of his teaching, the

Other accepted her own interpretations of him instead of remaining open
to discover more about him as a teacher. Fortunately, this teacher
managed to interpret her false image of him. He invited her to observe
him in all of his classes. She took the opportunity, observed him teach in

all his classes (on numerous occasions), and quickly released the false
image she had of him as a teacher. But it took the teacher to free the

Other of her unconscious image of him. Trust grew as a result. The
teacher acknowledged in future conversations that he appreciated the fact
that she had been in all his classes to get a better understanding of the
different types of approaches he used. Here was a teacher who called
forth the notion of being--his personhood. Recognizing being required
slow and gentle inquiry by the Other in this particular situation. Most
importantly, it required an invitation by the teacher to understand his

entire person (see Buber, 1947, Section II).
In summary, data from this study pennitted me to conclude that
there are multiple characteristics that sustain productive dialogue: (a)
collaborative, complementary use of language and vocabulary to convey,
interpret, and create meaning; (b) encouraging responsible dialogue; (c)
maintaining creative energy for generating possibilities for self and
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practice; and (d) maintaining equity in the relation and having regard for
one's being.
Next, I will tum to fmdings and discussion to elaborate on the
dialogical relation.

The Nature of the Dialogical Relation
Entering into a relation (a way of being) with another is not as
simple as may be supposed. First, an invitation to be in relation was
necessary. Although the first invitation was made by the Other, she had to
wait for acceptance by each teacher. This notion of invitation comes from
Buber (1947, Section II) who reminds us that relation presupposes both
distance and presentness. This study found that both presentness and
distance were especially required where educative acts or care occurred.
The Other found that a dialogical relation with teachers is distinct from
her relations with intimate friends. In intimate relationships, there is an
immediate energy directed toward becoming one with the other. This is
not to say that caring for the other should be nonexistent. In fact, caring
became essential to the vitality of the dialogical partnerships. However, a

polarity--distance--became the first element to bring the teacher and the
Other in relation. This polarity was needed as part of establishing a
genuine and evolving partnership. As the teacher and the Other seized and
actualized presentness and distance, the educative and caring relation
improved. Each participant remained an independent person in the
development of the dialogical relation. Clearly, unnatural dependence of
one upon the other or any blurring of the distinctness may have lessened

180
the relation and, therefore, the dialogue. The latter was not evident in this
study. The fact that the teachers wanted the dialogue sessions to continue
past the date originally agreed upon was not based on dependence. They
simply wanted the dialogue partnership to flourish. Each teacher desired
dialogue about their teaching with an Other. The dialogue relation
provided a vehicle for developing a dialogical self.

The Dialogical Person
Once I had examined the data to report findings about some of the
features of dialogue, characteristics of a dialogical person emerged. In
this study, the teachers and the Other were dialogical persons, who, by
relationship, were in communication (interacted and had understanding)
with their environment (people, objects, ideas). In analyzing the data
from the productive dialogue that occurred in the phases (elicitation,
appraisal, and reconstruction) of the teachers' practical arguments, I found
eight common characteristics.
1. The dialogical person understands and actualizes a sense of

presentness. The teachers and the Other were present. Each dialogical
partner listened to the other and did not tune in and out while appearing to
listen. Listening with one's whole self was necessary for full
participation. Each responded to the other with his/her whole being and
not just a part of him/herself. The participants in the dialogical relation
also exhibited a sense of presentness by their willingness to learn as well as
to teach, to accept ideas and alternative premises as well as to generate
them, and to be assisted as well as to assist. Put another way, the
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dialogical person indicated readiness in his/her relation and did not waste
energy putting up defenses or protecting him/herself. There was a sense
of comfort in recognizing a dependence in creating meaning with an other
(teacher or Other) while at the same time distinguishing between
him/herself and that which is not. The present person--the dialogical
person--then is someone who perceives him/herself in the "here and now,"
free to give of him/herself to the other rather than as someone to be
brought into the relation or coerced into accepting some image of
him/herself that the other may be trying to promote.
In this study, the teachers were free to choose, initiate, think, and

reason. Each teacher expressed the freedom to engage in dialogue to
make sense of the variety, complexity, and ambiguity of their teaching and
their world. For instance, Abel commented frequently on the dialogical
relation. "I never said anything because I felt you wanted to hear it ...
A lot of this talk is more for me than for you." The teachers chose to
discuss anything that consisted of his/her classroom as well as phenomena
(circumstances and occurrences) and their meaning. In dialogue, the

Other was steadfast with regard to any incompleteness, inconsistency, or
uncertainty of teachers' knowledge and understandings and of the
difficulties they experienced in the process of teaching. The Other found
she needed to remain objective with respect to the outside world from
which teachers drew aspects of their content for their curriculum. She
saw the teachers as exercising their freedom to choose content that would
enable their students to realize themselves in responsible relation to the
world of persons, phenomena, and objects.
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Teachers conveyed their genuine present self, fOf example, when
they persisted in a point of view or belief that was part of their core as
persons (e.g., Joan). However, they also displayed authentic selves when
they advanced or vacated beliefs that did not influence their nonnative
purposes for teaching (e.g., Abel). In the fmal analysis, the teachers in
this study believed that they would not hold onto any belief, practice, or
practical argument that would hinder the learning or welfare of students
in any way. Abel revealed his concern during the fIrst phase of the
practical argument engagement--the elicitation of his beliefs by
commenting,
Abel:

"A lot of the beliefs that I just stated are not safe. They may
not be right."

Other:

"What do you mean by they are not safe?"

Abel:

"They're not safe in terms of I don't know that I would use a
lot of the stuff if I were interviewing with you right now for
some job. I need to make sure that what I do is good for kids
and that I can back it up in the long run."
2. The dialogical person is self-disclosing and a listener. The

teachers and the Other revealed themselves to each other. Here, revelation
refers to being present to another by word Of action in such ways that the
meaning and spirit of the relation were provoked and enhanced. The
dialogical person offered meaning from which his/her partner made
autonomous connections. I learned that this required risks in
communicating and in creating possibilities that had the potential of
diminishing one's being. For example, when the teachers thought they
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were being misunderstood or something they said was misinterpreted or
distorted in any way by the Other or, worse, that they were ignored, they
tended to withdraw and to withhold contributions to the dialogue. As a
consequence, teachers then experienced frustration--a diminishing of self.
Self-disclosure can also be seen from a different perspective. There
were instances when each teacher made passionate statements with
conviction and anxiously peered into the eyes of the Other to determine
how his/her words were being received. For example, consider one of
Abel's comments.
This is a very personal [Pause] communicating to you what I
do because you asked a question and it might not be where I
want to be at. But, it is where I'm at now and I've got to be
honest .... I have to be very honest because if I am not
honest about it I'm looking at [Pause] ah, no growth. Growth
in tenns of becoming a better teacher and umm [Pause] quite
frankly, a lot of the things that I'm doing now are not
beneficial to getting those students to meet their potential.
H there were no immediate acknowledgment, the contribution could have
been interpreted as being unwelcomed. Fortunately, in this study, the
dialogical person (teachers and Other) recognized such risks, may even
have been fearful of them, but went beyond them, displaying honesty with
courage and respect.
The dialogical person did not relinquish power but persisted in
maintaining open dialogue and remaining non-defensive to alternative
points of view. The data indicated that it was not only important for the
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teachers and the Other to reveal themselves but that they were able to hear
and receive the personal revelations of the other. This infonns us that in a
dialogue relation, the hearer is just as critical as the speaker. It is
important to listen deeply. In this study, dialogue flourished when a
listener indicated he/she heard the words and the meaning behind the
words spoken. When genuine hearing and meeting of meaning occurred,
the possibility existed that the participants could continue indefInitely, so
that years later when the participants are no longer addressing one
another, the area of intersection will grow.
Three years after the teacher-Other dialogical relations ended, the
Other contacted each teacher, and two of the three teachers' comments

acknowledged the continued growth and understanding they were
experiencing. Abel said,
Dialogue helps to develop myself as a person. It's an on-going
process. I remember that our dialogues helped me to take
time for reflection and put stuff out and see it, and see how it
sounds, and bounce it back and forth. What we did has helped
in working with other teachers.
Abel associated this continued growth with the dialogical relations of three
years before (for a discussion on long-tenn benefits from practical
argument engagement, see Valdez, 1992).
With regard to being a good listener, we have all realized that we
are better able to speak in response to an attentive individual or group
than to one that is not. The hearer has the power to call forth and enable

the speaker and in doing so to develop the dialogue and interactions as
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well as care for the aloneness of the speaker. Communication at times can
be lonely, especially when it is one of challenge, involving risk and calling

for courage as required of the dialogical relations in this study. I found
that the hearer, whether teacher or the Other, assumed a partnership role
by meeting the speaker. The hearer demonstrated (through utterances,
gestures, or both) that he/she heard and understood the speaker (listened
deeply) and met the speaker in the moment of risk (a vulnerable moment).
There was a mutual responsibility for listening, hearing, and revealing.
The Other as well as the teacher had to be ready to hear. The dialogical
relations evolved over time into a community of hearers as well as of
speakers, a community whose hearing released beliefs, defenses,
knowledge, prejudgments, false assumptions, or truth.
The notion of hearing stood out for me. I was aware that one of the
obstacles to communicating in a dialogue is the tendency of people to work
a dialogue on both sides. For instance, in general, speakers tend to draw
conclusions or make assumptions about a hearer's response and plan and
communicate in anticipation. This is not dialogue but calculated
monologue (see Burbules, 1993; Gadamer, 1975) that prevents the speaker
from speaking freely and certainly constrains the hearer in hislher
freedom to respond. Calculated monologue may have occurred at varied
points in the study, but there is only one excerpt that shows how it
occurred. Consider the segment below, taken from a transcript with Joan
and the Other. The segment followed a dialogue on constructing
knowledge and making meaning. Joan had just thought of an article she
had recently read related to the ideas being discussed.
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Other:

"Tell me about the reading."

