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Abstract
This paper describes our efforts to both define the term dispositions and identify a constellation of dispositions that reflect our Jesuit teacher education program’s urban mission to prepare teachers committed to teaching for social justice.  First, we describe the process we engaged in over several years to examine the notion of dispositions.  Next, we present a synopsis of the theoretical literature we reviewed.  Using this literature, we describe the dispositions we identified and illustrate each using data we gathered during the process.  Finally, we consider the implications of our work fn our program, in teacher education in Jesuit universities, and in the broader context of teacher education.

Deliberating about Dispositions in a Jesuit Teacher Education Program
Efforts to define and measure the dispositions, characteristics, or virtues of teacher candidates have a considerable and vexing history in research on teaching (See Jackson & Getzels, 1963).  More recently, with increased pressure from federal legislation and standards-driven accreditation of teacher education programs, attention to teacher candidate dispositions has resurfaced. The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE), the Interstate New Teacher Assessment Support Consortium (INTASC), most state accreditation organizations, and the federal legislation No Child Left Behind all use the term “disposition” in their standards for preparation, assessment, and professional development of competent, “highly qualified” teachers; furthermore, national and state accreditation bodies require teacher education programs to systematically collect and aggregate data that demonstrates assessment of dispositions. A quick look at ERIC documents reveals a number of recent speeches, opinion papers, and descriptive documents on the topic. Yet, in the midst of this flurry of activity, Schussler, Stooksberry, & Bercaw’s (2005) point out that “there is a paucity of literature directly addressing the dispositions of teacher candidates, particularly in clearly defining dispositions and  offering means by which to authentically engage teacher candidates and teacher educators in their identification, analysis and development ” (p. 2).
For four hundred and fifty years, however, the Jesuit mission in education has been to educate “the whole person” thus implying attention to the development of human qualities beyond just the intellectual.  Jesuit documents, in fact, have been very specific in discussing dispositions that Jesuit schools are called to develop in their students. For example, throughout Ignatius’ Spiritual Exercises, the development of reflectivity is encouraged. More recently, Father Arrupe discussed the importance of developing “men and women for others,” of nurturing in students an abiding propensity for deep care and compassion.   The 32nd Congregation of the Society of Jesus (1975) also elaborated on these dispositions by declaring that “our faith… demands of us a commitment to promote justice and to enter into solidarity with the voiceless and the powerless. This commitment will move us seriously to verse ourselves in the complex problems which they face in their lives, then to identify and assume our own responsibilities to society.”  These words suggest something deeper than the action of justice itself, that acts of justice arise from commitments or dispositions that reflect our faith and a reverence for all life.  In order to assume the responsibility to promote justice, however, students cannot stand disconnected and be men and women for others at a distance.  Rather, as Kolvenbach (2000) argued in Santa Clara, California, “Students, in the course of their formation, must let the gritty reality of this world into their lives, so they can learn to feel it, think about it critically, respond to its suffering and engage it constructively. They should learn to perceive, think, judge, choose and act for the rights of others, especially the disadvantaged and the oppressed.” To do so, again, requires something akin to a disposition for engaging in the world with courage and humility.
As faculty in a Jesuit teacher preparation program, we believe that by engaging in the current conversation and debates about dispositions for teaching, we are also in a unique position to provide one answer to Father Peter-Hans Kolvenbach’s (2000) pivotal question: "How can the Jesuit colleges and universities in the United States express faith-filled concern for justice in what they are as Christian academies of higher learning, in what their faculty do, and in what their students become?" This paper describes our efforts to both define what we mean by “dispositions” and identify a constellation of dispositions that reflect our Jesuit teacher education program’s urban mission to prepare teachers committed to teaching for social justice.  First, we describe the process we engaged in over the last few years to consider the notion of dispositions.  Next, we present a synopsis of the theoretical literature we reviewed during this process.  Using this literature, we describe the dispositions we identified and use data from several sources to illustrate them.  Finally, we consider the implications of our work in our program, in teacher education in Jesuit universities, and in the broader context of teacher education.

