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. Introduction' f : /_

Aayone venturzng into the field of classroam:?nteractlon
.esearch lS faced w1th a considerable problem/by v1rtue of the
exten51veness of the herltage 1n this ‘active Eo 1 of educa-
t10na1 1nqu1ry., Unless thefe is time and spare or a large book,
he mnst be excused from elaborate and detalled rev1ew1ng, and
charged lnstead to offer good cause for a fresh attempt, and a
cause that 1s rad;cally dlfferent from the ospect’ of a
e-breaklng study. Thls paper, then, w11172m1t a roll call of
classroom observation studies whzch show tatzstlcal signifi-.

cance.and 1n31gn1f1cance between pleces ;of verbal conduct and
;ncremental growths in what youngsters/are sald to have learned.
(Berlz.ner1 has artlculated excellent%y the weaknesses of such
- studles, and a thorough review is. gxwen by Dunkln and Blddle e)
. f' The argument to be advanced here is set atop three related
‘ proposxtlons for whlch it would bé unwlse to assume any CIEdlt
_ These propositions are: '// T oL

¢t

PROPOSITION I: o

foo : by
There is a considerable éistance'between availakle means
- for deécribing teachind/behavior (using an observation

scheme), and the 1arger pruposes of education which,

presumably, allmsmall/;nstances of teachxng pre collec-hwmn

tively attempting to/achleve. .‘\

a "The distance referred to here is of two sOrts. There is

first the troublesome reallzatlon that we have few assurances

&

*- . that the mass of objectives in classes.and courses taken over
the years sum to the attainment of educational goals typically

, o | 4




stated by school boards and so forth. Second, theidescripiions

arisijé from observatlon devices generally do not descrlbe teach-*

) ing thav1or in terms of educatxonal goals or objectlves, For

1nsténce, to take a model case, thaE’a plece of teachlng is

e awefded an 1nd1rect/dlrect ratlo of 1.3 tells us nothlng about

the sort of educatlon 1earner= are receiving,- aithough it is

preshmed to descrxbe something of the nature of the exper1ence.3‘

In short then, we have no dev1ce that permlts us to observe a

lesson and then describe it in terms of an educational goal.

., PROPOSITION II: .

"--Classroombobservation'ingt:nmehts, whiEh-offer descrip-
tions of teaching, have largely neglected the rich'and
clea:‘descriptionsnof teachigg which héve'emanated.from
pﬁilosophical,analyses.of the concept of teaéhing itself.:

4cemmented that research findings, ". . .

A decade ago,.Komisaf
‘Y are just aslhelpful to the propagandist or indoctrinator as
they are to'eﬁe teacher. This is because the aspects of ‘class-
room intefecticn! cufreng research focuses on are not peculiar
to the.teachingﬁencounter but are co&mon to allvways'men con-
trives to mold the minds of eeher men.” Since philosophy of
education has in part been concerned‘with;ihelconcepts that
. ehaieeteflie the en;erprlee, lt ls not‘sueprising tﬁat'there
has been much activiéy ln'clarifying terms such as teachiné;
learning, indoctrinating, miseducating, and so forth. And,
since these terms are intimatelyuﬁound to coneepts of educa;ioe;

classroom interaction research is probably the poorer for nat

A“
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employlng them. I ‘ | .. .

-
- -

. PROPOSTTION 111 C 4 :

The core of research and discuS°ion on teaching and learn- _

1ng {and 1ndeed of planning for teaching and’ learnlng) is

K]

prediction, yet classroom interaction research has tended

to focus on impirical predictions (which are not directly

,rélated to educational goals and obgectives) rather than wl

on logical predictions which'have the'achievement of
educational goals and-obﬁectives as-their targec .
Empirical predictions (or, empirically based p:edictions) are of
. - the sort: if the climate of the class, as established by the
~ teacher, is such and such, then learning will be improved - (This
is. the typical form to make the point, it being understood that
the eVidence cannot -always’ sustain the prediction ). a logical _

prediction speaks to’ the prov1sions made by a teacher's actions.

At ;oot, a logical prediction for~teaching and learning has the
form, “If I teach X.to A, then provision is made for A to learn
X." So, if we wish youngsters to learn the development of the

periodic table of elements, then a logical predittion about

. ]

learning requires that all relevant information and argument be.