Joan:

"It's not really religious, ah [Pause] when you said, "Wbere's
the knowledge?, umm [Pause]."

Other:

"What was triggered?"

Joan:

"I knew that, umm, [Pause] you know, I was going to start to
explain something and you were going to jump all over it,

... I was jumping to where the answer to that was and so I
was like a few steps down the line and ah, [Pause] I should
have taken up a strategic game like chess or something."

Other:

"Yes. "

Joan:

"Yes, right. I'm going, I'm going to start talking about the
knowledge and then she's going to get back to, you know, it's
in the connection here, and I'm going to say no it's not in the
connections, it's not in the connections. It's in ...."

Other:

"And the same thing happens in your teaching."

Joan:

"I know that."

Other:

"All of the time."

Joan:

"I know that [laughing]. I think of what I'm going to say and
then what they're going to say, and [then] what I'm going to
say on top of that. And sometimes, I just do both parts, and
well, you know, I'm like that in conversation [laughing]."

Other:

[laughing]

Joan:

"Some people don't like that very much."

Other:

"I'm not one of those people."
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Joan:

"I know that. That's why I continue to have conversations
with you and why, better yet, you continue to have
conversations with me. Umm, [Pause] okay, you said where
is knowledge. And I was going to say the knowledge is
within each person. Okay. It's in progress within each
person."

In this excerpt, Joan suggested that she made assumptions about the
Other's response and planned her communication in anticipation. In this
particular instance, Joan was not meeting the Other in listening. She was
participating in calculated monologue. Joan recognized this aspect in
herself in all dialogue and in the classroom. She even brought it up when
it happened again. She said,
I don't think that I'm less thoughtful. I don't say things (well,
you've seen me in meetings). I don't say things until I've thought
them out, and if I'm going to I almost always add a disclaimer. Oh,
as soon as I say this you're going to say that. I do that all of the
time, you know, and I do it in the classroom. It will be interesting
to see if you if we see this again or detect a difference.
Genuine listening (if it can be ascertained at all) helps to create
mutual regard; however, Joan's detour did not hann the relation. Her
discussion was necessary for moving the conversation along. Overall,
mutual regard in terms of the teachers meeting the Other as she really was
and the Other meeting the teachers as they really were was important to
the flow of shared thinking and dialogue. The speaker and hearer in each
dialogical relation influenced the creation of shared understanding.
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3. The dialoG'ical person is an educator and a learner. Besides
making himlherself available to and assisting the other, the dialogical
person (teachers and Other) was found to be open to the construction of
meaning in dialogue. The content of the dialogues became a relevant tool
for moving the dialogical person into the position of a teacher or learner
(if, in fact, one can actually draw a line between the two). In general, the

Other initiated the appraisal and reconstruction phases of dialogue. When
this was not the case, the teachers' content differed in particular ways.
There were times, for example, when the teachers wanted to discuss
specific instances in their teaching, dilemmas encountered in representing
content, particular problems in assisting students, or reflections recorded
in their journal (e.g., assessing student performance, managing disruptive
students, meeting the needs of students, handling paperwork, meetings that
tended to consume planning time, experiencing frustrations with
nonsupportive parents or guardians, ideas for engaging students,
contemplating grading issues, etc.).
The diversity of content calls attention to the requirement for a
dialogical person (teachers and Other) to be a learner as well as an
educator in dialogical relations. Learner is defined here in terms of one
who actualized the content at hand--applied it, transformed it, and
interpreted its overall value. A learner held the principle role in owning
the construction of knowledge and meaning at a particular point in time.
The meaning of dialogue arose from both the interaction with the
content and in the act of interpreting--making sense of the content. When
a teacher, for example, immediately rejected an idea that challenged him
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or her, the teacher reacted emotionally and defensively in an attempt to
rationalize a premise. He/she attempted to go beyond rationalizations to
understand and participate in the defensibility or lack of defensibility of
the practical argument. However, these discussions did not harm the
conversations. They were necessary for moving the practical argument
dialogue along. Going beyond the rationalizations, when a teacher was
concerned with his/her defense, a soundness of reasoning emerged. The
teacher in such instances listened to the questions behind the question for
the fear underlying his/her identity as a teacher, for the insecurity behind
the excuse, and for the courage behind the fear, all of these being
necessary parts of the content of the dialogue--the curriculum--of the
dialogical relation. In the dialogical relation, each participant expected to
be an educator as well as a leamer. Each expected the other to know as
well as to learn.
4. The dialogical person displays willfulness to evolve and assist
others in their process of becoming. According to Buber (1947), an
educator meets, draws out, and helps to form others. In this study, the

Other assumed the role of teacher educator when she prepared herself for
meeting each teacher by making herself a disciplined observer and
thinking critically about aspects of the teachers' pedagogy and teaching
environment. From these observations and points of analysis, she
highlighted her field notes. Sometimes from moment to moment, some
element, event, or discourse appeared relevant to the teacher's teaching at
the time. The Other made her field notes of classroom observations
available to each teacher. If a teacher asked for feedback or information
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about what she had observed, the Other was willing to make the
infonnation accessible to the teacher. If the teacher invited the Other to
reveal her observations, this content became part of the dialogue. If not,
then it was not pursued.
The Other believed the teacher should not be coerced into discussing
particular content. In fact, the data revealed that whenever the Other
started to control the topic for dialogue (not the reconstruction sessions),
each teacher persisted with his/her own agenda. The act of introducing
content into the dialogue by the Other was not to transmit knowledge.
Rather, when the Other introduced a topic for dialogue, it was to acquire
further understanding. An attempt to bring the teacher or the Other into

his/her being can occur in a dialogical relation. For instance, two of the
three teachers (Joan and Darrell) enabled the Other to take a constant and
critical look at herself in her approaches to working with them throughout
the study.
Another way of looking at the dialogical person showing willfulness
(voluntary, intentional, unprescribed words coming from one's volition) is
the choice he/she made about taking the dialogical relation seriously. For
example, in one of the initial dialogues with the Other, Joan commented
on the value of engaging in dialogue.
You know everything that I do this year, I can improve and alter
for next year. But it's like you're looking at a first year teacher,
because I've been out of the classroom for three years. It's like, oh
shit, I forgot that! Oh shit, I forgot that! ... You know for a new
teacher it's like I never thought of that and for me it's like oh shit I
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forgot that. So I'm dealing with a lot of that oh shit I forgot at this
point. So this is good. It is helping me to remember a little bit
more and a little bit more each time we meet.
Joan desired to develop her understanding of her teaching. She found
herself in a zone somewhere between feeling like a novice teacher and yet
having years of teaching experience. For Joan, the dialogical relation
became a useful vehicle for passing through the zone of uncertainty and
continuing her evolution as a teacher.
Abel also viewed the dialogical relation as an important and
worthwhile experience. After appraising his premises on classroom
management with the Other, Abel wrote the following note to me.
The shift in thought is not easy and it's very difficult to
confront. But I am glad I did it. What you and I are doing
with our on-going dialogue should be the nonn, but instead it
is very rare.
5. The dialogical person gives of himLherself freely. At the onset
of the study, I found that the teachers and the Other gave of themselves to
support the other in taking risks in spite of their uncertainty. As the study
evolved and dialogue relations emerged, teachers and the Other held the
responsibility for their part and at the same time freely created occasions
for the other to develop as he/she desired.
6. The dialogical person is tolerant and kindred. By this I mean
that the participants in dialogue responded responsibly to each other. The
teachers and the Other did not go separate ways in dialogue. They related
and maintained a structure to make dialogue possible. This is not to say
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that at times dialogue was immune from withdrawal. Depending on the
teaching events of a particular day, the well-being of the participants, or
the institutional forces surrounding the dialogical relation, the relatedness
of the participants was at times hindered. However, in this study, this
occurrence was rare.

If participants in dialogue do not accept each other, there can be no
dialogue (see Buber, 1947; Burbules, 1993; Gadamer, 1975). Acceptance
is given and received (implicitly) each time participants come together in
dialogue. Beginnings, whether words or action, must be observed,
interpreted, and verified. Beginnings created the occasion for invitations
and expected responses. For example, one afternoon, Abel initiated
dialogue with the Other by saying,
You know, I look forward to what we do here. Let me put
that a different way [Laughing]. The full potential of what I'm
able to do as a person [Pause] is in my head and in my heart. I
feel if I don't verbalize it and I don't get it down in writing
then I can't make the next step as far as growth is [sic].

