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Abstract
The study aims to investigate how teacher candidates with different ideologies differ in their
use of dialogic learning principles in the dialogic teaching. The design of the study is a multiple case study in qualitative research methods. The educational ideologies of teacher candidates identify the cases of the study. The data were derived from the rubric results filled by
the teacher candidates and the focus group interviews at the end of the lessons. The results
showed that there is no difference in the levels of dialogic teaching principles of teacher
candidates with different educational ideologies. The study is important in terms of showing
how the characteristics of the dialogic principles change in teacher candidates that has albeit
implicitly an ideology. Also, it shows that how participants with different educational ideologies differ in a dialogic learning environment due to their ideology.
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Introduction
Dialogic teaching is a talk-based teaching method in classrooms. In the teaching
method, talk has some features, principles, and repertoires to frame the method. Dialogy in talk is emphasized in many fields. For instance, Freire (1970) stated that dialogy is a power to transform society. Bakhtin (1981) also highlighted that dialogism
theory is a thinking of heteroglossia and polyphony in language and literature fields.
In teaching pedagogy, Alexander (2004) revealed the dialogic teaching which includes
using dialogues as classrooms method.
Empirical studies of dialogic teaching have been conducted in classrooms by researchers (Bambha-Arora, 2018; Garcia-Carrion, Lopez de Aguileta, Padros & RamisSalas, 2020; Lyle, 2008; Mercer, Dawes & Staarman, 2009; Navaz, 2020; RodriguezScheel, 2015). Bambha-Arora (2018) stated that dialogic classrooms make easier to
develop students’ critical thinking skills. Lyle (2008) suggested that the usage of dialogic teaching has a positive impact to develop teaching-learning standards. Mercer et
al. (2009) noted that dialogic teaching is a valuable tool to develop students’ awareness
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of participation in classrooms. Navaz (2020) concluded that the main obstacle for creating dialogic classroom is not focusing on interactivity as value. Rodriguez-Scheel
(2015) claims that in dialogic classroom, paradigm-shift and teacher’s development of
the pedagogy are vital issues to use dialogues as a method. In social impact perspective, Garcia-Carrion et al. (2020) claims that dialogic pedagogical research enables all
students to participate in classroom discourse with dialogic tools.
Classroom paradigm-shift requires some changes not only in method but also in
knowledge, classroom stakeholders, and teacher-learner roles. Ward (1994) discusses integrating the way teachers’ and learners’ lives into the classroom, on the basis
of social constructivism of dialogic teaching. In dialogical pedagogy, learners deeply
discuss abstract facts and ideologies in their lives through social interaction. Brufee
(2010) criticizes that not every social interaction environment provides an opportunity
to criticize ideologies, thoughts, and views. Even though ideologies seem implicit,
they are considered with different functions in education. Lamm (1986) explains that
ideology can also help to explain the essence of the people and the aims of education,
and it can be considered as a treaty that enables to gain the basic education purpose and
practice adopted for the continuity of society.
Educational ideologies are assumed to be only political, economic and about politicians. Studies in the field of education and ideology, therefore, generally focus on the
curriculum of the school, and their economic and political dimensions (Gutek, 2004;
Livingstone, 2012; Lynch, 1987; Paterson, 2010; Spring, 2004). Similarly, Kim (2021)
concluded that the content of the political identity to be created is reflected in education and textbooks. However, in practice, ideologies politics, beliefs and perspectives of
teachers/students affect how all knowledge is constructed or transmitted in classroom.
Studies on the ideologies of teachers, who are an important stakeholder in education,
are also limited (Kiraz & Özdemir, 2006; Konarzewski, 1998). Given this limitation,
it can be said that studies on teachers, teacher candidates and educational ideologies
are needed.
The paper aims to investigate how learners with different ideologies differ in their
use of dialogic learning principles in the dialogic learning environment created by Alexander (2005). Despite the discriminatory ideologies about education, schools and social practices, the use of language, which is at the heart of learning, as learning enables
minor groups to actively participate in education (Kibler, Valdés & Walqui, 2021). In
the field of education, pedagogy, teaching methods and all educational activities should provide a liberating transformation for both teachers and students (Duvall, 2007).