" presented. Other information, such as operating a triple beam

| balance can be excluded, for it cannot make the smallest pro-

visions for the objectives set. .
. The problem that this paper seeks to solve is to begin
" filling the gap alluded to in_the first two propositions while

_ maintaining the-educational-integrity'of the third. This

-

-
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'objective will be achieved in the following manner.- First, a
new concept for -lassroom observation is stated whlch is clearly-’
related to a recogn;zable educatlonal goal or ideal. Next, Fhe~

S distinctive features of the concept are d;splayed,'and this is
achieved by way of illuStration in a brief epistemological- -
. - - . - .- -

aha1y51s" Lastly, it is shown that the features of this concept

- .can be used. to describe classroom 1nteractlon qualltatlvely and
~ ) : . _ *

*n

;accurately, : . : . ce : .

The Concept Intellectual Independence

- Hitherto, the.majorlty of studles -on the rblatlonshlp e

[ 4

between measures of classroom pl;mate and student_achlevement

have :eiied upon what might be termed a quasr-thiological inter- "

,’-p: pretation of classroom climate. The model case, if it can. ~ _ .
tolefate the label, is surely the Flanders System for inter-
action analysis-s Flanders, in "Teacher Influence in the’Class-

R

room,” traces the pedlgree of hlS system to studies in the - = |

thlrtles and deflnes classroom climite fhus. e
L The words classroom climate refer to generalized attitudes
‘ - toward. the teacher and the class that the pupils share in
common in spite of .individual differences. The develop- ,
" ment of these attitudes is an outgrowth of classroom social 7
interaction. As a result of participating in classroom
activities, pupils soon develop shared expectations about -
how the teacher will act, what kind of a person he is, and
. "how they like their class. These'expectations color all
4 aspects of classroom behavior, creating a social atmosphere-
. ’ or climate that appears to be fairly stable, once established.
. Thus the word climate is merely a shorthand reference to
those qualxtles that consistently predominate in most .
teacher-pupil contacts and contacts between puplls in the
presence of the teacher.6
4

For two réasons, it seems useful to entertain a radically dif- -
p : TR _ ;
ferent way of defining classroom climate. First, the earlier

‘
©

.
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",allusions of this argument to research using the'Flanders SYstem ‘

[

and 1ts progenyosuggest aelack of definitive. correlatlons be--J

«
14

tween classroom cl.mate (soclologlcally deflned) and- student
&

"achlevement., Second, wh11e there are alternatlve sources for .’

.‘deflnlng classroom cllmate, such as thS“bechology of learnLng

and- the structure of the lntellect, whlch have prov1ded the con-

l ceptual underpxnnlngs of. such'observatlon.1nstruments.as those

A
-
kJ

_tional philosophy appears not ta have‘beengtapped;ﬁ So, notwith-

lectual climate. . . U R

of'Taba.and Gallagher7, the rich source of concepts, from educa-

-

w

standing the thorough work of Smith and Meux® in describing
teaching in terms'of logical moves and'strategies,'the‘burden of.

work on claSsroom climate tends to depict'the emotional, social,
and cognitive topology of lessons, whlle*leav1ng unnotlced the

possibility. of characterzzlng teachlng in terms of 1ts 1nte1— o

> -

-

The matter of establlshlng concepts whlch ‘can speak to the
1nte11ectua1 cllmate of a, classroom may be broached by cons;der-

ing how dlfferent sorts of teachlng can 1nfluence students'
- -g

judgment of claims to truth. There 1sw~for example, a plear

-

)

conceptual dlstlnctlon bétween'teaching'which allows students -

. to judge the truth of knowledge clalms 1ndependently, and teach-

1ng'wh1ch leaves students dependent upon their teacher for

.. judgments of truth,e‘("It must be true;, ‘cos the_teacher said so!™

-

aptly ¢aptures the latter ) The'aVailability or lack of eVidence

or argument to=support knowledge clalms has potent1a1 ﬁor in-

b A

fluenclng the extent to which learners cah judge cla1ms for

JRE. v . e .. —— e e e e - e



.- - themselves : Immed:ately, then, the potentlal of eplstemologlcal ;
. | R .

¢
conslderatlons for - descrlblng teachlng surfaces.

e . Thls llne of thought leads d1rectly to the concepts

‘ I -

Intellectual Independence and Intellectual Dependence,~wh1ch ‘can

-

be deflned as follows. An.;nd1v1dual can be sald to be’ 1ntellec-'

tually 1ndépendent when he has all the resources necessary‘for.,'

-

judglng the truth of a knowledge claim 1ndependently of other

' people. Thus, an 1nd1v1dual Judglng the . tru;ﬁ of a claim on

~ the bas1s of all’ assumptlons, ev1dence and arguments necessary

for that Judgment is exerc1s1ng Intellectual Independence.