It is important, then, that a dialogical person be a kindred person within
and apart from dialogue with their partner.
7.

The dialogical person exhibits an on-going sense of curiosity.

The teachers and the Other seemed to have a curious nature. They each
generated thoughtful questions about teaching, teaching theory, content,
curriculum issues, classroom management, and questions on wide-ranging
schooling issues. Each person was interested in seeking information. The
teachers and the Other were very interested in understanding more about
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their pedagogy--what they were doing and why. Overall, the teachers and
the Other were curious about themselves and the world around them.

In their own way, each person was involved in some type of inquiry
in his/her life. This characteristic was a part of who they were in
dialogue. Their sense of curiosity is partially what brought them into the
study. It was as if the dialogical relation provided occasions for each
person to snoop into his/her own teaching.
8.

The dialof:ical person seeks mutual understanding. Agreement

is not the aim of the dialogue relation between a teacher and the Other.
Mutual understanding is an aim, yet it need not result in agreement.
There were times when agreement was attained, but it did not come as a
result of aiming toward it. Rather, it was acquired through independent,
self-deciding participation in a process that lead up to it.
I once read something like "the failure to leave men free to their
own response by forcing them to agree to a course of action can be tragic"
(source unknown). The Other believed that if she had persuaded any of
the teachers to relinquish any of the premises regarding their practice, the
dialogue relations would have quickly ended. I found that by assisting the
teachers to examine their premises and to defend their practices, they were
willing and did in fact consider alternative premises, test them in some
cases (see Vasquez-Levy, 1993, the case of Abel), reassess their reasoning,
and abandon premises that were indefensible. The preparation for
vacating false or incoherent premises required that teachers reconsider
their reasoning and actions or intentions to act in order that this decision
be made of their own accord.
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It was not the intent of the Other to persuade teachers but to bring
them into responsible relation to their pedagogy. The point about
agreement being deadly is worth emphasizing. The purpose of dialogue is
not for the teacher and the Other to agree but to bring them into a relation
in which the individuality of each stands in a complementary relation to
the other. This is possible even when disagreement exists.
In summary, a dialogical person was found to
1.

actualize a sense of presentness,

2.

be self-disclosing and a listener,

3.

be an educator and a learner,

4.

display a willfulness to evolve and to assist others in their
process of becoming,

5.

freely give of him/herself,

6.

be tolerant and kindred,

7.

exhibit an on-going sense of curiosity, and

8.

seek mutual understanding.

When productive dialogue manifested (dialogue without interruptions)
each of the characteristics were evident in each partner in the three
dialogical relations. Thus, dialogical persons create the dialogical

relation. The characteristics attributed to a dialogical person (teacher and
the Other) were not evident when dialogue experienced the interruptions
discussed earlier.
In summary, this section called attention to the language of
relationship--the dialogical relation. The terms and concepts were
generated from the reinterpretation of the dialogue data. As with all
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theoretical work, new language may help to promote a richer
understanding of a phenomenon.
From the analysis of this study, the language generated helped me to
understand dialogical relations beyond the obvious. Perhaps practitioners
and teacher educators will fmd the analysis helpful for interpreting the
meanings of their own experiences. Being alert to the meanings (whether
implicit or tacit) that emerge in coming together (teachers and Other) and
striving for a broad understanding of the meaning of dialogue in relation
to practice helped me to advance my thinking on practical argument
engagement. The language of relationship is the language of dialogue;
dialogue played an important role in helping the teachers and me to
advance our understanding of their teaching. Now this chapter will turn
to the second research question.

The Role of the Other
The Other existed because of the teachers. It is a role that
Fenstermacher (199Od) identified as necessary in practical argument
engagement and one that Kroath (1990) called the "critical friend." I
analyzed all the practical argument data and field notes. By talking to
myself about the role of the Other, I was able to make sense of the dual
role of researcher and Other. In examining each phase of the practical
argument data, I asked myself, "What did the Other do?" "Why did she
say and do what she did?" "What impact did her actions have on the
teacher and on the dialogical relation?" A number of characteristics
emerged that sustained the work of the Other. For the purposes of this
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section, I discuss them in tenns of three themes: (1) nonnative theory, (2)
critical reflection on practice, and (3) personal characteristics.
First, the data indicated that the Other's main intent was to enable
the teachers to merge their practice with normative purposes for educating
students. This meant that as teachers engaged in dialogue with the Other
she helped them to clarify what they envisioned their students becoming as
educated persons.
To do this, the Other began by helping the teachers to make sense of
the impact that the systemic properties of schooling (grades for
achievement, tracking, grouping students by ability, curriculum goals and
objectives, texts, etc.) had on their pedagogy while at the same time
thinking about the educative ends they held for students. The Other
realized that for her work to be grounded in normative theory, she had to
keep this intent in mind throughout the evolution of her dialogical
relations with the three teachers. This was not as easy as it may sound.
Enabling each teacher to reflect on educative ends within the world of
possibilities generated anxiety in the teachers and the Other.
Conceptualizing the possibility of shifting the systemic influence to
educative ends was at the core of this anxiety. Abel commented, "What
might these nonnative purposes be? How can I think of educative
purposes when the administration and district are always pulling my
chain?" This is the tension that teachers continually experience in their
teaching. Teachers may not be conscious of this tension (systemic vs.
educative purposes), but they can learn to be. To recognize and
understand the tension is to learn to manage it (see Fenstermacher, 1992;
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Powell, Farrar, & Cohen, 1985). Tension arises out of the desire to strive
for and fulfill normative pUIposes while carrying out the systemic aspects
of schooling. The Other believed that if teachers could recognize this
tension, they would have a greater likelihood of managing it in ways that
would liberate themselves and their students. Freire (1970) reminds us
that
When men lack a critical understanding of their reality,
apprehending it in fragments which they do not perceive as
interacting constituent elements of the whole, they cannot truly
know that reality. To truly know it, they would have to reverse
their starting point: they would need to have a total vision of the
context in order subsequently to separate and isolate its constituent
elements and by means of this analysis achieve a clearer perception
of the whole. (p. 94)
To paraphrase Freire (1970), to understand the reality of teaching, a total
vision of the system of schooling could help one to understand about the
systemic properties and constraints that impinge on teachers' work.
Teachers can begin to fmd ways to manage and acquire greater control
over their practice. One way to make sense of the broad picture of
schooling is to separate ends from means.
The teachers in this study engaged in this type of sense-making with
the Other. When the teachers answered the question about their nonnative
theory, their responses in general focused on what they wanted students to

be like as human beings, above and beyond what the teachers wanted them
to know. This included the ideals and values they wanted students to hold,
the characteristics they wanted them to exhibit, and the views of the world
and of themselves they wanted students to cultivate.
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The Other perceived that the teachers' comments were similar to
what teachers in general desire. For example, in 1991, the Other heard a
National Teacher of the Year say on television (paraphrased) that she
stayed away from asking parents and teachers what they wanted for
children. Instead, she found that when she asked "How do you want
children to be?" (source unknown), she was getting at an important
element in education--character. The teachers in this study shared a
similar sentiment. For example, in one of the early dialogues Abel
commented,
I want students to be pro-active. They should become better
citizens ... that's the long range. Secondly, umm [pause] I
think in the end all teachers want them to question why they're

learning what they're learning. And yet we don't model these
things for the kids. Hmm, [Pause] in a way this is
embarrassing. In a way it's revealing, umm [Pause] because I
have been talking the talk and I haven't been walking the walk.
A key realization for Abel and Darrell was that although they were
able to articulate educative ends, they were rarely in the forefront of their
conscious teaching actions. Joan was in a different situation. (She taught
in a school that explicated community nonnative purposes. These
purposes permeated school and teacher goals, school mission, and teacher
and student work. This middle school was bestowed with extraordinary
leadership from faculty and administration.)
The Other thought that by not being personally connected (in the
sense of employment) to the systemic properties of schooling herself at the
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time of the study, she was in a better position to assist teachers in
liberating themselves--coming to tenns with their nonnative conceptions
of schooling. However, she learned quickly that as a researcher she was a
systemic property in the mind of the teachers.
The commitment to nonnative conceptions was strong for the

Other. In fact, this may have been what drew her into the study in the
first place. She had a strong belief in a nonnative conception of schooling
before being introduced to practical argument scholarship. Assisting
teachers in thoughtfully considering what constitutes the good in education
and acting upon the good in ways that would advance students normative
understandings and actions was a natural step.
A second intention held by the Other was to assist teachers in
critically reflecting on their practice. This occurred in an analytic process
of eliciting and clarifying (by way of reconstruction or refmement) the
practical reasoning underlying their teaching and/or intentions to act.
This speaks to the practical argument process. A consistent theme that was
revealed in the data was the Other's actions in helping teachers to
articulate their justification for practices. This meant that teachers'
rational deliberations were emphasized and focused on throughout the
study.
The third theme underlying the work of the Other related to
personal characteristics. In examining my field notes and reflecting on
my role as Other it was evident that there were a number of personal
characteristics that sustained my work. For example, displaying a regard
for evidence and truth, a reflective habit of mind, and respect for teachers
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work helped me to develop and uphold dialogue. Data also revealed that
the Other displayed openness to alternative views or competing ideas,
honesty, and caring for teachers. These types of personal characteristics
enabled the Other to develop and sustain good relations with the teachers
and to engage in productive dialogue (elicitation, appraisal, and
reconstruction of teachers' practical argument).
One interesting speculation came to mind after the data were
analyzed. It may be that the Other exhibited a distinct manner with Joan
that she did not reveal with Abel or Darrell. I really cannot fmd anything
to substantiate this speculation aside from the following brief excerpt.

