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Abstract

This study explored the feasibility of using dialectic theorgttady of dialectic oppositions in
teachers’ school-based relationships. Employing relational dzdeas a theoretical framework, this
study exposed several sets of dialectical forces emergirtgachers’ relationships. 23 high school
teachers were interviewed utilizing a semi-structured questi@naterviews were transcribed and
coded for analysis. The analysis revealed that the dialecticoniensf control vs. emancipation
empowermenvs. oppressiomare prevalent in teachers’ relationships with administratorsgitdectic
tensions ofsolidarity vs. autonomyand fragmentationvs. unity are common in the relationships of
teachers with administrators and colleagues as well; while the diatleasions ohurturevs. disciplineg
respectvs. suspect consistencyvs. flexibility, and connectionvs. disconnectionare prominent in

teachers’ relationships with their students.
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Chapter lintroduction
Relationships are organized around the dynamic interplay of opposingi¢esjethat is, they are
characterized by dialectical tensions (Baxter & Montgomery, 1986r instance, in relationships there
is a desire to be close to another person while also wantingaia eaitonomy. There may also be
tension between wanting to self-disclose to a partner while alatinggprivacy. And so on. These
opposing features are inherent in the very fabric of relatimd),aae what enables a relationship to exist
as a dynamic social entity (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). Thikdigal interplay can work backstage
beyond partners’ mindful awareness, nonetheless, contributing to relatibeation (Baxter &
Montgomery, 1996). The dynamic interplay of dialectical contraahstiin human relationships, as
friendship (Rawlins, 1983), romantic (Goldsmith, 1990), and maritalioektips (Baxter, 1990;
Baxter, 1994; Baxter & West, 2003; Erbert, 2000) has been the focugeohlsempirical investigations.
Nonetheless, contradictions can also be found between the inteitbstsother collectives that might
include professionals in the area of education (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996).

Researchers in education have been focusing their attention oerdiffariables as work status,
gender, work experience, and leadership style among other valBblgsr, 2001; Kelley & Finnigan,
2003; Kokkinos, 2006; Lewis, 1999; McCaughtry, 2004; Sari, 2004). However, thétieiresearch
committed to the understanding of teachers’ relationships in schooldgroBaxter (1990) argues that
the perceived presence of contradictions in any relationship tegatsource of frustration, tension, or
of feelings of satisfaction, depending on how parties cope with tmsesitions. Surprisingly, there is a
lack of research dedicated to the understanding of dialectic cantimadi in teachers’ experiences in
school settings where teachers’ daily interactions with difteparties can be abundant sources of
relational frictions. More importantly, understanding teachersitimiships in school settings is vital

since it is associated with teachers’ satisfaction withr thefession, and in turn with teacher’s



effectiveness in a classroom, which ultimately affects studanlsevement (Houtte, 2006/eyer &
Turner, 2002; Sari, 2004; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003).

A study reported by the National Center for Education Stigt July 1997 was dedicated to
determining the level of teachers’ satisfaction. The NCESyswambs focused on the satisfaction of
teachers with different background characteristics, teacmnglifferent schools, with different
perceptions of workplace conditions, and receiving different lesfetompensation (1997). The study
reported differences in satisfaction between elementary anddasy teachers, and public school and
private school teachers. However, most schools, classrooms, and teackground variables were
weakly associated with satisfaction with teaching as a gswmfe. Instead, workplace conditions, and
specially a positive relationship with administration, students, amh{samvere reported as being major
sources of teachers’ satisfaction (NCES, 1997). Hence, undergjandachers’ school-based
relationships is critical. Therefore, this study explores #wasibility of using dialectic theory as a
descriptive explanatory theory for understanding teachers’ relationsrsplool settings.

1.1  Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study is to expand the understandiegalfdrs’ experiences by exploring

the dialectic tensions that surface in the process of teackhtshg with others in school settings. For
that reason, the theoretical framework utilized in this studgiadectics. While there are many

approaches to dialectics, this study centers on the notion thal poocesses are characterized by
tensions and contradictions --a ceaseless interplay between gompawsing tendencies that occur
when members of a personal relationship deal with others (Baxter, 1996).

Studies in the education field elucidate that teachers’ @aktips in school settings are full of
contradictions and tensions (Frank, 1998; Lewis, 1999; Meyer & Turner, 26@@®, R002). Schools
are organizations deliberately intended to function in the contetkiedbroader society. Beyond being

the primary source for children to learn the content and methods faugtademics and art curricula,



the school is still expected to socialize desire and control vimehawhile teaching language,
mathematical and critical thinking skills, teachers ard beld responsible for quieting chaos and
cultivating the value system of a civilization (Frank, 1998). Fragkies that the multiple realities of
school life intertwine with the schools’ efforts to create ai@aystem that can allow to shape, govern,
and guide growth, behavior and learning (1998). As a consequence, teaslieespr@mary channels of
those efforts, find themselves affected by the contradictorgdaitat arise in the processes that school
life entails.

Frank (1998) argues that the presence of contradictions and cosfliesd and an expected part
of the culture in general, and of school life, in particular. Hence, undenmsggtte dialectic tensions that
may arise in the process of teachers’ relationships isatriiThus, this study approaches those issues
using an appropriate dialectical framing to examine dialexipositions in relationships. Even though
it is important to understand teachers’ relationships at thaditfgrade levels; this study is limited to
the examination of contradictions emerging in the teachersiaesitips within school grounds in a
high school setting.

1.2  Plan for the Present Thesis

In the present Chapter 1, | provided an introduction to the present ptedgnting a statement
of the problem and its justification. Chapter 2 establishes thecticale framework of this study;
presents a view of the history and development of dialectic thpmyides an explanation of relational
dialectics, the dialectic framing considered in this stuchd, antroduces the research question that
guides the present research. Chapter 3 describes the methods arddlelzttan procedures utilized in
this study. Chapter 4 reports the results of this projectidesgthe different sets of dialectic tensions
found in the process of teachers’ relationships in school settiinggt€? 5 discusses the conclusions,

provides suggestions for future research, and outlines the limitations of the study.



Chapter 2The Dialectical Framework

Dialectical theory is a theoretical perspective that erpléihe contradictory processes in social
interactions. According to Baxter and Montgomery (1996), dialectloadry is an approach to the
investigation of human symbolic processes that examines the mwaptradictions, complexities, and
changes that may characterize human relationships. Dialectfien characterized as a metatheoretical
orientation whose history is long and whose genealogy contains ipecificdialectical theories, all of
which share a family resemblance in their basic world viewwhith may vary in their theoretical
particulars (Baxter & Montgomery). Specifically, the dialeatrientation of this study is a dialogical
perspective developed by Baxter & Montgomery (1996) called “oglalki dialectics.” Relational
dialectics emerged from the perspectives of many otheedfiehl theorist whose voices merit
consideration. This chapter expounds the concept of dialectics fromstaaidal and philosophical
perspective, laying out the dialectic framework that this ystwdl apply to the understanding of
teachers’ relationships in schools settings.
2.1  History and Development of Dialectic Theory

Most people attribute the origin of dialectic to the philosophy atd?lAccording to Williams
(1989), Plato, in his dialogues brought to the attention of the world, whaiokeas negative and
unsatisfactory dialectic of the sophists and the positive dialettis teacher Socrates. Socrates looked
at dialectics as the process of giving birth to new knowledge ghramalyzing and criticizing the
thoughts of others. Plato, on the other hand, practiced this art inaloguks and more successfully
producing powerful and well-founded conclusions from engaging and soesetintertaining dialogues
(Williams, 1989). However, Williams claims that Plato was notrttwest radical dialectician of ancient
times. According to Williams, the philosopher who employed di@léctthe most far reaching way and

provided the inspiration for Plato’s own dialectic was Heraclitus (1989).



Williams (1989) argues that Heraclitus was the first philosoplter introduced the dialectic
view of the universe which plays such a prominent role for dieians. Williams argues that it was
Heraclitus who brought to light the method of argument which strebgesinity of opposites. In
Heraclitus world view, in life everything is both, in a statecoming to be or ceasing to be; everything
is and is not at the same time (Williams, 1989). Williams deslthat in Heraclitus’ world view, reality
may be reduced to only one principle; the principle of movement or chitnegeame principle that was
the basic ground for the intellectual labor of many thinkers, and particudaieigel (1989).

Gadamer Hans-Georg (1976) argues that Hegel inherited what wasm@on intellectual
occupation in ancient times, dialectics, and brought it to the modetd @wohis own terms enriching
and expanding this world view. Gadamer asserts that Hegel expandterent ways the ancient
knowledge that held that the working out of dialectal contradicticas anly a study which prepared
one for actual knowing (1976). In Hegel's view everything is inhereatiytradictory be that an
argument or a process or thought, or even reality. Gadamer (1978)sathiat “For Hegel anything that
lives is subject to contradiction” (p.105).

In his studies on Hegel, Kainz (1988) argues that while expanding theddgenbf dialectics, it
was necessary for Hegel to maintain that contradiction is fioélacategory, and that transcendence of
the contradiction is legitimate and necessary. Kainz notedah&tegel the point of dialectics is that
precisely by pushing an opposition to the point of self-contradictiowhat makes possible the
transition to a higher truth that unites the sides of the conti@di¢1988). Moreover, Hegel sustains
that contradictions or paradoxes can be resolved only through résesgel. attributes to understanding
the power to bring out the contradictory nature of our experiencds agsigning reason the task to
resolve those contradictions (Gadamer, 1976; Williams, 1989).

In Hegel's view, conflict should not be thought of as an aberrattife of society, but be

viewed as a normal and fundamental aspect of human life, vitaletpdrsistence and health of a



society. In Hegel's words (1977), “Because we suffer we acknoeledyg have err” (p. 28). Hegel
posited that once contradictions and paradoxes have been properly compretheydace already on
their way to being resolved. Williams argues that for Hagéhe apparent contradictions, conflicts and
paradoxes belie an imminent and underlying order (Williams, 1989). But, Hegel whs ooty thinker
that devoted his intellectual work to the inquiry of dialectics. Mamd Engels also devoted much of
their intellectual work to the understanding of contradictions.

Like Hegel, Marx and Engels concluded that conflict is an essemtd desirable condition of
culture and society (1968). Williams (1989) argues that Marx’srmparpose in writingCapital is to
demonstrate that the essence of human society is dialectairding to Williams, Marx did not see
reality as dialectic, but rather takes the view that realy only beunderstooddialectically (1989).
Marx and Engels (1968) explain:

The history of all hitherto existing society is the historyct#ss struggles. Freeman and slave,
patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild-master and journey mamwiard, oppressor and
oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an unitemoptdridden,
now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a revolugioraconstitution of society at
large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes (p. 35-36).
Williams affirms that Marx and Engels do not take a wholly tiegaattitude towards occurrence of
conflict in society. Like Hegel, Marx and Engels look at the positive side¢ what might emerge from
conflict (Williams, 1989). Williams argues that Marx and Engeisp®rt the idea that knowing what is
right and what is wrong presuppose each other, and since right and ame opposites, they bear an
essential and reciprocal relation to each other (1989).

As for philosophers of ancient times, and more recently for Hegatx,Mind Engels, dialectics

was for Mao Tse Tung, the founder of Communist China, subject of thougtufly. Nonetheless, Mao

uses a different scope in his inquiry of contradiction. Soo (1981) atgae$lao does not provide a



systematic treatment of ‘contradiction’ as a term; nor doesvke define it in philosophical terms, he
simply uses the term extensively and frequently and above all iy dhifferent contexts (p.47). Soo
affirms that each objectively existing thing is for Mao a cadhittion, because for Mao, it is the
contradiction within the particular thing that determines itsresser nature, and distinguishes it from
others (1981). For Mao, studying the law of contradictions means touching a widg ehpeblems in
philosophy including; the universality of contradictions; the pawittyl of contradictions; the principal
aspect of a contradiction, and the role of antagonism in contradiction (Soo, 1981).

Mao believed that there is nothing that does not contain contraditiGthout contradiction
there would be no world” (Mao, 1954, p. 22). He argued that any form adnmmintains within itself
its own particular contradiction, and in order to understand and resolveai@adiction, we must
reveal the particularly of each aspect of the contradiction, otherwiseémpossible to reveal the quality
of the process (p. 22-25). Mao believed that there are contradaspegts in every process that exclude
each other, struggle with each other, and are opposed to each other (1&549ted that such
contradictory aspects are contained without exception in the protedisthings in the world and in
human thought. Mao (1954) explained the underlying principle under his supposition as:follows

The reason is that contradictory aspects cannot exist in isolation. Without¢nhespect which is
opposed to it, each aspect loses the condition of its existencendgste, can any of the aspects
of contradictory things or of contradictory concepts in the human mired mdependently?
Without life, there would be no death; without death, there would be no life (p. 43).
Soo0 (1981) states that although Mao used contradiction in different comatckthis primary concern
was to discover contradictions in society and to resolve them. Ma@diany social phenomenon or
event essentially as a relationship or a process of relapmsnd as such, also as a contradiction (Soo,
1981). Mao used contradiction to refer to a dynamic relationship betweenrtdifjeoeips or classes that

are opposed to, or antagonistic to one another. Mao (1954) asserted:



In human history, antagonism between classes exists as@iaannanifestation of the struggle
within a contradiction. The contradiction between the exploiting class and tlutec@lass: the
two contradictory classes coexist for a long time in one sqdetit slave society, or a feudal or

a capitalist society, and struggle with each other; but it isimigtthe contradiction between the

two classes has develop to a certain stage that the two dojgstlae for open antagonism.. (p.