L

(S;m;lar-condltlons obtaln for Intellectual Independence in the

-y .-

T --adoptlon or rejectlon of values, v1ews of sc1ence, and views of S

.o
< .

the world ) If, for lack one or more of the condltlons necessary

for Intellectual Independence, annlnd1V1dual is obllged to rely

upon someone else's authorlty, then it 1s sald that the f1rst

1nd1v1dual is 1ntellectually dependent upén the~second I -
. The concept of Intellectual Independence can readlly be
seen to assume the status of an educatlonal goal, in an 1deal—
on

1zed formulatlon. And,_lf the thlrd prop051tlon, above, is kept -

in V1ew, it seems entlrely possible “to, deSCrlbe teachlng as pro-
. V1d1ng for Intellectual Independence or for Intellectual Depen—
dence. d;In.»thls way, -the problem noted in proposltlon I, above,

will be dissolved for there wlll be a dev1de perm1tt1ng 1nterested ,IH,T

: '
observers to-descrlbe 1nstance§ of teachlng in terms of whether T

° .

'Or not those’instances provide for an educational goal "In short,

L

. B 1t looks as 1f teachlng discourse can be descrlbed in terxms which S,

e Mh;-.gww_eﬂh-c_e,mwcm.wm__rﬁ_ . -
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reflect 1ts 1ntellectual cl;mate. . B N

. w1th.proper regarduto neason.

-

\ “Z. ' F I

Nelther 1s the descrlptlon prov1d1ng for Intellectual

Independence or Intellectual Dependence restrlcted in'its ap-h

©
Y '

pllcatlon to what 1s sald'by a teacher. Typlcally, students -t

offer claams, and the fashlon ln'whlch a teacher treats xmese

‘-

can expose furthei the antellectual climate of a classroom.

[ . - <

“For 1nstance, 1n,order that ‘a student see for hlmself why his

—~—ad

»

Vofferlng 1s ‘valid or 1nva11d . the teacher must -.ensure that.the.n:

cr1ter1a by which the statement is Judged are,ev1dent 1q‘the -4

dlscourse.. If reasons for.acceptlng or rejectlng a student'r.

v

sfatements are not expllclt, then agaln, the student is 1nte1-» -

cr =",

: JEa=
'lectually dependent upon the teacher for judglng the/valldlty

\

"of the offerlng. But 1f reasons are glven, then the student

~can Judge the va11d1ty of the statement for hlmself The under-

&*
lylng not1on here is. th%t students mlght Be glven or den1ed the

I -

prerogatlve of haV1ng thelr intellectual contr;butlons treated

%

Importantly, it 1s not su‘flclent for a teacher to say ;*

‘"Yes" to a student's offerlng, if Inteliectual Independence

b
is being aimed for. . Although the response "Yes" is sald tq}ﬁe

p051t1vely relnforclng” it does not by 1tse1f prov1de reasons‘
for the correctness of the. offerlng. The learner may gather that

he is rlght but not know why. . . .

°. - -

Here then we see that the empha51s 1n dlscu551ng intellect-

-

ual cllmate is upon the rationality w1th whlch student offerlngs

- . are treated, and nat upon ‘the teacher s~cord1a11tx the latter "

(I

e

e
BN
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MRV properly belohging to notlons of soclal cllmate.
. . ® : . - . . L. P . . . . . i . -
e . Determlnlng’thevFeaturesaof Intellectual Independence:
o : . ‘ - - o e : . =
' . ' <« ~ 1. The Conceptual Analysis . . oot
e . » . :
- . . . .- . a .

° . A&s deScribed~above;‘the‘notion of Intellectual Indepen-o .

o dence 1mp11es an educatlonal aim- or 1dea1 for it descr1bes a
ST -

mental state whose attalnment by students might be _the asplra—

R tlonvof'thelr teachers. But, if thlS concept is to have value “

o \
- \

for analy21ng teachlng, it must be suff1c1ently artlculated to

r - -

.yleld features that are Eeadlly transformed 1nto a scgeme for

observ1rg ano analy21ng teachlng. The burden of this task is
9 : R .. ,“ ',. :..

- . 4 T,

. undertaken 1n th1s /ectlon.