Other:

"You know, my way of interacting with you in dialogue
seems to be different than my manner with the other two
teachers in this study.

II

Joan:

"Oh, you don't rip your hair out with the other teachers?"

Other:

[Laughing] "No."

Maybe Joan was right. My sense was that every time we had a dialogue I
felt more and more connected to her understandings of teaching and life
experiences. My dialogical relation with Joan had an impact on my being
beyond what I was learning about in conducting the study. My field notes
revealed that I experienced a connectedness--a pennanent friendship--with
Joan in ways that I did not experience with Darrell or Abel. However, my
field notes did not indicate specifics.
After engaging in this study, I concluded that the notion of
friendship is important in sustaining productive dialogue. I speculate that
as human beings, we become virtuous by emulating, perhaps
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subconsciously, the people we respect, admire, and love. Perhaps the

Other experienced a difference with her relation with Joan because of
friendship.

In returning to my discussion on the role of the Other, there are
several distinctions that are important to elaborate.

In what way(s), if at all, was the role of the Other comparable to a
clinical therapist? This frequently asked question is quite a reasonable
one. Often, practical arguments and the dialogical relation are compared
to therapy. In fact, at the end of the study, Abel associated practical
argument engagement to therapy. He was asked by the Other how he
would describe the process to someone who did not know anything about
it. His response follows.
It's therapy. I mean the more I think about it, I'm convinced
that is what it is. Ah, [Pause] your job is basically to be the
therapist, the educational therapist for a school and you deal
with teachers. If I had to put a title on your door it would
probably be educational therapist. I see it as where [sic]
teachers come in and [Pause] look inside themselves to see if
their beliefs match their actions. [Pause] That alone is very
powerful and we don't do enough of it. ... Or we say we do
and we try and do the inservice just like there's one going on
now. But it's not helping teachers to look at their beliefs and
fmd out if they are rational. I think, I don't know, doing this

in pairs would be really neat. If you had two teachers that
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were really close and work together closely throughout the
day [pause] like we have here. We have groups of four .
. . . The four could break into groups of two and work closely
together. I'll bet some interesting stuff would come out of
there.
Like Abel, people may view the practical argument process as a
type of therapy. It can be argued that psychoanalysis has traditionally
been depicted as a tool for eliciting information that will be useful in
diagnosing clients' problems and taking a necessary course of action
(treatment) to help the clients overcome the problems. Psychological
interviews where probing, interpreting, asking, and telling take place can
be viewed as therapy. A therapist may consider him/herself responsible
for finding out about a client in an effort to provide assistance. One could
say without too much exaggeration that psychological therapy could be
considered as a process to enable the client to get in touch with his/her
thinking and emotions (see, e.g., Arbuckle, 1968; Benjamin, 1969;
Watzlawick et al., 1974).
Similarly, the Other posed questions, probed for understanding,
made interpretations, checked out possible speculations, and verified
teachers' reasoning by checking back and forth with them. Probing for
understanding and interpreting are techniques that are also applied in
practical argument engagement.
Consider another parallel. In clinical therapy, a client may
experience change affecting his/her behavior, attitude, personality traits,
or overall mental health. This type of therapy serves as a "helping
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session" (see Arbuckle, 1968; Watzlawick, Weakland, & Fisch, 1974) as
opposed to a tool. Helping session implies collaboration dependent on
time for thinking and resolving dilemmas and validating or restructuring
feelings, interpretations, or perceptions. In this light, therapy can be
viewed as a relationship aimed at some type of reconstruction of one's
personhood. Appraising premises and reconstructing a practical argument
also involves a collaboration. The Other assists teachers to examine the
premises underlying their practical reasoning and actions in tenns of
reasonableness, coherence, and justification. He/she then helps teachers to
clarify, refme, and reconstruct their practical argument, making it as
rationally defensible as possible.
In clinical therapy a relationship is characterized by mutual trust,
openness, security (safe haven), and person-centeredness. Its structure
includes interactive dialogue, listening, reflection time, analysis,
interpretation, and realization; the aim is for the client to experience
"growth," implying that some kind of change process should occur as a
measure of its success. This is not unlike the dialogue sessions involved in
eliciting, appraising, and restructuring teachers' practical arguments.
Growth is also experienced by teachers and the Other through the
development of their shared understanding and experience. When
teachers enact new premises in their teaching, the possibility of advancing
practice can become realized.
In what other ways did the Other resemble a clinical therapist? She
made her reflective habits of mind visible for teachers as they engaged in
dialogue with her. To communicate reflective reasoning strategies, the
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Other successfully modeled them for the teacher in first-person (thinkingout-loud) language. She made a conscious choice not to give the teacher
advice in third-person (lecture) language or even in second-person
(infonnation giving) language too often. The Other found that she could
demonstrate critical reasoning while verbalizing the practical reasoning
(self-talk) that guided her actions.

It may be that Abel was the one teacher who benefited the most
from this type of modeling in dialogue. (Joan was highly reflective and
displayed metacognitive strategies during the elicitation, appraisal, and
reconstruction of her practical arguments. Darrell did not engage in
sustained critical reflection on his formalized practical argument). Such
modeling helped to demystify the practical argument process for teachers
and equipped them with tools (e.g., labels for types of premises, coherent
arguments instead of incoherent ones, types of evidence to ground claims)
to analyze their own practical argument. Using purposeful modeling, the

Other guided the sense-making of Abel's practical argument in ways that
would be interpreted as the approach a clinical therapist may be inclined
to use to facilitate the understanding of his/her client (step-by-step
process).
At other times the Other purposefully managed the dialogue to
pursue critical thought on practical reasoning leading to a particular
action. These were instances in which the Other wanted to focus on
"reasoned dialogue" (see Burbules, 1993). As in clinical therapy, when a
therapist "reads the client" (see Arbuckle, 1968), he/she deliberates about
what to do next and then may proceed in ways that help to advance the
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client's thinking. This was also the situation with the Other. She paid
attention to each teacher in dialogue and in his/her teaching. She made
notes and generated interpretations and then verified them with each
teacher before moving on.
Skill in being a professional clinical therapist is not only achieved
through training; it is attained through conducting skillful therapy.
Likewise, skill in being the Other was not achieved through reading about
the role (in fact there was no literature available at the onset of this study);
it was acquired as she worked with each teacher. What she learned with
one teacher she applied in the other two dialogical relations. For the

Other, this became an evolving ethic of practice.
Allow me to return to the question about the Other and therapist.
This time I will address three specific differences between the two roles.
The Other focuses on (1) assisting teachers to merge their practice with
nonnative theory, (2) the content and actions of teaching, and (3)
identifying, clarifying, reconstructing, or advancing premises (especially
empirical premises) that are at times related to formal knowledge. The

Other assists teachers to establish warrant for pedagogical action.
First, practical argument is grounded in nonnative theory designed
to promote rationally and morally defensible practice. A clinical therapist
does not work from nonnative theory. Therapy deals with psychological
constructs (e.g., development of perception, emotion, or psyche).
Practical argument engagement focuses on teachers' practical reasoning-why one does what he/she does in teaching. Teachers and the Other work
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together to defend practices rationally in ways that are consistent with
nonnative aims (the ends of education).
Second, advancing teachers' understanding of practical reasoning
that is related to their practice is an important aspect of the work of the

Other. Therefore, the content of the dialogical engagement is specific to
pedagogy. Teachers and the Other discuss teaching practices, curricular
issues, classroom management, students, subject matter, literature related
to content and practice, context and specific teaching situations,
possibilities for practice, and other schooling and professional topics. In
clinical therapy, the content of dialogue varies according to the client and
does not necessarily revolve around the domain of teaching.
Third, the Other is focused on assisting teachers to establish warrant
for teaching practices. Clinical therapy is not aimed at this goal. Practical
argument engagement is directed toward developing rational and morally
defensible pedagogy.
In clinical therapy, an end goal may be for the client to develop
some level of awareness. A clinical therapist may monitor a client's
progress by checking into his/her awareness of the perceived or real
problem. In the practical argument process, the Other assists teachers to
go beyond a level of awareness. She helps teachers to identify, clarify,
reconstruct, or advance premises (especially empirical premises) that are
at times related to fonnal knowledge.
In reflecting on the progress teachers are making in the process, the

Other focuses on this type of question: Is the teacher better enabled to
defend and sustain his/her beliefs, knowledge, and actions rationally in
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ways that are consistent with nonnative purposes and justification for
practice? Such a question takes into consideration the educative
experiences for students--the ultimate benefactors of such a process. A
clinical therapist is focused strictly on the emotional well-being of the
individual client.
In summary, the role of the Other is different than that of a clinical

therapist. The Other is focused on nonnative theory, content related to
teaching, theories of teaching, and establishing warrant for pedagogical
action.
During one of the final dialogues with the Other, Abel summed up
his experience by commenting on his growth and features he perceived as
being part of the practical argument engagement.
At this point, I see myself as a teacher in transition [Pause] a
teacher whose actions did not, [Pause] were not justified. They
were rationalized . . . I'm in the process of change. . . my
actions were not in balance with my beliefs. This kind of
introspection is very powerful. . . . I've experienced
something that makes me richer than the person next door who
can say introspection is powerful and yet will shy away from it
or will go just until [he/she] is comfortable. You pushed.
[Pause]

0

••

I was only wanting to go so far ... and it made

sense and it was rational to me and ... you said, okay, wait a
minute let's look at it this way. That forced me to take steps
that ordinarily I wouldn't have taken. So that's what I think
this has done more than anything else. I'm real thankful for
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that by the way. If and when I become an administrator, yeah,
you'll have your room.... If it worked for me, I know or I

mean I think it will work for everybody else.... So wherever
you go, you need to know that. ... You belong in school
because we need more people like you that are going to ask
these type of questions. There is no packet. There is no, you
know, like most consultants they bring their packet in and they
sell.