49-50).

Mao (1960) considered that contradictions between ourselves and oueg@@enantagonistic ones (p.
9). On the other hand, Mao (1960) also used the term ‘contradiction’etotoed dynamic relationship
between different groups or classes that are not opposed to one ,apo#rer‘non-antagonistic”, such
as contradiction among working people (p. 9). Nonetheless, Mao thhaksdisturbances between
contrary forces as antagonistic and non-antagonistic forcesahdwa character, since when they occur
they force us to learn lessons from them (1960). Thus, Mao (1960kafguthis sense bad things can
be turned into good things...All kind of disturbances can be looked at it this way” (p. 62).

Dialectical theory has a long history in human thought, and versiodmlettics are as many
and as varied as the thinkers that dedicated their lives to thestamaBng of this concept (Altman,
1993). Human thought is permeated with a style of thinking based on dafiulest and binary
oppositions like right or wrong, rational or emotional, nature or nurpurelic or private, self or other,
and internal or external. The study of dialectical contradictisrexpanding and it has been growing
during the last few decades. Researchers are exploringtaialeontradictions on human interpersonal
relationships focusing in contradictions in different areas like gamrations (Altman, Vinsel &
Brown, 1981, Erbert, Mearns & Dena, 2005; Ford, D. J. & Backoff, W. R., 1988tiarsen & Bloch-
Poulsen, 2000; Stohl & Cheney, 2000; Tracy, 2004; Trethewey, A. 1999), in close perstinaktets
like marriage (Baxter, 1990, 1994, 2004; Baxter & West, 2003; Erbert anki, 069; Goldsmith,

D.,1990; Montgomery & Baxter, 1998; Rawlins, W. K., 1983), in group-governmeattored (Evans,



2001), in immigrants’ experiences (Erbert, Perez & Gareis, 2008)ira close relationships as in
grandparent relationships with their grandchildren (Erbert & Atenmi2006), as well as in the
understanding of social change (Papa, Singhal & Papa, 2006).

Although dialectical ideas appear in a variety of political gguphies, the term dialectic has
been employed in very different ways over the course of historyefidner the concept of dialectics
must be employed with caution and with as much specificity aship@skience, this study attempts to
understand the contradictions that emerge in teacher’'s relationshipshool settings, utilizing
“relational dialectics”. Relational dialectics is a versiondudlectics developed by Montgomery &
Baxter (1996). The following section is dedicated to the explanation of this tibabvéew.

2.2 Relational Dialectics

From Baxter and Montgomery’s point of view, relational dialecsca pattern of thinking about
human relationships that is deeply influenced by the dialogic thingamgounded by Mikhail Bakhtin.
Bakthin, the Russian intellectual responsible for dialogism, wrot@dhame of his work in the Soviet
Union in the 1920’s and 1930’s, but for political reasons his work was slbe poiblished, and slower
to be translated (Montgomery & Baxter, 1998). Nevertheless, simaediscovery in the 1970’s and
1980’s, Bakhtin has emerged as one of the most influential thinkeing dfventieth century due to his
highly distinct concept of language, a concept that has asrdgsacsense of opposition and struggle at
the heart of existence; a ceaseless battle between ogaitréind centripetal forces (Holquist, 1981).
Holquist (1981) asserts that for Bakhtin these two forces areyslwa‘“praesentia” and that they
determine the way we actually experience language as wt asd are used by it in the particularity of
our everyday lives (p.270). The essence of Bakhtin’s dialogic view hbédsdialogue, both as an
actual, real-time, interpersonal process, and as a conceptughorefar understanding more abstract
cultural, historical, and relational phenomena, is the glue that heddgl existence together

(Montgomery & Baxter, 1998).



Bakhtin’s dialogic view strongly influenced Montgomery and Basteonception of relational
dialectics. From the perspective of relational dialectics, kdidga exists in and through people’s
communicative practices, by which people give voice to multiple (perteaen infinite) opposing
tendencies (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). Montgomery and Baxter (1&@6e that social life is an
unfinished, ongoing dialogue in which polyphony of dialectical voices s&wgainst one another to be
heard, and in that struggle, they set the stage for future cotivadicEven though dialectics has many
perspectives, all of them are united in the commitment to the foondattoncepts of contradiction,
change, praxis, and totality, but separated in the unique emphasebatatterize each perspective
(Baxter & Montgomery, 1996; Montgomery & Baxter 1998). Baxter and Mong&gy (1996) describe
relational dialectic as a perspective that is “...uniquely patterand richly colored by the dialogic
complexities of communicating in personal relationships, with thenummdialectical threads of
contradiction, change, praxis, and totality” (p. 7-8).

Taking a relational dialectic perspective, Montgomery and BaxXi€&98) affirm that
contradictions are complex, overlapping domainseaitripetal or dominant forces juxtaposed with
centrifugalor countervailing forces. Thus, they conclude, ‘tkeatripetalrelational feature of certainty
is countered by severeéntrifugaloppositions that co-exist as certainty-predictability, eaiganovelty,
certainty-mystery, certainty-excitement, and so on” (p. 157). Baxteé Montgomery (1996) argue that
even though the term “contradiction” in common language connotes someé#gative, an incongruity
or inconsistency in a person’s reasoning or action, from a relbtieve, contradictions are inherent in
social life and not evidence of failure or inadequacy in a persoonctal system. In fact, the authors
sustain that contradictions are basic “drivers” for chgBgeter & Montgomery, 1996; Montgomery &
Baxter, 1998).

The concept of change is also a core assumption common to dallébgorist. Baxter and

Montgomery (1996) argue that to claim that change is inhereotial systems is, at the same time, to

10



recognize stability. The authors assert that dialectisahge is simply the interplay of stability and
instability (Baxter &Montgomery, 1996). From a relational perspecBaxter and Montgomery (1996)

sustain argue that change is not directed toward some necessa®sal end state; rather, change
involves ongoing quantitative and qualitative shifts that simply moggstéem to a different place.

Although all dialectical approaches presume that the change pre@saherent feature of dialectical
interplay, differences of emphasis can be identified in each of tHemever, from a relational dialectic

view change is labeled as spiraling change for its higthigtract level of interplay of oppositions
(Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). Moreover, from a relational view, Baatel Montgomery (1996) assert
that the concept of spiral change involves recurrence, but recogh&eghenomena never repeat in
identical form.

The third tenet of dialectics is that people are at once aatorobjects of their own actions; a
feature that dialectical theorists have termed “praxis” {&a& Montgomery, 1996; Montgomery &
Baxter, 1998). From a relational view, people function as proactivesastos make communicative
choices in how to function in their social world. People are aatogiving communicative life to the
contradictions that organize their social life, but these contradscin turn affect their subsequent
communicative actions (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). Baxter and Montgomery (199&)r$ the view
that the interplay of opposing tendencies is situated in the symbwdic material practices of
relationship parties. Also, the authors assert that communicationspescare symbolic resources
through which meanings are produced and reproduced (Baxter & Montgomery, 198&)vé&tpBaxter
and Montgomery (1996) sustain that relationship parties respond to idallegigencies that have been
produced from their past interactional history together through jbieitly enacted communicative
choices. At the same time, the communication choices of the matt@nthe dialectical circumstances

that the pair will face in future interaction together (Baxter & MontgomEd96).
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The fourth and final core concept of dialects is “totalityaxBer & Montgomery (1996) define
totality as the assumption that phenomena can be understood only ionrétatother phenomena.
However, the authors explain that the notion of totality in a dialctview does not mean
“completeness” in the sense of producing a total complete partraiphenomenon. Instead, it can be
seen as a way to think about the world as a process of relationsemependencies (Baxter &
Montgomery, 1996). Baxter and Montgomery (1996) affirm that an importaplication of the
dialectical emphasis on the whole is that the tension of oppositertdial forces is conceptually
located at the level of the interpersonal relationship. Frompihiist of view, dialectical attention is
directed away from the individual as the unit of analysis and tb¥a dilemmas and tensions that are
inherent in relating (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). When people come together soaayunion, they
create a host of dialectical forces. The authors posit ttteduglh partners may be aware of and may
describe many of the dialectical dilemmas they face, a&diehl tension does not necessarily be
consciously felt or described. Baxter & Montgomery add that tHedfiieal interplay may work beyond
partners’ awareness nonetheless contributing to relational change (1996).

Montgomery & Baxter (1998) affirm that Bakhtin also enriched theonotif dialectic praxis
which posits that relationship parties react to dialecticajesdies creating new dialogic realities in
their praxical communicative choices of the moment. These aiaxnprovisations are both creative
and reflective of established patterns that Montgomery & Baxter Hascribed in previous work (see
Baxter, 1990 and Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). For instance, for Montgoamel\Baxter (1998), the
patterns ofdenial represent an effort to subvert, obscure or deny the presence wmddettians by
legitimating only one dialectical force to the exclusion of cowaiéng ones. Also, the authors describe
disorientationas a pattern whicimvolves a fatalistic attitude in which contradictions are reghike
inevitable, negative, and unresponsive to praxical change. According tgdiuety & Baxter (1998),

the pattern obalanceis typified by a compromise in which the parties dilute oppositigntulfilling
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them only in part; as when a couple tries to maintain a middle peifween openness and closeness, a
style of communication that is not wholly one or the other, but sonrewhdetweenRecalibrationis
identified by Montgomery and Baxter (1998) as a pattern in whicktioakhip parties reframe a
contradiction in such a way that polarities are encompassed innotieeg thereby transcending the
form of an opposition without resolving it. Montgomery and Baxter idengifffirmationas a process
that involves the acceptance of the inevitability of contradictioninbedntrast to disorientation patterns
that lament this factreaffirmation celebrates contradiction as the essence of social existence.
Nonetheless, the authors recognized that the descriptions of thesengepatterns are insufficient for
understanding praxis without also attending to the creativity oihtleeactive moment (Montgomery &
Baxter, 1998). Baxter and Montgomery affirm that satisfactiwh @dissatisfaction in relationships may
be associated with how contradictions are managed moment to momentthaar with how the
relationship parties experience contradictions (1996). Hence, considerati the unintended
consequences, emergent possibilities and trial-and-error natgeiaf interactions merited scholarly
attention (Baxter, 1990; Erbert et. al., 2003; Erbert. et. al., 2005; Montgd&nBexter, 1998; Papa,
Singhal & Papa, 2006). This study attempts to enhance the knowledigaeztics in relationships in
school sites using relational dialectics.
2.3 Research Question

Teachers have to deal with a knot of relationships that pull sid&gontradictions (Frank,
1998: Lewis, 1999; Meyer & Turner, 2002; Rapp, 2002). Thus, the primaysgttaf this study is to
enlarge the understanding of teachers’ relationships in schtiolgs. Baxter (1996) argues that the
existence of a relationship implies some forms of dialecticradiations. Therefore, a number of
dialectic contradictions are expected to be perceived in teadhieractions in school grounds. Though
a number of factors faced by teachers in their daily interasthave been the focus of widespread study

(Houtte, 2006; Miner & Dachler, 1973; Kokkinos, 2006; Pugliesi, 1999; Sutton & Wkhea003), the
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dialectic tensions that may permeate teachers’ relationshigehools suffer a lack of attention.
Therefore, the guiding research question in this study is exploratory ane oge-

Research Question 1: What dialectical tensions are presesddhetrs’ relationships in school
settings? How do they manifest themselves? How do they infludeaeinteractions
inside and outside of the classroom?

