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ABSTRACT: Most contemporary r esearch in teacher 
education is focused on theorie s and methods of changin g 
student teachers' beliefs , values , and practices . 
Unfortunately , researchers and practitioners have paid little 
attention to the ethical questions surrounding belief cha n ge. 
To stimulate dia logue in this area, this paper contrasts 
teacher educators desires to change student teachers' beliefs 
and values with their need to foster professional autonomy. 
While most t eacher educators justify their practices on their 
good intentions , superior pedagogy , or the importance of their 
beliefs , enab ling student teachers to gain critical competence 
during their preservice education is arguably jus t as 
important. For a variety of epistemological, sociological, and 
psychological re asons , doing both simultaneou sly is almost 
a lw ays impossible. This conclus ion suggests an unrecognized 
' indoctrination dilemma ' inherent in preservice teacher 
education . The paper concludes by suggesting that teacher 
educators perhaps need to r e-exa mine their intentions. 

RESUME : Aujourd'hui , dan s le domaine de la formation des 
professeurs , la plus grande partie des r echerches est axee sur 
les theories et m eth odes de changement de convictions , 
valeurs et pratiques des eleves -professeurs. 
Malheureusement, ch ercheurs et praticiens n 'ont prete que 
peu d'atte ntion aux questions ethiques entourant !'evidence 
du changement. Pour animer le debat sur ce s ujet , cet article 
met en opposition les souhaits des enseignants-professeurs 
de changer les idees et va le u rs des etudia nts-professeurs et 
leur besoin de developper une autonomie professionne lle. 
Alors que la plupart des enseignants -professeur s basent leur 
experience sur leurs bonnes resolutions , sur leur excellente 
pedagogie ou sur !' importance de leurs convictions, les 
etudiants-professeurs , eux, sont incapables d'acquerir de 
serieuses competences pendant leur pre-activite professorale. 
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Ceci est a us si une question importante. A cause de toute une 
kyrielle de r aiso ns; epistemologique, soc iolo gique et 
psychologique , realiser les deux en meme temps , parait 
presque imp oss ibl e. Ce tte conclusion suppo se «un dilem me 
d'endoctrineme nt» meco nnu , inherent a la pre-activite des 
eleves -professe urs. Le papie r finit en s uggerant qu e les 
ense igna nts-professeur s devraient, sans doute, r evoir leurs 
programmes. 

Whoeve r fights mons t ers s hould see to it that in 
the process h e does not b ecom e a monste r . 
(Friedrich Nietzche , B eyond Good and E vi l, 
1886) 

The spirit of imp rove m e n t is n ot a lways a sp irit 
of lib erty , for it m ay a im at forcing improvement 
on a n unwilling people. (J. S. Mill , On Liberty, 
1859) 

There see m s to be a fairly fundam e ntal dilemma, fram ed by the 
preceding qu ot es from Nietzch e and Mill , implicit in the work of 
teacher ed ucation . My research a nd reading on the b eliefs a nd 
practices of teacher educators indicate that most see their m a in 
a im a s improving schooling and broader society . They b elieve they 
have via ble so lutions to these proble m s, a nd seek to influe nce and 
e nable student teachers to a ddress these proble m s . A great dea l 
of effort , thought, and research has been devoted to 
understanding and implementing teaching m ethods and programs 
that will better e n a ble teacher educ a tors to fulfill these goa ls 
(e .g. , Rich ardso n , 1997) . Unfortunately, while a great dea l of 
thought has bee n devoted to the normative basis of what t each er 
educators would like to see their student te ach ers implement , too 
little thought h as been give n to the ethical bas is of t eacher 
edu cators ' work with stude n t teachers. 

In this p a per , I articulate a seeming dilemma betwee n for 
t each er educators in their atte mpts to do wh at t h ey believe is 
good for sch ools a nd society, a nd what is right for student 
t eachers. H ere I m ean 'dilemma ' in the sp ecific se nse that Katz 
and Raths (1992) articulate. 



A T "INDOCTRINATION DILEMMA" 

The term dilemma r efe r s to a predicament t hat h a s two main 
features .. . (a) I t invo lves a s ituation t hat offers a choice 
betwee n at least two co urses of action, each of which is 
problematic, a nd (b) it concerns a predicament in which the 
choice of one of the courses of action sacrifices the 
a dva ntages t hat might accrue if t he a lternat ive were chose n . 
In sum, a dilemma is a situation in which a perfect solution 
is not available. Each of the choices is s uch that 
predicaments involve a cho ice of negative facto r s as well as 
positive one. (p . 377) 
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Katz and Raths argue that others who us e the notion of dilemma 
in their discussions of teacher education u se the word in the much 
more loose sense of 'very problematic situation' (e .g ., B erla k & 
Berlak, 1981; Cuban, 1992; Lamp ert, 1985) . This loo ser sense is 
usually u se d as a trope en route to a propose d so lution to the 
dilemma, or at least s uggests that a solution is possible . It is 
important to be clear whether the s ituation I have outlined is a 
dilemma or a highly proble matic situation. The dominant view in 
teacher education is the latter . It is this presupposition that 
drives most of the efforts to improve teacher education . In 
contrast I argue that this is not a problem: it is a dilemma. 