Additional Findings and Speculations
Four additional findings and speculations are discussed in the
following section.
1.

Each teachCf (Joan, Darrell, and Abel) infonned me that they

found themselves being more observant in their classroom as a result of
the dialogues. Joan often commented that she liked the dialogues because
they helped her to remember her past teaching experience and knowledge.
Self-knowledge and practical knowledge both come from experience. It
seems reasonable that the more one participates in critical reflection on
practice, the greater the likelihood that they begin to see more.
Observation by teachers was an internal as well as an external
process. For example, according to the three teachers, aspects of their
observations of their teaching included heightened awareness of their
practical reasoning and practices. Joan made the following comment.
By the time this project is over, you will have me hooked into
this type of constant communication with an Other about my
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teaching, and I will go through feedback withdrawal ... if I
just think about all of the times during the day when I have
this idea in the classroom ... like when you were in my
classroom, I became much more aware of my thinking. I
would think, am I going off on some strange line of thinking
here that I know Dorothy is going to bring up in questions
later? I now know when these times come up. There's [sic] so
many times that happens like that when I'm teaching that I
think now, I should really look at the way that I'm doing this
or that, and I think, oh, I shouldn't have done it this way.
Observing the experience of each teacher as he/she participated in
this study required the same critical attention for the Other as it took
observing their teaching.
It was fascinating to me that Joan did manage to do this. She was
part of a school that supported and encouraged such actions and
professional development. Having multiple Others was part of Joan's
professional life.

In dialogue, Joan always analyzed her own reasoning and actions in
varied ways. And she frequently obselVed herself as she taught or
interacted with students. She could thoughtfully describe her image of
herself as a teacher. Her physical self became involved in the dialogue by
showing rigidity in her body when she thought she was rigid or firm in a
particular teaching event. Or she would display a gentle, stretched-out
physical self when she was reflecting on a particularly relaxed moment in
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her teaching where everything just clicked for her or, more importantly,
for her students.
On the other side of this issue, Abel did not engage in dialogue with
colleagues. At best, he would talk to teachers in the halls or teacher work
room about problem students or discipline. In dialogue with the Other,
Abel engaged in co-reflective processes about his teaching. He did not use
his physical self as he engaged in dialogue but did use language--he would
switch back and forth between English and Spanish--to explicate thoughts
or to elaborate his reasoning. When he could not fmd the right words or
expression to describe his actions, beliefs, practices, students, or the
images of his teaching, he would switch to Spanish. His Spanish
descriptions were always understood by the Other.
2.

My naive expectation at the beginning of the study was that

practical arguments would lead each teacher to experience some type of
change either in reasoning or in practice. (Clearly,! lost sight of the
developmental orientation suggested by Griffm, 1986, 1987.) Darrell did
not change. Yet, he did enhance his understanding about his teaching.
Working with Darrell was challenging in ways that were not experienced
with the other teachers. There were times when I would ponder (in my
field notes) about the difficulty I felt in working with him. Things went
so smoothly with Joan and Abel that anything that departed from this
nonn became puzzling.
Mter analyzing the dialogue data to identify characteristics of the
dialogical relation, my thoughts turned to wondering whether the Other
actually was invited by Darrell to be in dialogue with him. After
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identifying potential barriers to dialogue, it occurred to me that Darrell
may have fonnulated a preconceived image of the Other. Since I did not
recognize this, it was never investigated. What surprised me was that I
took it personally. I chose to assume that there was more I could have
done to enable Darrell. My field notes report that this was a constant
concern during the study. This means I expected real change, and when
he did not engage in critical reflection, I labeled it (in field notes) as

resistance. This indicated I was taking myself too seriously as Other.
To a point, the Other needs to hold herself accountable. By
analyzing the dialogue data further, I realized it was not a case of
resistance on Darrell's part. He just did not meet the expectations I had
set. This was an important realization for me and, I think, for this work.
Interestingly, this understanding was reached in dialogue with my Other
(the Chair of my dissertation committee). Certainly, whether this f"mal
conclusion is valid remains unanswered.
3.

Gender could be a potential barrier to dialogue. This is clear

speculation since there are no data to substantiate it. It was Joan who
brought it up as a possibility worth investigating.
4.

Core beliefs (fundamental guiding assumptions and principles

for living, see Green, 1971; Lehrer, 1990; Polanyi, 1958; Quine & Ullian,
1970) were elicited in Joan's practical arguments. Fundamental beliefs go
beyond sets of beliefs people carry and enact in particular areas of their
life (e.g., beliefs related to teaching and learning). It is difficult to
describe the distinction without a philosophical basis. Let me make an
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attempt. Joan had a set of beliefs underlying one aspect of her teaching
that went like this:
Students need to have their basic needs met if they are going to
learn. It is not just the parents' job. The school can't just say, well
sorry, that was somebody else's job. I'm just going to do my part
of the job. We have to still realize that people aren't going to learn
if their basic needs are not met.
This was a fIrst-level (in her consciousness) set of beliefs. A second level
started to come closer to her classroom.
The home, the bus driver, whatever they are interacting with before
they come to my classroom is a part of what's going on inside of
that kid which is where learning takes place.
Joan continued:
Of course the world is a system. Everything is interrelated. A kid
brings to school part of the reality from different parts of that
system and enters into my network. You know, you can have
learning going on between two of us. But then when we bring in a
third person who's going to talk to you and talk to me and we're
both going to talk. to that person. Then there's more insight. ...
My contention is that you need to start with two people, and so
[Pause] yes, [Pause] you know, the learning [Joan slows down the
pace of her discourse] is going to take place between [Pause] the
learning is going to take place within one person [Joan picks up her
pace] but it's going to take place as a result of that one person
interacting with all these other people. And so you need to have
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some kind of network set up to facilitate that interaction that that
[sic] allows that interaction.
When Joan returned to this particular set of beliefs about learning she
said,
I don't think that it has anything to do with the age of these kids. I
don't think a 2 year old, or a 12 year old, or a 22 year old, or a 32
year old, umm, learns without some reason to. They want to. They
want to figure something out. They want to contribute something
or understand something for whatever reason. You know, they may
only want to because they need to because they are in some kind of
threatening situation or something like that. I don't believe that
people can learn without meaning, without there being some reason
or purpose .... I can give them a completely third person meaning
or [have a] person do this because it's for [a] grade. But, I don't
think that will be, because that's not meaningful to them other than
for the people who grade.... I don't think that [kind of learning]
will stay with them.... If I really believe that anything in this
curriculum or anything I'm sharing with them has any meaning then
I want that to stay with them if it's important at all.
For me, a fourth level was evident when Joan found herself talking about
her beliefs as if they were surprising her as she spoke. For example, she
suddenly began laughing and then said,
I finnly believe that meaning for me is not held by somebody else.
[Pause] But I think there could be the same meaning for all. Oh no,
that's going to get me in trouble.
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Joan's discourse continued.
And that's why my window, if you've ever looked at what it says on
my window [on the classroom door] you know .... We're supposed
to put our names on our windows, it says my name. And then a
little asterisk [with] "In a cast of thousands perfonning writing, life,
or living, and reading everyday." You know, I never realized it at
the time. I was pretty much being a smart ass .... No, I wasn't
being a smart ass, but, umtn, I wasn't into all this systems thinking
at the time, hmm.
Then the Other said, "You didn't have the language for it at the time, but
you had the philosophy? Joan responded, "That's right, exactly, hmm."
This is the start of a deeper level of understanding for Joan. The dialogue
continued but is not reported here. My point here was to provide an
example of how one set of beliefs (in this case about learning) led the
teacher and the Other to pursue the reasoning related to Joan's core
beliefs. This particular dialogue went on for approximately three and
one-half hours.
To return to the purpose of this part of the discussion, Joan was
enabled to reflect on deep-rooted spiritual and nonnative conceptions
about life and its relation to being and education. In this elicitation of
core beliefs, Joan revealed beliefs that revolved around living life with
"dignity, a sense of community, and particular knowledge." Joan told me
I would not have her pennission to report the entire dialogue, and she
remained steadfast that the dialogue remain private. There are two
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excerpts I do have permission to report for the sake of enabling others to
make some interpretations on their own.
I see that as understanding that involves your entire being, and so
it's not just your intellect. It's also your psyche, and your spirit and
whatever it happens to be. Whatever you happen to want to call it,
. . . I could not stand up in a public school and say that. . . . I often
think that I'm not in the right place. That I should be teaching in a