When ideologies are used from a reductionist point of view, they can be seen as suppressive or uniform in terms of education. However, ideologies can create a pluralistic
perspective when you make the structures in learning such as emancipation and personalization in the focus of education. When educational ideologies are the outcomes
of political policies in education field (Debray, 2006); educational outcomes, content,
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curriculum, learning experiences, educational standards are reflections of politics and
educational ideologies. O’Neill (1990) explained that while political policies are into
the implementation of moral policies in society, educational policies focus on the sort
of knowledge in education.
Dialogical teaching is considered as essential for the liberalist educational ideology (Facundo, 1984; Fiore & Elsasser, 1982; McLaren & Lankshear, 1994; McLaren
& Leonard, 1993; Shor, 1987). Matusov (2009) argues that when Freire lays the foundation for dialogic teaching, it stems from her insistence on creating a liberal society.
On the other hand, while learning on the basis of social constructivism is emphasized
as co-constructing (Ten Dam, Volman & Wardekker, 2004) the use of dialogues is seen
as interthinking (Mercer, 2002). The view highlights an understanding of learning appropriate to the learning nature of people. The concept of learning in accordance with its
nature is directly affected by people’s ideologies and their understanding of life based
on their ideologies (O’ Neill, 1990). It is thought that this study will contribute to the
field according to the realization of dialogic principles according to the educational
ideologies of teacher candidates with different ideologies.
Choosing the teacher candidate group in investigating the dialogic teaching principles according to educational ideologies is due to both the emphasis on teacher roles
in dialogic teaching (Alexander, 2004) and the positioning of teachers in educational
ideologies (Gutek, 2004; O’Neill, 1990). In teacher education, teacher candidates can
formalize their ideologies in the teacher-education process. The philosophy of educational ideologies is also affected by their axiology, moral theory, and political philosophy (Siegel, 2009.) How the dialogic principles of teacher candidates who have different educational ideologies differ in the dialogic teaching environment is important
in many ways. Some of them are their attitude towards the teaching as a profession and
their own learning.
In practice area, teachers’ roles and ideologic and philosophic change are interrelated (Parkay, 2020). In the research, it was revealed whether teacher candidates who
have different educational ideologies have different dialogic level. For researchers, teachers (also teacher education), and new studies, the research should put forward new
perspectives to develop understanding of dialogic principles and repertoires.
Theoretical Framework
Dialogic teaching
Dialogic teaching is a talk-based approach that facilitates students thinking, learning, and understanding (Alexander, 2004). The foundation of the dialogic teaching
is based on social constructive (Bakhtin, 1981; Freire, 1970; Vygotsky, 1978) and it
consists of Socratic pedagogy (Matusov, 2009). In dialogic teaching, talk is not just
talk. Talk in classroom requests that learners take part in their own learning and asking questions each other. However, asking questions, discussions or any talk does not
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make the dialogue dialogic. To make a classroom dialogic, the following principles
must be considered.
• Collective: studying and learning together
• Reciprocal: listening to the peers and trying to understand new viewpoints
• Supportive: creating an environment that students take part in free and help
each other to get a new understanding
• Cumulative: sharing the ideas of all students are important to develop their
own ideas or reach new ideas.
• Purposeful: teacher’s role is to create dialogic atmosphere and plan learners’
talks to reach a goal (Alexander, 2004).
Whereas collective, reciprocal, supportive, and cumulative principles create an
atmosphere for students-students, student-teacher interaction, the purposeful principle
is a design of the course by teachers.
Educational ideologies (O’Neill’s classification)
Spring (2004) grouped educational ideologies under the aim of education. Gutek
(2004) also classified them under political ideologies (nationalism, liberalism, conservatism, Marxism, and liberation). On the other hand, O’Neill’s classification (1990)
is based on ontology, axiology, political philosophy, and educational philosophy. He
classified educational ideologies in two main groups which have three subgroups. They
are conservative and liberal educational ideologies. Conservative ideologies consist
of educational fundamentalism, intellectualism, and conservatism. Liberal ideologies
consist of educational liberalism, liberationism, and anarchism.