The answer to this question potentially adds to the knowledge of dialenterging in teachers’
school-based relationships. At the same time, this exploration toefietermine the feasibility of using
Relational Dialectics to understand teachers’ relationships in school sites
2.4  Summary

The present chapter justified the utilization of relational diele@s a framework for this study.
It provided a historical backdrop on dialectic theory, focusing omtary elements and attributes of
relational dialectics. A guiding research question was also pedpdde next chapter describes the

methods and procedures employed to answer the research question that gustiedythis
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Chapter 3Methods and Procedures

This study primarily utilized qualitative methods and also somey basic quantitative
compilations. The data gathered in this study helped us in the eipioodtthe feasibility of utilizing
dialectic theory as a theoretical framework to investitggdehers’ experiences in schools settings. Also,
the information gathered in this study facilitated the exanonatf the contradictions that surface in
teachers’ relationships in schools settings. Quantitative methoets wtibzed to gather biographical
information of the participants involved in this study.
3.1  Participants

As a first step, an application to investigate teachersitioglships in school settings was
submitted to the IRB of The University of Texas at El PasotaradSchool District located at El Paso,
Texas. After approval of both institutions, the participants weceuited at a High School with
authorization from the School Principal. Letters containing a fornt tequested the voluntary
participation of the teachers were submitted to the school. Those feere given to the school
Department Heads, and they in turn, submitted the forms to the teawththeir departments. The
teachers that were willing to participate in this study vesieed to meet individually with the principal
investigator to complete the different instruments. At teadleensest, interviews took place at the High
School were this study was located, or at a location thathmettuirements of safety, confidentiality,
and ethicsThe participants did not have to follow any specific critekaept that of being an active
teacher. Twenty seven participants were interviewed individually,oblyt data collected from 23
participants was kept for analysis. All interviews were réedr with previous consent of the
participants. Twenty-three interviews were transcribed andateabtained was kept for analysis. Four
interview recordings were not transcribed due to poor recordingyguaid written data collected from
the participants was destroyed. The transcriptions produced about 2@0 gfageuble-spaced text.

Interviews from 11 males and 12 female participants of diffeages and teaching experience were
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included in this study (See Table 3.1). Interviews took place form Aprio May 22, 2008. Interviews
took from 20 to 50 minutes to complete.
3.2  Instruments

To conduct the interview, the interviewer used a genscapt (provided in Appendix A).
During the process of the interview, the participants wskedto fill out different forms starting with
an Information Consen(Appendix B) form, theStructured Written IntervieAppendix C). To obtain
information of teachers’ experiences in oral form, the interview conchwitecan oral interview using a
Semi structured Interview Protoc@\ppendix D).

The purpose of thinformed ConsenfAppendix B)was to inform the participants about the
purpose of this research, as well as about the risks and rights thwoliree participation on this study.
Additionally, the Informed Consentvas utilized to obtain informed signatures of agreement from
participants.

The respondents were asked to fill up a survey questionnair8tringtured Written Interview
(Appendix C) The purpose of the survey was to gather basic demographic infamnadtout the
respondents; their age, gender, race, years of formal educatione#twhing experiences as well as
grade levels taught (See Tables 3.1 to 3.6). This research ggedtared written interview (Appendix
C) similar to the one used by Joseph M. Garmon (2004) with smallinaiaifs to fit the requirements
of the present study. Th®tructured Written Interviewuestionnaire was analyzed using the statistics
programSPSSL5.0 To be able to analyze the data obtained during the interviews, teBoggewere
treated as variables, and were given a computable name. Thblg@swers were also treated as
variables, and were given a numerical value from 1 to 5 and thhet®rdingly. Descriptive statistics
was used to analyze the data (See Tables from 3.1 to 3.6 for Biographical imdioymat

On information about gender, from 23 participants, 11 participants igentifemselves as male

and 12 as female (see Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1Gender

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent| Percent
Valid Male |11 47.8 47.8 47.8
female| 12 52.2 52.2 100.0
Total |23 100.0 100.0

On information about race or ethnicity, from a total of 23 partitgnalO participants identified
themselves as Caucasian, 11 as Hispanic, and 2 as belonging to other ratabléS&e@).

Table 3.2 Race/ Ethnicity

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent Percent
Valid Caucasiar 10 43.5 43.5 43.5
Hispanic |11 47.8 47.8 91.3
Other 2 8.7 8.7 100.0
Total 23 100.0 100.0

On information obtained about marital status, from a total of 23cymamts, 12 participants identified
themselves as married, 6 as single, and 5 as divorced (See Table 3.3).

Table 3.3 Matrital Status

Valid Cumulative
Frequency| Percent | Percent Percent
Valid Married |12 52.2 52.2 52.2
Single 6 26.1 26.1 78.3
Divorced| 5 21.7 21.7 100.0
Total 23 100.0 |100.0

From 23 participants, 18 participants declared to have a BA&Bee, and 5 a MA/MS Degree (See

Table 3.4).
Table 3.4Years of Education
Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent | Percent | Percent
valid BA/BS 18 783 783 | 783
Degree
MAIMS =1 g 217 217 100.0
Degree
Total 23 100.0 100.0
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In the Structured Written Interviewfrom a total of 24 participants, 12 participants declared to hes® |
than 5 years of experience; 2 less than 10 years of experieless than 15 years of experience; 4 less

that that 25, and 3 participants declared more than 25 years of experienceb{8eée5)a

Table 3.5Years of Experience

Cumulative
Frequency| Percent Valid Percent | Percent

Valid -5 12 52.2 52.2 52.2

-10 |2 8.7 8.7 60.9

-15 |2 8.7 8.7 69.6

25 |4 17.4 17.4 87.0

25+ |3 13.0 13.0 100.0

Total | 23 100.0 100.0

All of the 23 participants declared to have taught at the Hajto& level, but two of them also have
experience working at the middle school and elementary levethwdvias not an option on the
Structured Written IntervieSee Table 3.6 and Appendix C for more information).

Table 3.6 Grade Level Taught

Valid Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Percent Percent
Valid High 23 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
School

In order to obtain information on teachers’ experiences in thiaitioleships in school settings,
participants were asked to answeiSemi Structured Interview Protoc@Appendix D) orally. The
interview protocol consisted of 13 questions that were constructedicaécito obtain information
about teachers’ relationships in school settings as well asttergother general information on
teachers’ experiences. The interviews were tape recordedramstribed. The transcriptions of the
interviews were coded and analyzed in order to find allusions @cti@ltensions in the participants’
articulations. The transcriptions were coded and the dialectiotsngere identified using a coding

form constructed for this study. Hard data with the written @hssof the dialectic tensions was placed
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in individual envelopes and labeled accordingly. The coded data wewed several times looking for
consistencies, patterns, and discrepancies in the sets of thédialesions identified. Special attention
was given to the dialectic tensions that emerged more frequently in thepgarti@ccounts.

The information obtained in this study revealed the presence of tdiakegsions in teachers’
relationships with administrators, with other teachers, with stademd with other people (which
includes staff and parents). However, for the purpose of this studpokento consideration only the
dialectic tensions found in teachers’ relationships with adminsgabther teachers, and students. Also,
the participants’ narratives exhibit countless allusions to diftesets of dialectic tensions that intersect
as teachers relate with different parties in their workpla€eeugh, this study took into account only
the sets of dialectic tensions that emerged more frequentheiparticipants’ articulations (See Table

3.7).
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Table 3.7

Dialectic Tensions in Teachers’ Relationships

1.Control/emancipation 35 6 12
2.0Oppression/empowerment 29 3 7 5
3. Solidarity/autonomy 13 13

4.fragmentation/ unity 18 11

5.Nurture/discipline 22
6.Respect/suspect 3 4 9
7.Consistency/flexibility 15 16
8.Connection/disconnection 59

9.0ther dialectic
contradictions 10 8 37 5

Total number of allusions 123 39 156 22

Note The total number of allusions of each dialectic pair is not based in the total numbricqifgrds,
but in the total number of allusions of the dialectic tensions sets per participant.
3.3  Summary

The present chapter described the methods and procedures thattilese 1o explore the
dialectic tensions in teachers’ relationships. A description w@sded of the instruments employed to
gather the data. General biographical information about the pariisi involved in this project was
presented, and coding procedures for the qualitative data were ouflimedollowing chapter will

report in more detail the findings of this study.
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Chapter 4Results

This chapter reports the findings of the present research atddasain parts. The initial part
offers a detailed description of the dialectic tensions thagrgea in teachers’ relationships with
administrators and colleagues. The second part elaborates oralgetiaitensions found in teachers’
relationships with their students.

4.1 Dialectic Tensions in Teachers’ Relationships

The results of this research suggest that a knot of dialemticaclictions surfaces as teachers
interact with (1) administrators, (2) other teachers, and (3) students

This study revealed that the dialectic tensionsooitrol vs. emancipatiormandempowerments.
oppressiorare prominent in teachers’ relationships with administrators.

This study also revealed that the dialectic tensiorsdladarity vs. autonomyand fragmentation
vS. unity are present in the relationships of teachers with admimsirads well as in teachers’
relationships with other teachers. This suggests that in thendg interplay of opposing tendencies in
teachers’ relationships, some of the dialectic tensions inteasetgtachers interact with administrators
and peers.

The findings of this study reveal the dialectic tensiomofture vs. discipling respectvs.
suspect consistencyvs. flexibility, and connectionvs. disconnectionare prominent in teachers’
relationships with their students. The dynamics of these dialectic tenslaneiexplained next.

4.2  Teacher-Administrator Dialectic of Control vs. Emancipation

Teacher’s relationships in school grounds nestle the dialecticotermtweencontrol vs.
emancipation The educational system is controlled by regulations and potit&sare followed and
reinforced by all its members. The activities that teacherform in their workplaces are guided by
State mandated norms and reinforced by individual organizationalusgsi@t school level. Although,

the educational system’s rules and regulations control the freefi@th of its members, those same
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rules and regulations allow the existence of the dialectic oppog$drces ofcontrol vs. emancipation
This study found that while teachers recognize the need of $mmm of control in their organization,
their actions show traces of emancipation enactments when excessitrol reinforced by school
administration is directed to their individual performance. Theedim tension ofcontrol vs.
emancipationin teachers’ relationships in school grounds is not easy to exflai understand this
dialectic interplay, consider the cases of some of the partisiparthis study. One of the participants
expressed:
The administrators whom | worked with within these three ye@re very strict and monitored
everything. Like when you turn in your grades, they pronounced that yoto lthalit a certain
day. You had to wait in line because you had to check up and go badk arndrything right. At
the time, | thought that the administrators were making us guatlsiigs. But sometimes, at least,
if an administrator is directing you, you are used to seeing theyour room from time to time. |
think that that keeps people more in line. There're pros and cons konaén, it is less stressful
to have a less strict administrator (Interview April 22, 2008).
Our data reveal that even thought teachers justify systerogntrfol in the form of demands coming
from different education levels, the legitimacy of those demaraysappear doubtful for some of them.
A participant illustrated his awareness in the following way:
| don’t think it is Administration; it goes as far as to thelémal Government. It's just the TAKS
demands Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Jkille TAKS demands and the tension it
creates to the students. In other words, let's just say this feeakample; they can be doing
some other thing, but we are like TAKS, TAKS and direct instonotin the TAKS. And | do that
mostly because | want success, but | am kind of going somewkerd am thinking about, “The
big man is up there, and the demands here are up to us” And then hiathascountability issue.

We should be accountable, but there should be a fine line between accayrtathihow we run
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a classroom. | understand where those demands come from. | undevsiemed the vicious
demands come from, and the stage, and they go all the way, likel,|tsathe Federal
Government. So, it's kind of a trickledown effect. How can meet both migsnahe Federal
Government and Administration’s demands, and at the same time, napd&M(Interview April
30, 2008). (Italics added)

Findings in study suggest that the dialectic tensioooatrol vs. emancipationarises in teachers’

relationships with their administrators when teachers feel thhet duty as educators is being

severely disrupted by excessive controlling demands at schobl Aeparticipant gave his opinion

on this matter:
You should have the freedom to teach. As long as we are following wigutum, as long as we
are getting across the concepts and ideas, we should stillHavfeesedom to teach. But, it is like
more and more, there’'s less freedom. It's almost becoming roboticn@echanized. The
administrators are very happy when you have the TASK scoregaandre making the school
look good, of course, because you are helping them meet the AYP, andBuat ah.the same
time, |1 know a lot of us, the teachers, don’t feel good about it begaikaow we are just doing
a lot of drill learning and practice test. So, we are justhmg to the test. That really limits our
ability to be dynamic, and to be innovative as teachers; arshlly just kind of have to teach the
moments because we are always on a schedule. We got to covesetlyist to cover that, we got
to do all these practice TASK. We are taking more and rnme away from actual teaching so
that we can have the time to administer the TASK test, ¥e banch marks tests, to have other
kinds of exams. So, it is all these things that it seems that all it is, @jtisg to our time that we
can use to do real teaching (April 24, 2008).