private school or some place where I could say that and really live
my beliefs. Umm, where that not only could I say that, but that's
the given.
The second excerpt follows.
I'm just trying to figure it out now. And I'm just thinking about it
now [cleared throat] .... I think part of it is, these are not widely
discussed and therefore, you don't know if they are widely valued
... I'm looking at this saying over my desk over here. And when
we are talking about this kind of thing [it fits]. "Somewhere we
know the other."
Joan's fundamental beliefs are the substructure (see Polanyi, 1958; Quine
& Ullian, 1970) for the sets of beliefs underlying her teaching. In this

particular elicitation, Joan and the Other wanted to engage in a
philosophical discussion. This was not a dialogue aimed analyzing
whether the core beliefs were rational and justified.
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Summary Statement
This chapter addressed the nature of dialogue, dialogical relations,
and the role of the Other. The fmdings indicated teachers can be enabled
by an Other, in dialogue, to appraise thoughtfully "why" they do what
they do and strengthen their justification for practice. Through dialogical
relations teachers and an Other can develop shared understandings of
pedagogy, teach and learn collaboratively, and generate possibilities for
advancing practice. Dialogue represented occasions for teachers to
inquire into their rational practical choices. Through dialogue, teachers'
practical reasoning did not remain undetected. It was challenged by the

Other. The Other assisted teachers to question premises (beliefs) with
thought to evidence. Recall that the literature presented in Chapter 2
informed us that reasons for retaining beliefs are what make the beliefs
rational or irrational.
The dialogical relation made it possible for teachers to consider
thoughtfully such questions as Why did I choose to engage students in
particular ways? How do I know that my approaches to teaching are
reasonable? In what ways, if any, can I support the premises that
underscore my practice? What makes my practice reasonable and
justifiable? How do I know that a particular aspect of my pedagogy is
more probable in advancing student understanding than some other
conclusion I might have reached? In dialogical relations teachers
confronted their doubt. Doubt was the first step in seeking knowledge.
Doubt manifested in the appraisal phase of the practical argument.
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Teachers heightened their understanding of the value of justifying
their practice. One teacher (Abel) changed his practical argument and
altered his practice. Joan advanced her practical arguments by adding new
premises in ways that benefited students (see Vasquez-Levy, 1993).
Darrell chose not to confront his practical argument. This is not to say he
resisted. He simply was not yet ready to appraise his premises. Joan,
Abel, and Darrell concluded that a defensible pedagogy was critical to
providing a good education.
In dialogue the teachers enhanced their understanding of the salient
features in the concrete situations examin.ed. Together, the teachers and
the Other brought forward the teachers' "perception" (see Aristotle
Nicomachean Ethics, McKeon, 1941) of particular instances embedded in
specific situations. Dialogue made it possible for the teachers to develop
their understanding of a situation--context. It was evident to the
participants and the Other that the complexity of their practical reasoning
could not be understood apart from context (for further discussion on
situational perception, see Nussbaum, 1990; Pendlebury, 1990, 1991;
Wiggins, 1980). The teachers and the Other created occasions in dialogue
for them to consider "new and fruitful possibilities . . ." (N ozick, 1993,
p. 174) for practice.
The teachers also realized how easy it was to lose sight of a
nonnative conception (educative ends) of teaching. The Other assisted the
teachers to elicit and to clarify their aims for students in an evolving
dialogue. The dialogical relation enabled the teachers and the Other to
develop understanding about their intentions to act and their actions.
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Overall, through dialogue, teachers were enabled to appraise thoughtfully
"why" they do what they do, clarify, refme, and strengthen their
justification for practice, and enhance their practical reasoning to advance
the educative experience for students.
The teachers and the Other were found to be dialogical persons. A
dialogical person was found to
1.

actualize a sense of presentness,

2.

be self-disclosing and a listener,

3.

be an educator and a learner,

4.

display a willfulness to evolve and to assist others in their
process of becoming,

5.

freely give of him/herself,

6.

be tolerant and kindred,

7.

exhibit an on-going sense of curiosity, and

8.

seek mutual agreement.

In conclusion, the purposes of this chapter were to present findings

to support dialogical partnershipsJorged with teachers and/or teachers
and to present concepts helpful for making sense of some of the
complexity in the theoretical conceptions called dialogue, dialogical
relations, and the Other. The theoretical framework of practical
arguments was actualized in practical ways in this study. This work may
help to infornl the field of teacher education about the practical
applications of dialogue, dialogical relations, and the role of the Other.
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CHAPTERS
CONCLUSION

If you think that your belief is based upon reason, you will
support it by argument . .. and will abandon it if the argument
goes against you ... or by stunting and distorting the minds of
the young in what is called 'education.' This last is peculiarly
dastardly, since it takes advantage of the defenselessness of
immature minds. Unfortunately it is practiced in a greater or
less degree in the schools of every civilized country. (Russell,
1958, p. 75)

Introduction
Chapter 5 presents the overall conclusions of this study and
implications for teacher education and future research. The first section
summarizes the fmdings of the study. The second addresses the question
remaining of interest in this study: What are the prospects for dialogue
and teacher education if teacher educators are to pursue practical
argument engagement?

Summary of Findings
This dissertation expands the notion of dialogue, dialogical
relations, and the role of the Other. My intent was to unravel some of the
complexity in the theory of practical argument engagement. My hope is
that this work offered constructive notions that can be used in the practice
of teacher education. This work is not about a theory of the theory of
practical arguments; rather, it is an elaboration of particular elements
within the framework. If we can presuppose that "all educational theories

220
are theories of theory and practice" (Carr, 1986, p. 177), then this work
becomes a contribution to the theory and practice of education.
Therefore, questions about this work are not only about the logic of a
particular educational theory. Questions must also be about the logic of
the ideas actualized in practice. In other words, this work must be
interpreted from the possibilities of merging theory and practice.
Educational theory cannot be viewed in isolation from educational
practice. Given this perspective, this chapter frames key conceptions
worth considering in the education of teachers.
Consider first that a nonnative theory of education underlies the
work of dialogue and dialogical relations. Thinking about the ends of
education is one thing, but striving to actualize them in practice is quite
another. Practical argument engagement enabled teachers to think
seriously about educative ends and to enact them more consistently in their
teaching. Dialogue became a consciously perfonned intentional activity
which, as such, was only made intelligible by calling forth the often tacit
and, at best, partially articulated beliefs practitioners use to make sense of
their pedagogical experiences. I conclude that teachers enrich their
understanding of their practices by examining the beliefs that guide their
actions. Such sets of beliefs may be more or less coherent, methodic,
reasonable, and justifiable and the more coherent and plausible they are,
the more closely they resemble a "theory." For teachers to engage in any
pedagogical practice always presupposes a theoretical scheme that is, at
one and the same time, constitutive of the means for practice and the ends
for advancing the educative experience for students.

221
Following this line of argument, the point is made that pedagogy is
a social practice. Therefore, the understanding and knowledge of an
individual teacher cannot be acquired in isolation. Making sense of
practice requires what Heshusius (1994) calls "a participatory mode of
consciousness" (p. 15).
Participatory consciousness is the awareness of a deeper level
of kinship between the knower and the known. An inner
desire to let go of perceived boundaries that constitute "self'-and that construct the perception of distance between self and
other--must be present before a participatory consciousness
can be present. Participatory consciousness does not refer to
activity as such, or to verbal experience, nor does it refer to
methodology or methodological strategies (for instance, as in
"participant observation"). Rather it refers to a mode of
consciousness, a way of being in the world, that is
characterized by what Scbachtel (1959) calls "allocentric"
knowing (as contrasted to autocentric knowing), a way of
knowing that is concerned with both "the totality of the act of
interest" and with the "participation of the total person" (of the
knower). (p. 225)
Heshusius suggests that this mode of consciousness is acquired not through
a "loss of self' (p. 16) but through a heightened understanding of self in
connection with others. IT this is the case, dialogue, dialogical relations,
and an Other can be viewed as helping teachers to acquire a heightened
understanding of themselves in relation to their practice. Heshusius
suggests that a "pervasive affmnative quality, which can exist only when
there is a recognition of the deeper kinship between ourselves and other,
[becomes] ... the ground from which participatory knowing emerges" (p.
17). My sense is that this notion of a "deeper kinship between ourselves
and other" can be likened to the dialogical relation between a practitioner
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and an Other. According to Heshusius (1994), Ita participatory mode of
consciousness ... results from the ability to temporarily let go of all
preoccupation with self and move into a state of complete attention" (p.
17). During the dialogical relations (especially with Joan and Abel), the
teachers did turn their focus to a shared understanding with the Other
about their reasoning and actions. In a manner of speaking, these teachers
stepped outside of themselves to delve within without relinquishing their
sense of self. Dialogues for them became a shared undertaking in
acquiring understanding. The teachers and Other fostered an evolving
quality of understanding as they attended to concerns about justification
for practices. It was not that the concerns were viewed in terms of
whether or not they existed but rather in terms of their impact,
development, and evolution for their practice.
Allow me to return to the point regarding educational theory not
being viewed in isolation from educational practice. Consider, secondly,
what it is to engage in the theoretical practice of teaching. To teach is to
engage in complex intellectual and moral activity. It is a distinctive social
activity involving means and ends to accomplish goals. Specific contextual
elements, particular instances, content, students, institutional and societal
forces, procedures and skills, language, operations, purposes, and actions
all work in ways that defme aspects of teaching. When a teacher