To demons trate that this is a dilemma, properly understood, 
I show that teacher educators must choose between two 
competing normative positions . Either they must try to inculcate 
values and beliefs that will be n efit stude nt teachers' future 
students or they can respect their developing professional 
autonomy. Of the two normative claims, the first is easier to 
justify. Empirical studies of the beliefs and practices of teacher 
educators (c .f. , Ducharme , 1993; Grundy & H atto n , 1995; Wideen, 
Boote & Mayer-Smith, in r eview ; & Weber , 1990) demonstrate 
that many , if not mo s t , teacher e ducator s believe that their 
primary objective in teacher e ducation is inculcating beliefs and 
values to improve schooling 1

. To justify the other normative claim 
I review concepts of indoctrination, and find that they provide a 
language to discuss some ethical dimensions of changing 
students' beliefs. Further , to demonstrate that teacher educators 
face a dilemma, I show in that making one choice teacher 
educators will inhibit the other. To justify this claim , I briefly 
explore some epistemological, psychological, and social 
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constraints on these normative choices, which give rise to this 
fundamental dilemma in teacher education. 

Framing the Dilemma 
Consider the following case: 

As the term comes to an end, George is resigned and 
frustrated. It was the first time he taught Teaching 
Methods in Science Education, the subject of his 
dissertation research. The thoughtfulness of the work of 
some of his students impressed George. But it was an odd 
class to teach, with about h alf of the students in the 
teacher education program a nd the remainder from a wide 
variety of other undergraduate programs. It was mainly 
from the latter group that George found the impressive 
work. The student teachers, on the other hand , held their 
beliefs about Science Education dogmatically. George 
couldn 't tell them anything because they already knew 
everything. Perhaps what George found most irritating is 
that they were very good at figuring out what he wanted 
to hear and giving him that. But he could tell that he was 
not 'getting through.' While George has some strongly held 
beliefs about Science Educa tion , his main desire was to 
have his students appreciate the importance of a wide 
variety of perspectives. The students from other Faculties 
and programs were willing and able to engage George in 
this dialogue, but not the student teachers. After the 
term, George commiserated with another teacher educator 
in his program. "It was like they were indoctrinated." 
George said. "Especially the ones from Darla's class."2 

As George 's case demonstrates , the inability of teacher educators 
to influence student teachers can be quite disheartening. For this 
reason, many teacher educators are struggling to find ways of 
understanding this problem and to improve their ability to affect 
the beliefs of student teachers. But let's re-examine the case from 
Darla's perspective . If she had described her work with these 
students, she likely would have a happier tale to tell. Her student 
teachers seemed to have learned what she intended and 
maintained those beliefs well after her course. 
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Most of us have heard grumbling about our colleagues' 
practices, as George does about Darla. Practicum supervisors 
complain that university-based teacher educators fail to 
understand the realities of practice. University-based teacher 
educators complain that practicum supervisors abrogate their 
efforts. Curriculum professors complain about foundations 
professors, and vice versa . This mutual criticism among teacher 
educators 1s not surprising considering the fundamental 
paradigmatic differences within the teacher education 
community. However, there seems to be something more 
interesting here . Perhaps there is something to George 's off-hand 
description of these students as being indoctrinated. 

Indoctrination 
Indoctrination is a loaded term, so I introduce it into the 
discussion of teacher education only after considering a myriad of 
other terms and concepts available to discuss mis-education. It is 
seemingly the very opposite of education properly understood. 
The small but robust literature examining this concept provides 
some useful distinctions as we try to understand the ethical basis 
of belief change in teacher education, and what George was 
pointing to in the practice of his colleague. This literature allows 
me to explore some implications of these distinctions. 

Three Definitions of Indoctrination 

As this literature comes from the research tradition of philosophy 
of education , writers are concerned to understand the necessary 
and sufficient conditions of indoctrination. This analysis provides 
a rich way of understanding how education ca n go wrong .3 Three 
definitions of indoctrination are common (Snook , 1992). If person 
X has convinced person Y that proposition P is correct, when is 
this interaction properly considered indoctrination? One view 
holds that the necess ary and sufficient conditions depend on the 
intentions ofX. The second view is concerned with the methods X 
used to convince Y that P is correct. The third view argues that 
one need only consider the content of P . 
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Intentions 
A teacher is educating when his or her intention is to help 
learners to come to think for themselves, and to think critically 
about their beliefs. Indoctrination occurs, according to this view, 
when an indoctrinator intends to inculcate her students with 
unshakable beliefs and to stifle critical thinking . A person 
indoctrinates P (a proposition or set of propositions) if teaching 
with the intention that pupils will believe P regardless of the 
evidence. 

