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Fisher/Conversing & Testing

This essay was not originally intended to address the problem of dropping out. The placement

of the paper in this session led to sorae extra effort aimed at relating its content to the overall
theme. The reader must keep in mind that the author does not have a specialized interest in
dropouts or at-risk students, but has made a small effort toward bringing what originated as a

philosophical and metl.odological analysis to bear on the problem at hand.

Introduction. The purpose of this paper is to present educational measurement as an important
part of the process of entering into and guiding the conversations in which teachers and students
participate. Educational measurement is most often practiced by means of tests made up of
questions to which students respond,; this exchange of question and ar swer is a rudimentary model
of conversational interaction that can be used to expand and improve the participation of students
in educational activities. Finn's (1989) model of dropping out as a developmental process
beginning in the earliest grades suggests that there are four levels of participation in school
activities; at the second level, "students initiate questions and dialogue with the teacher and
display enthustasm ..." (Finn 1989, p. 128). Philosophically speaking, each of the other three levels
of participation (passive acquiescence, extracurricular activity, and roles in governance) are
manifestations of more or less questioning of, and dialogue with, the powers that be. The
problem is that there are so many participants to these dialogues, and that there are so many
dialogues, each often occurring on several levels simultaneously, that it can be very difficult to
keep track of what has been said, who said it, whose turn it is to speak or listen, who has
something important to say, or even what the object of discourse is. This essay wiil attempt to
show that a measurement model patterned on the playful, interactive back-and-forth motion of
conversation could be a great aid in overcoming these problems. The focus will be on showing
that conversation is itself an art of testing, and that this sense of testing can be used as a model

of understanding applicable to the goals of educational measurement.
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Fisher/Conversing & Testing
The first obstacle that a conversational model of educational measurement is likely to
encounter concerns the apparently one-sided nature of the question and answer process in testing,
as opposed to the two-sided nature of question and answer in conversation. The power relations
that frame the dialogues within the school are themselves shaped by relations in the larger social,
political and economic context, making for whart frequently appear to be grossly imbalanced, if
not completely one-sided, interactions. Recent researches in other fields, however, such as in the
ethnography of post-colonial societies (Comaroff 1985), have shown that resistance to authority
does not always follow orthodox revolutionary strategy. In the same way, administrators, teachers
and students devise strategies for coping with situations too large for them to contrel directly
(Woods 1989). Similarly, the traditional conception of education as a one-way flow of information
from the master to the novice "tends to induce researchers to underestimate the two-way
processes that regulate communication between teacher and learner” (Perret-Clermont and
Schubauer-Leoni 1989, p. 579). More and more researchers are recognizing that learning is a
negotiation of meaning (Carraher 1989, Woods 1989, Voigt 1989), "an articulation of the object
of discourse” (Schubauer-Leoni, et al 1989), and that its direction is ruled from within the
educational dialogue itself, not from without by an authority external to the interchange.
Though it has yet to have much of an effect on the way educational measurement is
understood, the focus on the emergence o meaning and on discourse processes has also
influenced the way philosophers and historians think about measurement and technology
(Heidegger 1977b, Kuhn 1961, Heelan 1983, 1985, Ihde 1979, Ackermann 1985, Andrich 1988,
Duncan 1984, Ormiston and Sassower 1989). According to this school of thought, measurement
is rost fundamentally an efiort aimed at enframing the sphere in which phenomena are created
(Hacking 1983, Heelan 1989), by checking and re-checking that the object of conversation remains
relatively and probabilistically constant across laboratories, researchers, linguistic barriers,

treatment samples, instruments, etc. This constanc, is true and objective only in the sense that



Fisher/Conversing & Testing
it provides a likely story, a fictive account, of what is a reasonable thing to think about what
happened in the question and answer exchange. Such a story is an expression of the line of
inquiry delineated and plotted by the way the object plays itself out across specific contexts within
a larger context.

In the same way that educators need to overcome the notion that education is a one-way
process of information transfer and control, philosophy has come to terms with the positivist
notion that humans are irrevocably stuck in a one-way relation to facts. Instead of being mere
recipients of what is eternally given, scientists are engaged in a dialogue with nature, negotiating
meaning among themselves by entertaining various models and metaphors as potentially apt
articulations of the way phenomenological objects com: into being (Toulmin 1982, Livingston
1986, Holton 1988, Latour and Woolgar 1979; Black 1962). This dialogue is a struggle to force
nature to respond to the questions scientists put to her, to compel her to poetically suggest some
metaphor by which the arrow of meaning can be delineated; "but that is not to sav either that
nature will respond to any theory at all or that she will ever respond very much” (Kuhn 1961, p.
176; also see Kuhn 1979, Boyd 1979, Rothbart 1984, Gerhart and Russell 1984).

Many of Kubn’s critics have become bogged down by the idex that nature responds in any way
to the theoretical predispositions of scientists; to them the language of metaphors and fictions
seems to be a complete relinquishment of any hope for objectivity. But objectivity does not have
1o be constituted in a one-sided fashion. More than anything else, science is a process of
articulating new objects of discourse in the language of what is already known; philosophy has
posed the question of how that articulation comes about since its origin in ancient Greece.
Husserl (1970) analyzed this problem in terms of Galileo’s "fateful omission" of the means by
which the modern science of measurement was formulated. Husserl's student, Heidegger, put it
in terms of the "question of Being:" where Descartes {1971, p. 184) was willing to leave the

"simple,” but necessarily prior, cognizance of what counts as knowledge and existence off the
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record, Heidegger’'s (1982, p. 125) work is an effort aimed at putting this back on the record. In
the same vein, Heidegger's student, Gadamer (1989), sought to counter the Enlightenment
prejudice against prejudice; from this follows his comment that "when Thomas Kuhn published
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 1 was very pleased because it supported my view" (Gadamer
1975, p. 336).

Construing measurement as an extension of conversation has great potential for positively
influencing educational measurement by helping us keep track of what the object of discourse is.
and where the participants in the dialogue are positioned in relation to it. As the sociologist and
measurement historian O. D. Duncan (1984, p. 221) has pointed out, "the social roots of social
measurement are in the social process itself,” meaning that the social relations through which
meanings age negotiated and objects of discourse are articulated arc the surest clues we have as
to what is most important to the conceptualization of measurement. When the plant (sociul
measurement) is separated from its roots (the social process), it will wither (Duncan 1984, p. 237),
as it long since has; conversely, this separation also has an adverse effect upon the social process
roots, as the phenomenon of dropping out attests,. Measurement is too often one-sided and
manipulative because our understanding of it detaches it from its source in social life, and then
social life suffers because our measuring processes are incapable of adequately articulating objects
of discourse, of analyzing them and of monitoring the extent to which we turn a listening car and
give a clear voice to them.