The suggestlon that Ipteﬂlectual“Independence could become

" a tool for descr1b1ng “the 1ntellectual climate of teachlng and -
i -~
for character 21ng the ratlonallty of the dlscourse, rather than
1ts cordlalltj, leads qulte dire tiy to the thought that a use-

o fu} startlng p 1nt for d1scqver1n features of the concept 11eS‘

'1n what have come to be known -as - ‘e tradltlonal three-condltlons

of knowledge. n an early\work, Scheffler finds that the follow;

ing condltlons must be sati f1ed in order for someone to be sa1d o

to know a. propos tlon.]f0 finst, the person must believe the
i,'- proéos1tlon- second, the person must have adequate eV1dence for
| Atheﬁpropos1tlon, and th1rd the proposition must be true. e
' 'Scheffler's subseéﬁent analysis-of these conditions can be turned
to advantage by asking.what conditions must be fulfilled within

teaching discourse if a student is to know a proposition, as

-

5 - - a ) . o : 1 1 . . '
fa . . . ’ ) . . i
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R distinct- say, from merely bellev1ng it.. Wlthout pursuang the Coa :f

T

argument too fully, -we can say that the evidence and truth con-' ' Qﬁb

~ditions-must be satisfied. Or, to put the;matter into the term—f .
. . - . ) / . r“ . .o 8

. inology of this: paper, it<would.appearfthat”teaching‘would'gog" Y

-somefdistance toward providing'for Intellectual IndependenCe were" ’ ';;f

~
) : the ev1dence and truth’condltlons.satlsfféd for each prop051tlon ,5"

'uttered by the teacher. . v ‘; \'. T ' S

o These ,conditions require brief examination so that\their' SRS

- . <

N 1mpllcatlons and‘llmltatlons can beeturned to present purposes. ,

As Scheffler has noted one stclklng llmltatlon of the ev1dence o e

o

»

" condition is that 1t slmply doesnat apply to clalms such as .

- ) f

analytlcal clalms for whlch ev1dence 1s 1nappropr1ate~ aThe evi- ,

L1 3

- . dence c0nd1tlon, then; needs some delflCatIOn, and th1s 1s Tl .

- . - ‘ N .- .« T -
A . K

achleved by not1ng that proposltlons are to be supported by.

eV1dence, reason, and argument. Second the ev1dence condrtlon .

.\, ~
. -

fails to. honor .the place ‘of confllctlng ev1dence or reasons.- e

- 8

A minor adJustment allows us to see that teachlng whlch prov1des‘°, o -ffa

. : ..

for Intellectual Independence should acknowledge to students that

there is confllctrng ev1dencewand that the supportlng ev;dence is L
» 'y 33 : ! )
llmlted, so that learners are in a posltlon to make Judgments

- -

about the claims in question. . . - - ‘ o L : B

. In its current-form, the truth condltlon s major drawback- . l! s
is that it appears‘taplgnore the wealth of- problems wh1ch Ye- ’ ]
v&lve ‘around the question of what. precmsely can be said to conlv

‘jﬂ. -.stltute truth. For‘:nstance, an analysis of the criteria for f EL-'a_Wt

o - . e
. R Joax
@

truth 1p sc1ence reveals that.snch crlterla are dependent upon

' A . .
. - . 1. . . ’
. [y .
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quite dxtto_;@t views about the nature of science. As a conse” ‘ “
quence, it would be difficult to judge a portion of science ‘
g teaching on the basis of the truth of what is Asserted, fory e

would require cne to commit himself to'a particular position
| about truth and the nature of science. 8o, in the spirit of ¢/*®
’ present inquiry it becomes more significant to exanine stience

galchtnq for the pregence or absence of e:plléit statementy abolt
2 . - £ . !
medns for assesaing truth. Thus,/rather than analyze science

tcachinq tmx the truth of what is anhcztcd. one can analyze
teaching to see if means for determining truth are made evident
to students in order that tley can pctter assess the truth of
atatu-uati for ta-icxvva. Of course. uhqu teachihy contains ) ; .
this information it moves decidedly toward providing for |
+ Intellectual tadcpcndcac- This.foregoing devuiopuunt nt gue
.. coacept of Intellectual Independence and xuuu-etux b-p-mw’
~ has been restricted to the tashion in which ptupealtioas are
T tttatid in tnuchinq Yet the concept is broadey, and this can
be seen when one considers activities in teaching which are sow”
what differeat from the making of claims about the u&rld. _wor H
instance, if students are to be able to Julge the sppropriagene®® ",
otmuuummmtmwumm then evidence ’
- end argument sust be avgilable-to show that these do correspond .
oo wmtmmmutwwt. If these conditions are »'v
» Stadents can exsrcise Intellectual ludependence. rutthen-uae.
oxae. lnt-ll.ctunl Independence tuoakl of a capacity for making
tutiunnl judgments, then tlhutantivus sust be uvuil.bk: for