However , three problems arise with the argument for 
intentions as a sufficient criterion of indoctrination . First, it 
seems clear that there can be the intention to indoctrinate 
without indoctrination occurring. A science teacher educator may 
intend a student teacher to believe the importance of hands-on 
science without question, but the student may not adopt the 
belief. If the intentions fall on deaf ears, no indoctrination will 
have occurred. Intentions are contingent, not necessary. Second, 
the opposite circumstance can occur. Indoctrination may occur 
without its being intended . Taking a silly example , a 
multicultural education instructor wants her students to 
challenge her critically, so she plays devil' s advocate . She tells 
the class that people from Asia are inferior to people from Africa, 
and gives some non -rationa l reasons , such as a taller population 
is better than a shorter population . If this assertion is consistent 
with a student's existing beliefs , he or she may not think 
critically and may accept this claim on the basis of authority, 
ignoring a ny other evidence which m ay dispute the claim . This 
student has been indoctrinated without the teacher having the 
intention to do so . Once again we can see that intentions are not 
necessary to indoctrin ation. Third, another problem for the 
intention criterion as the key to indoctrination is that it fails to 
delineate between different beliefs. There are certain things that 
a teacher would intend unshakable belief that we would not 
consider indoctrination. For example, a teacher educator can 
inte nd to teach his or her student teachers their legal 
responsibilities. This teacher may not show any evidence , simply 
telling the students the facts and refusing to discuss or elaborate 
them. We might call this poor educational practice, but do we 
wish to call this indoctrination? I don't think so . 
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As I mentioned above, much of the literature in teacher 
education is predicated on good intentions. Critical refection is 
widely seen as an important mean s of enabling student teachers 
to questions their prior beliefs, but I see little evidence that most 
teacher educators are concerned to enable student teachers to 
critically examine the teacher educators' beliefs . Seen in this way, 
intentions are not useful in helping us to understand the tension 
between George and Darla because each had excellent intentions. 
However, intention does play a role in unethical and illegitimate 
teaching methods, as I discuss shortly. 

Methods 

According to the second view, an indoctrinator intentionally or 
unintentionally uses methods of instruction that lead to 
indoctrination . The fact that this practice can happen 
unintentiona lly is important in cases in which the indoctrinator 
is him or herself indoctrinated, or is simply unaware or incap a ble 
of employing methods that would not indoctrinate. 

Hamm (1989) divides the methods into three kinds: legitimate 
practices , poor teaching, and unethical methods. Legitimate 
practices include illustration , explanation, memorization, and 
recitation. To be legitimate , a teacher must teach in a way that 
enables students to understand the claim being made, evidence 
and warrants supporting it, and to see that these are consistent 
(c .f. , Toulman, 1958). Education of this kind is presumed to 
dominate the disciplines in Faculties of Arts and Science, and is 
assumed to be the norm of university teaching. These rational 
norms are contrave ned by the use of poor or unethical teaching 
methods. 

Illegitimate methods are seen when teachers refuse to discuss 
a controversial issue, use cynicism in place of evidence, or use 
personal charm or threat of sanctions to persuade students . 
Unethical methods include selective u se of evidence, suppression 
of counter-evidence, and disregard for criticism. Both illegitimate 
and unethical teaching methods are manipulative . Like all forms 
of manipulation , illegitimate and unethical methods need not be 
intentional.What distinguishes the two is that unethical methods 
are deceptive, intentionally manipulating information presented 
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to students to cause them to hold certain beliefs (c. f. , No ggle , 
1996) . 

Both illegi t im ate and unethic a l m ethods are proble matic 
because they contrave ne our ass umptions a bout rational and 
moral behavior : 

Acting ma nipulative ly toward so meo ne, then , is an affront to 
her as a ra tional and mora l being ; for it is an a ttempt to 
thwart her mora l and ration a l age ncy , which has as its goal 
the correct adjustment of her psychologica l leve r s . To a ttempt 
to thwart th e goa ls so meone h as qua r at ion a l mora l age n t is 
to fail to respect her rational mora l age ncy . And s ince a 
person's rational mora l age ncy is crucia l to her personhood , 
to fai l to respect it is to degrade her ; i t is to treat her as less 
than a person . And for that r easo n it is wrong. (Noggle, 1996, 
p. 52) 

M a nipulative t eachin g me t hods, especia lly deceptive on es, fai l to 
respect, maintain, a nd deve lop studen ts' rational an d mora l 
agency. 