So the question is, how can testing be made more conversational? What does it mean for
measurement to be the articulation of objects of discourse, to aid in the negotiation of meaning,
and for it to be rooted in social processes? These questions are asked as preliminary orientations
toward research that would test whether identification with school and extensive involvement in
school activities are actually adequate indicators of the propensity to drop out. These questions

also apply to the way the research itself is carried out because social measurement in general does
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little 1o attend to the object of the question and answer process, as Duncan (1984) reminds us.
This line of questioning will be pursued through an examination of how conversation is itself an
art of testing. Then, the ways in which testing and measurement can be conversationally
construed will be explored, and contrasted with non-dialogical positior  Finally, critics who
contend that the conversational approach is not sufficiently radical will be addressed, and the
conversational model will be defended and qualified in light of these criticisms.

nversi ing. "Conversation ... is an art of testing. But the art of testing is an art of
questioning." This statement appears in Hans-Georg Gadamer’s (1989, p. 367) work Truth_and
Method in the context of his explication of interpretation theory. Gadamer takes conversation
to be an art of testing because the par'tners to a dialogue must establish common reference points
and standards of comparison in order to communicate.

To conduct a conversation requires first of all that the partners to it do not talk at cross
purposes. Hence iis necessary structure is that of question and answer. The first condition
of the art of conversation is to ensure that the other person is with us. We know this only t00
well from the reiterated yesses of the Platonic dialogues. The positive side of this monotony
is the inner logic with which the development of the topic proceeds in conversation (Gadamer
1989, p. 367).

A topic develops in conversation insofar as each locution is checked for its reference 10 the
object of inquiry; when the limits of, and discrepancies within, references arise, so do new
questions. A series of questions that all more or less attend to the same issue unfolds into a line
of inquiry, which provides the interlocutors with opportunities to keep track of what has been said
and of each other. The path followed in a question and answer exchange is ruled, delineated and
dominated only by the self-representative, playful activity of the thing itself. Its logic is
monotonous in the same way that walking is monotonous; one step follows another of its own

accord, but there is more than mere repetiticn going on. Walking and talking are recreative
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activities in which participants are transformed to the extent that they give themselves up to the
activity of the thing itself.

We know what the topic of conversation is, and where the speakers are in relation to it, only
by means of the fictive account rendered by each step in the exchange of questions and answers.
Someone once described literary fictions as accounts that are true even if they did not happen,
which is to say that stories help us to understand who we are not because the specific things said
actually happened but because their general pattern describes an experience that people share.
In the same way, communication and community happen not because we have absolute grounding
in eternal facts to which we must submit, but because of the way that myths, metaphors and
models provide a linguistic tension that holds us in our social orbits. A model of educational
measurerment that could provide such stories has the potential of helping to alleviate problems
concerning students’ identificatior. with, and participation in, schools.

Gadamer takes conversing as an art of testing in two ways. First, the topic of conversation is
tested for viability through a reiterated elaboration of its implications within individual dialogues
and across them. An idea may be shown to be a dead end by the questions, or lack of ther., to
which it gives rise within a single conversation, or it may play itself out only through extensive
applications. In the conversation that artfully tests what is said for adherence to the object.
questions and answers stick to the topic. By constantly referring and deferring to the object
dominating the interaction, what is said unfolds the inner structure and logic of the topic. As the
line of inquiry develops, the interlocutors turn together under its influence in the same social
orbit.

Second, the partners to dialogue also need to keep track of each other. They are therefore
tested for their abilities to articulate and respond to the questions arising from the topic.
Respondents inexperienced with an idea may prematurely reject or accept its viability because

they are unablg to perceive and pursue its implications; this may be the most obvious sense in
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which conversation is a test -- the ability of the respondent to correctly answer the questions put
is at issue. However, the questioner is also tested for the capacity to stick to the topic, and to
be perceptive enough to know what question to ask next, even when that question endangers his
or her own opinion.

Gadamer (1989, p. 363; 1976, pp. 12-13) points out that Socrates’ partners in conversation
often felt that his role as questioner gave him an unfair advantage by allowing him to choose the
questions. They also figured it would be easier to ask than answer because there would be less
risk of displaying ignorance. However, Plato took delight in showing how fast a dialogue could
come to a halt when the questioner lacks imagination or is pursuing a hidden agenda, and is
therefore unable to let the object of discourse dominate the interchange. A conversation is not
a test when interlocutors are unable to keep in touch with one another or if they speak ar cross
purposes. Partners to a conversation are most likely to have one of these things happen 1o them
if the questions posed are not framed in the interest of creating meaning, but are instead pushing
a hidden agenda such that an openness to new possibilities is closed off.

Slanted questions are so-called because they only seem to lead toward the object of inquiry.
Conversations are tests when they establish the viability of an idea’s arrow of meaning by
~xploring how far it is possible to follow and clear the path of its argument. As is made so plain
by the double meaning of the French word for meaning, sens, "sense involves a sense of direction.
Hence the sense of the question is the only direction from which the answer can be given if it is
to make sense” (Gadamer 1989, p. 362). Viability takes the form of a general invariance 1o the
order of the questions in the line of inquiry; questions that do not point together toward an open
issue are slanted in a direction away from the actual question that remains implied.

So we see that conversation is a test primarily ii: the sense that what is said is tested for its
viability; in the Socratic sense of midwifery, the teacher’s role is to aid in the virth of ideas, and

to hold them up to the light and inspect them to see that they are w_.-formed and able to play
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themselves out for whatever they are worth. Conversation is a test of a person’s ability to respond
to questions only insofar as it is also a test of the difficulty of the questions because it is what is
said -- the questions and the answers -- that must first be tested for adherence to the object if
ability and difficulty are to mean anything. If what is said does not lend itself to organization as
a likely account in which signs hang together, meaning remains out of reach. When a series of
questions asked of different persons results in sets of reiterated responses that share a commo -
monotony, these responses represent the inner logic by which the articulation of the object of
discourse has proceeded. Within a culture, things, as the objects of conversations, must maintain
a relative and probable invariance in the directions they take up for them to exist as such. It is
in the determination of the extent to which the partners to a conversation are talking about the
same thing that the art of testing finds its place.