Conservative ideologies
Educational fundamentalism: Educational fundamentalism is based on ethical
agents and authoritative knowledge. Society is constructed by cultural components
(like religion). Protecting society, therefore, is important and the goal of the school is
to reconstruct existing society and social order.
Educational intellectualism: Educational intellectualism is based on natural truths
and their knowledge. The knowledge is inherited from intellectual history. The goal of
education is to transmit essential truths to future generations.
Educational conservatism: Educational conservatism focuses on transmitting the
existing social truths. The best past answers are used in present actions. That is to say,
the aim of education is socialization under historical truth.
Liberal ideologies
Educational liberalism: Knowledge is a solution to existing problems. The aim of
education is to teach skills and information to solve practical problems with scientific
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methods. It also focuses on improving self-effectiveness.
Educational liberationism: Like liberalism, educational liberationism focuses on
existing problems and individuals’ potential. It also emphasizes that knowledge is a
tool to change society. The aim of education is to educate the individual according to
the necessity of time and to shape society in the needs of time.
Educational anarchism: Educational anarchism claims that knowledge is a manproduct. Man is also an upper value for society. Self-actualization and educational
society are the aim of the approach. Autonomy and free choice are important for anarchist education. The aim of education is to ensure continuity of social change.
The research is based on O’Neill’s educational ideologies. Ideologies affect education process in many perspectives like methodological, administrative, purposive,
attitudinal in schools. The aim of the research is to discuss how dialogic principles
changes in teacher education according to teacher candidates’ educational ideologies.
Methodology
Research design
The design of the research is a multiple case study in qualitative research methods.
Multiple case study needs to analyze more than one case to examine a topic (Stake,
1995). Yin (2003) stated that multiple case study design allows the researcher to examine single cases within themselves and then examines the connections between cases.
The research examined how the dialogic teaching principles of teacher candidates who
have different educational ideology cases differ. It is aimed to compare and reason the
differentiation, if any, according to the dialogic principles difference. The cases in the
research consist of teacher candidates with different educational ideologies. The cases
were classified using the educational ideology inventory. In the paper, cases are identified as eight groups (Liberal 1,2,3; Liberationist 1, 2, 3; Anarchist and Conservative).
In the research, principles of dialogic teaching defined as characteristics of speech types in the classroom environment necessary for dialogical learning. Collective,
reciprocal, supportive and cumulative principles symbolize characteristics of speech
types which students and teacher are responsible for, and purposeful principles is a
characteristic of teaching design which teachers are responsible for. In the research,
four principles (collective, reciprocal, supportive, cumulative) are used to develop data
collection instruments as the principles are directly interrelated with students in dialogic teaching (Alexander, 2004). Purposeful principle was not included in the research.
Purposeful principle focuses on the teacher’s use of dialogues for a purpose. The main
aim of the research is to examine the differentiation of the dialogic principles of those
who participate in the lesson as learners.
The implementation was conducted in “the teaching principles and methods” course. The course was conducted two hours (45+45 minutes) in a week. The course
happened in 2019-2020 academic year. It was conducted face to face. The main pur-
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pose of the teaching principles and methods course is to realize the basic principles,
methods, teaching approaches and strategies of teaching. For this purpose, the course
was carried out using case-based learning method. Its main purpose is to create situations related to the problems that teacher candidates will encounter and to make current
students (teacher candidates) connect with the course content. Case-based learning,
in the classroom, students are expected to develop creative solutions to the situation
given with their previous preparations (Srinivasan, Wilkes, Stenson, Nguyen & Slavin, 2007). The implementation lasted 7 weeks. The course subject is presented to the
teacher candidate before each lesson. At the beginning of each lesson, discussions
were held on the subject presented. And then the whole class was given a situation and
asked to design a lesson on the subject given in that situation. In each lesson, teacher
candidates presented their lesson design and individually filled their rubrics. At the end
of each lesson, a focus group interview was held with the groups and their ideas about
their speech in the lesson were obtained.