Our data shows that teachers are trapped between thee tleseach in their own terms, and the

controlling education guidelines that they have to follow. Howevet,dhttapment is what produces
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teachers’ emancipation deeds when the teachers’ personaladansssion is stronger than following
the educational system guidelines that they consider doubtful.
The educational system empowers teachers in ways that incorporate thenmistvelaitionally,
a democratic system. However, it can also limit the options ap#retteachers in schools through the
use of norms that can be controlling, or dubious to the teacher’'s judg@enstudy shows that
teachers empower themselves by formulating their own decisiothsledermining their own courses of
action directed to reach individual and collective goals. Téogncipationdevelops when the courses
of actions the teachers choose are opposite to the educatiomsh $ysthe school system directives.
Consider the case of one of the participants. Agreeing witlpdseion that other participants in this
study embrace, this teacher declared that there aréencerties and regulations in his workplace that he
chooses not to follow; even thought the consequences for his noncomplias@®oof policies may
have adverse results for himself. This participant declared:
| come to the conclusion that what | did was right, and | acetyattever accountability that
comes with it. | take after a fellow with the name of Hebavid Thoreau. He was a person who
wrote Civil Disobedience. And, basically, he says that if you deatt to be with the law, you
can be disobedient of it, but you have to accept the consequences attyons. You don't fight,
you don’t complain, you don’t scream, you just accept it, and that is howtl s€e what is right
in my eyes and in the eyes of God; and | let the ships fall over me; and just deatgpter comes
down the road (April 25, 2008).
This participant, as other participants in this study, admitteddh&im, it is more important to follow
his own judgments when teaching his students, than school norms anstatethat he considers of
doubtful educational value. He also declared that he is willingdep whatever result comes out of his

actions, rather than following rules and regulations that he questions.
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This study demonstrates that the dialectics tensioroofrol vs. emancipationemerges in
teachers’ relationships when they question the educational valueesdsere demands mandated by the
educational system and enforced by school administration. Howevesgethi$ contradictions is not a
solitary set of opposite forces taking place in the processaohées’ relating. We found other central
sets of tensions emerging in teachers’ relationships with #ugministrators illustrated in teachers’
uttering during the interviews of this study. We found thathees relationships embody also the
dialectic tension obppressiornvs.empowermentThe dynamics of these opposite forces are explained in
the following section.

4.3  Teacher-Administrator Dialectic of Oppression vs. Empower ment

Our investigation demonstrates that in the dynamic interplayppbdsing forces that emerge in
teachers’ relationships in their workplaces, the dialectic aansi oppressiornvs. empowerment also
present Findings in our study illustrate that the educational systemoamrs teachers to play an
important role in helping their students to improve critical skillswiver, the amount of work required
to reach the teachers’ mission and the educational system’sigdalsome cases, extreme. Our study
reveals that to benefit themselves and their students, teachersuimnnst to the policies and procedures
mandated by the educational system and to the structures of cohtitoéir individual campuses.
However, in some cases, those school demands can be oppressive to the teachers.

The dialectic tension adfmpowerments. oppressiorappears in teachers’ relationships in schools
settings when teachers are empowered to change students’ Hirmgh following mandated
procedures, while those procedures by themselves are oppressiveSiRgipal, and Papa (2006) argue
that even in emancipatory systems, control may be exercisayis that raise questions about fairness
and human dignity; the educational system is not an exception. Aipanti in this study illustrated this
point: “I think if you're a good teacher, as most of us are, and youeaily motivated to check on

creative assignments and grade everything, we just work ourseldeath (Interview April 25, 2008)”.
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Another participant admitted: “I seem to have little timerfoyself even during my conference period
because it is always being interrupted (April 25, 2008)”. Our illatdrate that to achieve school goals;
some teachers must surrender even individual freedom. Consider flenses of one of the
participants:
There isn’t enough time in the day to do my work the way | wolkkth. | force myself to do the
best for my students. | really don’t feel that | have someboldintene telling me what to do and
what not to do. The problem is that sometimes | feel that | am not prepared émoonyhclasses.
| am my biggest challenge because if you really want to d¢@od teacher, you'll have to spend
twenty four hours a day preparing and doing everything. | still itisgt| have a personal life,
and that | deserve to live it, but sometimes, it's hard becausegme to class not best prepared
(April 25, 2008).
Albeit top management in school systems does not implement longngdnkurs for teachers, yet,
teachers create personal norms and pressure themselves to werkom in order to be prepared for
their daily activities. But, to accomplish their goals, teachezsforced to give up some aspects of their
personal life. A participant in our study expressed her concerns on this issueves fol
The amount of time that it takes to do the planning and the gradindgh@eesin effect in my life.
On weekends, what | have to do is that. | have a son who is séllddfficult age, so | spend all
my time with him when | can. But the minute he goes down faam hhave to go and get my
paper work, and work on it. If | don’t finish it then, | have to stay up late Satargayor Sunday
night. | take horrible advantage of my husband and my mother ind&ago pick up my mother
in law on Sundays night because she stays with my son. And, the nheui® there, | tend to
push my son off on her. This last Sunday, | spent all day grading. Monataynigp | woke up at

four thirty in the morning to finish my grades up. | feel really bad. | don't réalbyv what can be
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done. | guess | should cut some responsibilities to find some sptiatpibut | like said, | have
really a lot of work (April 25, 2008).
This research’s findings suggest that teachers’ relationstvadve processes that are oppressive and
empowering simultaneously. This study also demonstrates thatafoimese processes raise questions
of fairness and human dignity (Papa, Singhal, & Papa, 2006). We rkdgrasstance, “How is the
mental and physical health of the teachers working under those oordiieing affected?” The
reflections of some of the teachers interviewed for this stmgwer these questions. One of the
participants declared:
Sometimes | wake up in the middle of the night. I'm losing sleep now. | wake up indd&erof
the night thinking, “Ok, what | am doing wrong? What can | do &fi€? Why they don’t want
to do this? What | am going to do if every student in my clai¢s the TASK test? That is going
to make me look bad. They’re not going to blame the studentsatbegoing to blame me.” So,
it affects me personally. | worry. | get stressed becausafraid of what results are going to
come out of this standardized test, and evaluations, and all that. 8fecis me personally
(April 16, 2008).
Another participant expressed:
Sometimes you are put in the position where you don’'t know who to blamgpaird in the
middle. Should | blame the student? Is it his fault? Or, is itfaut? Maybe | am doing
something wrong. Maybe | need to do something more. Maybe I'm théhatie incompetent,
not the student, you kind of struggle with that too. It affects your mdiradffects your
confidence in yourself because you feel like it's you who isnigilnot the student (April 24,
2008).
The dialectic tension cdmpowerments. oppressions prominent in teacher’s relationships. Our data

suggests that the teacheeshpowermenthat comes through the mandated demands can also have an

27



oppressiveedge. However, this study also shows that teachers’ relationsfilpsheir administrators
produce other dialectical tensions: for instance, the dialectic digposif solidarity vs. autonomy,
which is illustrated in the following section.

4.4  Teacher-Administrator-Colleagues Dialectic ofSolidarity vs. Autonomy

In the interplay of opposite forces in teachers’ relationshipgiitthectic tension o$olidarity vs.
autonomyis embodied in teachers’ relationships with administrators. Howéhvisrdialectical tension
appears in teachers’ relationships with other teachers as Mnell dialectic tension dofolidarity vs.
autonomyappears in teachers’ relationships when teachers recognizehthatneed to work in
cooperation with administrators and colleagues in order to reach comoads, but at the same time,
they are forced to work independently. Findings in this researclesutigt teachers feel a generalized
lack of support from administrators and colleagues. For examplertiaigemt declared, “I think
administrators are over their heads. | think there are more probtersshool that they have the
tendency of not to back up the teachers (April 28, 2008).”

Another participant admitted, “How can you have a good outconmuifaye not getting support
or help? (April 30, 2008)". This study reveals that while some teaawoknowledge the need to work in
solidarity with their administrators, the amount of demands placedtioeie shoulders, as well as other
professional pressures, force them to work in isolation. Yet, findmtss research illustrate that some
teachers consider invasive the excessive amount of administiatersentions in their daily activities.
Consequently, those teachers find less supervision from administratiemiating. A participant
expressed: “The Principal is not on your toes case all the time to chunk yol2&\@008).”

The dialectic contradiction cfolidarity vs. autonomyemerges also in the relationship between
teachers and their colleagues. Some teachers find positikingran solidarity with their colleagues
while other teachers give more value to their individual work. Esgimg the significance of working in

solidarity with colleagues, a participant revealed, “May betllgcky in this school because, especially
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within my department, they collaborate with me.” He also aeunhit'l kind of depend on them for help.
And there’s mutual respect for each other and for the work teatorApril 30, 2008).” Even though
teachers recognize the importance of working together to medohdual and school goals, there are
also teachers that prefer to work in autonomy. Nonetheless, thyssstogs that teachers, who have the
tendency of working in autonomy, have the need of working in soldaiith others as well. A
participant admitted: “Teachers tend to be kind of independent, workebys#ives. There is not much
sharing, or working together, or anything.” And he added: “Most otdhehers try not to work with
other teachers, or maybe not do the part they should (April 24, 2008).” Other participanesbs
There’s a mentality in teaching that “this is my classrothis, is my deal”. They don’t want to
involve anyone else. That means that they don’t want to ask for heliingyuteed it. And, they
don’t want to usually offer help when someone needs it (April 19, 2008).
Participants’ observations suggest that even when teachersotemalk in autonomy, that tendency
involves the need of working in solidarity with their colleagues. &aahd Montgomery contend that
relationships with other people, more than enhancing self identificadm to expose a person to new
ideas, and provide a broad base of information for social comparison mirBet&tionships with other
people facilitate social cohesion on a large scale, linking oteerwnhconnected groups in larger
collectivities (1996). lllustrating this point, a participant expéai her ideas about how the support of
others could alleviate her work burden:
Probably just collaborating with other teachers, and finding out howhisiegle their situations
with their parents, and how they handle their situations with thecalum, would be helpful.
May be following their footsteps would also be helpful, taking adfrme them on how to tutor
a certain topic in certain way, and that sort of things, sottiehot so stressful on me, because |

can't be available twenty four hours a day for tutoring (April 18, 2008).
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Findings of this study reveal that although teachers’ rolesnastly enacted in the four walls of their
classrooms, their job involves subscribing to other common goals thatee substantial amount of
work. To be able to reach those goals, teachers require the supp@ssastance from administrators
and other teachers as well. More importantly, teachers, asl $mings, have the natural need to
communicate with others. Baxter and Montgomery assert thatetheés ssubstantiated, matures and
develops in interaction, through interpersonal contact and communicatioatiers (2006). Along this
line of thought, our findings reveal that teachers who tend to work indepbnigergach individual and
collective goals can be adversely affected. For example, iaipant admitted that working in solidarity
is critical for her:
Now other teachers help me, but in the past, | used to get midelf used to have all kinds of
problems with my stomach caused by stress and conflicting feelingsrk. But, after getting
myself so sick, | learned to take care of myself. My yoursiger has a quote that always tells
me when | talk to her about my problems at school, “Don’t worry. lfeey”. Now, | don’t
worry, | try to find solutions and | ask for help (April 25, 2008).
Teachers acknowledge the need to work in cooperation with admiarstand colleagues, but on some
occasions they prefer to work independently. Thus, the dialectic men$isolidarity vs. autonomy
surface in teachers’ relationships with administrators and golsadepending on teachers’ workload,
personal preferences, and teachers’ individual needs. The dialension betweersolidarity vs.
autonomythat appears in teachers’ relationships with administratoretéued teachers is not a solitary
set; it also intercepts with other dialectic tensions. Theechal tension otunity vs. fragmentationis
another set of opposite forces that appears in the process ofrsesethéng with administrators and
other teachers. This set of opposite forces is explained in the next segment.

4.5  Teacher-Administration-Colleagues Dialectic otnity vs. Fragmentation
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The dialectic tension afnity vs.fragmentations another central set of contradictions that orbits
around the teachers’ relationships in school settings. Papa, SiagbaRapa (2006) argue that when
people feel a sense of community, members are motivated to conti@weassociation with one
another, and thrive on it. In agreement with this assertion, findntigs study show that teachers feel
supported when they work in cooperation with administrators and with theners. When teachers
feel a sense of social cohesion with other people in their wodeglahey can often overcome their
struggles. A participant expressed his feelings in the followiagnar: “Sometimes | feel like, “Oh My!
What | am doing here?” It is like, “I don’t want to be here.” Bhgse kids, and the teachers too; they
are the ones that keep me sane, because | can relate toAf@n3@, 2008).” Aspects of unity come
into sight when teachers act together to accomplish the educagmelal that require the energy and
collective efforts of all the teachers. The dimensiorurity appears in teachers’ relationships when
teachers consider that they are not only working in cooperation \iignsoto reach common goals, but
that the others also have to overcome common struggles to reach thisséAguarticipant illustrated
his feelings of unity:

| keep my sense of humor. Then, | step back and say, “This is happening, and sbinieibiing

that is just happening to me. It's something that we all ambngdewith.” So, | ask myself, “How

| am doing it?” “I am already doing it the best | know how to @5 if | don't, | redo it. | am

doing my best, and it’s all | can do (April 22, 2008).