It seems unlikely that legi t imate methods co uld be 
indoctrin ative. As well , poor teaching does not n ecessarily result 
in indoctrination , a l t h ou gh it may if it is co n sistent and 
programmatic. H oweve r , unethical teaching methods possibly 
may be at the root of indoctrin a tion . Indoctrin a tion for most 
people connotes such detestable methods as distorting evidence, 
programmatic definitions , or intimidation to stop di scu ssion. 
The se m ethods sh ould n ot be co n ide red acceptab le edu cationa l 
practices, a nd it ca n be said indoctrination demands s u ch 
methods beca u se of t h e n ature of th e content. 

In th e not-too-distant past, teacher educators te nde d to use 
illegitimate a n d eve n unethica l methods: lecture s with little 
opportunity for d iscussion , san ctio n s for n ot following p rescribe d 
methods or b e lie fs , a nd u se of personal a u t ho r i ty in place of cle a r 
reasons (B oote, Wideen , Mayer-Smith, & Yazon, 2001). While 
teacher edu cation h as shifted in t he last seve r a l deca des to 
e mphas ize good teaching methods (Boote , Wideen , Mayer-Smith , 
& Moon , 1998), I see little evidence t h a t these ethically s uperior 
practice s have bee n a dopted primarily ou t of concern for 
developing r atio nal beliefs . Rather, it seem s that teacher 
educators a re prim a rily co ncerned with the instrume n ta l value of 
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these methods because they are deemed more effective for 
changing student teachers' beliefs and behaviors. 

Unfortunately , unethical and illegitimate methods are 
inadequate to establish indoctrination. An indoctrinator can use 
a multitude of different methods, some of which are legitimate. 
As well , there is no consensus about which of the above methods 
can be considered indoctrinating. As I discuss in more detail 
below, rational teaching methods frequently fail , so teacher 
educators must occasionally use non-rational methods for 
legitimate purposes . Furthermore, there is no necessity that an 
indoctrinator must use nefarious methods. Rather, methods are 
always parasitic on doctrinal content. 

Content 

The words 'indoctrination' and 'doctrine' have a clear etymological 
connection. Indoctrination means literally imparting doctrines. 
However , the concept of indoctrination has evolved so the literal 
meaning need not take precedent. The contention that doctrines 
are essential to indoctrination must go beyond the etymological 
connection. 

To understand the argument in favor of doctrines as necessary 
to indoctrination, we must have a clear concept of doctrine. 
Doctrines are particular kinds of beliefs (adapted from Kazepides , 
1987, p. 235) 

(1) Doctrines are unfalsifiable, concerning the existence of 
beings , states of affairs, or relationships that are not 
amenable to empirical consideration. For example, the 
constructivist nature of learning science is, in principle, 
unfalsifiable. We can find plenty of evidence that seems to 
support this view of learning a nd some evidence that methods 
consistent with this principle enable students to learn better. 
However , we cannot de sign an intervention what would show 
us that this principle is incorrect. More generally, Egan 
(1978) argues that all curricular pos itions make ethical, 
epistemological, and ontological presuppositions that are not 
amenable to empirical investigation. 4 

(2) Doctrines are neither criteria ofrationality nor irrationality. 
While we might believe that a student teacher who fails to 
believe the constructivist nature of learning is incorrect, we 
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would not assert that she or he is irrational. Rather, it would 
be more appropriate to de scribe someone who rejects the 
dominant presuppositions of a community as a "heretic." In 
contrast, we would become concerned about the rationality of 
a student teacher seriously blaming her or his effectiveness 
on invisible little monkeys. 

(3) Doctrines usually, but not always, act as guiding principles 
for interpreting the world or the existence of people in the 
world. Science teacher educators are not merely interested 
that student teachers believe that learning science is best 
seen as a constructive , they wish that student teachers see all 
learning (and failures to learn) in this way. 

(4) While doctrines are descriptive propositions , they usually also 
have a prescriptive and proscriptive function. Science teacher 
educators want student teachers not only to see student 
learning as constructed, but also to de s ign their curriculum to 
be consistent with this belief and avoid activities that are 
inconsistent . 

(5) The institution or authority that upholds the doctrines uses 
them in a pre scriptive manner over the d a ily live s of 
individuals. Science teacher educators u se their pos itions of 
authority to insist that student teachers design their 
curricula and teaching practices to be consistent with a 
constructivist perspective. They also seek to influence 
provincial and national curricula for the same reason. 5 

Kazepides (1987) argues that a ll paradigmatic cases of 
indoctrination meet conditions 1, 2, a nd 5, and most meet 
conditions 3 and 4. Therefore , he argues, doctrines are essential 
to indoctrination. 