When questions and answers share a common unit of meaning that repeats itself at regular
intervals along the dimension delineated, it is said that a line of thought has been drawn out, that
something has been gotten straight and that things add up. What we need in order to transform
these metaphors of virtual measurement into a structure for actual measurement are ways 1) of
establishing the convergence of questions and answers upon a single line of thought, and 2) of
checking to see that the topic remains relatively and probabilistically invariant within and across
dialogues. When questions and answers converge upon a common object such that an arrow of
meaning is delineated, they all point in the same direction. When we further see that similar, but
not identical, questions can be asked by other people in other similarly constituted situations with
approximately the same results, it can be said that a single object oi discourse dominates each
of the different dialogues. The constancy of meaning that holds across minor contextual changes
in time, place, persons and articulations of an object of discourse is the condition of the possibility
of language and culture. The convergence of question and answer, accompanied by the

separation of the meaning of the questions asked from the particulars of their representation and
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from the particular persons responding, is referred to in measurement theory as sample-free
instrument calibration and instrument-free person measurement (in short, sample-iTee
measurement) (Wright 1968, 1977, 1984, 1985). The purpose of the next section is to explicate

a two-sided, conversational, and fictive construal of sample-free measurement.

Testing as conversing. The critics of Kuhn and Heidegger fear the loss of all objective standards
if some way out of the interactive dynamic unity of subject and object is not found. However, the
fact that all learning takes place through what is already known is one of the most fundamental
Platonic motifs and is key to all academic understanding. The application of the Socratic method
requires that the object of inquiry be allowed to unfold such that what the student already knows
is transformed into something new. The same sort of thing happens in what is known as the
targeting of a test: making sure that the questions are neither too easy nor too hard for the
students, but are aimed directly at their level of ability in such a way that they are challenged,
but still are confident of their ability to‘respond successfully to at least some of the questions.

In order to see that everyone is talking about the same thing, the questions asked must be
united according to a theory of what each of them is supposed to contribute toward the
delineation of a path of meaning, how it will lead toward the articulation of an object of
discourse, and be a step in the negotiation of meaning. The theory is a fiction that guides the
focusing of questions and the organization of data; it follows from the fictive quality of theory that
"no experiment gives quite the expected numerical result,” a fact that is jokingly referred to as the
Fifth Law of Thermodynamics (Kuhn 1961, p. 165). When data conform too closely to theory,
suspicions regarding the veracity of the data, or the non-triviality of the theory, are justified. As
Rasch (1960, p. 115) points out, even the predictions made by deterministic measurement models
are not absolutely true, but are fictional truths that actuai data only approximate, falling into a

probability distribution around the predicted value. The fact is that "a mode! is not meant to be

11



Fisher/Conversing & Testing
things are always understood in terms of something already known, which is the reason for
Gadamer's (1989, p. 362-379) emphasis on the hermeneutic priority of the question. There is
always an implicit question that resides in each and every recognition of things for what they ure:
to recognize something for what it is is to be able to answer the question, "What is that?" The
art of testing is an art of questioning because of the ubiquitous, though usually implicit, presence
of questions in every application of the fore-structures of knowledge (Gadamer 1989, p. 367).
Science originated in the form of questioning that is willing to leave open the possibility of the
confirmation or refutation of the assertion that something is one way or another; Gadamer
(1989) points at the important role that the openness of questioning to possible refutation has
played in the philosophy of science from the work of Francis Bacon to that of Karl Popr.r.
Questioning is the fundamentally Socratic aspect of science, the willingness to expose orie's
opinions as interpretations to the critical test of the way the thing itself playfully rules over and
leads the question and answer process along the line of inquiry.

Educational tests are too rarely used in a manner that suggests that the questioner and the
respondents bold a common interest in the articulation of the object of discourse. It is generally
assumed that the questions asked are appropriate and that they in fact stick to the subject.
Heidegger (1962, p. 195), however, reminds us that

our first, last and constant task is never to allow our fore-having, fore-sight, and
fore-conception to be presented to us by fancies and popular conceptions, hut rather to make
the scientific theme secure by working out these fore-structures in terms of the things
themselves.

Gadamer's sense of conversation as an art of testing is an exposition of what Heidegger called
the hermeneutics of facticity - the manner in which the fore-structures of knowledge are worked
out in terms of the things themselves. I have no data that show dropping out to be a function
of the fact that educational measurement only rarely works out the fore-structures of thought in

terms of the things themselves, but is not it highly likely that mary of our mieasurement problems
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true” (Rasch 1964: 24, 2, 3; 1960: 37-38). Models are meant to bear meaning, to be heuristic
fictions redescribing reality and guiding the conver:ations between researcher and researched, and
amoug researchers (Hesse 1970, Black 1962, Ricoo ar 1977: 239-246, 1981: 185-190).

The probabilistic truth associated with mathematical models is thus aptly called a fiction that
hus the heuristic value of guiding inquiry, of pointing a direction in which questioning may be
productive of new insights. This guidance focuses the intention of the research by determining
in advance what kind of questions will define the variable and provide a measure. Each
respondent’s reiterated answers develop the line of questioning to the extent that they share a
monstonous inner logic, expressed as an order through which the pertinence and difficulty of each
question is evaluated just as much as the pertinence and ability of the student are. When the
questions and responses share a common order, an invariantly structured arrow of meaning has
been delineated into a test instrumental to the measurement of ability. To be instrumental in this
way is to have allowed the unity of question and answer to unfold according to its own emergent
possibilities, taking up the direction it does not because the questioner’s preconceptions present
themselves as the object of discourse, but because preconceptions inevitably exist in a prior unity
with the thing itself. By allowing preconceptions to hold sway, the object is articulated; then the
meaning of the preconceptions and other unsaid contextual nuances can be negotiated by checking
to see if the questions and answers point together along a common path of meaning.

Therefore, contrary to the perception of testing as one-sided, we see that it is inherently
circular and two-sided: in order to ask test questions, the examiner must have some prior idea
of what questions are appropriate, and in order to know which questions are appropriate, the
examiner has to have asked some questions. This is why Rasch (1960, p. 110) did not "find it
feasible to introduce the two concepts [of ability and difficulty] separately, [but] had to formalize
them simultaneously ... one by means of the other, as it were, and vice versa, without getting into

any logical circle.” The non-vicious quality of the hermeneutic circle follows from the fact that
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result from the way we allow funcies and popular conceptions to pass for standards of comparison.
and that the resulting double and triple and quadruple standards imposed upon those measured
foster more alienation than they do identification?