Papa, Singhal, and Papa (2006) contend that the most important dimensiemehges when people
connect with others is interpersonal identification. When people connéocbmatanother and commit to
accomplish something of value together, they derive agency. Dediffiéeences, teachers must
recognize that they comprise a community. While connection andtancepdoes not solve all the
teachers’ problems, feelings of connection ease the state of isolatiorategreface when the opposite

force offragmentatiorappears in their relationships with oth@Papa, Singhal, & Papa, 2006).
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Teachers’ relationships in school grounds seem to be saturatied Oialectical tension afnity
vs. fragmentation According to Papa, Singhal, and Papa (2dé&gmentationis likely to occur when
there exist multiple, competing voices and interpretations diseursive social setting. The authors
affirm that it is this multivocality what often separateplke from one another rather than unify them.
For instance, in the educational system, where existsa deal of ambiguity regarding rules and
norms, teachers may find difficult to interact with others. Aipigant in this study talked about this
situation in his work place saying: “It is very difficult tetgalong with other teachers. As a group, we
don’t really have unity.” And, he added: “Everybody seems to beggaitheir own direction (April 24,
2008).” This lack of unity in teachers’ relationships drives thehes to isolate themselves from
others, even when they share a common physical space. A partidgegmibed how her routines at
work isolate her from the other teachers:
| know very few of the teachers. | come to school, | come imaagn, | eat here, and | leave at
five at night, because | have so much to do. I'm so busy, | don’'t haeetdi really go out and
see anybody (April 28, 2008).
Our data demonstrate thatagmentationproduced by excessive workloads is common in teachers’
relationships. Also, this research reveals that fragmentatioteachers’ relationships caused by
disproportionate demands or by feelings of lack of support by admatios, drive teachers to think
about quitting their job. A participant confessed:
I’'m annoyed, but it doesn’t really make me angry. The litthstfations are not getting me upset,
except when I'm given impossible schedules. That makes me afthsn I'm given situations
that there is no way | can handle it, | get really upset. And,sasd| my solution is to leave
(April 22, 2008).
Fragmentatioralso occurs when there is not a form of identification that unifies people towuoate,

work, or play with one another in ways that are personally orlgomavarding (Papa, Singhal, & Papa
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2006). Those who are in a fragmented state often feel a deep sessktain from others. Our data
shows that feelings of isolation are prevalent in teacherdiaethips. A participant illustrated this
notion:
| sometimes actually feel like I am alone. Maybe the amofirdeople that | can say would
really help me, it will probably count on one hand. But the majorittheftime, | feel like I'm
alone. | feel overwhelmed with the amount of work. Every day they asfonsomething else.
Now they want this, now they want that. In a classroom whereihasof like a public setting,
you're basically dealing with public, and you want to be lefihalbecause you have so much
staff piled on you every day, that you don’t ever see that lighteag¢rid of the tunnel (April 16,
2008)
Papa, Singhal, and Papa (2006) argue that depression and anger acenat®m among people who
experiencdragmentation Moreover, the authors sustain thatrégmentationcontinues, a person may
lose the ability to connect with others even when the others stimypassion (2006). Accordingly, the
previous participant added:
Because of the way some of my colleagues are, I'm afraio tand ask them for help. | think
they are going to say, “You haven’t done that yet?” or “You don’t know looglotthat?” And,
the ones that would help, they are so overwhelmed themselvesféshtblad bothering them,
taking them away from the tons of work they have to do, to come apaneelvith my tonnage,
if you wanted to call it that way (April 16, 2008).
Papa, Singhal, and Papa (2006) argue that although a comnaungy #n education system, a school
system may be comprised of diverse people, unity within a group implies ssenespirit, sentiment,
aims, purpose, interest, and feelingilics added) The authors affirm that even complex groups
comprised of many related parts may display unity if the mesnhet as a totality or as a whole.

Displays of unity occur when people in a community act togethac¢complish a goal that requires the
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energy and the collective efforts of all of its members (Papaghal & Papa, 2006). Unity may also be
exhibited when group members provide social support to one another. Papal,Sind Papa (2006)
claim that social support could take the form of emotional support, iaf@nal support, and
instrumental support. The authors affirm that emotional support is edilihen one person lets
another person know they are cared for. Supporting those notions, our datatce®tizat teachers’
relationships are saturated by the dialectic tensidragmentationvs. unity caused by deep feelings of
need of emotional support. A participant lamented:
| think that you need to have a passion for anything you do. My passmchange futures. But
no matter who you are you have to have that pat on the back sayag,yti're doing a good
job!” I don’t care who you are. If you're the president of the UnitedeSS, whoever, you always
have to have that pat you on your back saying, “You're doing a goodBegduse, that makes
you continue to do it. And we don’t get enough of that. Why can’t ttrekesand say, “You're
doing a good job!” The individual, not as, “Ah, that's my type! Everybodyadgood job.” No,
that's not good enough! One thing that | made a comment about in tbe affe time was that
every time somebody is called to the office, it is for sometmegative. | asked, “Do you ever
call anybody to tell them they've done something good?” No commeofube it doesn't
happen! You get called to the office only if it is a negative thivgu did this”, “A parent
called about that...” But nothing positive! Why can’t we have morétigesstrokes? If we just
have that pat on the back as an individual teacher, not as a group, itmakédeverything so
much better! (April 25, 2008)
In agreement, another participant expressed:
The administration is very responsive to my needs, | have tdagybut | feel that there can be

more a personal relationship with them and myself (April 24, 2008).
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Schooling is identified as an emotional charged business (Sutton &tiWHH¥03). Our study shows
that in school systems where feelings and emotions are evenpreschers’ relationships are fulfilled
by fragmentationderived by a lack of emotional support. Papa, Singhal, and Papa (2§06)that
social support can take the form of informational support too. Infornatsupport involves providing
facts or advice that may help the other person solve a probtagmentationcaused by a lack of social
support in the form of informational support seems to be common in teaoklationships in school
settings. The participants’ articulations show perceptions otlka dé& support from administration to
teachers. Consider the conversation of one of the participants in this study:
| work with the teachers and ask for help for them. But, | thdvkiaistrators are very politically
obscure. If they don'’t like you as a teacher, you're not goingwe hagood schedule. They're
not going to make your life very easy. That is something eewy that they can’t be more
professional. If there are concerns that they have, go to the teauie say, “These are the
problems you have and improve these”, But instead, they just go behiraktigeand say, “Ok,
we don't trust this teacher with the tenth grades because éiMRgAdequate Yearly Progress
required by the Education DepartmgniVe don't trust this teacher to teach this level because of
this test” So, they are going to try to find another spot for tdether. That's kind of sad that
they're not more open in trying to work with the teachers, and tiedm to become better
teachers. | think instead of having in mind, “This is a bad teaglercan't fire them. So, let's
throw them where is hard.” That's a bad choice because wsipp®sed to be helping everyone
become better teachers. If someone has a weakness, or someomisgaell just help them,
instead of sending them to a spot till they...do a response (April 18, 2008). (Italics added)
Other participants in our study supported the notion that teachers do not receiveugport from their

administrators. A participant said:
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| get the sense that they’re more out to get you, or theyaiing to see until you make a

mistake. That's when you finally see something. There’s velg ltbnstructive criticism, or

very little interaction that’s actually helpful to help you become a beteher (April 25, 2008).
The need of support from administrators is evident in our interviewees’ atibeid. According to Papa,
Singhal, and Papa (2006) social support can also take the form afmestal support, which is,
providing an individual physical or material assistance in compleéintask. Our study provides
evidence thafragmentationcaused by absence of social support in school settings is mtevale
teachers’ relationships. For example, one of the participants noted:

Through the years I've noticed that new teachers, if theyp@rith a certain group, they don’t

help them that much. They will say that they will help thenthéfy become a protégée. But, for

the most part, a lot of these people don't get help. It is alhkesa social Darwinism. Let's see

if this person can make it. So, the first two years of teachangbe really rough because you

don’t really have the support network (April 24, 2008).
To accomplish tasks and reach common goals teachers need tonwoolaboration with their
colleagues. However, our study shows that although teacherthéerked of working with others in
camaraderie, some teachers may feel differently. Thus, dlcit df instrumental support produces
fragmentationin teachers’ relationships with their colleagues. Nonetheldssn weachers feel a sense
of cohesion with their coworkers, they are motivated to continuedksaciations with one another and
thrive on it. This enactment produces the dialectic oppositiamity. This study also reveals that even
thoughtunity does not solve all the problems that the teachers have to endlireinishes feelings of
isolation caused bfyagmentation.

Using relational dialectics as a perspective, Baxter and Momrtgoaffirm that social life exists
in and through people’s communicative practices, by which people give temultiple (perhaps even

infinitive) opposing tendencies (1996). They sustain that sociatlde unfinished, ongoing dialogue in
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which a polyphony of dialectal voices struggle against one anotherttedod, and in that struggle they
set the stage for future struggles. Accordingly, this stilldgtrates that teachers’ relationships are
saturated of opposing tendencies that emerge in the processclérgeaelating with the different
parties. Teachers’ daily routines include interactions with aidtnators, colleagues and students. Thus,
countless sets of opposing forces emerge in teachers’ relapisngith administrators and colleagues,
but their relationships with their students involve dialectic tensiasswell. Hence, teachers’
relationships with their students warrant some careful attention as well.
4.6 Dialectical Tensions in Teachers’ Relationships with their Stuents

Teachers’ closest relationships in school settings are thasadfers and students. However,
this research shows that there is also a vortex of contradi¢akimg) place in the process of relating
between teachers and students (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996). §ndirthis study illustrate that the
dialectic tensions ohurture vs. discipline respectvs. suspect,and consistencys. flexibility are
significant in teachers’ relationships with their students {Bslgle 3.7).This section focuses on the
explanation of these dialectic tensions.
4.7  Teacher-Student Dialectic ofNurture vs.Discipline

In addition to cultivating their students in their subject areas,abrtée duties that the state
requires from a teacher is that of being a discipline medidtachers have to follow and reinforce
discipline norms so that they and their students can feel protectedifsruption and emotional threat;
and so that they can maintain order in the classroom that istiabsesubject learning is to take place
(Frank, 1998). While exercising discipline in schools, teachers havelltevfa range of discipline
models and techniques regulated by the school district or bghbels in particular. However, findings
in this study illustrate that when deciding upon an approach fosrota®m discipline, teachers
experience tensions that arise from their desire to use emhedatistifiable models of discipline, and

their obligation to reinforce rules and regulations that they naughs$ider incongruous in an educational
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setting. This study shows that the dialectic tensiomwture vs. discipline emerges when teachers
guestion the legibility of mandated discipline guidelines that twesider restraining to their students’
academic formation. Take the example of one of the participants in this studgtdde
| think sometimes we have rules that are just rules becausartheypposed to be, but they are
not really important; like wearing caps in the classroom, andrjo monitor the dress code, or
take up children’s cell phones. Then you get into an altercation with them (April, 24 2008)
During our interviews, the participants talked repeatedly about sclmoois against the use of cell
phones, I-Pods, and use of laptops in classrooms. However, data in thisestealg that educators
find those norms more intrusive to teaching than the actual usecbhdlogical devices in the
classrooms. In some cases, teachers consider technology sleésargcto education, and an essential
part of students’ preparation. Hence, teachers feel divided betakanifig norms implemented in
schools against technology devices, and their own judgment concerniegitirass. Reflecting on the
need of using technology tools during class, and on district and seahesland regulations against
their use, a participant comes to the conclusion that the usehobtegy is an every day event that
should be implemented and supported in classroom practices. He declared:
Maybe | am too liberal. I know there are rules that we havellaf, but to me, they just create
a very hostile environment. We are trying to have the students bewometechnologically
savvy and educated for their jobs and everything. But all that edthetechnology; with all
these obvious advances, new things, new gadgets, new technologicasdbeat they are going
to use. They are pum, pum, pum, pum, pum, texting! You get a job and ydukdow how
text? You are in big trouble! You don’t know computers! Technologhesway of the future,
and whether you like it or not, it is going to happen. But, we have ageainst the use of some
technological devices in school, and that only creates a veryeh@stilironment because

students do need to use technology either we like it or not (April 24, 2008).
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In line with our previous participants, another interviewee agreed:
Just take for example cell phones and AMP3 players; it's ¢hea$ policy that they are not
supposed to have them on campus. Well, look where we are at thistedaid We know they
have them, and | don’t see that there’s a problem. When | tally fads | say, “You know it is
school policy not have them, not to have AMP3 players” | tell tH&my are not supposed to
have them”. But, in my opinion, if they are doing their work, and taee doing everything
they’re supposed to, why should | care if they're listening to tieisic? | don’t get that! Who
cares? That's what | see. That's how they study at home Wialgre using their phone and
other things. And, that's how they should conquer the world (April 25, 2008).