Our Process

Our teacher education program, serving approximately 375 teacher candidates on an urban campus, is significantly shaped by the mission and identity of the Jesuit university in which it is located.  Faculty interest in dispositions emerged over four years ago when we began an extensive self-study and program redesign that enlisted input from School of Education faculty, arts and sciences colleagues, teachers and administrators in local schools, and students. As part of that redesign process, faculty filled out surveys to elicit their thoughts on the foundational beliefs desired in our program, an exercise that confirmed that our valued beliefs were initially embedded in the unique mission of our Jesuit institution of cura personalis (care for the whole person) and “faith in the service of justice.” The result of the redesign was a program that more explicitly foregrounds racial and social justice, as seen in the mission statement developed: 

A commitment to social justice demands that educators have a deep understanding of the disciplines they teach and use developmentally and culturally responsive pedagogies and appropriate technological tools to facilitate learning for all children.  Essential throughout the program is the development in prospective teachers of strongly held ideals of care and respect for all students, racial justice, transformational leadership, and critical reflection.

With this mission in place, a task force met to further articulate positions on the mission and to develop implementation plans. Identifying knowledge and skills needed by entry-level teachers and incorporating them into our program were relatively straightforward tasks, even if not always easily accomplished. Dispositions, however, proved more elusive, in spite of their strong grounding in our context, and, consequently, they were more easily ignored. In an effort to address this issue more effectively, a smaller group of faculty began to explore dispositions, in the wider arena of educational thought and in the specifics of our own context.
We met regularly over the past two years to discuss literature on dispositions from a wide variety of sources— research on psychological studies and theories on personality traits, research on the preparation of teachers for diverse populations, and classical and current philosophical writing on the moral practice of teaching—and searched for common threads of dispositions, both congruent with and differing from those found in the context of our own Jesuit mission. We then turned to other members of our teacher education faculty and asked them to identify and describe in writing the essential dispositions for social justice.  After summarizing their responses and noting points of agreement and conflict, we held focus group interviews with students and asked them to discuss what they believed were the essential dispositions for socially just teaching.  Finally, we examined the interview transcripts and student reflective writing from the end of our introductory course about their decisions to become teachers. Throughout the process, we grappled with defining the term “disposition” and we gleaned examples of dispositions identified, described, and enacted in the literature, in ourselves as faculty, and among our students, sifting through all of these in order to identify a constellation of dispositions congruent with teaching for social justice, the Jesuit mission grounding the context of our teacher education program. 
Theoretical Frameworks and Related Literature

The most current emphases on dispositions, sparked by demands to hold teacher education programs accountable for outcomes, flow from a multifaceted history of discussions about requisite dispositions for effective teachers, described variously as attitudes (Getzel & Jackson, 1963), manner (Fenstermacher, 1992), beliefs (Richardson, 1996), prevailing inclinations and desires (Schussler, Stooksberry, & Bercaw, 2005), and moral dimensions (Breyer, 1997; Goodlad, Soder, & Sirotnik, 1990; Hanson, 2001; Sockett, 2005). The unsettled nature of the question of how to define “disposition” is apparent in the historically changing terminology as well as in current and confusing NCATE documents. These various approaches produce distinctive definitions and implications for how to develop and measure the desired dispositions.  
The psychodynamic approach to dispositions defines them as personality traits that produce consistent patterns of behavior in individuals (Mullins, 2003).  In the preface to the first Handbook of Research on Teaching (1963b), Gage argued that the “personality and characteristics” of the teacher are one of the three central variables important in teaching and in research on teaching; consequently, during this era, educational researchers sought to determine and measure the particular “human characteristics on which teachers differ and which can be hypothesized to account, in part, for differences in teacher effectiveness” (Mitzel, 1957, as quoted in Gage, 1963a, p. 113).  However, attempts to scientifically apply this research to manage the evaluation and monitoring of teacher personality and characteristics via checklists and rating scales were disappointing (Jackson & Getzels, 1963).  