The history of science shows that a great deal of qualitative analysis of phenomena is
accomplished before quantitative measurement becomes possibie; is it not likely that the current
interest in qualitative explications of the contextual factors involved in the way things are is a
positive and necessary step toward obtaining the detailed understandings required for scientific
theorizing and analysis? Interpretive and quaiitative methods follow "the hermenecutical rule that
we must understand the whole in terms of the detail and the detail in terms of the whole”
(Gadamer 1989: 291), just as the question and answer process in conversation must. According
to this rule, understanding depends upon the cultural and linguistic preconceptions and
assumptions that are brought to bear on each part of it. Perception, observation and
comprehension are always a matter of seeing things as something, in the terms of a particular
historical, cultural and linguistic context.

It is only within this general context that factuality becomes possible. In order for an
understanding or observation to be communicated it nust be repeatable, and each replication of
it constitutes a test of its veracity. The basic difference between the hermeneutic and positivist
accounts of science is that the former does not claim absolute generality to facts, but recognizes
the larger context of their origin and application. There is nonetheless a sensc in which facts are
not completely context-dependent; this was analyzed by Heidegger in terms of the hermeneutics
of facticity, which is what Gadamer is implicitly referring to in his sense of conversation as an art
of tésting. In order to be seen at all, things are seen as something, in terms of a conceptual
structure that is not the thing in itself, and which changes, sometimes slowly and sometimes
rapidly, from one historical period or culture to another. The hermeneutic point is that the rules

of language are shaped just as much ¢s they are followed by usage. The object of the continuing
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conversation changes as it unfolds, transforming itself as well as those who allow themselves to
be conducted by it. The transformations involved in the negotiation of meaning may lead
gradually or suddenly to the need for new models of understanding, but lead on they will, and this
is one of the strongest arguments in favor of modeling measurement in such a way that it allows
room for being transformed by the internal critiques that follow from the chance and accidental
events normally found in human behavior. We stand in need of a way to constantly monitor the
objects of our ongoing conversations; a probabilistic model of simultaneous conjoint measurement

meets this need.

When is educational measurement conversational, and when is it not? The short answer to this
question is that educational measurement is conversational when it makes the articulation of the
object of discourse and *the negotiation of its meaning the first task of measurement. Only when
it can be ascerta‘ned that the questions asked and the persons responding all speak to a single
object can the secondary goal of comparing the difficulty of items and the abilities of persons be
properly begun. More often than not, however, practitioners of educational measurement one-
sidedly presume that tests and curricula stick to the topic in question. Test questions are usuilly
held to be unquestionably authoritative and legitimate because forces outside of the school
district, the school and the classroom -- such as public opinion, legislative mandates, textbook
publishing practices and the authority of testing agencies -- have represented them as such on the
basis of political and economic reasons that are supported by an allegedly scientific thinking to
which few of those affected have access. Similarly, teachers too rarely question the authority of
the questions they write; this may be because they have not been trained to dc otherwise, for one
thing, but it is also because it seems reasonable for teachers to assume that they know more about

the subject than the students do.
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The point of the preceding pages, however, has been that this attitude prevents teachers from
fully engaging themselves with the students in the study and articulation of the object of discourse,
The sitaation is analogous to that of the debate between Socrates and the Sophists; teachers
commonly practice sophistry by conducting a one-sided monologue in which communication and
learning are presumed to be effected by a one-way flow of information, an inscription of
knowledge upon the impressionable blank slates of the students’ minds that can then be tested
by requiring tne students to reverse the flow of information. Rasch and Wright's theory of a
stimultaneous and conjoint fundamental measurement procedure, on the other hand, offers the
more Socratic option of checking the extent to which what has been said, done and written (the
data) lives up to its billing as representative of the thing itself, as a sign that the thing evervone
presumes to have dominated the conversation actually did so. This strategy aims at the
articulation of the thing itself as a primary concern that precedes the comparison of measures.
Educational measurement realizes its innermost possibilities for the creation of meaning, when

it embodies the structure of conversation as a test:

To conduct a conversation means to allow oneself to be conducted by the subject matter to
which the partners in the dialogue are oriented. It requires that one does no* try to argue the
other person down but that one really considers the weight of the other’s opinion. Hence it
is an art of testing (Gadamer 1989, p. 367).

In the current state of testing, questioners too frequently argue the respondents down, with no
systematic effort put toward considering the weight of what has been said. Teachers and tests are
ofter allowed to un-Socratically presume to be able to lead students to knowledge, to be able to
conduct a conversation over and against the way in which the subject matter itself dominates the
question and answer exchange. In such a context, the weight of the students’ opinions is
considered only in the roundabout manner through which learning is ’scientifically’ studied,
debated, and influenced by extraneous political intrigues, ideological programs and economic

interests before coming back to the students in the form of yet another externally imposed
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structural force. The point is not that such interests can be eliminated or avoided, but that the
authentic voice of authority is that one which emerges from within the local, intrinsic und
indigenous interests of a particular dialogical context.

Cherryholmes (1988) has shown the relevance of discourse analysis and interpretation theory
to the inference that connects an event with a quantity, the measured with the measuring,
rejoining educational and social measurement to its social roots in a manner that deepens and
broadens Gadamer's construal of conversation as an art of testing. In focusing on construct
validity, as this was introduced by Cronbach and Meehl (1955), Cherryholmes has emphasized that
measures are themselves interpretations, and that we are continually faced with the problem of
interpreting interpretations. She (1988, pp. 449-450) follows Rorty in distinguishing between two
ways of making sense out of things in this bottomless flux of texts. The first way tells stories of
how the people involved have made a contribution to their community, drawing from and adding
to their common history and language, exemplifying solidarity. The second way tells stories that
appeal to an objective reality that exists outside of the community, and would have the ongoing
conversation spoken only in the language imposed from this inhuman realm. The second way of
making sense of our many-layered interpretations corresponds to the traditional reading of the
book of nature as a God-given, inalterable text; in this case, instruments are one-sided and facts
eternally immutable. The first way corresponds to the recognition that the facts of science are
subject to historical change and that what we are willing to call factual is bound up in an intricate
interplay with the myths and metaphors structuring social life; in this case, the instruments of
education and science are two-sided, dialectical and dialogical.

As Cherryholmes points out, even though the second way of making sense out of life appeals
to an authority above and beyond the constraints of the community, the language of that authority
is nevertheless in and of the community. And this

community is elitist, control centralized; criticism is limited to experts; the social context and
historical setting of the community is not discussed; constructs (the way the community is
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conceptually organized) are not chosen on ethico-political or aesthetic grounds but in terms
of 'scientific’ criteria; and the discourse is thought of as ncnmaterial and descriptive-
explanatory (Cherryholmes 1988, p. 450).