Spe a king of doctrines in teacher education may seem out of 
place. Except those teacher educators with overt religious or 
political convictions , I doubt that any see it as their job to teach 
'doctrines ' as such. Yet, many ide as that are fundamental to 
contemporary educational discourse - such as multiculturali s m , 
constructivism, liberalism - fulfill Kazepides ' criteria for 
doctrinal content. My point here is not to que s tion these ideals , 
but to question the ethical bas is of teaching them to preservice 
teachers . 
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Indoctrination - Strong and Weak 
As I discussed, only with caution do I introduce the concept of 
indoctrination to describe the practices of teacher educators. I'm 
cautious because of the various ways the word is used . When 
some people use the word, they have certain exemplar cases in 
minds , usually involving ideological, religious, or political 
indoctrination . For this reason , Kazepides (1989) argues 
convincingly that the word indoctrination ought to be reserved for 
the most despicable trespasses on human freedom in which 
doctrine overcomes reasoned thought. At the same time, try as I 
might , I cannot find another word in the English language to 
convey what I believe people mean when they use the word 
indoctrination in a more loose sense. When George complains that 
Darla has 'i ndoctrinated' their common student teachers because 
they are unwilling and unable to consider his arguments, he is 
pointing at some very important phenomena for which we don't 
have a ready concept if we insist on using the word indoctrination 
1n a narrow way. 

For this reason I feel the need to distinguish between strong 
and weak senses of indoctrination, although the distinction 
between them is best described as vague. The strong sense is 
characterized by the teaching of doctrines qua doctrines, in which 
cases the content criterion is sufficient. This situation may seem 
to cover paradigm cases of religious and political indoctrination. 
Ifwe accept this articula tion of the stro n g sense of indoctrination, 
it is clear that any teacher e ducator who uses her or his position 
of authority to enfor ce t h ese religious or political doctrines is 
guilty of indoctrination. 

In contrast, Siegel (1991) puts forward a n articulation of 
indoctrination distinct from t he three positions outlined above. 
That is, Y h as been indoctrinated if she holds that P is true 
without evidence to support it , or considers evidence against P to 
be irrelevant. Thus, it is Y's style of belief that is the crucial 
determinant of indoctrination - that is , dogmatic beliefs. A 
teacher has indoctrinate d a student when t h at student does not 
or cannot question on t h e b a s is of evidence , or reason the validity 
or truth of the belief. In this way , questionable intentions, 
methods , and content, while neither necessary nor sufficient for 
indoctrination , a ll tend to promote non-evidential , non- critical 
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beliefs . If a student holds beliefs on a reasoned basis and is 
willing to critically examine evidence against the belief knowing 
that she or he may have to change that belief, then that student 
has not been indoctrinated. This definition of indoctrination is 
clearly much broader than Kazepides' and seems consistent with 
George's concern. I call this the weak case of indoctrination . 

However, if we accept this articulation of indoctrination, it 
would seem impossible to teach many things without 
indoctrinating. For this reason , Siegel (1991) makes the critical 
distinction between indoctrination and non-indoctrinatiue belief 
inculcation . If we accept that education, in the true sense, serves 
to increase a student's ability to reason and be creative, then this 
distinction becomes important . We cannot teach the importance 
of reasoned thinking in a reasoned fashion; until a person 
understands certain things , reason is not possible . We must 
inculcate certain beliefs and attitudes so that students will be 
able to behave in a reasoned way later. I return to this important 
caveat below. 

To more fully understand the concept of indoctrination, we 
need to identify why it disturbs us . Could it be simply the 
methods , content, intention, or style of belief that disturbs us 
about indoctrination? I believe not . While there may be some 
intellectual disdain for a religious or political group teaching 
certain beliefs, this practice is not enough to evoke the revile we 
have for indoctrinators. Nor are we s imply disturbed by people 
who hold beliefs in a dogmatic fashion . Rather, what disturbs us 
is what indoctrinated people will do as a result of their beliefs. 
What bothers us is the universality, prescriptivity, and coercive 
social power of doctrines that I discussed above. George is worried 
about what his student teachers will do as a result of their 
dogmatic beliefs , not the beliefs themselves . He is worried about 
the way they will teach as a result of those beliefs . As well, he is 
worried that they may not be able to question those beliefs or be 
able to explore other ways of teaching . 

In the paradigm cases, religious and political indoctrination 
requires people to do certain things and not do other things. In 
and of themselves, these practices may well be unobjectionable. 
They are more likely to be objectionable in two circumstances . 
First, when dogmatically held beliefs produce behaviors that 
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negatively affect the rights of other people , we become worried. 
Second, when beliefs are held dogmatically, people are unable to 
adjust their behavior to be contextually appropriate . Doctrinal 
claims are all embracing and contextually invariant. 