The validity of current measures of personality characteristics such as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), the Meyers-Briggs Personality Inventory, and the Big Five Inventory (See de Raad & Perugini, 2002; Pervin & John, 1999) is recognized in the field of psychology, although these instruments are generally not directly applied in teacher education programs. While some of these instruments may, in fact, reveal personality traits that would predispose a teacher candidate to exhibit behaviors linked to efficacious teaching, little recent study has been done in this area; furthermore, some teacher education programs consider this psychodynamic approach to be an unethical, disrespectful invasion of privacy (Mullins, 2003).
Other approaches consider dispositions as humanistic, existential belief statements that are equated with propositional beliefs statements (Mullins, 2003).  Attempts to measure beliefs utilize quantitative Likert scale surveys or questionnaires filled with content-laden belief statements (See Aguilar & Pohan, 2001; Dee & Henkin, 2002; Pettus & Allain, 1999; Sachs, 2004) as well as some qualitative measures such as portfolios and written reflections (Abernathy, 2002; Strickland, Weinstein, Thomas, Pierce, & Stuckey, 2005).  The pervasive differential academic achievement among culturally diverse students as well as the striking disconnect between the culture of most diverse students and their teachers have contributed to recent research on the beliefs of teachers regarding diverse learners (Garmon, 2004; Haberman, 1996; Hollins & Guzman, 2005; Peterson, Cross, Johnson, and Howell, 2000; Sleeter, 2001).  These beliefs are fairly easily translated into propositional statements; in most cases, these statements are then termed dispositions.  While much attention has been directed towards developing such “beliefs as dispositions” measures, less research explores the link between these beliefs and actual teacher efficacy, with some results actually showing little correlation (Sachs, 2004).  Furthermore, specific knowledge of theory and practice is needed to actually enact the beliefs and dispositions (Meier, 2005).   For example, it is one thing to express a belief in respecting second language learners; it is quite another to know how second languages are acquired, how cultural knowledge is linked to language, and how to explicitly teach a standard and dominant language while respecting and developing primary languages. 

A third approach to understanding dispositions identifies them as meaningfully understandable and measurable only when directly linked to behaviors (Diez, 2005; Ladson-Billings, 2005; Mullins, 2003). This approach matches the somewhat ambiguous directions of NCATE for teacher education units to measure dispositions but only measure them indirectly as implied in observable behaviors. In one program following this approach, for example, qualitative interviews measured dispositions understood behaviorally in entry-level candidates.  Students responded to open-ended questions about their activities before entering the teacher education program, followed by probes designed to elicit a sense of duration, intensity, frequency, and conditions of the behavior (Mullins, 2003).  Diez (2005) described an intensive system for assessing the dispositions of candidates already involved in teacher education. Collaborative dialogue centered on a teacher candidate’s video-taped classroom performance, involving both the candidate and the teacher educator, allowed teacher educators to infer the dispositions that motivated behavior, assess the sufficiency of the behavior, and provide candidates with guidance, support, and, at times, encouragement to exit the program (Diez, 2005).  

Each of these approaches holds merit in the struggle to both define and assess dispositions in teacher candidates. Yet, understandably, each is limited. Conflating dispositions with static personality traits, with content-laden belief statements, or with observable behaviors is incomplete, inaccurate, and reductionist.  Another approach suggests that a disposition is more deep-seated than a measurable belief, arguing that identifying successful teachers for more diverse populations requires “a profound transformation of people and of [their] worldviews and assumptions….” (Melnick & Zeichner,1997, p. 33).  Schussler, Sttoksberry, and Bercaw (2005) agree that a disposition is an underlying value or “a point of origin … a guiding source for a teacher’s ability to process knowledge and perform in particular ways” (p. 3).  They also argue that a disposition is both “an inclination as well as a desire” (p. 3).  This understanding of dispositions may be closer to the term “moral dimension” (Breyer, 1997; Goodlad, et al. 1990; Hanson, 2001; Sockett, 2005; Yost, 1997) and may, in fact, support a synthesized understanding that includes aspects of all three of the aforementioned definitions: character trait, belief statement, and behavior.
The moral aspect of teaching has a rich history in philosophy that predates the more recent scientific approaches to understanding teaching (Hanson, 2001).  Across many generations, philosophers such as Confucius, Plato, Socrates, Kant, and Herbart explicitly maintained that teaching, at heart, involves a moral relationship between a teacher and a student.  In a review of research over the past 30 years, Hansen (2001) argued that moral dispositions are inextricably linked to the intellectual, serving as a significant foundation from which teachers make innumerable decisions and enact those decisions in practice. The “moral” as Hansen describes it is not an added-on character-building curriculum of moralistic values or a set of particular belief statements uttered by a teacher in the course of a day’s lessons.  Instead, as Fenstermacher (1992) explains, the moral is visible in the “manner of a teacher” or the “human action that exhibits the particular traits or dispositions of a person” (p. 97). 