Participants
Convenience sample, which is one of the purposeful sample types, was used to determine the study group. Convenience sampling is preferred in structures suitable for
the researcher in terms of time and cost (Creswell, 1998). In the research, the participants were assigned from the teacher candidates who attended the teaching principles
and methods course conducted by the researcher. Cases have been identified by teacher
candidates’ educational ideologies. Teacher candidates were divided into eight groups according to Educational Ideologies Inventory which was developed by O’Neill
(1990) and adapted in Turkish by Hancı-Yerli (2008). The 37 teacher candidates who
have studied in the English Language Teaching Department (where English is spoken
as a foreign language) have taken “the teaching principles and methods”. 37 teacher
candidates were divided into eight groups.
The class consists of seven liberals and one conservative group. While liberal
groups were grouped as liberal, liberationist and anarchist according to their subdimensions, only one group was identified as a conservative group because the number of people in the conservative group was low. Both of the teacher candidates in the
conservative group have intellectual conservative characteristics. There are no groups
for other conservative sub-dimensions. Sub-dimension changes between groups were
interpreted according to the basic characteristics of conservative and liberal educational ideologies.
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Table 1.
Table
1.
Distribution of Candidate Teachers According to Educational Ideologies
Distribution of Candidate Teachers According to Educational Ideologies
Educational Ideologies
Liberal 1
Liberal 2
Liberal 3
Liberationist 1
Liberationist 2
Liberationist 3
Anarchist
Conservative

Distribution
2 Female; 3 Male
4 Female; 1 Male
6 Female
1 Female; 4 Male
4 Female; 1 Male
2 Female; 2 Male
2 Female; 3 Male
2 Male
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Basic characteristics of cases
Liberal 1,2,3: According to the scale, the characteristics of 16 participants coincide with liberal educational ideology. Participants were randomly divided into three
20
groups. Participants have characteristics of liberal educational ideology.
15
Liberationist 1,2,3: 14 participants who have liberationist educational ideology
10
were identified and divided randomly into three groups. Educational liberationism is
5
one of the liberal ideologies.
0
Anarchist: five participants who have anarchist educational ideologies were grou1
ped. Anarchist ideology is2 one
3 of the liberal ideologies.
4
5 have conservative educational ideologies. Both of
Conservative: two participants
6
7
the teacher candidates in the conservative
group have intellectual conservative characteristics.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Liberal1
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Liberal2
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13,29
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13,35 for14,2
The analytic rubric designed
of13,16
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teacher canLibertionalist1
15
14,62
12,54
12,48
10,4
11,1
didates to evaluate their groups. The analytical rubric is used to obtain
a 12,75
total score by
Libertionalist2 14,3
12,3
11,94
14,5
12,9
13,6
14,6
scoring the parts of the measured structure separately (Moskal, 2000). In this qualitatiLibertionalist3 11,7
13,7
11,53
11,75
12,2
16
14,2
ve research, anAnarchist
analytical rubric,
which
is one
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quantitative
data
collection
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14,25
12,14
12,58
14,6
13
11,7
14,8
was used. In the
qualitative 14
research,
measurement
tools can
Conser.
14 quantitative
12,5
11,5
11,5
12,25
11,5be used in
accordance with the paradigm of qualitative research (Sukamolson, 2007). The developed analytic rubricFigure
was used
to evaluate
the Scores
works of
and
1: Dialogic
Principles
thelearning
Groups process of teacher
candidates in the course according to the principles of dialogic teaching. Also, in case
study, it is focused on product and process therefore quantitative measurement tools
can be used (Tellis, 1997).
The analytic rubric involves seven items and three of them externalize collective
principle, two of them are for reciprocal, 1 of them is for cumulative and 1 of them
is for supportive principle. The analytic rubric items were created by considering the
dialogic principles of Alexander (2004). The scoring of the rubric is between 1 and 4.