I have argued elsewhere that the core criterion of being 
educated as a teacher is the ability to develop professional 
autonomy (Boote, in review). Teacher education curricula must 
enable student teachers to develop a generative core of 
competencies that will enable them to meet the complex, 
competing demands made of teachers. As well, it must enable 
them to develop the self-control and procedural independence 
required for acting upon their profession a l deliberations and 
decide among options without being unduly influenced by other's 
opinions . Student teachers' self-control may be compromised 
when teacher educators prevent them from being able to 
deliberate about their practice or a ct upon those deliberations. 
This practice gives rise to a tension (and perhaps a dilemma) 
between enabling specific competencies and dispositions that we 
as teacher educators believe student teachers should command, 
and the desire that they not be unduly influenced by us . This 
analysis makes it clear that understanding the nature of 
indoctrination is important in teacher education. 

A clearly wrought concept, such as this conceptual analysis 
provides , is a lovely thing to behold. So too is an unambiguous (if 
still somewhat vague) normative proscription: thou shalt not 
induce thy students to hold dogmatic beliefs that will lead them 
to teach in contextually invariant ways. Amen . 

A Reality Break 
If we accept the claim for the importance of inculcating 
professional autonomy and the concomitant prohibition against 
leading student teachers to hold their beliefs dogmatically, we 
have accepted the other horn of a dilemma. Teacher educators 
have become rather anxious to find and improve their methods of 
changing beliefs and values, for very good reasons. In their 
review, Wideen, Mayer-Smith, & Moon (1998) found that most 
research describes student teachers as having firmly held, 
contextually invariant beliefs, a condition we might describe as 
'indoctrinated' in the weak sense. Most preservice students are 



74 DAVID N. BOOTE 

unable to rationally defend their beliefs and practices , and tend 
to exhibit an inability to adapt their teaching to changing 
contexts. Further, all researchers reviewed agreed that those pre­
existing beliefs are not generally conducive to good teaching or 
improving the quality of schooling . As a result of the beliefs they 
develop before they engage in formal teacher training, their 
educational practices would be viewed by most as objectionable. 
As Ashton (1996) argues , while we may bemoan the inadequacies 
of the dominant teacher education models , they are a significant 
improvement over no training . On a broader scale, many teacher 
educators are very concerned about social inequalities, and the 
need to better socialize citizens or train employability skills. They 
see their work with student teachers as a means of addressing 
these social problems. 

I suspect that even in cases where teacher educators explicitly 
hold both of these normative positions, they do not believe that 
they are contradictory. But these clear normative concepts need 
to be tempered by reality - ought implies is6 

- because there is 
ample evidence that teacher educators can only very rarely 
accomplish both aims. I have identified three widely-held 
descriptive claims about the nature of teacher education: the 
ineffectiveness of most teacher education programs, the 
overwhelming difficulty of changing beliefs in non-manipulative 
ways , and the reality of epistemic dependence. These three 
problems show that teacher educators cannot, in good faith , hope 
to achieve both meritorious belief change and enable professional 
autonomy in student teachers at the same time. 

Programs 

While the nature and structure of teacher education programs 
vary greatly, a few generalizations seem to hold, especially for 
programs that are deemed to be less successful. They provide 
relatively little focused time on educational issues or their 
relationship to practice, in piece-meal, lecture-based programs 
which leave the students to integrate the (at times antagonistic) 
beliefs they acquire through their disparate courses (Boote et al., 
1998) . Taken together, these common characteristics of teacher 
education programs make it very hard for student teachers to 
develop well-reasoned beliefs about education and schooling. In 
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this kind of institutional climate, it is little wonder that teacher 
educators have difficulties . 

The common response to programmatic problems is the 
frequent call to change those characteristics of teacher education 
programs. But as we show in a recent analysis of the history of 
Canadian teacher education these efforts at improving teacher 
education programs systematically underestimate the important 
tradition in program reform . The very features of teacher 
education programs that are the most problematic are also the 
hardest to change because they run to the root of the teacher 
educators ' social power and authority (Boote , et al., 2001). 

Persuasion 
The picture is m a de even gloomier by Pajares' (1992) observation 
that on those relatively rare occasions when student teachers do 
change their beliefs, they exhibit a Gestalt shift from one 
paradigmatic position to another. While teacher educators have 
mainly used psychological constructivism (c.f., Richardson, 1997) 
to understand the difficulty of encouraging belief change, social 
psychologists have long understood the difficulty . As social 
psychologists such as Tversky (1972) have shown, even very well­
educated peop le revert to heuristic (i.e ., non-rational) means of 
reasoning in areas in which they have little competence . People 
are awash in information, and continually expected to make 
decisions about the truth or validity of ideas without having to 
engage in prolonged deliberations . Rather than considering all 
the complexities of an issue, people typically rely on one or a few 
factors , especially when issues are complicated. This is especially 
important to remember in teacher education where few issues are 
uncomplicated. Teacher educators typically have spent years 
studying the topics they teach ; their students spend at best 
weeks . 