Hansen (2001) maintains that the moral aspect of teaching is best illustrated by conceptualizing the means and the ends of teaching and learning as inseparable and of one fabric. Given this understanding, it is fairly easy to see how the moral is always in play in classrooms in teachers’ actions, whether intentionally or not, and the complexity of the classroom environment, its immediacy and ever-changing activities, makes demands on teachers that reveal their dispositions in a myriad of daily acts. The current outcomes-based approach to effective teaching however, threatens our understanding and attainment of this uniquely moral aspect of teaching by focusing solely on product rather than process, by seeing teaching as the means to achieving a specific measurable end (i.e. the targeted changes in student outcome such as test scores) rather than seeing the means of teaching as inextricably connected to the end goal.  
Citing Bauman (1992) in their discussion of the effects of modernism on current ways of knowing and experiencing the world, Oldenski & Carlson (2002) describe how the world has been reduced to an “object” that exists “out there.” The result is a loss of the spiritual and an embrace of the instrumental logic of exploitation and domination as the only viable lens for our world, producing an obsession with product and outcome along with the corresponding devaluing of process, aesthetics, and ethics.  As Heidegger (cited in Oldenski & Carson, 2002) suggested, in this modernist mindset, the river is considered “wasted” until it is dammed and used to generate power.  Ways of knowing and valuing the world are lost to the domination of consumable, measurable products. We face what has been called a “spiritual and moral crisis” (Purpel, cited in Oldenski & Carlson, 2002) where purpose and motivation are inextricably linked to productivity.  Since morals and values are less measurably productive, though perhaps of greater value in the long run, they are left out of the conversation altogether.
This modernist stance is clearly seen in the separation between process and outcome developing in the increasingly technocratic, accountability-obsessed climate surrounding education. Focusing on identifying and describing dispositions that are measurable and quantifiable and attempting to link them to measurable outcomes in student achievement may, in fact, prove an impossible task.  Even more disturbing, however, the moral aspects of teaching are no longer valued precisely because they are harder to count and difficult to speak of using the dominant language of measurement. Given the inherently moral nature of teaching and learning and the implicit association of teaching to a specific end in current discourse, explicit attention to the “moral practice of teaching” (Hansen, 2001) embedded in both means and ends is critical. 
The moral base from which one teaches and, as a result, how students learn, isrelated to if not conflated with the personal qualities found in teachers.  Over thirty years ago, researchers on teaching similarly identified the personal traits of teachers as highly significant.  In the scientific language of the time, Jackson and Getzels (1963) suggested that “the personality of the teacher is a significant variable in the classroom.  Indeed, some would argue, it is the most significant variable” (p. 506). More recently, Hansen (2001) posited that “the role of the teacher itself does not teach the students; rather, who teachers are is often decisive for what students learn or fail to learn in the classroom” (p. 837). Several other researchers suggest that personal characteristics or attributes that teacher candidates bring into a program, particularly an urban program, influence how they make sense of experiences and their likelihood of staying in the profession, finding satisfaction, and impacting student learning (See Burant, 1999, Burant & Kirby, 2002; Garmon, 2005; Haberman, 1996). 
Numerous educators have attempted to identify the specific underlying personal qualities needed by teachers. Dewey (1933/1964), for example, elaborated on qualities needed for reflective thinking: open-mindedness, wholeheartedness, and intellectual responsibility; these are frequently cited as important for reflective teaching practice (Zeichner & Liston, 1995).  Freire (1998) described qualities of progressive teachers including: humility, lovingness, courage, decisiveness, security in one’s authority, patient impatience, a joy of living, and tolerance while maintaining intolerance towards aggression. Haberman (1995) similarly identified a set of personal qualities found in the teachers he deemed “star teachers” for urban students. Included in the set of qualities are persistence, caring, personal responsibility, love of learning, courage, confidence, reflectivity linked to action, and humble admission of fallibility. 

The Ignatian or Jesuit vision of teaching that grounds our particular university reflects many of these dispositions from a faith perspective.  At the 32nd General Congregation in 1975, Jesuit delegates from around the world embraced the inclusion of “the promotion of justice” as integral to the earlier purpose of “the service of faith” (Kolvenbach, 2000).  This seamless union of faith and justice became the central integrating factor of the work of the Society of Jesus, including education. Drawing from the words of Father Pedro Arrupe, S.J. at the meeting of the Latin American Provincials, the educational arm of the Jesuits applied the ideal  of “faith that serves justice” in the goal of forming “men [and women] for others; men who will live not for themselves but for God and his Christ—for the God-man who lived and died for all the world; men who cannot even conceive of love of God which does not include love for the least of their neighbors; men completely convinced that love of God which does not issue in justice for men is a farce” (Arrupe, 1975). Ignatian pedagogy stresses desirable qualities aligned with these Jesuit ideals including intellectual competence, openness to growth, reflectivity, lovingness expressed in deeds as well as words, cura personalis (care for the whole person), an action-oriented solidarity with the poor, and a commitment to doing justice (Kolvenbach, 1993, 2000).  