13,56

14,1

12,2

12,18

12,2
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Since there is more than one item for the principle of cumulative and reciprocal, the
arithmetic mean of items is calculated and then added to total score. The collective
principle focuses on three dimensions: their participation in conversations, learning
others’ ideas, and asking others to reason their opinions. In the principle of reciprocal,
two dimensions have been focused on: expressing common ideas together and taking
extreme ideas into consideration. In the supportive principle, the focus is on the importance of different ideas, while in the cumulative principle, statements on the level
of influence of the participants during constructing the knowledge are included. All
items created contain the principles that teacher candidates are answer for. Therefore,
the purposeful principle, which is one of the principles of dialogic teaching, has been
removed because it is on the teacher’s duties. Before the pilot study, in the course, the
feedback from teacher candidates was obtained and suggestions of the expert were
considered to update and use in the research.
After the analytic rubric was used in two courses, a semi-structured interview
form was designed due to teacher candidates’ tendency to score high. After suggestions of the expert, it was used in 5 weeks after each lesson. The interview was conducted in focus group interviews to get candidate teacher’s ideas on how to occur dialogic
principles in their work.
Data Analysis
Descriptive analysis method was used to analyze the data. In the analytic rubric,
there are four concepts. These are collective, reciprocal, supportive, and cumulative.
For the collective concept, there are three items to score. There are two items for reciprocal, one item for supportive, and one item for the cumulative concept. The mean
of the items constitutes the score of the concepts. The mean of the scores of the participants in the group shows the weekly dialogic mean of that case. The means were
evaluated at four intervals. These are:
1-4: No dialogical principles
5-8: Low-Level dialogic principles
9-12: Medium-level dialogic principles
13-16: High-level dialogic principles.
In focus group interviews analysis, it was questioned whether the dialogical features were encountered in the week of the implementation it is provided to attain
examples of these features and to understand the reason for scoring.
The role of researcher
In qualitative research, the researcher needs to explain how she/he communicates
with the participants and her/his effect on the study (Creswell, 1998). The researcher
is both responsible for conducting the research and the course. In the research dimension, case-based method was used to be neutral. The case-based method provided an
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environment in which teacher candidates could talk freely by presenting a situation
at the beginning of the lesson. In this way, the researcher conducted the research by
observing the speeches of the teacher candidates. Also, as the instructor of the course,
the researcher collected the learning products at the end of each course by making the
teacher candidates work in groups. The researcher facilitates the learning of the teacher candidates to be neutral in the research and foster their autonomy in the classroom.
Findings
Liberal 1, 2 and 3
In Liberal 1 case, the dialogic principal level displays a medium and high-level
graphic. In the sixth week, a fall of mean is observed. In Liberal 2 case, a fluctuation
in the dialogical levels was observed. In Liberal 3 case, the dialogic level is generally
high. Liberal 1, 2, and 3 cases have similar educational ideology characteristics. The
levels of all three cases show high and medium in the implementation.
Focus group interviews were started to be conducted 2 weeks after the implementation started. Some results have shown what the reason is for the fall or rise. In sixth
week, the fall of the score of Liberal 1 case was observed. Participants explained that
it was boring that everything continued the same for six weeks. Due to the loss of motivation, the score of Liberal 1 declined in sixth week.
“For this week, our motivation for the issue was low. We had a busy week.
I think this is the reason.” (Lib 1).
A decrease in the scores of Liberal 2 in 4, 5, 6 and 7 weeks is observed. In the
interview, participants explained that they had tried to find a new idea, but they could
not. It affected their motivation level and also their score is affected by the rubric. Also,
it was stated that the activity applied was nonsense for them and the case was tried to
reach high scores.
“In the first weeks, we ask these questions to our friends to get high scores
because of your implementation conducted.” (Lib2)
“Although you say that the scoring here will not have any effect on our grades,
we aimed to get high scores in the first weeks. In recent weeks, we have
understood better what you are trying to do.” (Lib 2).
In fifth week, it can be understood that motivation loss affected their active participation, supportiveness, and interaction to each other. Similarly, in sixth week, they
stated that despite their active participation, their inability to generate new ideas led to
the loss of their motivation for the course.