Social psychologists have long understood how to manipulate 
these heuristic means of reasoning (Cialdini, 1987). These 
methods tacitly encourage people to adjust their beliefs, 
attitudes , and practices so that there is consistency among their 
sense of self, knowledge appraisals, values, and peer groups. This 
alignment is not least what made it so difficult for George to work 
with his student teachers . Intentionally or not, Darla managed to 
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inculcate in her beliefs about science education in a way that her 
student teachers found to be consistent with their notions of 
themselves as teachers , that expressed their values, and was 
socially validated . Teacher education practices which only 
account for one of the four are unlikely to have much affect . Yet 
teacher educators who revert to these non-rational means of 
persuading student teachers are open to charges of manipulating 
those students . 

Epistemic Dependence 

Setting aside these substantial pedagogical , programmatic, and 
psychological problems, there remarns an important 
epistemological problem. My analysis of indoctrination presumes 
that intellectual independence is central to rational behavior. 
Hard wig (1985) analyzes the notions of intellectual independence 
and finds it significantly lacking in credibility. Whereas this 
notion of rationality requires each individual to understand the 
reasons and warrants for their beliefs, Hardwig correctly points 
out that most of our beliefs are not held in this way. For instance, 
I believe that the moon is a satellite of Earth , that HIV causes 
AIDS, and that schools are racist and sexist institutions. I am 
non-expert on these issues and I must, in varying degrees, rely on 
expert opinions. Hardwig claims that because I am a non -expert, 
I ought rationally to refuse to think for myself and passively 
accept the opinion of experts . As a non-expert on the moon , AIDS, 
and school racism and sexism , I have reason to believe that 
experts have better warranted reasons for their beliefs than I. 
Because I must rely on their expert opinions , my intellectual 
independence is suspect . 

This said, I argued above that we must inculcate a generative 
core of beliefs so that students will eventually gain professional 
autonomy. But when we consider the great number of beliefs 
about students, education, schooling, and society, student 
teachers must learn to behave as educational experts believe they 
must. It seems utterly preposterous to assert that teacher 
educators can enable all their student teachers to have 
intellectual independence. The corollary of epistemic dependence, 
Hard wig claims, is that we must also reject the presupposition of 
individual cognitive responsibility . As a teacher educator, I 
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frequently lead my student teachers to believe that I am an 
expert on certain issues. I then encourage them to believe certain 
things about education because I, an expert, have told them that 
these are the rational things to believe. But if Hard wig is correct, 
it is now I, the expert teacher educator, who is responsible for 
their beliefs and, more importantly, the ways they act as a result 
of those beliefs. There's the rub - or at least part of it. 

Fortunately, Siegel (1988) provides a little more nuance for 
this problem. He reminds us that student teachers are still 
responsible for their decision to believe that we, teacher 
educators, are experts. In so far as teacher educators do not 
mislead them about our expertise, they cannot be held 
responsible for student teachers' irrational intellectual 
dependence on us. We also need to remember that we are only 
responsible for their behavior in so far as it is consistent with the 
likelihood that we, the experts, are correct . Given the weak 
epistemic position of much of what counts for educational 
knowledge (Labaree, 1998), a certain degree of modesty is 
necessary and our students need to be aware of the highly 
contingent and contextual nature of the knowledge of educational 
experts. This said, I suspect that epistemic dependence is the 
least of teacher educators' problems. As I have already discussed, 
teacher educators have a greater difficulty persuading student 
teachers that they have any expertise whatsoever , let alone that 
they should act on it. 

'Dilemma,' not 'Problematic Situation' 
On one horn of the dilemma is a normative claim that teacher 
educators have a clear ethical injunction to promote the epistemic 
independence of their student teachers. On the other horn of the 
dilemma is the ethical injunction that teacher educators should 
inculcate values and beliefs that will improve the quality of 
teaching and learning in the school. Further, there are several 
reasons to believe that teacher educators cannot do both of these 
things at the same time, and that effort at one will contravene the 
other: 

1) student teachers existing beliefs and values leave them poorly 
prepared to face the very difficult conditions of schooling; 
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2) most teacher education programs are poorly designed to 
educate teachers; 

3) teacher educators have limited ability to persuade and 
influence beginning teachers in non-mqnipulative ways; 

4) the reality of epistemic dependence and the poor epistemic 
position of the knowledge we seek to inculcate. 

That is, teacher educators face a dilemma, not a mere 
problematic situation. Framed in this way , the teacher education 
comm unity is faced with a seemingly bleak prospect. As Katz and 
Raths (1992) discuss , dilemmas cannot be solved but they can be 
approached dialectically and we can interrogate the questions 
themselves. Perhaps, then, readers might prefer to see the 
dilemma I construct as an invitation to reflexively examine our 
beliefs and practices, and an invitation to further discuss the 
ethical basis of our work. Two general approaches seem possible. 