In a related vein, a recent study of the characteristics of people actively committed to working for justice in the public arena was grounded in similar personal traits. Though not specifically targeting teachers, Parks-Daloz, Keen, Keen, and Daloz-Parks (1996) interviewed 100 activists who had met their “selection criteria” of four characteristics: commitment to the common good, perseverance and resilience, ethical congruence between life and work, and engagement with diversity and complexity. Based on interview data, Parks-Daloz, et al., described the patterns of common characteristics among the 100 participants: community—a sense of being at home with the “dynamic, relational, and interdependent character of all life” (p. 25); compassion—“constructive, enlarging engagement with the ‘other’” (p. 63); conviction—habits of mind that “steady them in turbulent times and foster humane, intelligent, and constructive responses to complex challenges” (p. 108); courage—committed hearts and informed minds that engage challenges (p. 131); confession—a willingness to admit to the complexity and ambiguity, including failures and disappointments, of themselves and of life; and commitment—dedicated spirits whose “roots had taken a fierce and luxuriant hold in the soil of the world” (p. 211). 










Our Dispositional Framework 


As a result of our inquiry, we identified a constellation of six interrelated dispositions—reverent compassion; intellectual curiosity and passion for engaging complexity; reflectivity; tenacity/perseverance; propensity for informed action with conviction; and communitarian perspective—that seemed appropriate for our Jesuit teacher education program.  Using this list, we revisited the literature and examined transcripts and student work for descriptors and illustrations of these dispositions.

Reverent Compassion

Consistent with the Ignatian ideal of finding God in all things, the disposition of reverent compassion signifies two related ideas.  First, in order to see God in all things, a teacher must engage with the larger world enough to actually begin to see all things; this involves a desire to literally get out in the world and feel its “gritty reality” as Fr. Kolvenbach (2000) urges, to not hide comfortably in familiar territory or dismiss others whose lives and experiences are different than one’s own, particularly when looking into the eyes of one’s students, their families, communities, and cultures.  Second, reverent compassion involves a kind of falling in love, a love that connects to action, a love that, as Father Arrupe explains, “will decide what will get you out of bed in the morning, what you do with your evenings, how you spend your weekends, what you read, who you know, what breaks your heart, and what amazes you with joy and gratitude.” This is not a pitying and charitable kind of compassion or the “coddling mother” love that Freire (1998) cautions against; rather, reverent compassion is part of a respectful, caring, half-full outlook that encourages seeing the greater good in people and in the world and then working out of love.  Reverent compassion is exhibited by one of our students in her written reflections on a service learning experience in our introductory course:

According to fourth grade teacher Pauline Dupree teaching is “… getting a chance to work with the most important people in the world,” (Ladson-Billings, 1995, p. 39).  I completely agree!  I have been able to discern that I find deep gladness and satisfaction in teaching and working with children. My experience at [my service learning school] has been especially amazing and helpful in the discernment process.  It has been an honor to get to know such intelligent and fun children.  The rewards are endless.  Seeing their schoolwork improve, placing the pictures they drew for me on my dorm room wall, watching them have fun playing Connect Four, and noticing their smiling faces at the movie theater are more than enough rewards for me.  When I walk into [the school] and see all my kids, I just smile. 

This orientation towards seeing the beauty in others and working for the greater good, we argue, must be present in order for teachers to teach with respect in communities that are disproportionately affected by social stratification in all its forms. 

Intellectual Curiosity and Passion for Engaging Complexity

Related to the disposition of wholeheartedness that Dewey (1933/1964) described, Jesuits describe intellectual curiosity and passion for engaging complexity as “love of the whole truth, a love of the integral human situation” (Kolvenbach, 1989) and a questioning and reflective approach to learning and teaching that acknowledges multiple points of entry and forms of inquiry. It is for this reason, Kolvenbach argues, that Jesuit education must be interdisciplinary: 
What single academic discipline can pretend to offer comprehensive solutions to real 
questions like those concerning genetic research, corporate takeovers, definitions 

concerning the start and end of human life, homelessness and city planning, poverty, 
illiteracy…? [These problems] cry out for consideration in terms of their impact on men and women from a wholistic point of view. They demand, in addition, sociological, psychological, and theological perspectives if the solutions proposed are to demonstrate moral responsibility and sensitivity (Kolvenbach, 1989). 