The dialectic tension afurture vs. discipline arises in teachers’ relationships with their students when

teachers have to follow discipline procedures that they considecessay and obtrusive to classroom

instruction. In this instance, the teacher decides that followingtheol policies against the use of

technology is more intrusive to classroom instruction than bredkmgorms against technology use.

The participant continued:
| already told them, “If an administrator walks in and she s&)s, he’s using a cell phone!”
I’'m going to say, “I don’'t know. They know they’re not supposed to.” Amnelaking the rules?
Of course | am, because | think in this age group they do learrswigdit what's wrong. It's
like cussing, | cuss, but not with them. | know when and when not to do itl dowlt feel bad
about it. 1 don’t feel bad about going against policy in that respect. | dorthedeg deal. If you
have control in your class, what is it going to matter? (April 25, 2008)

This participant admitted that she understands the importance of stuatégntion during instruction,

but she considers that the students know when the use of cell phonksratesices is inappropriate.

She noted: “I teach them to keep the phone off when we are working.ji8tejo what they should

do.” She declared that breaking the rules against the use of eghmolclass is not important when the

39



class is under control. So, she allows her students to use themheughtt she knows her behavior
may have effects that can be negative to her and her students.

Our data reveal that teachers often feel trapped betwdéhnfyltheir duties as educators; and
their function as discipline agents, whom are supposed to reinforce igegd¢hat they consider
incongruent in an educational setting. For instance, a particjemfdred that some rules and school
policies are not only hard to reinforce and obtrusive to instructiorihbytcan also become problematic
for teachers’ professional standing. She stated:

Some of the rules or school policies, | think, are pretty sillynghilike the dress code. If a

student comes in and they are practically dressed for a dlag beach, then yes, | think there’s

a problem because that is distracting. But some of the thingsdwass code rules, like taking

some students out of the classroom because they have one smalinithele jeans, | think it's

silly. Most of the times, | tend to oversee things like that. &sle something like when a kid
has an obscene word on their shirt, | am going to notice, and I'ng gmirecommend for dress
code violation, or make them change. But sometimes, | receiveesadtiom administrators
saying that such and such student was in your class first penddyas sent to the office third

period, “He or she was wearing this, and you did not notice!” “You didifitl your duty as a

teacher by reinforcing the dress code violation.” But, what I'm deihgn my kids are in the

room is that I'm focusing in them, in teaching them. | have hdrigoal in mind. And having to
look at these little tiny picking things is now really gettinghe way. It's really annoying (April

25, 2008).

The dialectic tension afurturevs. disciplineseems to be prevalent in teachers’ relationships with their
students. Our study elucidates that teachers are pulled betveefamces that impel them to follow their
primary responsibility as educators, and the forces that push theomiply disciplinary techniques. A

participant reproved:
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They have this thing about dress code in this school. They tend to piockhawior issues-

students when we have a majority and a minority few that are still bgethlardress code, but it

IS view in our society as more acceptable for them, for thesdrede. It is kind of turning the

blank view on it. For example, hair of natural color. My studentrsvbkack, how you call it?

Streak? And that is breaking dress code. When we have a studenatblager leader that her

streak is blond, but is still not her natural color, and nothing happens. 18d,densistent. My

student is disciplined for an ear piercing or face piercing,for example, flip-flops are not
allowed, and everyone is wearing flip-flops. Following all théiseipline issues on dress code

really gets into the path of teaching, especially because they are netex@n@pril 22, 2008).

Our study shows that the dialectic tension mofrture vs. discipline evolves in teacher’s
relationships with their students when they have to choose betwemniegfdiscipline regulations that
they consider disruptive to the learning environment, and directiigatidention to teach their students
in their subject area. However, some teachers are willing to take riskmpdpo$ocus in educating their
students, instead of opting for enforcing rules and regulationatbaigainst what they consider more
beneficial to the students, than intrusive to their education. Thougkachers’ daily interactions with
their students, the dialectic tensionnoirture vs. disciplineis not an isolated set. We found other sets of
dialectic tensions evolving in teacher’s relationships with thieidents. Our data illustrates that in the
daily interactions of teachers with their students, the diale@position ofrespectvs. suspecis also
evident. The dynamics of this set of dialectic oppositions is explained next.

4.8 Teacher-Student Dialectic ofRespect vs. Suspect

The central mission of the teachers is that of educatingghelents. To achieve that mission,
teachers have to conform to certain responsibilities that incloaiglying with policies and procedures
regulated by the educational system, the school district, orghgicular campuses. One of the mayor

procedures that the teachers have to follow is to enforce discgptieedures. Data in this study reveal
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that adhering to their responsibility of enforcing school discipyoa&lelines, in some cases, distorts
teachers’ primary goal, educating their students. Our study sthatvenost teachers treat their students
with respect in order to create the best learning environment. \lWowhey also have to maintain an
atmosphere of wariness to prevent possible students’ misbehavior.aléeaiditension ofespectvs.
suspectemerge in teachers’ relationships with their students whenattachave to decide between
creating a learning environment based on respect for their studerassuming a vigilant position to
prevent possible class disruptions caused by students breaking schoekpaiid procedures. One of
the participants offered his opinion in this matter. He alleged:
You treat them like young adults and they behave like young adultggiYethem their respect,
they respect you back. When you see this little bitty, bititygs, “Oh, your jeans have a whole
in the knee, change them”. Stuff like that, I think it is a wasterd, it is a waste of energy, and
it only makes a hostile environment between students and teachaogsit't help education.
And, I'll say, we should ignore things that are insignificant, andsiweuld focus in the big
picture, which is forming young adults (April, 24 2008).
Teachers are encouraged to create learning environments thbigrstudents are free of fear and feel
respected. But at the same time, they are supposed to be sugbiataliscipline problems may erupt at
any time (Sugai, G. & Homer, R., 1999). One of the participaeslared: “Teachers are hold
responsible for students’ academic progress, as well as for bajignt for possible discipline
disruptions (April 24, 2008).” Findings in this study suggest that tFathelationships with their
students embody the dialectic tensiorredpectvs. suspecthat emerges when teachers have to choose
between creating a learning environment based on respect and truakiagdheir assumed position of
discipline guards.
Teachers face dilemmas in their everyday practice as edsic&urthermore, teachers’ duties

include also dealing with students who display behaviors that arklyhidjsruptive to the
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teaching/learning process (Sugai, G. & Homer, R., 1999). In such, ¢taaelkers are hold responsible

for reinforcing disciplinary sanctions. One of the participants noted:
There is a code in school, and you are supposed to follow it, espéicimu hold the teacher
accountable. You hold the teachers accountable for scores, for dgadegerything; may be
even for where the students are, and for where they have to bet, lespecially because | teach
in a particular setting. I've been lucky enough to have the opportanigath in the Alternative
Program; which is a program for our kinds that are basicallyntale of the regular classroom.
They do something bad, and they are put in Alternative for aicentanber of days, or months,
or a semester, if is bad enough what they did. So, they are dowrtlieevhole semester if they
did something really, really bad; that would be like drugs on campuw¢anol, or showing up
to school drunk, or high, or fighting, or continuous tardiness. If it is tochmafter two or three
referrals, obviously you are not willing to adjust, so you get put inethBomething that
wouldn’t put you there, just get regular detention; let's say youaady, you get a tardy card,
and then you just have to go to lunch detention. And you don’t show up to lunch detgmiion,
go to what they call ISS, which is in school suspension. Thasidgr like a day or two. They
caught you ditching once, you go to ISS just for like a couple of.dByt see, when it's
something heavy like drugs, alcohol, ditching continuously. You disresgeather; you go to
this Alternative Education program. And, depending on the severityhat you did, you are
there from a month to a semester (April 24, 2008).

Even though teachers acknowledge the need to follow school discplicedures to maintain an

environment free of disruptions, they are often caught in the situattibaving to enforce disciplinary

procedures that they consider as being unfair to the student being disciplined. iEigapaeadded:
But, what I've seen is that very often there is a studentetids up in Alternative, and you can

tell is a student with not a lot of economic resources, and thesg®ithe ones whose parents

43



make money, and it is very common where you just see parents withh powmney come to
school a few times threatening, “I am going to bring my lawyexsd all of the sudden, the
administrations says, “lI think we committed a mistake putting ysam or daughter in
Alternative”. And, they go back into the regular classrooms. Biittjsfa regular kid that didn’t
have that parents that came and threaten, and bring lawyerthah&id is in Alternative for the
whole semester not matter what his fault was. | have seeany times. And, that is something
that really bugs me that there is not consistency in the lathis code is, or that the kids are
hold accountable to the rules of school. It is disappointing becausefarnotdon’t think it is
fair (April 24, 2008).
Another participant expressed her point of view in the following way:
| truly believe that everybody should be treated fairly and vasipect no matter their ethnicity
or their economic background. | don’t care, and that is partly what Ingtrouble sometimes,
because | treat everybody fairly and | don’t show any kind gugiee because of economic
background or anything (April 25, 2008).
Our data shows that the dialectic tensiomespectvs. suspecturfaces in teachers’ relationships with
their students when they have to decide between trusting their students, andrgpwmiph their duty as
discipline mediators. Lewis (1999) states that State manda&asher training curricula, or staff
development programs may induce teachers to use discipline aprtlaaheun contrary to their own
ideas of what discipline should be. Hence, the dialectical tensioaspéctvs. suspectappears in
teachers’ relationships with their students when teachers haveai® educational environments based
on respect, but they also have to be watchful of possible students’ misdemeanors.
Research shows that in their daily interactions, teachersdilmamas associated with being
firm, fair, and consistent when implementing school disciplinevise1999). However, a number of

factors may operate to cause teachers to be reluctant temaml their preferred approaches to
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discipline. In this arena, the dialectic contradictionsespectvs. suspecintersect with other dialectical
forces that inhabit in teachers’ relationships with their studémtfie countless sets of opposing forces
taking place in teachers’ relationships with their students, we fthatdteachers struggle with other
leading sets of dialectic tensions (Baxter & Montgomery, 1996ja in this study elucidate that the
dialectic tension otonsistencys. flexibility emerges in teachers’ relationships with their students when
teachers face the dilemma of complying with their professiobagation of being consistent when
assisting their students, and their internal desire of sethigig students in an individualistic way. The
dialectic tension otonsistencys. flexibility that develops in teachers’ relationships with their students
is illustrated in the next section.
4.9 Teacher-Student Dialectic ofConsistency vs.flexibility
A dialectic tension that emerged frequently in teacheesbalizations was that of
consistencys. flexibility. This dialectic tension develops when the teachers encounterosituathere
they question the legitimacy of being consistent with all thieidents. This study reveals that in some
situations, teachers find hard to be consistent with their studespecially when they encounter
situations in where fairness is in question. One of the gaahts illustrates a special situation where
teachers have to decide between bemgsistenand beindlexible She uttered:
All the teachers are trying hardest to get the kinds tm |eand to perform, and to do it legally
fairly. We are not just giving them a grade for nothing. We g@wutcry that happened when
the school district told us that we had to give the students 50rsheik weeks to pass them,
minimum, the first six weeks regardless of what they had madet &f teachers where very
upset with that. So, what's going to happen? We are all condem!far is that going to go?
Where is the stopping point where we are not going to be giving sbemthing to try to tweak
the results? And then, because of the outcry, and actually theafinggchers in a unanimous

group saying, “Hey, these kids haven’t done one thing, haven't turmssignment, why I'm
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going to give them a 507?” “As opposed to this kid that is tryiagd; who is turning work, but
maybe hasn’'t mastered the skills, but is doing something, and gsheanme effort; and then, we
are going be asked to give him failing grades” (April 25, 2008).
The dialectic tension betweasonsistencys. flexibility emerges in numerous situations during the
process of teachers’ relationships with their students. In thse,cteachers face the dialectic
contradiction ofconsistencys. flexibility when they have to choose between giving the same minimum
grades to all of the students regardless of their effort, aing lber with those that work hard and get
failing grades. They often feel impelled to help students, butnayathat they consider fair for all. The
participation of one of the interviewees illustrates this point. She noted:
I’'m trying what | can to help the kids and still, | actualfys“I’'m conveying to these kids the
skills that they need, instead doing magic tricks to make up the msindvethe statistics look
good. They actually are getting the skills that they're gaieed in the real life world”. That's
how I do it. It is frustrating. But I still try to give them what they neegr{i&28, 2008).
Our study shows that teachers feel a tremendous responsibtigypang their students the best they
can. Hence, when they have to make decisions regarding their stugghtseing, and when being
consistent is in the best welfare of their students, then, teatdral to bend their practices in order
to better prepare their students. A participant explained:
| think the students are treated like little babies. And then, thegyug®f here, and then they are
going to go to college, and then they are going to have a job. | skm'thow that helps them. |
think that instead of shinning students to success with fewer thivggsshould keep those
standards high, treat them like young adults, not like babies. Thepuang adults. That is what
they are. | think there is a lot of time and energy wastetlipidities, instead of being applied in