The one-sided way in which educational measurement is performed relies on the authority of
experts who control the question and answer process from outside of it, according to the
traditional and positivist sense of what count as scientific criteria. On the other hand, the theory
of fundamental measurement (Wright 1984, 1985) demands that the functioning of test items be
constantly monitored, analyzed, accepted and rejected on the basis of explicitly ethico-politicul
and aesthetic grounds.

The contrast between the two-sided, dialogical approach and the one-sided, monological
approach to validating and justifying the interpretive act of measurement is forcefully presented
by Jaeger (1987) in his Presidential Address to the National Council on Measurement in
Education, wherein he comments on contemporary debates in educational measurement. Jacger
(1987, p. 8) has juxtaposed two quotes that mark the ends of the continuum along which points
in the contemporary debate on educational measurement are made:

There aopears to be a fundamental difference in measurement philosophy between those on
the two sides of the Rasch debate ... The difference is well characterized in the writings of
Benjamin Wright (1968) and E. F. Lindquist (1953). First Wright:

Science conquers experience by finding the most succinct explanations to which
experience can be forced to yield. Progress marches on the invention of simple ways
to handle complicated situations. When a person tries to answer a test item the
situation is potentially complicated. Many forces influence the outcome - too many 10
be named in a workable theory of the nerson’s response. To arrive at a workable
position, we must invent a simple conception of what we are willing to suppose happens,
do our best to write items and test persons so that their interaction is governed by this
conception and then impose its statistical consequences upon the data to see if the
invention can be made useful. (1968, p. 97) [emphasis added].

In contrast, Lindquist wrote:
A good educational achievement test must itself define the objective measured. This

means that the method of scaling an educational achievement test should not be
permitted to determine the content of the test or to alter the definition of objectives
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implied in the test. From the point of view of the tester, the definition of the objective
is sacrosanct; he has no business monkeying around with that definition. The objective
is handed down to him by those agents of society who are responsible for decisions
concerning educational objectives, and what the test constructor must do is to attempt
to incorporate that definition as clearly and exactly as possible in the examination that
he builds. (1953, p. 35) [emphasis added].

Despite the seemingly objectivistic tone of his language regarding the way "science conquers
experience” and "progress marches,” Wright is explicitly appealing to the inevitability of the way
we create meaning and interpret situations by focusing our attention on what can be manageably
represented. An effort must be made to formulate guesses, "what we are willing to suppose
happens,” and submit these in the form of questions and answers to the ruling imposed by the
thing itself as it plays itself out through their interaction, and then to examine th~ data for signs
concerning the extent to which this effort has been successful. And in opposition to the apparent
objectivism of this passage, Wright has elsewhere written that "there are no natural units. There
are only the arbitrary units we construct and decide tn use for our counting” within a particular
frame of reference (Wright and Masters 1982, p. 9). When the interactive question and answer
process can be governed by a single, simple conception of a line of inquiry, data live up to the
requirements of fundamental measurement, the meaning of something has been successfully
negotiated, and an object of discourse has been articulated in terms of arbitrary units we can
count on, such that decisions concerning student ability and item difficulty can be made with more
confidence than had the data not been deliberately constructed and examined for such a structure,
Not only are decisions made more confidently, but this confidence is accompanied by a more
humble willingness to admit new evidence as the situation changes; experience may conquer
science more frequently than vice versa, and progress may dance, leap and flow more than it
marches, but this does not alter the fact that the time we share together along a stretch of life’s

path is marked only by the meanings that emerge from between us (Ricoeur 1984, 1985).
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In contrast, Lindquist explicitly appeals to an authority on high that hands down definitions and
objectives, asserting that methods can be prevented from determining content in direct opposition
to everything the philosophy, history and sociology of science has to say on the matter. Such is
the position also assumed by Divgi (1986), Whitely and Dawis (1974) and Wood (1978); Goldstein
(1979, p. 218) is particularly adamant in his opposition to the use of Rasch and Wright's ideas on
fundamental measurement, saying "that the criteria which properly ought to determine the content
of an educational test are primarily educational rather than statistical,” a comment like Lindquist’s
opening line that can be superficially construed to appear in accord with a concept of authority
as emerging, {rom within the relations studied. Goldstein and Lindquist are, however, trving to
deny that methods play any role in the determination of content, as if it is possible to measure
by decree, or to legislate in committee what shall count as a valid construct.  Lindqguist and
Goldstein are correct in saying that the test must itself define what is measured, but they fail to
ask just what the test is, assuming that it is what the experts say it is and not what is piayed out
by the community of speakers participating in the language game. This is to deny that
questioning inherently follows after an object always already implied in the interplay of social
relations, and to assert that a line of questions can be made reliable and valid for measuring
ability without entering into the circular and mutual implication of subject and object. Lindquist
and Goldstein presume that fundamental measurement procedures are just another statistical
technique or methodology; if this was the case, their argument might hold some water, but what
makes these measurement procedures fundamenta! is that they are a model of how things come
to a stand in the flow of experience. That nothing ever comes to an absolute and immovable halt
only means that we must be more vigilant in the attention we accord the flow.

The practical import of the difference between Wright and Lindquist's positions is that
educational research is too often making do with low quality data and double standards instead

of stepping into the hermeneutic circle with a willingness to question the questions even more
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rigorously than the respondents are questioned. Lindquist and Goldstein’s position implies that
measurement is more a matter of finding a mathematical description of data as they are given
than it is a matter of checking and rechecking that the data can actually be counted on to provide
reliable and valid comparisons. They want to fit models to data rather than the more
hermeneutically sound fitting of data to measurement models because the test content has been
handed down from on high with a validity that cannot be questioned by the scaling method nor
by the students responding. This is apparently why two- and three-parameter models offered by
Item Response Theory (IRT) are so popular and why their advocates are willing to routinely
make decisions as to the applicability of a model to data or. the basis of the number of items on
the test that meet the assumptions of the model. In the judgment of IRT, "the one-parameter
[Rasch] model has rarely provided a satisfactory fit to the test data; the three-parameter mode!
nearly always has" (Hambleton and Rogers 1989, p. 148; also see Whitely and Dawis 1974, p. 175)
because item content is allegedly sacrosanct, handed down from an unquestionable authority,
and immune from influences introduced by the method of scaling. According to the IRT
perspective on educational measurement, fundamental measurement theory ‘assumes’ so much
about the data as to be virtually unworkable, but what appear to be excessively demanding
assumptions in IRT turn out to be the requirements for meaningfulness delineated by both
fundamental measurement theory (Suppes and Zinnes 1963, Luce and Tukey 1964, Perline.
Wright and Wainer 1979, Luce and Suppes 1981, Brogden 1977) and disceurse analysis
(Cherryholmes 1988, Gadamer 1989, Ricoeur 1977, 1981, Weinsheimer 1985, Heelan 1983, Ihde
1979).