Our teacher education students who exhibit this disposition embrace the opportunity to learn about cultures other than their own that they encounter in their community service settings or field experiences in schools. For example They actively seek out books, articles, and speakers on African American history and culture. They speak passionately about the emotional impact of course books like Beals’ Warriors Don’t Cry, Kozol’s Death Comes at an Early Age, and film clips depicting racism like True Colors. They question the pervasive “folkways of teaching” (Buchmann, 1987) or the usual and customary ways of doing things in classrooms like “Don’t smile until January” and the even more problematic and systemic practices of academic tracking, over-identification of students of color in special education programs, and the inequitable distribution of resources in schools.
Tenacity/Perseverance

According to the Preamble published by the Secondary Jesuit Education Association (Meirose, 1994), “Men and women inspired by the Ignatian vision are dreamers, utopians. They also hunger and thirst for the dance of life, for that experience of transcendence by which they break through the limits of ‘merely’ human existence into the joyful life of the Christian. They find their fulfillment in loving and serving others” (p. 4).  Such a commitment leads to “magis,” that is, a thirst for more, for the greater good, for the most courageous response to the challenges of our time.  This “thirst for more” is seen in teacher candidates who do not easily give up. Also connected to Dewey’s (1933/1964) wholeheartedness, this disposition relates to the “patience-impatience” that Freire (1998) argues is necessary for teachers and that Haberman (1996) argues is essential in teachers who work in urban schools. Even in the face of great odds, candidates with this disposition hold firm to a belief in the struggle, that teaching involves repeated efforts that don’t always lead to immediate or lasting change. In an interview, one of our students said that at times this can mean taking issue with others, even the principal, if you think what you are doing is right. If it is “something that you want so bad that you can taste it, ….you’re willing to do that extra amount of work to be the best teacher you can be.” Another student described her own tenacity in a service learning setting: 

I was stunned and upset that Andrew had managed to make it to third grade without learning basic concepts. Whether he had someone else do his homework for him, or teachers are just passing him so he does not get held back a grade, it is completely unacceptable. I believe Andrew and every other child are capable of learning but someone must take the time and patience to help him…. We decided to ask the teacher for some homework that he could complete and that would actually benefit him. Andrew couldn’t wait any longer; he needed to start learning his numbers and letters right away. Impatience forced me and the other adults at the school to take action and help Andrew learn and succeed.
Reflectivity
Building on Dewey’s notion of open-mindedness and the Ignatian emphasis on openness to growth (Kolvenbach, 1993), we are also influenced here by Eisner’s (2001) metaphor of teacher as artist who periodically stands back from one’s work to see more clearly where to go next.  On the one hand, we believe that reflectivity includes the notion of practical wisdom that practitioners develop as they think carefully about their work over time.  Necessary for such reflection is the attending to the particulars of a context, recognizing that there are multiple facets of teaching practice, and that simplistic formulations and folk wisdom (Buchmann, 1987) of practice are just that: simplistic. At another level, however, we also subscribe to the Ignatian vision of reflection as a “formative and liberating process. It forms the conscience of learners (their beliefs, values, attitudes and entire way of thinking) in such a manner that they are led to move beyond knowing, to undertake action” (The International Commission on the Apostolate of Jesuit Education, 1994, p. 250). In our students’ and in our interviews with them, we have seen this formative level of reflectivity manifest itself in many variations as they have reflected on what they have learned at the end of our introductory course:
· “I can’t just keep going on living my sheltered white suburban middle life…I’m not wrapped up in just me.”  

· “I’m trying to work for betterment of others instead of myself.”  

· “You feel like you are still a work in progress even though you might have thought you were farther than you were.”  

· “You have to challenge what you think you know. When someone presents you with something contrary to what you believe, you definitely have to give it another look.”

·  “I definitely opened up the fact that I can’t just believe what I have been told or what I assume

· “I have changed from how can I help ‘them’ to ‘how can I help myself understand more.”

· “I’ve become more aware of subconscious racism…I am really trying to break 

down those bits of racism in me.”