It was observed that the fluctuations of the liberal cases were not high, and the
small fluctuations were caused by different reasons. In addition, it was observed that
the changes were not significant and continuous within the scope of the research. It has
been observed that liberal cases reach a medium and high dialogic level in the dialogic
learning environment.
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1: Dialogic
Scores
of the
Figure
DialogicPrinciples
Principles
Scores
of Groups
the Groups

Liberationist 1, 2 and 3
Scores of liberationists 1, 2, and 3 cases are shown in medium and high levels.
No parallelism was observed in the fall or rise. A decrease is observed especially
in the fifth week of the Liberationist 1. As a result of the interviews conducted in the
5th and 6th weeks, the participants stated that they did not use one characteristic of
reciprocal principle. They stated that it is not necessary to use it in a cultural friend
environment.
“I think that the questions to receive details are unnecessary.
In friendly environments, nobody needs to ask anyone about the reason.
Everybody explains their opinion anyway.” (Libertionalist1)
In addition to these, it was stated in their cases that there is an attitude towards the
acceptance of the majority and extreme ideas are not included.
“Generally, we haven’t clashed of our ideas much. The ideas accepted by
the majority were approved.” (Liberationist 1)
It was observed that the third-week scores of the Liberationist 2 case decreased,
and the fourth week accelerated rapidly. In the interview analysis, it was revealed that
the participants did not need one of the collective principles. Therefore, they claimed
that they did not focus too much on asking questions and that everyone spoke and ob-
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tained ideas from their interaction The experience also changed the balance of scores.
“There was no need for questions to get the opinion of each other.
Everyone is already very talkative” (Liberationist 2)
Although the fourth-week scores increased in Liberationist 2, it was found that
the participants did not exhibit a different performance. However, in third week, there
were five participants in their works and in fourth week there were only three female
participants. The fluctuation may have been affected by participation.
The medium dialogic level is generally observed in the Liberationist 3 case.
An increase is also observed in the last two weeks. In focus group interview analysis, it has been stated that the lack of participation creates a lot of chances to speak.
“We had the chance to talk in detail because we were just two people, and
we constructed the process well.” (Libertionist3)
It was observed that there was no parallelism in the changes of liberationist cases
and the cases reached high and medium level dialogic levels.
Anarchist
Although the anarchist case is at medium level in the 2nd and 6th weeks, high
levels of results are observed during the implementation. In focus-group interview
analysis, in the sixth week, it was seen that the process became too monotonous, and
they lost their motivations. It was stated that they applied a different strategy to break
this monotony, and this affected the interaction between them negatively.
“We usually tried to find different ideas, and this would excite us, but we lost
our motivation this week. The term is too busy and too long” (Anarchist)
An increase was observed in the seventh week. The participants stated that a lot
of ideas came out this week and this situation affected their motivation positively. The
statements of the participants resulted in an increase in their scores due to the use of
supportive and cumulative principles.
“We came up with so many ideas and asked more questions and tried to
combine our thoughts.” (Anarchist).
It has been observed that the anarchist case is at the medium and high dialogic
level. It has been observed that medium and high dialogic level transitions are caused
by different affective reasons.
Conservative
It is seen that the conservative case has shown a systematic decrease from the
beginning to the end. The medium level dialogic principal level was observed in the
process. They stated that the reason for the high levels in the first weeks was that they
could not fully understand the research.
Regarding the high score in the first week, the participants stated that they had the
advantage of being two people in their group and having close ideas.
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“Being two people in the group is actually an advantage. Since we have
similar perspectives, we reach the conclusion quickly when we listen to each
other.” (Conservative)
In the second week interview, the participants stated that they chose an idea rather
than constructing them, although teacher candidates gave four points to the cumulative
principle in the second week.
“Two ideas emerged. In our opinion, we chose the most suitable one. We
did not combine the two. (Conservative)
It has been observed that conservative case is at the medium and high dialogic
level.
Intergroup results
No parallelism was observed in the change of levels in the results among cases.
The reasons for the change of scores are based on personal and emotional factors. All
cases reached medium and high dialogic levels weekly. This showed that although the
educational ideologies of all cases varied, they reached adequate dialogic levels.