The IRT approach to measurement is too often willing 1o overlook the fact that there are
commonly, if not always, substantive and interesting reasons why some test items might not point
in the same direction as the others, and that these reasons are diagnostic aids in improving the

functioning of the test. The authors of these studies frequently say that the data at hand does not
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meet the "assumptions” of the "one-parameter model” and use this as a reason for recommending
the use of another model that the data fit better; do these writers actually accept the authority
of the data with no questions concerning whether children were making jokes out of their
responses, or whether some of the test items might not actually pertain to the object of discourse?
One would hope not, but one rarely, if ever, sees one of these authors recommend strategies for
altering the test content; to do so, of course, would render the two- and three-parameter models
irrelevant, but these models are already relevant only to the extent that they manage to minimize
the number of prickly questions that arise from the object of interest. By including parameters
that describe variations in item discrimination and in the propensity for an item to prompt
guessing among the respondents, the three-parameter model closes off potentially important
questions that might otherwise arise about the unity of the arrow of meaning allegedly delineated.
Instead of provoking questions concerning the nature of the object to which the questions and
answers are presumed to attend, the three-parameter model makes it easy to do as Lindquist
prescribes, which is not to monkey around with the dictates of the authorities on high who hand
down sacrosanct educational objectives.

I this is the case, though, we have to wonder just what kind of political and moral climate is
engendereu in education by the approaches to testing advocated by IRT. Is it really necessary,
helpful, more meaningful or useful to define educational objectives according to criteria that have
the source of their authority outside of the question and answer dynamic of testing? Would it
be less productive and interesting to allow each local conversation to set its own standards and
then study the commonalities and divergences among these? Rather than assuming discourse 10
be nonmaterial and descriptive-explanatory, can it be denied any longer that discourse constitutes
the object of interest? Can the ethico-political and aesthetic criteria by which all constructs are
chosen continue to go unexamined in educational testing? Could it be that educational

measurement tends to attract people who like being part of an elite exercising centralized control
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over their community, who are endowed with an unquestionable expertise and can afford to
ignare the social context and historical setting of their community?

The desirable answer to each of these questions is "no," but there are many things about the
current state of educational measurement that suggest the answers actually being given are "ves.”
The two- and three-parameter models are more difficult and more expensive to use than the
models based on fundamental measurement theory, as their advocates themselves admit: they
require large samples of respondents and many test items (Bejar in Hambleton 1983, p. 3; Ironson
in Hambleton 1983, p. 160; and Wingersky in Hambleton 1983, p. 46; all cited by Wright 1984,
p. 286), and even then not all of the parameters may be accurately estimated (Hulin, Drasgow
and Parsons 1983, p. 100; cited by Wright 1984, p. 286). Furthermore, the "difficulty in applying
these models is stressed,” "working with [these models] is an arduous process,” "the largest hurdle
is the parameter estimation,” the "procedures involved in parameter estimation are complex and
reqire sophistication on the part of the user,” and the potential user "must be ready to pav ... by
investing substantial resources in parameter estimation and model monitoring” (Bejar in
Hambleton 1983, pp. 1, 3 and 17; cited by Wright 1984, p. 286). More recently, Hambleton and
Rogers (1989, p. 158) say that

Computer programs are still not readily available, user friendly, or always going to provide the
desired output. Bugs in the computer programs are an on-going problem, and computer time
can be excessive. Sample sizes are sometimes prohibitive, too. No one will give you a lower
bound estimate for a sample-size to jointly estimate ability and three item parameters, but it
must surely be several hundred or more ...

These arduous, complex, sophisticated and expensive hurdles and processes elevate IRT specialists
to an elite group that has centralized control over their sphere of interest and upon which is
conferred an unquestionable scientific authority. The powers that be have traditionally used
science to legitimate and justify the decisions they impose; knowledge is power, and even when

knowledge is obtained from within the authoritative dynamic of local conversations it may be

21

s
£ o



Fisher/Conversing & Testing
surreptiously applied to limit and constrain the possibilities present for those involved. And even
though it may be argued that test content is determined by examination and curriculum research,
how much of this has been conducted in a hermeneutically sound fashion and how much of it is
made available to the students and teachers involved?

Also. how eager can the elite of educational measurement be to introduce rigorous
measurement techniques into the classroom if they continue to disdain what they themselves
admit are the simplest, most elegant and parsimonious approaches in favor of the most
complicated, difficult and expensive? Even those who allow for only a limited application of
fundamental measurement models in their own work praise their statistical virtues (Swaminathan
in Hambleton 1983, pp. 30, 33, and 35; cited by Wright 1984, p. 286), and say that they work well
on all types of data (Hulin, Drasgow and Parsons 1983, pp. 57, 95, and 96; Humbleton 1983, pp.
200, 221 and 226; cited by Wright 1984, p. 286). Hambleton and Cook (1977, p. 76) say that
work on virtually all psychometric models except those of Rasch and Wright is addressed to
theoreticians rather than practitioners, that Rasch and Wright's work has generated considerable
enthusiasm among practitioners, and that even at the time of that writing (1977) there was i "fast
and convenient-to-use computer program” for applying fundumental measurement theory to real
data. Today's programs (Wright and Linacre 1990, Wright, Linacre and Schultz 1990) are even
fuster and more convenient to use,

Hambleton and Cook (1977, p. 88) further admi* that the problem of parameter estimation
"is essentially resolved” in fundamental measurement theory, in contrast to the problems of
parameter estimation associated with the two- and three-parameter item response theory models.
Van de Vijver (1986, p. 45) concurs, saying that

The often reported lack of convergence of the estimation procedures for small data sets
fassociated with many psychometric methods] does not occur in the Rasch model. Even if in
more-parameter models the iterative procedure converges, not all parameters may be estimated
correctly.
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Through the conjoint structure of fundamental measurement, educators gain the ability to step
into the circular hermeneutic of instrumentation on the same foot as the methodological
imperatives issued by the emergent nature of the subject matter itself. In accord with Suppes and
Zinnes' (1963) comments as to the first problem of measurement, the primary goal of all research
becomes the calibration of reliable and valid instruments. Instead of trying to control for each
of the many factors that can influence the construction of a data set from outside of the circularity
involved in the assignment of numbers to qualities, the hermeneutic of instrumentation (Heelan
1983) embodied by conjoint measurement models offers the possibility of making "the scientific
theme secure by working out [the] fore-structures [of understanding] in terms of the things
themselves” (Heidegger 1962, p. 195). To be off on the right foot in the hermencutic of
instrumentation is not to blindly accept authority as it is handed down, but to question the
factuality of things such that reliability and validity are determined by the extent to which
questions and answers hang together along « continuum of more and less that emerges from the
data itself and serves as its own indigenous ordering principle.