13
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students to judge between. S0, teaching that provides for— - -
Intellectual Independance would be cha’nucuri.ud by the presense

of alternative thcouriu.'ny. But if alternatives are absent,

then judgments of this sort are preempted. Such teaching would
provide for lutellectual Dependence. )

As vas mentioned earlier, the notion of Intellectual Indepen-
dence is not confined to the explicit and implicit propositional
assertions of “tml;mq.lor it can be shown that the concept has
sdded usefulness Ssince it permits a characterization of teaching
according to the manner in which students' statements are treated.
A comperison between clsssroom discourss and other forms of
socisl discourse yields useful information sbout this aspect of
teaching which atems from considering the prerogatives of kthou
engaged in uﬂoui forms of discourse.

Genarally, verbal inur;cum are characterized by the

- uw:w of the speakers upon each others ptrcvpumz yet the

psrticipants are usually at liberty to prevent further fintru-

sion by requesting that the interaction cease. Another character-

istic of genoral verbdl intéraction is:-that it carries with it no
cotrcion for taking physical or intellectsal actiom upon the
Tequest of & participant. S0 neither participant is especially

‘eEpowered with Maum which would permit him to coerce the -

mmwm!mofwdfacuoa. The absence of any

legal or logical perunissions to cosrce aliows much ttm fot

legitinately heluhg to take action. .
Such mtneml prerogatives may be detected in classrooms,

* 14. ~ ~
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*

..and thess are qﬂub distinct f:ou:. the legal obligation tpon

students to attend and teachers to teach. .A feature that dia;ﬁ“v,
tinguishes the prerogative of classrooms from those inhering in
other "umht.al5 institutions is the seeningly undisclosed nature
of :M_ciucsroei prcfagative. In the classroom setting, a student
may be thought of as entering a contract to have something done

to him, but at the time when he Qntcta the contract he logically
cannot be aware of the full extent of what is to be done, for

he has yet to submit to teaching. For this reason the nature of

the oéngract entered by the student remains undisclosed and will

probably remain s0 until the outcome of uead;.inq is attained, at
which time, of course, the coatract cin be 'Mht to eitpire.
Alone, this suggeste that a studen: has no mtoﬁiilvas for .

h sounteracting the intrusion of uachlnq upon his pereepuom. )

and tha that appears clurwurhue o! u1 und;dng
" 1f, howeve:, teaching is sees to make ptovuim for Intel-

lectual Independence, then it is possible to estabiish that a stu-
dent is being permitted to Muc prerogatives which 'pntly )
offset the intrusiveness of teaching. MNost basically, Iﬁtuilwt»
ual Independence involves the capacity for ﬁum jutfguents about
knowledge claims for cneself. It has been seen that provision of
evidence in support of m em and "seeing” how mit truth

is d-m are uuuuzy conditions for uMng suach judg-enu.
mam Mustﬁuthpmt“ﬂmmmxumm
pwtud to judge claims for himself, his potential for !ntel-
iutm xu-rm is being honcred. nu. in turn, pcmliu

-

my

- : 1.

/
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— Nén to order his perccptious about the uorld in such ‘a way that ﬂ;
| ho is aware of what he 1. doing and why, as opposed to requiring
him to order them in. some prescribed ta-hion And this nllowance
may be interpreted as qivinq a student thc right to exercise a
pregfogative that is hiqhggone, that of choosing how he will order
his expczi-ucu---awroupoanlbility that is ultimately his.
Thus ltﬁdontt have prerogatives in the teaching discourse,
and what bears upon the consequences of the discourse is the
extent to which they are permitted to ;nvok; these prer~v: ives,
If provision is being -ndn for Intellectual Xpdapindance. thoq
these prerogatives can be used by learnerl to offset the intru-
siveness of teachbing, to tha extent that they are equipped. vith '
* means to judge the ttachlnq to which they submitted. Alternatively,
tcachxng that provides for Intellectual Dependence doen not per-
mit judu-nut ot the content taught, so it ptl?tntl lendentn from ... ...