It has been observed that the decrease in the level of dialogic principles in liberal
cases is affected by affective factors and the same features exist in the anarchist case.
In the liberationist case, the scores of the dialogic principles vary according to the
number of people in the case. It was observed that when there were many people, the
scores of the dialogic principle decreased and if there were fewer people, the scores
increased. Similarly, since there were few people in the conservative case, the scores
for dialogic principle were found to be high.
One of the liberationist cases stated that the reason the teacher candidates did not
choose the questions asked to get each other’s opinions (supportive principle) was that
they were unnecessary and that they did not need them culturally. On the contrary, the
anarchist case claimed that when they focused on asking questions, their scores for
cumulative and supportive principle increased, and this was crucial in constructing
knowledge.
They stated that while constructing the knowledge in the liberationist case, they
were based on the ideas accepted by the majority. Similarly, in the conservative case, it
was found that they did not focus much on extreme ideas but preferred more common
ideas.
Discussion
Interaction and nature of the interaction have a significant role in classrooms.
In philosophical changes of education, generally, it is focused that researchers have
investigated methodological development, teachers’ and learners’ role, and content
design. However, language, language use, and interaction development are important
to change classrooms. Lehesvuori (2013) reported that the nature of interaction in the
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science classroom is not dialogic. The reasons for it are multifaced and change from a
classroom to another classroom.
According to the research of Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) whole-classroom interaction is based on initiation, response, and feedback (Lawson, 1977). Mercer et
al. (2009) claim that the traditional model can be used to make classrooms dialogic.
Lawson (1977) criticized that initiation, response, and feedback model applied to only
teacher-driven talk. In the research, dialogic principles levels of teacher candidates
change from time to time however their educational ideologies did not affect their
talks directly. Namely, teacher candidates who have different educational ideologies
can show dialogic principles in their classroom talks. At the same time, it has been revealed that cases with different educational ideologies have medium and high dialogic
levels.
Dialogic teaching principles are applicable in the classroom environment, but
teachers need to be aware of the procedure of dialogic teaching methods. Sedova,
Sedlacek, and Svaricek (2016) expressed that classroom interaction shift is possible if
educational opportunities for teachers are provided. The results of the research show
that different educational ideologies did not affect from being involved in the dialogical process. During implementation application, different scores arouse from varied
reasons (like motivation, interest, or other reasons). However, all participants said that
classroom interaction is important for learners. Bakhtin’s dialogic imagination (1981)
is based on social nature discourse therefore the results enable teachers who have
different educational ideologies create and take part in shifting classroom interaction.
Teo (2016) suggested that the 21st century needs knowledge construction via
classroom interaction instead of product-based methods in classrooms. Sedova et al.
(2016) noted that the interaction moves of learners and teachers are interrelated. The
teacher candidates who have different ideologies can show dialogical principles in their talk however in the focus-group interview, members of the 4- cases claim that in the
interaction process participants do not always ask other people’s ideas and they participate autonomously. The principles of the dialogic method cannot always show dialogic
level of interaction and it needs to analyze in different measurements. As the dialogic
pedagogy promotes to create new learner’s own thinking ways (Simpson, 2016), the
ways are affected by different variables. Beyazbal (2018) stated that curriculum and
methods must be flexible to enable dialogic classroom for teachers.
It can be emphasized that dialogic teaching develops critical thinking, collaboration, and communication skills to follow 21st century requirements (Teo, 2019). Two
questions arise from this point of view. Will it contribute to the development of teacher
candidates’ own ideologies in terms of the development of the teaching profession? Or
will it reconstruct/deconstruct their own educational ideologies in terms of development of the teaching profession? The answer is for what purpose dialogic teaching will
be used. The findings suggest that when the dialogic structure is provided, it can serve
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not only the liberal perspective but also all the educational ideology goals targeted.