interprets events and carries out actions in relation to such elements he/she
draws from an interrelated set of beliefs and assumptions. Beliefs,
assumptions, and maxims then operate in terms of instructions about how
events and situations are to be interpreted and as prescriptions about how
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to proceed (to teach). Pedagogical actions (in part) can then be
interpreted as the enactment of beliefs. Through dialogue, teachers bring
their beliefs to the surface and examine them in tenns of reasonableness,
coherence, and justification. Teachers' theories of learning, teaching
(enacting curriculum), and teaching particular content to a particular
group of students become realized and clarified.
Consider, fmally, that the beliefs and theories underlying a teachers'
practice can in fact be incompatible with one another. More often than
not, practitioners are not aware of such occurrences. That such
discrepancies exist is, of course, entirely predictable for all people. It
should, therefore, come as no surprise to :fmd questionable pedagogical
practices or, worse, unreasonable and unjustified practice. Practical
argument engagement made it possible for the teachers in this study to
examine their practical reasoning (knowledge in direct relation to action).
Dialogue became the vehicle for this critical reflection to occur.
Just as educational practice cannot be undertaken without
practitioners thinking about (and hence theorizing about) what
they are doing, so it cannot be observed by educational
theorists in a theory-neutral way. This does not just mean that
different kinds of educational theory tend to "imply" different
fonns of educational practice. Nor does it mean that
educational theory can be "derived from" or "based on"
educational practice. Rather it means that there is no way for
educational theory to characterize educational practice which
is both theoretically neutral and capable of rendering the
practice thus characterized intelligible. (Carr, 1986, p. 179)
When one undertakes the work of teacher education, one must realize that
to make sense of educational theory in isolation of practice is misguided.
What surprises me is the extent to which the view of a "gap" between
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theory and practice is discussed. Why are we not concerning ourselves
with recognizing the gaps that may exist between rival beliefs and theories
about why particular teaching practices take place and how educational
practice is to be understood (for a further discussion of this issue, see
Carr, 1986). Since this is being ignored for the most part, it is not too
difficult to see why rival interpretations of educational theory are found in
rival interpretations of educational practice. "No practice is what it is
independently of what its practitioners think or believe about it and this is
just as true for the practice of theoretical [research] pursuits as it is for
practical pursuits like education [teaching] (Carr, 1984, p. 179).

In conclusion, then, this work involving dialogue, dialogical
relations, and the Other can be interpreted as theoretical understandings
that directly relate to practice in a relevant way. Teachers acquired a
richer sense of their own theories for teaching when they used theory to
unravel their practice and made it connect to practical knowledge and
Wlderstandings of problems and concerns of practice. Therefore,
practical argument theory (involving dialogue, dialogical relations, and
the Other) became a clear and useful educational theory that not only
identified teacher beliefs and theories of teaching but also refmed,
clarified, and advanced their practice. It follows that questions about the
nature of practice can be understood through the normative theory of
practical arguments. It also follows that questions about how this
educational theory served to impact (advance or even change) practice and
the practical reasoning of teachers are not independent of questions about
how the theory is to be understood.
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Implications for Teacher Education
My argument has rested on a practical philosophical analysis aimed
at illuminating the fmdings inherent in dialogue and dialogical relations
between a teacher and Other. As a way of drawing out some of the
implications of this work for understanding how dialogue and dialogical
relation theory and practice are interrelated, I present the following
points.
1.

Teacher education that grounds its conceptions, intentions,

and purposes on nonnative theory is helping to reframe teaching and
learning in tenns of educative ends. Teachers learn to assume what Audi
(l993a) refers to as "normative responsibility which is above all a type of
eligibility for nonnative assessment regarding an action" (p. 232).
2.

Dialogue creates occasions for teachers to interpret

pedagogical situations particular to their practical rationality. Such
occasions provide opportunities to learn more about teachers' discernment
in teaching. There is much to learn about teachers' complex
responsiveness in teaching.
3.

A dialogical relation between teacher and Other can develop

shared understanding about practice and develop teachers' imaginative

rationality (see Johnson, 1993) in considering possibilities for practice.
In systematic dialogical relations, one may encounter any number of
unanticipated discoveries--renewed pleasure in delving into one's
imagination to explore possibilities. Just as one does not venture into the
Himalayas without a guide, one would have great difficulty examining and
advancing one's practical argument alone.
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4.

Dialogue and dialogical relations can encourage teachers to

engage in practical inquiry that is founded upon rational and moral
grounds. In this fonn of teacher education, it is possible to restore an
education agenda that takes place in the context of schools (embedded in
pedagogical action in the here and now) and leads to critical reflection and
change. In essence, practical argument is theory-guided action--praxis.
5.

A dialogical relation framed around practical argument can

assist teachers in reflecting on their practice in ways that make intellectual
and moral virtues (e.g., regard for evidence and truth; reflective habit of
mind; a sense of fairness and respect; openness to alternative views or
competing ideas; a sense of trust, honesty, and caring) emerge and become
enhanced.
6.

Practical argument engagement can be a vehicle for assisting

teachers in ways that reflect our hopes and aims for how they will assist
the learning of their students. A fundamental purpose for engaging
teachers in practical argument is that it may lead them to apply similar
processes in assisting students.
Perhaps more important, it is a moral activity because teachers
have a specific responsibility for the proper and appropriate
moral development of their students. If the students are to
develop in morally appropriate ways, they too must be given
the latitude and flexibility to try actions based on new or
different ideas, to assess the consequences of these actions, to
ponder the goodness and rightness of what they are doing or
contemplate doing, and to jointly reflect on their thought and
action in concert with other students and teachers.
(Fenstermacher, 199Oc, p. 135)
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Students can develop misconceptions that can hinder learning. Perhaps, as
Green (1976) fust suggested, teachers can alter the practical argument in
the mind of the student.
7.

Practical argument engagement can support and sustain

changes in teacher belief and practice consistent with well-founded moral
and rational defense of educational conceptions.
Beliefs have the potential of creating limitations in practice where
none need exist. In such a form of teacher education, practical argument
engagement calls attention to justified practice that includes rational and
moral grounds. But this does not mean that there is a prior concept of the
right rational or moral grounds. Rather, it is a means of working out
what defensible and reasonable rationales in interpersonal relations have
application to what educational situations. Only if there were a unique
justification for a typical practice--for example, the teacher may in limited
contexts have to represent content as static rather than dynamic--would it
become possible to speak of particular instances of fIxed justification.
This would be an outcome of inquiry, not its starting point.
8.

Practical argument engagement takes the dialogical encounter

seriously. It emphasizes the interrelationship of theory and practice.
Teacher educators may profit by being more concerned with recovering
the ttlogic of educational practice embedded in normative conceptions of
lt

schooling--a logic which we (educational theorists) tend not to explicitly
defend but to which we always implicitly subscribe.
9.

Teacher educators may want to develop a view of educational

theory as a means for rationally enabling teachers so that they can become
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less dependent on the inadequacies of unreflective, common-sense modes
of thought (for an elaboration on these ideas see Peters, 1977, 1979).
10.

Heshusius (1994) calls for developing "a participatory mode

of consciousness." This work may be one answer. In dialogue and
through dialogical relations, individuals can foster in themselves and in
others "the ability to self forget and fully attend" (Heshusius, 1994, p. 20).
In practical argument engagement, the nature of the complex relationship
between different modes of consciousness--types of reasoning in relation
to action can be better understood.
Heshuisus emphasizes the need for "symbiotic participation" that
develops the abilities to reason, conceptualize, and so on. "An answer
must lie in the direction of a holistic apprehension of reality as mutually
evolving" (p. 20). Dialogue and dialogical relations are directed toward
this end.
11.

Heshusius (1994) suggests that "any concept of rigor in

relation to participatory consciousness must, in contradiction to past
definitions, incorporate the need not to be in charge. One cannot fully
attend to something in its own right. and try to be in charge of it, or of the
self, at the same time" (p. 20). The nature of dialogical relations and the

Other reported in this work serve as an effort to contribute to such issues.
12.

Practical argument theory provides conditions for appraising

teacher knowledge (see Figure 8).
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________________________.Reasons______________________

Reasons are offered to support or justify practice.

______________________Criteria'---_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

Criteria disclose why we consider a claim of "knowing
that" to be of a particular kind.
__________________,Sbmdards._________

Standards for knowledge (justification, truth, belief)
disclose the degree to which a particular claim
satisfies given criteria.