»

uulng thalt p:uroqativun. o .
8o, rcspecttug the personal prerogatives of students seems
' closely alligd with providing for Intellectual Independence. .
Altarnnt&vvly. i€ these ptcrogativuc are not tosp-ctod. then it
seems that teaching 55$§xa.- for xntolxnctual ncpeuatnco Por
instance, if a studert offers a response to a question then it
would appear that he has the right or prerogative to have that
“respouse honored and treated with due tnguid to reason. A N
| 'rtspoﬁuc rejected cut of hand clearly violatu¢¢thln prerogative, o |
:s . foxr the teaching can be pcia as giiling to comply with other .-
' features of teaching which ptpwide for Intellectual Independence, »
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such as the provision of evidence or argument. Consequently,
when a response or an ursolicited offering is not honored nor,

treated with thatd to xeason, that portion of teaching can be
characterized as providing for Intellectual Dependence. |

ebcterniniqg sgé'reatures of Intellectual Independence:

2. The Heritage from Analyses of the Concept "Teaching”

The second pkoponition of this paper bemoans the oamission
of philosophical analyses of “"teaching™ in the conduct of empir-

ical research on teaching. In this section, the effort is to
. ”

show that the concepts Intellectual Independence lnd_xﬁiellect~
ual Dependence owe much to the analysis of the concepts teaching
and inﬁocttinaeiaq respectively. Two accounts of each .are se-
lected to reveal this ancestry. '

Scheffler provides this normative account of tear\ing:

achievement 6f learning, and practiced in such manner as

to respect the student's intellectual integrity and capac-
ity fox independent judghent. Such a characterization is
important for at leist two reasons: first, it brings out
the intentional nature of teaching, the fact that teaching
is a distinctive goal-oriented activity, rather that a -

‘distinctively patterned sequence of behavioral steps

executed by the tsacher. Secondly, it differentiates the
activity of teaching from such other cctivities as propa-
ganda, conditioning, suggestion, and indoctrination, which
are aimed at modifying the perion but stirive at all costs

to -volglu genuine cagngugtut pf his judgment on ugderlyiug i

issvesn.

For Scheffler, mpe::tiug a student’s intellectual integrity re-
_quires_that teaching discourse gives the student the right to a
 confiderce in his beliefs by bullding M_Wtan.M‘ for
them. If the student’s capability for independent judgment is to

17

‘Teaching may be characterized as an activity aimed at_the
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be respected, tpen reason, argument and evidence must be provided.
Such a deucxiption of tezcning coincides closely with the concept

of Iptal;ectual Independence. ’

The second selected examplg is from Komisar who distin-
guishes activities such as propagandizing and indoctrinaging from
teaching, by focussing our attention on a special form of teach-

«l2

ing which he terms, “teaching at the act level. When we speak

of ted&hinﬁ in this way, we refer to the presence of_intollectual
acts, such as provinq, demonstrating, c&plaining and- the like.‘
Such Lntalluctunl acts vill unquottionably provide for

a

‘; Intellectual Iudcpendence cOnsider a teacbex proving sonethtng.
" If the term “proving” is. used here apprpriatdly. then all the K
pieces of the ptoot aay be preguund pr-scnt. That the student SR
has access to thcao provides for Intellectual Independence. Yet, o

et et s o e

-*-~——i£~t teacher were AtEEmpting & proof and onits a part of it,” . -
then it would be qQuite wrong to honor his attenpt with the name -

of the act. rh. upuhot of this enterprise is to leave the student . °"_ 
Intellectunily a'pondcnt-npon ‘the teache:.la :
Much of the analyuin of '1ndoctrination' has been concerned

14 Flew has

with the teaching of morals and'religion in schools.
suggestad “that indottrifiation may be considered ii‘having'a'ptie

' mary and necondaty sense. In the primary sense..'indoctxination .