the actual formation of the student (April 24, 2008).
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Other participants in this study agreed with this position. Tkplaged that parents and administrators
do not want students to experience failure, but in their point of viaNurd is positive because it
motivates the student to become better. Consider the point of view of a participarnerei ut
Not exposing the students to failure kind of skews away frommibivation of the students,
because they never really learn responsibility. They nevly tearn to rise up their challenge
when there’s some kind of adversity. Everything now at school isnat;, tiaere is always help.
They're babied, they’re nurtured. You always have the parents that want their kids to
experience anything that might be negative, but that ‘is’ negafikey are going to the real
world, and out there, they’re not going to hold their hands. When theég tee work force,
they're not going to hold their hands. | mean, they’re going to teakearn to defend themselves
and hold responsibilities over actions. | think in high school, teachipgmstilities should be
one of the main things we should be emphasizing, but we don’t. Theyslseem to be
absolved of responsibility; when they misbehave in class; whenctieat; when they do this;
when they do that. We are always trying to find ways to kindog&cit up, or look the other
way, or give these kids a chance, because you know, he is an impoetaber of a sport team
here, and we can’t afford to lose him or her. And other excuseshidte So, there're always
these exemptions that we are making for the kids. So, they hés@mied to take responsibility
for their own actions (May 5, 2008).
This patrticipant, as almost all the teachers in this study, steowigh degree of concern for their
students’ success. Of all the teachers’ relationships the¢ explored, the relationship between
teachers and their students seems to be the closest one, thendmlectic tension afonsistencys.
flexibility emerges in the process of teachers relating with theirrggidenificantly, and in different
circumstances. The intervention of one of the participants of this shudjyrates this point. She

admitted:
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If a student is having a really a hard time personally, lideath in their family, then | will have
to modify for them. If they have some sort of personal emergdratis tgoing on in their lives,
then | will have to slow down and re-teach, or modify their tes¢®ime way, so that they don’t
feel the pressure of so many demands placed on them (April 18, 2008).
Another participant agreed with this position:
Ah! Teachers are very rich on some issues, like if the students come to the@aanttes late,
| need to write them up on a tardy card. That it's odd to measteg my time. | could be doing
what other teacher do, like, “Ah, your foot was not all the wayhé door; you're tardy!” |
mean, what's the big deal? Grading procedures? Some teachetdsngbgive an inch to a kid
who may be is having problems at home. “l don’t care, you hav@noitsi“That’s the way it
is.” “That’s it and that’'s your grade”. | think you have to basycateat everybody as an
individual. And understand that there are going to be things going onrtitbs. Just like there
are things going on in our lives, and we need to, like | saiak, ¢neerybody special in a different
way (April 15, 2008).
The opposing forces afonsistencys. flexibility flourish in various situations during the process of
teachers’ relating with their students. Our data demonstratemiée teachers are obligated to be
consistent in dealing with their students, often, they consider thdigées of the situation, and act
according to their personal judgment. In these instances, teagd being flexible. In some cases,
to be able to fulfill their students’ academic needs in thewaygt teachers have to accommodate their
teachings practices, or even the mandated curriculum of their ®ulbgetheir students needs. For
instance, some teachers in this study declared that theyhintbld school mentality” and outdated
teaching materials problematic to their students’ success. Qerdty, they decide to be flexible, and
change their mandated curriculum in order to help their studenés.bEhe expressions of one of the

participants illustrated a similar situation:
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Some of the things | like to do in my classes, particulaitia literature, are outside the scope
and sequence of the books that | can use. | decided that | am gdingg in some materials
that may be out of scope and sequence, but that my kids will be rkeke tb read and
understand. So, | am going to try to bring more culturally relexeaterials into my classes, as
much as | can get away without being fired in order to help mstadSo, that | don’t run into
a situation like the one | am on this semester, in which I'm garfgil probably 12 to 14 kids
out of the 80 to 90 that | have because they just didn’t turn in the wdrk.they didn’t turn in
the work? Sometimes it is because they are lazy. Someitinselsecause what they are reading
has little cultural relevance to them. They don’t understand. Thgybmasking, “Why | am
reading this?” They don’t understand, so they don’t do their work (April 22, 2008).
This participant explained that to be able to help his students h h&san advocate for them, and
often he needs to defend his position. He declared that being flextdiéer to help his students, is not
free of risk of problems with administration, but he is willingdoe the consequences of his acts. He
admitted:
| say this in my classes and | will say it again, “If yourelve to the Village Inn there at Mesa
and the Freeway, and you see two dogs, one a yellow Lab and angli#s¢ little red dog you
ever seen, and they have silver cups in their mouths, pleaseegiesogsly because Mr. Mouth
is unemployed (April 22, 2008).”
Teachers’ relationships with their students are full of diedé¢ensions that erupt in different situations
during the process of their relating. We found that the dialéetisions ofconsistencys. flexibility
intercept with other sets of dialectic tensions that emergeaichers’ relationships with their students.
The information gathered in this study shows that another set ottthatgppositions appears in

teachers’ relationships with their students significantly. Treectic opposition ofconnectionvs.
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disconnectiorseems to be predominant in our participants’ articulations. Theseekbn will discuss
the interplay of this dialectic set.
4.10 Teacher-Student Dialectic ofConnection vs.Disconnection

A set of dialectic forces that emerges significantly in the participaotsunts is the dialectic set
of connectionvs. disconnection(See Table 3.7). This dialectic tension seems to be prominent in
teachers’ relationships with their students. The participant€utations give significant hints of the
existence of this dialectic tension in their relationships g students. This research shows that the
dialectic forces ofconnectionvs. disconnectionare significant, since in the extent that teachers feel
connected to their students, is in the extent that they feetstfot as educators. One of the participants
explained this matter saying, “One of the good things about tepcdhithe interaction with your
students; if they are motivated to do something, you feel like yosauicgething. You feel like you did a
good job (April 15, 2008).” The force aonnectionwith their students can also be significant to the
teachers when teachers’ responsibilities become stressful, gn@eheverwhelmed by their duties. A
participant expressed, “All these kids...they're the ones that keegame, because | can relate to them,
and it kind of makes me feel good (April 19, 2008).” In return, the trachlso recognize the need of
the students to be connected with them. One of the participants said:

Being a teacher is more than just go and teach the mateomaletithes, the students need

someone to talk to them, someone to maybe tell them what's goimgtiogir lives, and maybe

be a shoulder to lean on. And, when students come in and tell me,tfdal, you for listening

to me.” When | talk to them, that really means a lot to meaumx being a teacher goes

beyond...It is more than teaching Science or Literature. It goes beyor{tfithai5, 2008).
The dialectic tension afonnectiorvs. disconnectiorappears in the relationship of teachers and students
when teachers feel that their students are not interestdee isubjects they teacl participant he

expressed, “There are some students that are unmotivated, andréhtse ones | have trouble with, in
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terms of getting them to learn. But | don’t have any troublb digcipline. They are not really hostile to
me; they are more indifferent. They just sit there and do nothing (April 19, 2008).”

Most of the participants of this study mentioned that one of the lliggalenges for teachers
today is motivating their students to participate in, and find irtténdsarning. One of the participants
affirmed, “Motivating the students is definitely what takes bt inost energy (May 15, 2008).” Also,
our data show that teachers feel the opposite foragisacbnnectionfrom their students when their
students are not motivated to participate, or to learn the sulbi@stdeach. A participant explained,
“The cooperation is not good because they are not prepared ateéhthsyware supposed to be at, and
probably because of that they have no interest in the subjects thaegduo teach them (April 19,
2008).” Our data reveals thdisconnectiorcaused by lack of students’ motivation to learn, and lack of
interest in their education is prevalent in school grounds. A participant lamented:

| have a lot of students that just give up. They don’t do anythingtbetie is no chance for
them to pass anymore. They don’t bring the materials; they doréssignments; they don’'t do
homework; they don’t do anything. They are not interested at all. Thelyeagetd get any grade.

And, it creates discipline problems because if they are not stéerén being there, they just

waste their time doing something else, or just sitting thErey are not interested, so they get

distracted doing something else (April 18, 2008).

Another participant admitted that the problems caused by the lastu@énts’ interest in the subject
matter need immediate attention. She stated:

Sixty percent of the students should not be passing, but they havestd pave to pass them or

| will get in trouble. | think that passing the class is the kBggesue. It is bigger than the

pressures for grades. It's not about grades; it's just gettiegitedit and getting out of High

School. That is why | think that something else has to be done toect@atg You have to teach

not for the grade, not for the credit, but for the sake of learning the subjectZ2p2008).
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As this participant, other participants expressed their concerns thieoptevalence of lack of students’

interest and motivation that pervades in schools. One of them testified:
| think that in the many years that I've been teaching, tidests have changed; their mentality
has changed; their personalities have changed, and | find haleaeder to understand them.
They don't like to listen. They like to be doing things, which is gobdséd to be times when
they were thrill to watch us do something. Now, they don’t wamtatzh us, they want to do it,
which is good, but the attention span is shorter. Also, they don’t valwatemiu When | started
teaching, many, many years ago, | had wonderful students, and they ppadlgiated education.
They really wanted to learn and they thought education was golmgahem. Now, they don’t
care if they don't learn, they don’t care if they faill jive them the chance to make up a test,
they don’t always do it. This is a minority, but | think it's a growing minoritprjA24, 2008).

Our data suggests that teachers seem to be aware that EHoklexits’ motivation is generalized, and it

is becoming problematic. A participant explained:
Something went wrong a long time ago. | don’t know what it wasusechhave been teaching
only three years. But something went terribly wrong becaussttitents are so used to having
their grades doctored so to speak, so that they can pass, #lalt arfe doing the work now, not
them (April 22, 2008).

Teachers perceive the lack of students’ interest as atfuat¢hey have to face. One of the participants

expressed his opinion about the situation. He lamented:
It is hard to keep them in school and make them have intertdsiinstudies, rather than going
out and party, or whatever. There is a force between, or struggledvetheir path in education,
and their social path with their friends and stuff. There is defina force that pulls a lot of

students, especially at this age in high school. It is presesivety strong, and it is hard to keep
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students along the... | don’t say the right path because who is to say what'’s ngbhgr but at
least focused in their studies (April 22, 2008).
Most of the participants in our interviews expressed awarenesshasfges taking place in the
educational system that affect students and teachers. The adidicsil of one of the participants
illustrated this point:
Basically, the entire system has had to adjust, and it ibeinog good. And | think that all the
factors go back to the system. For example, at one time, we wondider irresponsible not
teaching the students responsible behavior and skills. Now, we hdliesaslways to lower our
expectations because is such a mass epidemic of kids comindgpenttassroom, and just not
being able to do what kids used to be able to do, and in such massiversiuimt the “norm” is
that if the students have low grades, it is probably somethimoggwvith the teacher, or the
school, or the system. Rather than, maybe there is something goirgut there that is
sabotaging their ability to learn (April 18, 2008).
Moreover, our data reveal that teachers perceive the dialec@sfofconnectiorvs. disconnectiorthat
emerge in their relationships with their students as a fauaset! by major changes occurring not only
in the educational system, but in society in general. The coneersdtone of the participants pointed
up this assumption:
| think the major massive changes in our culture, in our so@eytthat is what is making it
more and more difficult to students to learn. So, the problems inlélssr@om, within the
classroom, are really not within the classroom. They're fronstiogety outside that is causing
them. | struggle to try to get the students to learn. And, therestant push forward. So, |
struggle to get them back off, to ease off, and to make itre@si@ccommodate their lower
skills, because the skills are not as they used to be as whéiathéy the past. Things changed a

lot, and students changed a lot. But, it's not the kids that self changé)e culture and the

53



society are influences on them and had affected them. So, in tisat gehas been a change; all

the technology, the computer games, the internet, and so on. Therelglsaistraction. It is

hard for the students to actually deal with the technology; treepwrwhelmed. And, we have

to learn to deal with those changes (April 25).

Nevertheless, the information obtained in this study shows thatvelven teachers feel the dialectic
force ofdisconnectiorfrom their students affecting them strongly, they also deahected to them in
the fight for the same goals. One of the participants noted: tRspite of all of that, the students still
continue to learn, and they are wonderful kids in class. They care takoubwn future and their own
learning. Even thought they are fewer and fewer, but thereastill (April 15, 2008). The dialectic
opposition set ofonnectionvs. disconnectiorthat pervades in teachers’ relationships with their students
interplay with countless sets of contradictions that emerge iprteess of teachers’ relating with their
students.