First, perhaps the ethical standards I have argued for here 
are too high, or miss the mark somewhere. Considering the 
present difficulties in changing the beliefs and practices of 
teachers, does laye ring this ethical principle on top make the job 
of teacher educators untenable? Perhaps. Surely, seeking only to 
avoid indoctrinat ion is a barren ethics to apply to the difficult 
work of teaching teachers, but I am hard pressed to not see it as 
an absolute minimal criterion. Maybe the ethical claim to improve 
schools outweighs our uneasiness at manipulating student 
teachers. Remember that Siegel (1991) asserted that what and 
how we teach must 'eventually' lead our students to hold those 
beliefs in a reasoned fashion. If we are relatively incapable of 
enabling our students to hold their beliefs in non-dogmatic ways, 
which enable contextual flexibility, perhaps we are better to 
simply train them into the right beliefs and practices, and hope 
that they will eventually come to hold these beliefs and practices 
in a rational way. Or maybe promoting professional autonomy 
will naturally lead student teachers to better address the 
problems of schooling. I suspect that neither of these answers will 
satisfy most teacher educators. 

Second, perhaps my empirical claims are contentious and 
there is indeed some means of accommodating both ethical 
injunctions at once . This second approach seems to be the focus 
of most attempts at teacher education reform . These efforts 



AN "INDOCTRINATION DILEMMA" 79 

include: reducing epistemic dependence of student teachers on 
their teacher educators by promoting reflective practice; 
improving the pedagogical practice of teacher educators to 
improve their ability to persuade student teachers; improving the 
quality of our programs to educate student teachers; and 
improving the quality of applicants to teacher education 
programs . The fact that a few students manage to graduate from 
teacher education programs not indoctrinated may lead us to 
believe that this is not a dilemma proper. If we can do it for one, 
the tacit reasoning goes, then we can do it for the rest - if only we 
get the conditions right. Our relatively few successes drive 
enormous efforts. 

But , like the heuristic reasoning I discussed above, I question 
whether teacher educators are ignoring the mass of evidence by 
focusing on the cases they prefer. Behind this suggestion is the 
fear that we do more harm than good in our efforts. I do not 
believe that this dilemma is reducible to a mere difficult 
situation. Attempts at program reform and improving instruction 
may incrementally ameliorate the dilemma for some teacher 
educators in some circumstances, but this tension remains 
fundamental to the beliefs and practices of teacher educators in 
a modern institution in a post-traditional society . If this analysis 
is correct, teacher educators continue to struggle with a 
fundamental dilemma in their practice. 7 

NOTES 
1. Of course, there is substantial disagreement among teacher 
educators about the nature and relative importance of the problems 
facing schools or possible solutions. 
2. "George" is a colleague and friend who wishes to remain 
anonymous. He has examined the way I present his comments in the 
case and agreed to allow me to publish it. It should be noted that 
George usually gets good to very good teaching evaluations from his 
work with pre- and in-service teachers. I was un a ble to discuss the 
situation with "Darla." 
3. Readers need to understand that while the explicit subject is 
indoctrination, what is actually being debated is the licitness of 
religious, and occasionally political, education . This seems to be an 
appropriate language for discussing the beliefs and practices of 
teacher educators when we consider the strong political and 
ideological agenda of many teacher educators. 
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4 . More specifically, these metaphysical presuppositions provide the 
basic support for doctrines , and inculcating these presuppositions is 
prerequisite for indoctrination . For example , someone taking a 
psychological constructivist position in science education would 
generally presuppose: (a) that children are intrinsically good and 
able to make m eaning without elaborate constraints on their 
learning, (b) that what is most important is a child's beliefs and what 
they come to believe , and (c) that it is what a child will be able to do 
in the future that is most important . These presuppositions are in 
stark contrast with more traditional views of science education which 
presuppose that (a) children need elaborate guidance to learn, (b) 
that accepted scientific knowledge is what is most important, and (c) 
that what is mo s t impor ta nt is that the child learn the dominant 
beliefs about sc ie nce. Of co urse , neithe r the psychological 
constructivist position nor the traditional position are without 
internal dissent, but this descent is mainly at the level of 
unrecognized difference s in presuppositions. My thanks to Kieran 
Egan for helping me to clarify this point . 
5. While contemporary teacher education and schooling are 
relatively weak at enforcing sanctioned beliefs compared to 
traditional religious and political organizations , it is a difference in 
degree, not of kind . 
6 . For example, there is a clear normative proscription against 
killing other people. But if a killing happens because of extenuating 
psychological or social circumstances then the killer is not culpable 
of murder. 
7. Another possibility , to be fashionably reflexive , is that this so­
called dilemma is in fact an artifact of my methodology. My analysis 
may have 1-ead me astray through my choice of distinctions , 
inappropriate normative weighting, or that the empirical 
generalizations my analysis rests upon are faulty. 
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