Two- and three-parameter IRT models can close off questions concerning the nature of the
relationship between test items and the object of discourse because they "destroy the possibility
of explicit invariance of the estimates of the person and the item parameters” (Andrich 1988, p.
67). These models suit themselves to propaganda purposes in the same way that any methodology
can when it degrades or ignores the role of imagination in discourse, as Gadamer (1976, p. 11;
emphasis added) points out:

Statistics provide us with a useful example of how the hermeneutical dimension encompasses
the entire procedure of science. It is an extreme example, but it shows us that science always
stands under definite conditions of methodological abstraction and that the successes of
modern sciences rest on the fact that other possibilities for questioning are concealed by
abstraction. This fact comes out clearly in the case of statistics, for the anticipatory character
of the questions statistics answer make it particularly suitable for propaganda purposes.
Indeed, effective propaganda must always try to influence initially the judgment of the person
addressed and to restrict his possibilities of judgment. Thus what is addressed by statistics
seems to be a language of facts, but which questions these facts answer and which facts would
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hegin to speak if other questions were asked are hermeneutical questions. Only a hermeneutical
inquiry would legitimate the meaning of these facts and thus the consequences thot follow from
them.

Objectivity was never strictly a matter of imposir 3 an order defined by a source outside of the
context at hand, but now it is possible to account for the limits and possibilities opened up by
instruments bearing the property of specific objectivity, as Rasch (1960, 1977) called it.
Cherryholmes (1988) has very helpfully provided a text that draws out some of the implications
of what this passage from Gadamer means for statistical construct validity in general and for
educational measurement in particular, but the value of Rasch and Wright's work is that it has
taken several crucial steps toward the integration of qualitative, interpretive sensibilities with

quantitative, factual ones,

Conclusion. Gadamer's elaboration of the manner in which conversation is an art of testing is
part of the overall goal he shares with his teachers Husserl and Heidegger: correcting the
imbalance between our moral and technical understandings by restoring science’s meaning for life.
Husserl (1970, pp. 49, 353-378) put this project in terms of recovering Galileo's “fateful omission,’
the lack of an explicit articulation of the means by which the procedures of scientific
measurement were formulated. Heidegger (1962, 1967) rethought the project, emphasizing the
hermeneutic rule that factual details are always understood in terms of some larger whole, and
that the whole is in turn understood in terms of its parts.

In the course of his analysis, Heidegger (1967, p. 93; 1977a, p. 269) describes the evolution of
mathematical thinking in a way that displays the transition from the kind of testing that can be
said to take place in everyday experience to that taking place in scientific experimentation.
Though he does not explicitly refer to this passage in Heidegger, Gadamer is to be understood
as engaged in the same task of demythologizing science, as he (1981, p. 150) calls it, when he

makes the observation that conversation is an art of testing. However, both Heidegger and
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Gadamer have often been read as rejecting a critical relation to science, and this reading raises
at least two problems in the previous presentation of Gadamer’s sense of conversation.

First, Gadamer can appear to reject the possibility of a methodological hermeneutics, leading
Ricoeur (1981, pp. 60, 131) to suggest that Tnuth and Method may have been better titled Truth
or Method, because Gadamer's theme is that truth always exceeds method, and insofar as anything
is found to be true, the path followed always eludes methodological routinization. A closer
reading of Gadamer reveals, however, that what he is rejecting is not method itself, but what has
been called the 'Cartesian anxiety’ (Bzrnstein 1983, Wachterhauser 1988, pp. 233-234) that it is
impossible to formulate a set of rules that will always and everywhere produce factual
information. Methodological rules that, when retraced, always lead to the same results ca:mot
but be imposed trom outside of the local, emergent interplay, and this is the sense of method
Gadamer (1989, pp. 459-460, 463-5) rejects.

The sensc of method he aims to describe is one that joins Hegel in re-invigorating the ancient
Greek juxtaposition of following-after (meta-) with the road (odos) taken up by the thing itself;
"the true method was an action of the thing itself” (Gadamer 1989, p. 464). Concepts launch this
action in a playful way that draws the speakers into the language game, removing the burden of
initiating the interaction and leading toward the recreative, transformative possibilities offered
when people share themselves on the path of meaning. The practical import of method as the
playful action of the thing itself is stressed by ..icoeur (Gadamer and Ricoeur 1982, p. 317) in
his response to a question put to him by Gadamer:

What can we do with a philosophy of dialogue if it is not able to be reconnected with the
discipline of the human sciences, if it is merely a face-to-face relationship, and if it cannot
provide us with. if it cannot structure, an epistemology? The risk would otherwise be that we
would oppose truth to method, instead of rethinking method itself according to the
requirements of truth.
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Gadamer’s response to this was to exclaim, "Well, I thank you for your full agreement! That was
exactly what I had in mind ...." Gadamer’s effort is aimed at casting doubt on the idea that what
is true is only what can be methodically proven; as Weinsheimer (1985, pp. 49-52) shows,
Gadamer's assertion that truth exceeds method is supported by Godel's the orem, which shows the
same thing in mathematical terms. Methodical proofs are no longer the only way in which the
truth of a theorem may be decided; some mathsmatica! truths cannot be formally demonstrated,
but remain formally undecidable.

The effect of this situation is re-emphasize the ancient root meaning of proof as a test of
goo‘dness, and not a elaboration of every step involved in the production of a result; this meaning
is still apparent in the reference to the exception that proves the rule. Such an implication also
survives in many words that have 'prove’ as a root: reprove, probation, improve, probate, etc. The
measurement models offered by Rasch and Wright are probabilistic in the sense of testing the
goodness of the questions and answers, ac well as in the sense of themselves always being "on
trial,” as Rasch (1960, p. 38) put it. Probabilistic measurement models not only test the goodness
of what is said by chacking the extent to which it sticks to the topic, but their own resevance is
constantly challenged by our capacity to arrange observational frameworks that will meet their
requirements. For these reasons, probabilistic models can never be the final say on what
measurement is or can be. Neither do they presume to dictate a single, over-arching method of
how questions must be formulated and posed, because this is a matter that can be determined
only by the object of discourse itself. Insofar as method is a following-after on the path of
meaning delineated by the thing itself, however, the manner by which partners to a conversation
find themselves together on this path can be modeled, and this is what Rasch has accomplished.
As Hirsch (1967, p. 25: also see Ricoeur 1981, p. 212-213; 1976, p. 79) puts it, "the methodological
activity of interpretation commences when we begin to test and criticize our guesses.” In

educational measurement, examiners guess as to whether the questions they ask actually pertain
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to the object of discourse and they guess as to the appropriateness of the questions for the
respondents. Though the herme.ieutic attitude by which guesses are formulated remains beyond
the scope of methodology, insofar as method does not admit of a hermeneutic moment, we fail
to check and recheck whether fancies, popular opinions and slanted questions are being offered
and accepted in lieu of the thing itself.