. describes the implanting of doctrinep which are false or not

“;f knows to be true, and in ‘the cecoudary sense “indoctrination® - - - 'Lff

. mnn to the upxmumg of doctrines by disapproved methoas.’5 T

| “mwmm,w.mmwammmwmaw for

‘e
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Intellectual Dependence, for a teacher cahnot intend to propagate .
falsities, and at the same time: provxde a comprehensive means fgr |
determining thei‘ truth.16 ‘ v \\\

Similar;y, Flew's secondary sense of indoctrination guggests
that its outcomeAis intepded to be Intellectual Dependence. 1If
the intent is to implant doctrines, then it might be nécessary
to withhold evidence and.arqument,aespecially if students are
crit;cal of the doctrines. But there is a difficulty with Flew's
secogdaty sense £or it contains the criterion of disapproved .
" v' methods._ One miqht‘agprova the withholding of evidence and
idargument in certﬁin ¢4tuations, and so that process quht not
. qualify as indoccrination. all the same, the potential congé-

. g ncp of that processvis still Intellectual Dependence. . j‘- -

' .« ° Green ptovide: nn analysis which seemd "to place Intellectual

‘W—*_Tb;;éndencn as the potential consequence of indoctrination. He
,addrosleu hinaolf to _the task of sorting and arranginq along a - -
continuun verbs within the family of “"teaching varbs. This con-

- ~timmnexte’nds from actions to beliefs and “makes distfnct in- '
doctrinattnq and instxuctinq. The latter, Green suggests, i.m.'c‘:.lvensc~
aattets of truth and falsity. uhexeaa indocﬁrinating « « . aims .
si-ply at establishihg certain beliefs so that they will be held
quite apatt from their ttuth. their explanation, or their founda- |
tion in evidunea 17 Patently, the potential outcome cf xndrctrin- . .{
ation and teaching that provides for Intellectual Dependence are =
tbc same. Both leave the recipient of the act dependent .upon the

.pe:pctxceor for. assecsing the truth of statennnts transnitted | . -

~
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during the act.

]
) Conclusions

The point of the preceding has been to show that it is
possible to characterize teaching in terms of its intellectual
clim;fe. It has been shown that the concepts Intellectual
Independence and Intellectual Dependence are well sui?ed to this

task, and that the concepts refer to larger educational aims, as

well as incorporate some of the more fertile products of conéep-

tual analysis in educational philosophy.

‘The upshot of the analysis hag been a list of features
which toaching will possess if it provides for either Intg}lect-
ual Imdapendence or Inteilectual Dependence, and. these are sum-
" marised in the form of an analytical scheme in Appendix .
| The final point is to show that such a scheme can be useé
and brief extrgzcs from transcripts of science lessons appear in
Appendix B to that end. These extracts are coded according to |
the features of the unalytical scheme: the one providing.fcr
Intellectual Independende and the other for Intellectual Depen-

dence. Codinq nay be pexforned in tuo ways. First, a_lesson

could be subdivided into episodes similar to those appended, and
‘ then' each. episode judged. Second, a lesson could be coded every
‘thirty seconds, and a judgment made about the degree to which
- Intellectual Inﬂependence ‘and Intellectual Depeudence are

: \ptovided for. using a five poxut scale. ‘

———

e
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Appendi; A
" The Analytical Schéme

]

II INTELLECTUAL INDEPENDENCE

Statements which presentfﬁhe intellectual undergirding of
knowledge claims (evidence and arguments) .in such a way that
- the listener has the data to make his own judgments.

a. Evidence is provided in support of claims.
b. The argument is present. \ o ,
c. 'Correspondence,of;diagr;m or model to phenomena is
, demonstrated by argument and evidence. ~
a, Adequate reasons given for the acceptability or
. unacceptability of a pupil's statement or response. _
e. Suggestions, questions, and objections of pupils are
honored and are treated with regard to reason.
f. Pupils have provision .to make judgments of the viability
ey ey oo Of models, theories, and explanations by recourse. to
. _ ““phenomena. o T
g. Alternative models, theories, and explanations are- o
o5 provided to permit pupils to make judgrments among them. . »
) “h. .Discrepancies among observations or evidence are ‘ Ky
ratiqnally resolved. - Cs : :
. ' S . “« - . .
- ID INTELLEC?UAL DEPENDENCE ‘ . » ' : L
Statements which present a knowledge claim in such a,ﬁéy
that the listener is dependent upon the speaker for making
a valid judgment about the claim. - _
a. .Evidence is not provided in support of claims. :
. ) rd
b. The argument is absent. ' s : _
ol . €. Correspondence ogﬂdiagiam'or model, to' phenomena is not -
demonstrated by -evidence or'by argument. d
1 d. Adequate reasons for the acceptability or.unaccept-
: ability of a pupil's response are_ absent. . ‘
e. Suggestions, questicns, and objections of pupils are- *
- " not honored or are not treated witn regard to reason. - -
. f. Provision is not made for pupils to make judgments of L
. the viability of models, theories, and explanations by e
. .. recourse to phenomena. . - . : B R
. 9. The making of judgments among alternative models, theories,