While liberal educational ideology uses knowledge as a tool to solve problems,
liberal education approach focuses on personal development (O’Neill, 1990). In liberal
cases, teacher candidates stated that the main reasons for the low dialogic principles
were difficulty in finding new ideas, feeling that the process was boring, and having
difficulties with motivation. The difficulty of teacher candidates in finding new ideas
is that they mainly focus on creation. However, in liberal education, there may not
always be changes. Instead, learners provide self-definition or subjectivity (Mohanty,
1990). In terms of dialogic teaching, it is necessary to learn how to use the dialogic
repertoires (Alexander, 2004).
In liberationist ideology, one focuses on improving social conditions that hinder
personal potentials (O’Neill, 1990). They claimed that learning the perspectives of
friends did not always involve asking questions and it was against the culture of their
cases. The finding is suitable for their ideology field. The fact that everyone is responsible for contributing to the event and being talkative does not distract them from the
dialogic structure. Brameld (1955) stated that the cultural liberationist group provides
a future-oriented view rather than transforming or changing. In this sense, the group
can be interpreted as a diverse cultural view of the dialogic principles without using
the supportive principle. Evans (1991) recommends seeing liberationist ideology as an
ideology that will create a serious bridge between society and education rather than
focusing on seeing it as radical.
The main purpose of anarchist educational ideology is to ensure the continuity of
change (O’Neill, 1990). In the weeks when teacher candidates ‘ scores increased in the
anarchist case, it was observed that the principles of cumulative and supportive increased when they focused on asking questions. It was observed in the researcher notes that
the teacher candidates focused on producing new solutions. It is observed that group
members find interesting solutions to the educational events of anarchist educational
ideologies (Suissa, 2006) and this finding coincides with the anarchist ideology.
It aims to raise awareness of social values that exist on the basis of conservative
educational ideology (O’ Neill, 1990). Conservative educational ideology, which has
been the basis of education for a long time, has been revised in time to adapt to changes and criticisms (Moore & Hickox, 2006; Johnston, 1981). However, some basic
features are fixed. One of them is being controlled by the authority. In the conservative
case, it was observed that teacher candidates used cumulative principle, but it was used
more to organize work rather than build knowledge. The main reason is that they can
adapt to slow changes with the permission of the rules determined by the authority beforehand (O’Neill, 1990). Namely, the conservative case tried to adapt to the changes
created but hesitated to take a few further steps.
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Conclusion
The aim of the research is to investigate teacher candidates’ levels of dialogical
principle according to their educational ideologies. The research is important in terms
of showing how the teacher candidates’ characteristics of the dialogic principles change that has albeit implicitly an ideology. One of the main aims of teacher education is
to develop teacher candidates’ perspective on teaching as a profession (Meijer, Korthagen & Vasolos, 2009). Furthermore, it is important for the literature to see how participants with different educational ideologies differ in a dialogic learning environment
due to their ideology.
The findings show that medium-level and high-level dialogic principles occur in
different educational ideologies. To sum up, it was observed that all cases focused on
medium and high-level dialogic principles. However, differences arising from educational ideologies were observed. In the dialogic environment, different ideologies can
show the dialogic principles. However, the knowledge construction occurred by each
case differs from each other.
In future studies, there will be a need for differences in the knowledge constructed
by teacher candidates who have different ideologies in dialogic environments. In addition, it is thought that by creating a dialogic environment in teacher education courses,
how the educational ideologies of teacher candidates will change may be an important
contribution to the literature.
Limitations
The research is limited to the principles of dialogic teaching. It can be enriched
with the repositories of speech types to examine the effectiveness level of dialogic
teaching in the classroom.
Although there are findings on the sub-dimensions of the liberal education characteristics of the groups identified according to their educational ideologies, the focus
was on the basic characteristics of educational ideologies due to the absence of the
sub-dimensions of the conservative group.
Focus-group interviews started to be conducted two weeks after the research started. Focus group interviews were initiated by the researcher due to the reliability risk
during the research.
The ideology of the researcher reflects the liberal educational ideologies. Also, the
role of the instructor supports that teacher candidates speak freely in learning environment. Therefore, dialogic teaching principles scores of teacher candidates may have
been negatively or positively affected.
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