Figure 8. Relationship of Standards to Criteria to Reasons.

Recommendations for Further Inquiry
Many questions will need to be further explored if dialogue,
dialogical relations, and the Other were to be explicitly fostered by the
educational research community. What specifically follows change in
practical reasoning and practice? What are the particular changes?
How do teachers actualize educative ends in practice? In what
way(s) can teacher education be organized to optimize normative
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conceptions? What does it mean to put teachers in the service of others
(students) to enhance educative purposes? What would schooling look like
if it were educative? How can we further develop ways of caring using

methods advocated by Noddings (1984)?
What is the connection between practical reasoning and practical
inquiry? How can we develop teacher education to demonstrate that one
does not have to "know that" to "know how." The literature on practical
knowledge does not say that teachers need to "know that" or why they
know. Do teachers continue to be more rational and moral as a
consequence of engaging in practical argument encounters than, say,
teachers involved in continuous discussion or study groups with
colleagues, and so on?
What do we know about teachers' manner? What would it mean for
a reconstruction of character to occur? We need practical examples of
manner in practice.
The questions above serve to challenge the work of teacher
educators. For me, teacher education is a robust and highly influential
way to engage in the education of human beings. Education is a grand and
noble idea, and engaging in dialogical relations with teachers to assist them
in making wise rational and moral choices is constitutive of being a
teacher educator. The endeavor of teaching is meant to be an undertaking
that is transformative (wherein both students and teacher influence one
another), and the same premise should hold for teacher educators and
teachers who work together.
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Conclusion
Assisting teachers to elicit and reconstruct or retme their practical
reasoning can be done in dialogical relations with an Other. Changing
beliefs to knowledge can also be accomplished (see Vasquez-Levy, 1993).
Morally grounded and rationally defensible practices do become better as
a result of teachers' participation in dialogue with an Other. Teachers'
desire for dialogue on teaching impacts their commitment to engage in ongoing critical reflection about the reasoning underlying their pedagogy.
Sustained critical reflection is a complex process in that it involves
simultaneous and on-going elicitation, appraisal, dialogue, and
reconstruction of premises. It should not be considered a psychological
process as scholars (e.g., Morine-Dershimer, 1988, 1989, 1990) have
referred to it. The theoretical framework of practical arguments is
normative in nature. This implies and has been proven in this study to
enhance practical reasoning and merge the nonnative aims in the process
of educating students.
Practical arguments as inquiry will probably be adopted in the near
future by teacher educators and practitioners who see it as:
1.

A practical approach to understanding teaching.

2.

A way of developing pedagogy that reflects normative
purposes.

3.

A method of discovering the practical reasoning that
underlies one's practice.
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4.

A means of supporting and sustaining changes in teacher
belief and practice consistent with rational and moral
grounds.

5.

A practical way for connecting research fmdings to
practice.

6.

A collaborative approach to advancing practical reasoning
and practice.

7.

A guide to use in helping to change the practical
arguments in the minds of students.

This work is intended to extend the theoretical framework for practical
arguments, particularly dialogue, dialogical relations, and the role of the

Other. As with any theory, breaking down the complexity can enable
teacher educators to acquire more understanding, expand the conversation
about the issues, and create a language for discourse. Without a shared
discourse or identified constructs, practical argument theory is less
inviting.
Conducting this type of research involves deliberating ethical issues
where it may appear to be reasonable to argue for more than one
resolution, direction, or course of action (see Soltis, 1989). I suggest that
teacher educators, staff developers, and researchers enhance their capacity
for mindfulness in the ways they design and conduct their work. We must
be aware of choices in all phases of our work. This mindfulness is critical
to ethical (moral) reasoning which is part of our professionalism. "In the
dark it is easy to pretend that the truth is what you want it to be"
(Streisand, 1989).

233
The Nature of the Study
This section presents issues concerning the study itself. Ethical
tensions are discussed.

Ethical Tensions
Undoubtedly, all research becomes fertile ground for ethical
tensions to evolve and ripen. One, in particular, surfaced and became
quite pronounced for me as a researcher. I found myself in an ethical
dilemma when Darrell persisted in his questioning about my "sense of
whether [his particular] interactions with one student were wrong or
right." Looking back at the situation made me realize just how complex
the dual role of a researcher and the Other was. Perhaps this will be a
question posed by my critics--Should a researcher be an Other? My sense
is that teacher educators need to answer this question for themselves.
Perhaps some factors might be helpful in contemplating the dual role.
1.

Keeping the intentions of each role separate would be critical.

A researcher must be able to draw conclusions about the findings yet
remain free of judgment regarding teacher actions in the role of Other.
Judgment can be replaced with honest feedback and compassion.
2.

Remaining conscious of the possibility of ma.1(ing the

researcher's voice become the voice of the Other in the dialogical
relations. An Other should not impose beliefs on teachers.
3.

Maintaining the confidentiality of the participants while

rmding ways to understand what goes on in their classrooms is part of the
work of a researcher.
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4.

Accepting a teacher's decision not to pursue a line of

reasoning underlying his/her practice is necessary in the role of Other,
even if the Other recognized that it may lead to advancing the teachers
understanding and strengthening the educative experience for students.
5.

Constructing articles or a dissertation on this study can be

insightful for the researcher. Yet the Other found it extremely important
to present teachers' voices to make the work authentic. The fidelity of the
study is always critical. (It was extremely stressful for me to write the
article for the Journal of Curriculum Studies, 1993, from the original
research data because I was being directed to use a particular fonnat and
length to show a definite structure for the practical argument of teachers.
I was forced to leave out the complexity and richly embedded contexts of
teachers'deliberations. Practical arguments are not neat constructions that
are easily elicited and reconstructed. They are complex, messy, and
embedded in rich contexts.) Finding ways to represent practical argument
engagement is quite challenging.
6.

Balancing the tension between thinking like a researcher--

wanting to disclose relevant infonnation--and yet also thinking like an
Other--maintaining respect for the teachers' choices--presents particular
problems. In one situation, a teacher would not give me pennission to use
a particular dialogue for a paper presentation at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association. I had identified certain
teacher discourse to be quite significant in unraveling some complexity of
reasoning in a particular classroom event. As a researcher, I did not have
to ask each teacher for pennission to quote him/her or to refer to a
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particular classroom event every time I wrote about it or discussed it. As
the Other, I believed I could not do otherwise. The ethical tension came
when I encountered such a reality. Even though I had obtained permission
for making our study public at the onset of the research, my sense of
faithfulness to the teachers grew in importance.
I found these to be prominent ethical dilemmas arising in my work.
They may be fairly standard tensions and dilemmas that qualitative
researchers encounter. For me, they became issues that I had to work
through. In the [mal analysis, I believe they helped me to confIrm my
own principled actions as a researcher, teacher, and person. "Hitting the
wall" (a runner's expression) makes you fully aware of all tension and has
the potential of diminishing or raising one's desire to pursue the course.
At times, for me, such ethical dilemmas were like "hitting the wall." I am
reminded of some words worth pondering: "Unethical behavior has no
place in qUalitative research.... We are to be paragons of virtue, if
possible--thereby ensuring not only the good opinion of others, but access
to a better life later" (Eisner, 1991, p. 213).
I was not seeking to be an ultimate model of good character. I just
wanted to do what was right and would create the least amount of harm.
Other ethical dilemmas may arise regarding this report of fmdings.
Often, I found myself asking, What obligations does a researcher have to
school persons (s)he studies, particularly when it comes to publication of
the fmdings? Then I came across the following.
One can't gear social science writing to the expected reactions
of any audience, and, if one does, the writing quickly
degenerates into dishonesty; all objectivity in the sense that one
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can speak of objectivity in the social sciences is lost. (Whyte,
1984, p. 206)
In a sense this says to me that researchers must not accept or reject ethical
principles depending on circumstances or community but must be
consistent in reaching the same ethical reasoning and moral judgment
regardless of how one is involved.
Finally, for me, it becomes an ethical issue for the Other to examine
his/her reasoning and principled actions prior to conducting this work.

An Other is no different from researchers with respect to bias. It just
seems to be an important step for the Other to undertake. Soltis (1990)
suggests that qualitative educational research must be ethically conducted
and ethically concerned. Practical argument engagement and research
should be held accountable to such standards also. As teacher educators,
regardless of whether we are in the Other role, we remain in touch with
the voice of our ethical conscience--that subtle nagging munnur that tells
us when something is not right.
For example, in this study, when I made a judgment about a
teacher's interactions with a student I immediately sensed my action was
not right. Even though it was done in response to one of the teachers in
dialogue, it was still an ethical choice I made. The fact that one may want
us to do something does not entitle us to do it, nor does the choice to take
a certain recourse make it the right choice.
For me, one important outcome of engaging in this process was that
I learned that ethical obligations should remain obligations regardless of
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what one wants or chooses. This belief will assist me in my work as I
continue to engage in educational research.
IDtimately, as researchers and scholars, ethical choices are powerful
decisions each of us must continue to make. Ethical reflection is one way
that we can understand what is involved in the choices we have.
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