“Discrepancies’ among

and explanations is preempted since alternatives are not
.provided. ' . S e

1ved on
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Appendix B ' . < ﬂ,
‘. . ) . -
Examples of the Scheme in Use
II INTELLECTUAL INDEPENDENCE . ’
Item ' Example . )
ITI-a T: (Pointing to the hot beaker) What is happening to the
potassium permanganate? ~
P: 1It's diffusing faster than the cold one.
II-b T: No&n to see if this is a good theory, we have to .
predict something with it and then test our predicticn. ‘
- We saw our prediction was correct, so we can say . it's
a good theory. |, " o : ‘
II-c T: Now, weﬂge trying to see if the ball behaves in the _ :
' same way that light béhaves. We ot angle of incidence
equal to angle of reflection with light and with the
ball--out- model of light. . ) . '
o ” - ‘ ) |
II-d " P: ‘Perhéis.the ¢harge-thing movesiglong the:glass‘fod. ” .
- T: Now wait. From the experiment, glass doesn't conduct,
does it? So that explanation won't work. .. T . °
a . ‘,° . AN )
If-e P: Won't end "B" of the’iron'bar'repei end _"D" d%_tﬁé3 B
other bar? ‘ : ot o . .
T: Why do you think that'll happen? = ‘ - | oL Te
L P: Well,.é},-bécaQ§ewja-(P provides réééons); ) ]
. i ) .—.; ] ’ l . R . R e . - .
II-f T: So'we have two theories: single-fluid and .double-fluid, L
: say. Which one seems to be supported by your results? -
II-g T: But there's anéther’way of,lookiné»at this. Sﬁppose we, | -
: think of light as wave-like instead of particle-like, . .
. ' " o . ' x - .j
II-h P: Hey, we got a height of 36.8 centimeters. et
'T:; .0h, Er, perhaps we'd better repeat,that'megsurementJtoﬂ T

-

be sure we haven't got'an error.

~

_ - . ) - . . . el
v ¥ A - »? . N o -
. ' . . - ‘ . . i L [

~

~



ID INTELLECTUAL DEPENDENCE ., ) : -
Item ;u ‘ l(e . < .. . v
: " B I3 ) : ot o . :
ID-a T: There are 600,000 different-kinds of insects. :
‘ o . a . .o s -
ID-b T: Slnce it dld travel faster what do you suppose 1ts ..'-
density is? . e . .
c P:L_nghter?
T: Yes. Lighter than the other one because it travelled

ID~c T:
ID-d T:
P-'
N I
! Ipdewlé:
. 'Tf
ID-f. T:
P ] '

P
e MJ%T:

N | ’:'.';“.
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_faster. (No argument is presented which relates speed
“and mass.) ‘ : . .

(Holdlng up a model made of styrofoam.balls): This is

. a'model of a salt crystal. ,(T then proceeds to ancther
topic, no mention being being made of the relationships

among conceptual model, physicail- model, and observatlons )

-~ ~

What.else_do living things;havehin common? .

All living things die.

‘Well, yes. But that's not what-I,want.;

. &

(S

~Peop1e aren't animals, they're humans.

¢
. é

People are ‘animals, the same as cats.and dogs ‘and so on-

They re not plants are they? (T moves to another top1c )‘

What produces stat1c electr1c1ty, then? , i

Fr1ct1on. R ‘” - I -
Rzgh (T continues°with'some definitions ‘and demon- . b
stra 1ons, but doesn't relate data to the idea. of Lo ¢
fr1ct1on sproduc:l.ng static electrlclty )) . “—

Modern atomlé ‘theory states that the atom is composed

“of..d (T describes the theory ‘and the observations it »

supports. No mention is made of former theories rnor T

) of how they deal w1th the same observat;ons.)

25
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8 Item . + "Example i

E ID-h T: ‘How maqy of ‘you got ‘the bulb tO“llght up when you. used
' ’ solutlon E? (Several hands are ralsed ) -

v
" [ - a -

Lot P: It dldn 't work w1th us.
. ' N . " » Y VA
g . Tz ‘Dld anyone else not get it to l:ght in‘E? (silence, no
.+ 7 s, ... hands are raised., T proceeds without further reference
- e N to the anomaly,) - ‘ . - o
: . _ . L :
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