Baxter and Montgomery (1996) recognize: “There is not a finttefs#ialectic contradictions in
personal relationships to be “discovered.” Supporting, this assumptiostutisfound multiple sets of
dialectic contradictions arising in teachers’ relationshiptheg interact with different parties in school
grounds. However, based in our analysis of teachers’ interactisohaol grounds, we affirm that there
is a group of dialectic tensions that is predominant in the procetesdiers’ relationships in school
setting. This research determined that the dialectic tensiconfol vs. emancipationempowerment
vS. oppressionemerge significantly in teachers’ relationships with adstiators, while the dialectic
sets ofsolidarity vs. autonomyand fragmentationvs. unity are central in teachers’ relationships with
administration and with other teachers. This study also found oumntlfa¢ iknot of contradictions that
emerge in teachers’ relating in school grounds, the dialeetissons ohurture vs. discipline respect
VS. suspect consistencys. flexibility, and connectionvs. disconnectionare prominent in teachers’

relationships with their students.
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The core assumption of relational dialectics is that relatipashre organized around the
dynamic interplay of opposing tendencies as they are enactieel imeraction (Baxter & Montgomery,
2006). From a relational dialectic view, Baxter and Montgomerynafthat the ongoing interplay
between oppositional features is what enables a relationshyistoas a dynamic social entity (2006).
Our data encompass hints of countless sets of dialectic tensmesging in the participants’
articulations. Even thought this study focused only on the analyaiseafuced number of dialectic sets
that were found prominent in the participants’ expressions, morectiatensions were being found
with deeper scrutiny of the data. Therefore, several dialdetisions are present in teachers’
relationships in school settings.

411 Summary

The present chapter reported in detail the findings of the presssdrch. The first part of this
chapter analyzed the dialectic tensions found in teachersioredhips with administrators and with
their colleagues. The second part described the dialectic tensioms ih teachers’ relationships with
their students. In the next chapter, the conclusions, implications,imaitdtibns of this study are

presented.
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Chapter 5Discussion and Conclusions

This research had two purposes at its core: first, to exgierieasibility of utilizing dialectics as
a theoretical framework to examine teachers’ relationshipshioods; second, to explore the nature and
type of dialectic tensions present in teachers’ relationshigs administrators, other teachers, and
students. Generally speaking, relational dialectics seems &m @ppropriate framework to analyze
teachers’ relationships in school settings due to its reliabdigxplain the opposing tensions that exist
in teachers’ relationships. Utilizing relational dialecticses@mine teachers’ relationships, we found
multiple dialectic tensions in the process of teachers’ relating with athechool settings.

This study revealed that the dialectic tensionsaitrol vs. emancipation empowermentvs.
oppressiomare prominent in teachers’ relationships with administratordewhe dialectic tensions of
solidarity vs. autonomyandfragmentatiorvs. unity are fundamental in the relationships of teachers with
administrators, and in teachers’ relationships with other teaelsergell. This study also revealed that
the dialectic tensions ofiurture vs. discipling respectvs. suspect consistencys. flexibility, and
connectiorvs. disconnectiorare prominent in teachers’ relationships with their studentsrdduwts of
this study elucidate that teachers’ relationships are conpuiesesses that entail multiple opposite
forces interplaying simultaneously. Moreover, this study prdvesiability of dialectic theory to study
teachers’ school-based relationships.

5.1  Future research

The purpose of this study was to examine the existence of tdiateasions in teachers’
relationships. Some limitations of this study should be considered. First, theatitor obtained in this
study was based on a limited number of interviews with teachleosworked full time at the high
school level. Hence, this study warrants similar researdh avlarger number of participants working

full time a different school levels. Also, Baxter and Montgomery aftlat dialectic contradiction often
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play backstage in the relational processes without the partestcious knowing awareness (1996).
Hence, it could be that the participants were not consciously af#ne dialectic tensions present in
their relationships with others, which a researcher could reacdsnpatterns in their discourses. It may
also be that the perceived tensions found in this study were important only for thisipapulat

Second, this study focused only on a one sided view of the relationgioim thfe perspective of
the teacher. This approach does not allow for a complete viele agixtent to which both sides of the
relationship are in (dis)agreement about the importance of thectdialensions taking place in the
relationship. Perhaps administrators, peers, and students havela/diifierent perspective of the
importance of contradictions that emerge in their relationship.

In essence, this study offers certain key insights about relataiaddctics that teachers
experience, consciously or sub-consciously, and opens a space for kxtheration of tensions,
contradictions, and dilemmas in teacher-centered relationships.

5.2  Limitations

The purpose of this study was to examine the existence of tdiateasions in teachers’
relationships. Some limitations of this study should be considered. First, theatitor obtained in this
study was based on a limited number of interviews with teachleosworked full time at the high
school level. Hence, this study warrants similar researdh avlarger number of participants working
full time a different school levels. Also, Baxter and Montgomery aftlat dialectic contradiction often
play backstage in the relational processes without the partescious knowing awareness (1996).
Hence, it could be that the participants were not consciously af#ne dialectic tensions present in
their relationships with others, which a researcher could reacdsnpatterns in their discourses. It may
also be that the perceived tensions found in this study were important only for thisipapulat

Second, this study focused only on a one sided view of the relationsloim thie perspective of

the teacher. This approach does not allow for a complete viele agixtent to which both sides of the
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relationship are in (dis)agreement about the importance of thecttialensions taking place in the
relationship. Perhaps administrators, peers, and students havela/diifierent perspective of the
importance of contradictions that emerge in their relationship.

In essence, this study offers certain key insights about relataiaddctics that teachers
experience, consciously or sub-consciously, and opens a space for kxtheration of tensions,

contradictions, and dilemmas in teacher-centered relationships.
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Appendix A Interview Script

ID#
Page of total pages

First, | want to thank you for your willingness to participatéhiis project. The primary purpose of this
study is to expand the understanding of teachers’ experiencebaal settings. We are interested in
exploring teachers’ perceptions of the push and pulls of opposite dsnratheir relationships with
other people in their work places. There are not right or wrongeaasPlease, feel free to respond with
confidence that your name and other identifying information will nagHaged with other individuals.
All your responses will be coded and that number will be used fohelhnalysis and reporting. | am
going to be asking you to complete different research instrumaated to your personal information,
as well as about your experiences in your work place. Howelvergmtire time to complete this
information should be no more that 50 minutes. Are there any questimns be begin{Answer any

Questions)
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Appendix B

University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP) Institutional Review Board
Informed Consent Form for Research Involving Human Subjects

Protocol Title: Exploring Dialectical Tensions in Teacher's Relationships in School Sgtting
Principal Investigator: Griselda Rodriguez
Department: Communication

Introduction

You are being asked to take part voluntarily in the research pagsctibed below. Please take your
time making a decision and feel free to discuss it with yoandis and family. Before agreeing to take
part in this research study, it is important that you readdheent form that describes the study. Please
ask the study researcher or the study staff to explairwangs or information that you do not clearly
understand

Why is this study being done?

The primary purpose of this study is to expand the understanding of teachers’ egganesutool
settings. We are interested in exploring teachers’ perceptions of the pushlamd ppposite demands
in their relationships with other people in their working places. Approximately, 80eesawill be
involved in this study that will take place either at the Communication DeparaheftEP campus, or
at a location that meets the requirements of safety, confidentiality, ansl ethic

You are being asked to be in the study because you are a male or female over ti8 ygarsfold and
actively working as a school teacher.

If you decide to enroll in this study, your involvement will last about 40 to 50 minutes.

What is involved in the study?

If you agree to take part in this study, the research team will have anentevith you in where you
will be asked about some personal biographical information. Also, in this study, ydewssked a
variety of questions that have to do with the perceptions you have about the push and pulis betwee
opposite demands in your personal relationships with others in your work placel as aeut your
feelings of satisfaction in your profession. You will be required to respond toetiffistruments in
oral and written form. All the instruments used in this study will be coded to pyaecidentity. Your
answers in oral form will be tape recorded. The recordings will be traedaitd decoded for data
analysis. After the transcriptions of the recordings are done, the recoadimgdl as all the other
instruments used in this study will be stored in a locked cabinet in principal gatess office. Only
the principal investigator will have access to the recordings and to the datéecblht the end of this
study, any identifiable data will be destroyed and the recordings wilkblsear

What are the risks and discomforts of the study?

We do not anticipate any physical or psychological risksto you as a result of participating in this
study.

What will happen if | am injured in this study?
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The University of Texas at El Paso and its affiliates do not offer to pay tmver the cost of medical
treatment for research related illness or injury. No funds have beendgetapay or reimburse you in
the event of such injury or illness. You will not give up any of your legal rights hingighis consent
form. You should report any such injury to Griselda Rodriguez by egnaibdr2001@yahoo.comand
to Lola Norton of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at UTEP at (915-747-884bjai@iutep.edu.

Are there benefits to taking part in this study?

We believe that the final results of this study may be used to develop progractesddioeenhance
teachers’ relationships in their work places that at the same time mayertpachers’ satisfaction in
their profession.

What other options are there?
You have the option not to take part in this study. There will be no penalties involved if you nhbose
to take part in this study.

Who is paying for this study?
There is no funding for this study.

What are my costs?
There are no direct costs. You will be responsible for travel to and from tlaectkesde and any other
incidental expenses.

Will | be paid to participate in this study?
You will not be paid for taking part in this research study.

What if | want to withdraw, or am asked to withdraw from this study?

Taking part in this study is voluntary. You have the right to choose not to take partstuthyisif you
do not take part in the study, there will be no penalty.

If you choose to take part, you have the right to stop at any time. However, weagiecpou to talk to
a member of the research group so that they know why you are leaving thdfshete are any new
findings during the study that may affect whether you want to continue to takgqawill be told
about them.

The researcher may decide to stop your participation without your permigs$iergrishe thinks that
being in the study may cause you any harm.

Who do | call if | have questions or problems?

You may ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you may tbenpaincipal
investigator Griselda Rodriguez by emaibatrodr2001 @yahoo.com

Also, you may contact Lola Norton of the Institutional Review Board (IRB)T&RJat (915-747-8841)
or by email atola@utep.edu

What about confidentiality?

1. Your participation in this study is confidential. None of the information obtainkatlentify you by
name. All records will be coded and stored in locked cabinets. Only the principaigatestvill have
access to the data obtained in this study.

2. The results of this research study may be presented at meetings or irtipablittaough, your
identity will not be disclosed in those presentations.
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Mandatory reporting
Please, understand that if information is revealed concerning illegal activities, the law requires that
thisinformation be reported to the proper authorities.

Authorization Statement

| have read each page of this paper about the study (or it was read to me). hdnosvrig in this study
is voluntary and | choose to be in this study. | know | can stop being in this study withaliy plewill
get a copy of this consent form now and can get information on results of the studyl lvish.

Participant Name: Date:

Participant Signature: Time:

Consent form explained/witnessed by:

Signature
Printed name:
Date: Time:
Yes| want to participate No | do not want to participate
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Appendix C
Structured Written Interview

Person ID #
page of total pages
Gender
Age Date of Birth
Race/Ethnicity
African-American Asian
Caucasian Hispanic Native American Other

Current Marital Status
Married Single Divorced Widowed

Years of formal education completion

BA/BS Degree MA/MS Degree Phd/EdD Degree

Degree

Years of teaching experience
-5 -10 -15 -25

Grade levels taught
Elementary Middle School High School

69

MD



Appendix D Semi structured Interview Protocol

9.

Dialectic Contradictions in Teacher’s Relationships Study
Research Questions

What are the biggest challenges of being a teacher?

. What are the biggest rewards of being a teacher?

Describe the quality of your relationship with your students?

Describe the quality of your relationship with people in your work place othertha
students?

Do you feel that there are any contradictions (I mean any opposing force, argnousull force
between opposite demands that may create tension) in your relationship wistugtants? If
yes, please describe what those contradictions are like.

Do you feel that there are contradictions in your relationships with peopleyotivestudents? If
yes, please describe what those contradictions are like.

Do you think those contradictions have any negative outcome? If yes, please explaichi
ways.

Do you think those contradictions have any positive outcome? If yes, please explaiohn whi
ways.

How do you manage those contradictions? Please, explain.

10.Do you feel that the contradictions in your relationships in your work placeamgveffect on

your personal life? If yes, please explain.

11.Do you think those contradictions create long-lasting tensions?

12.What help, if any, would you like to receive from others to deal with the tensideditaa

contradictions in your relationships?

13. Is there anything else about your personal relationships in school that yallikewb share?
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