In this Ignatian sense, reflection is wedded with action, with becoming and being a man or woman for and with others.
 Propensity for Informed Action with Conviction
“Saint Ignatius wanted love to be expressed not only in words but also in deeds” (Kolvenbach, 2000).  The International Commission on the Apostolate of Jesuit Education (Meirose, 1994, p. 241) elaborates: ”The ultimate aim of Jesuit education is…that full growth of the person which leads to action---action, especially, that is suffused with the spirit and presence of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the Man-for-Others. This goal of action, based on sound understanding and enlivened by contemplation, urges students to self-discipline and initiative, to integrity and accuracy.”  This disposition speaks to one’s desire to attend to the responsibility (Dewey, 1933/1964) of one’s actions in a spirit of humility, with courage, with decisiveness (Freire, 1998) and with the classroom-based “with-it-ness” of effective teachers that Kounin (1970) described.  This also involves asking questions of colleagues and community members and consistently and wholeheartedly attending to the simultaneous and multidimensional features of life in classrooms, to classroom ecology (Doyle, 1981). 

Recent interviews with our teacher education students provided us with numerous examples of what this disposition looks like in action. Prospective teachers with a propensity for informed action with conviction are likely to work in local tutoring programs or to become involved in a local “get out the vote” drive. They challenge their peers and parents when they tell racist or ethnic jokes or make racist comments. They engage their families in discussions about issues of social justice or they try to get their families involved in food drives or other social causes. They find themselves taking stronger positions on educational issues in informal conversations and in their academic writing.  In the words of one of our students who exhibits this propensity for informed action with conviction: “A teacher for social justice has to be able to give their person to other people as an example, hopefully a good example of how to be a person of action, of a person for change and for the betterment of humanity, of the world, or the person.”

Communitarian perspective

The bishops at the Second Vatican Council opened their document on The Church in the Modern World with words that reflect a communitarian perspective: “The joys and the hopes, the griefs and the anxieties of the people of this age, especially those who are poor or in any way afflicted, these too are the joys and hopes, the griefs and the anxieties of the followers of Christ” (Cited in Kammer, 2003). Fr. Kolvenbach (1989) also embraced such a vision when he declared that the Jesuit mission in higher education is “global. Our interdependence on this planet is becoming more evident every day in realities across a broad spectrum from economics to ecology. In response to this rapidly shrinking world, we seek education for responsible citizenship in the global village.”  Further, as Hug (2000) explains, “U.S. Catholic higher education will be faithful to its deeper mission when it helps us to envisions ways to live in solidarity with all peoples and with the earth in a single holistic community, on in which the law of justice and love regulates the social, cultural, economic and political development of everyone on the planet” (p. 22). 

Teacher candidates with this quality strive to be a part of something larger than themselves, for working democratically with others for the larger good to build on the richness and potential of their communities. In our teacher education students we see this disposition come through in the way they work collaboratively with each other on class projects. Most have a history of doing volunteer work, of getting involved in their communities that began when they were much younger.  This orientation towards service in the community continued in their experiences at Marquette.  One student described how bonded she now feels to her neighbors in the city of Milwaukee, on the buses, in the grocery stores. She spoke of her desire to “teach for change for our community and for the future.” Other students described the global nature of their teaching goals. One said: “You want to help kids to grow into people that can change the world someday.” Another said: “You’re helping kids reach their potential so that they can take it outside the classroom and implement it in their neighborhoods.” 

Collectively, these dispositions, more linked to moral orientations towards life than to content laden belief statements or personality traits, portray images of “who teachers are.”   In this way, they are also interrelated, recursive, and reflective of the Ignatian pedagogical cycle of examining context, having experiences, reflecting on experiences, choosing a course of action, and evaluating one’s action and so on. Deep reflection on a problematic situation in a classroom may stimulate a more complex view of the matter at hand that could lead to greater perseverance in dealing with a particular child thereby stimulating a more loving and reverent approach.  
Implications for Teacher Education 
As a result of our inquiry into the dispositions that reflect our Jesuit orientation towards justice, we are convinced that the process of rigorously deliberating about teacher candidate dispositions is, in itself, an essential and normative undertaking.  It is in the process of conversation with others that we come to know what we collectively know.  As Hansen (2001) aptly reminded us, years ago, Dewey (1929) cautioned educators that the “the fundamental trouble” in the field of education is a “lack of conversation … perhaps we need just one more foundation or reform society—one to encourage sitting down and talking things over, and to discourage other organizations from doing any more things which only add to the infinite heap of things which already oppress us” (p. 126, as cited in Hansen, 2001, p. 854).  Rather than a new and sweeping reform, we chose a common but oft-overlooked venue—our workplace at Marquette University—to sit down and mull over our ideas about dispositions.  The dialogic activity of faculty coming together to read, reflect, discuss, debate, and eventually create a fairly unified stance on the preparation of teachers built a local sense of the common good and a clearer description of the ends for which we aim, as well as a space for shaping a collective curricular and pedagogical ideology or the means that support the ends in view.  Equally valuable in this deliberative process is the creation of a context-sensitive framework of dispositions suited specifically for our particular program. In our case, as a program in a faith-based university with a specific mission to serve the poor and marginalized in urban communities, we would be remiss if we did not explicitly factor in the larger theological and moral framework of our institution. 