If this first problem regarding the application of the hermencutic attitude to quantiiative
measurement stems from Gadamer's hesitations concerning the possibility of finding sufficient
consistency in questioning to justify the formulation of a method, the second problem stems from
his critics’ assertions that he over-emphasizes the unity of tradition at the expense of the
discontinuities and exclusions that also characterize so much of the conversation that we are.
Derrida (1978, 1981, 1982), for instance, turns away from truth to the notion of dissemination,
wherein what is said is constantly breaking up and aggregating into mutually incommensurable
discourses; he views hermeneutics o ‘angerous because it is too easily construed as a
domestication of otherness, an effort that always reduces the unfamiliar and strange to what is
already known. As Caputo (1987, p. 261) says, "Gadamer tends to ignore the subversion of
hermeneutic phronesis by a diversity of power plays.”

To portray hermeneutics in this way, though, is to underemphasize Gadamer's focus on play
and the recreative transformation of self that occurs in the encounter with the other.
Weinsheimer points out that Gadamer’s reasons for taking play as the primary ontological clue
coincide with Derrida’s (1978, pp. 292-293) analysis of the differences between

‘two interpretations of interpretation, of structure, of sign, of play. The one seeks to decipher,
dreams of deciphering a truth or an origin which escapes play.... The other, which is no longer
turned toward the origin, affirms play and tries to pass beyond man and humanism....
Excepting Derrida’s accentuation of the difference between play and truth, Gadamer would
find much to agree with here (Weinsheimer 1985, p. 101).
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The first interpretation of interpretation corresponds to that unauthentic mode of being that
appeals to an avthority outside of the dialogue for its legitimation; ine second is the one that is
willing to let the play of signifiers have its way en route to a more homegrown and local
determination of what authentic being is.

Derrida’s position may not offer markedly more radical or authentic discursive strategies than
Gadamer’s, as may be seen in Hoy (1986), Gadamer (1986), Caputo (1987), and Dallmayr (1987,
pp. 130-158). This is made apparent by Derrida’s own comment that he tries "to place {him]self
at a certain point at which -- and this would be the very ‘content’ of what I would like to "signify’ -
- the thing signified is no longer easily separated from the signifier” (Derrida in Wood and
Bernasconi 1988, p. 88). It may be too facile a reading of Gadamer to say that he takes the
action of the thing itself to delineate the separation of signifier and signified simply and easily.
If this is the case, why is "the real power of hermeneutical consciousness ... our ability to see what
is questionable” (Gadamer 1976, p. 13), and why is the source of rigor in the hermeneutic
experience uninterrupted listening (Gadamer 1989, p. 465)? Conversely, Derrida cannot
communicate the difficulties of separating signifieC from sigrifier except through efforts that are
aimed at facilitating that separation.

If Gadamer, in contrast to Derrida, tries to place himself at a point at which the thing signified
is easily separated from the signifier, why would he stress that the questioner becomes the one
questioned according to the hermeneutic logic of the question (Gadamer 1989, p. 461)? Why
should he agree with Heidegger that to be guided by the things themselves is not something that
can be decided once and for all, but must be our "first, last, and constant task” (Gadamer 1989,
pp- 266-267) if it is not because he is also concerned with maintaining a wakeful involven.cnt in
the creation of meaning (which is often the same thing as pointing out disruptions of meaning)?
And far from focusing exclusively on the search for unity of meaning in a text, Gadamer must

employ a deconstructive moment in his hermeneutic if only because interpretation would self-
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destruct if it was not also engaged in opening up questions on the basis of the contradictions and
tensions that arise from the reading of the text. So an alternative reading of Gadamer usserts
that his text is just as concerned with making the old and familiar seem new and strange as he
is with finding something intimate in what is fresh and impertinent.

Educational measurement cannot be fundamental except to the extent that it playfully allows
the object of discourse to represent itself through the players involved; only then will the players
begin to realize themselves, be drawn up into the game and therein experience the fulfillment of
re-creation. The playful loss of subjective awareness most fundamentally manifests itself in
learning when the recognition of facts is most urgent, for instance in the communication or
reading of signs of danger.

We say that we ‘conduct’ a conversation, but the more genuine a conversation is, the less its
conduct lies within the will of either partner. Thus a genuine conversation is never onc that
we wanted to conduct. Rather, it is generally more correct to say that we fall into
conversation, or even that we become involved in it. The way one word follows another, with
the conversation taking its own twists and reaching its own conclusion, may well be conducted
in some way, but the people conversing are far less the leaders of it than the led. No one
knows in advance what will ‘come out’ of a conversation (Gadamer 1989, p. 383).

In the same way, it is said that people fall into song, fall in love, fall into step and that things full
into place or into line. Carse (1986, p. 15) says that

We are playful ... when there is no telling in advance where our relationship with them [others]
will come out - when, 1n fact, no one has an outcome to be imposed on the relationship, apart
from the decision to continue it.

In so falling into play, we participate in the self-representative activity of the things themselves
that guide, focus and direct experience, thought and attention. The dialectic of participation in
things is effected and drawn along or played out by the historical conditions of its context, giving
it a spirit of its own that makes things not only happen to us, but also makes them a fundamental
happening of what we are ourselves. In playing for the sake of recreation, we play in order to

experiznce the transformation of scif that occurs in play. The practical import of the theory of
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fundamental measurement offered by Wright is to make possible a wider accessibility to this kind
of experience in education, but the deployment of playfulness requires more than just methods.
It requires the imagination to overcome our apparent cultural need for some form of external
authority, foundation, validation and legitimation, and to rely upon the creative process from
which and in which we are born to play itself out through us. Only then will we begin to address
the needs of those cutoff from participation in the conversation that we are and to be confident

and secure enough in our own form of life to let others live out theirs in their own ways.
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