Secondly, via this process, we are adding our voice to the continuing debate in teacher education over how to define dispositions.  Dispositions, as we are coming to understand them, are not personality traits which are fairly immutable components of a person’s overall self and consequently less likely to be taught.  While dispositions are reflective of personality, influenced by knowledge and experiences, stated in beliefs and attitudes, and often stirred by faith, we argue that a disposition is more of a subterranean proclivity towards a particular sort of ethically informed action, an action from the heart.  Dispositions are more accurately considered as values, orientations towards life, or moral principles that can be encouraged, modeled, discussed, and learned.  Though dispositions may be manifested and made visible in behaviors, such as making oneself available to students after hours or giving students multiple opportunities to succeed in a class, they are less discretely measurable and certainly less easily codified, particularly when the simultaneous, unpredictable, and multidimensional features of classroom life (Doyle, 1986) are also considered.  And, as clarity in the field develops, echoing the recent Report of the AERA Panel on Research and Teacher Education (Zeichner, 2005), we need to conduct rigorous research on what we are doing with dispositions in our programs, particularly longitudinal studies on the connections among the predispositions of our teacher candidates as they enter our program, our program pedagogies, what our candidates learn in our program, and their teaching practices after they are licensed as teachers. 
Through our work on dispositions, we are now more cautious and critical of the overwhelming domination of the current discourse of assessment and measurement, particularly in relationship to dispositions of teacher candidates.  Troubling epistemological and methodological questions, as well as questions about outcomes, abound in this arena.  Developing scientific measures to assess dispositions can fuel the pervasive influence of individual behavioral psychology in educational research and cloud or even discourage other ways of framing discussions about dispositions.  A scientific approach may also lead to the creation of tyrannical assessment regimes that privilege particular class or cultural values.  If accountability to outside accrediting agencies becomes the overarching motivation for assessing dispositions in teacher education (or in higher education in general), we may lose sight of our responsibility as educators to actually engage our students in the sorts of experiences and conversations that could bring these dispositions to light and encourage their growth.  Further, assessing dispositions, like all forms of authentic assessment, must include multiple measures and indicators used over a period of time.  If recent trends are any indication, assessment of dispositions may ultimately hinge on measuring and responding to self-reports of belief statements and checklists of observable behaviors; yet, the means by which students are guided to those beliefs and supported in adopting those behaviors has much more to do with their moral foundation, their subterranean proclivity to act arising from a deeper, more spiritual place.  As Diez (2005) argues, “assessing dispositions should first provide information to help candidates into an understanding and practice of the moral expectations of teachers.”  Developing that moral foundation is less about measurement and observation and more about teaching and learning.  This is precisely where the Jesuit difference, the emphasis on educating the whole person, has proven so valuable in guiding our thinking and helping us keep the moral squarely on the table as we deliberate.  As the language and methods of accountability proliferate in teacher education, we argue that it is more important than ever to stand back, set aside scientific language, immerse ourselves in the more timeless questions, and “engage our most fundamental understandings and assumptions about the moral” (Hansen 2001, p.855).  
Finally, it is these moral inclinations that we must consciously nurture in our students.  These are the foundations that will support our students’ growth in truly understanding belief statements about diverse learners as well as gaining knowledge about how to teach all children well.  While many before us have argued that the moral aspects of teaching cannot be neatly separated from the intellectual activities or the knowledge and skills important for teaching (Bercaw, Schussler, Stooksberry, 2005), we now see that we need to make sure that we connect the moral even more intentionally than we have been in the courses we teach in teacher education.  Dispositions may be developed in teacher candidates by frequently and consistently attending to them, speaking explicitly about their desirability and value, modeling them throughout teacher education, and using a variety of assessments to gauge their growth.  Returning to Kolvenbach’s question, we must intentionally “express faith-filled concern for justice” as we work with our students on who they will become, particularly who they will be as teachers. The wisdom of the enduring Jesuit ideals has given us the framework and the support to both entertain this thinking and to begin fleshing it out in our practice.
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