
Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=reac20

Educational Action Research
Connecting Research and Practice for Professionals and Communities

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/reac20

To recognize oneself and others in teacher-
researcher collaboration

Anette Olin, Jonas Almqvist & Karim Hamza

To cite this article: Anette Olin, Jonas Almqvist & Karim Hamza (2023) To recognize oneself and
others in teacher-researcher collaboration, Educational Action Research, 31:2, 248-264, DOI:
10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949

© 2021 The Author(s). Published by Informa
UK Limited, trading as Taylor & Francis
Group.

Published online: 18 Mar 2021.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 1739

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

Citing articles: 3 View citing articles 

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=reac20
https://www.tandfonline.com/loi/reac20
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949
https://doi.org/10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=reac20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=reac20&show=instructions
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-03-18
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-03-18
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949#tabModule
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/09650792.2021.1897949#tabModule


ARTICLE

To recognize oneself and others in teacher-researcher 
collaboration
Anette Olina, Jonas Almqvist b and Karim Hamza c

aDepartment of Education and Special Education, University of Gothenburg, Gothenburg, Sweden; 
bDepartment of Education, Uppsala University, Uppsala, Sweden; cDepartment of Mathematics and Science 
Education, Stockholm University, Stockholm, Sweden

ABSTRACT
Research is needed to explain in more depth what happens and 
why in teacher-researcher collaboration. Previous research on col-
laboration points out issues such as asymmetric power relations 
and cultural differences between professions that can potentially 
cause problems. This paper examines a Swedish action research 
project in which teachers and researchers worked together to write 
a textbook for pre-service teacher education. To study the colla-
boration, theory on recognition was used to interpret how teachers 
and, to some extent, researchers understand and value themselves 
and each other’s participation and contribution. Data was collected 
from a two-day dialogue meeting in the middle of the process 
where teachers and researchers met to discuss their on-going writ-
ing. The result shows that, through well-structured dialogues, the 
participants transformed their understanding and valuing of both 
themselves and others in relation to the task of producing new 
didactical knowledge. This is interpreted as transformed self- 
recognition for the teachers, who started to acknowledge them-
selves as knowledge producers. This transformation was crucial for 
developing the mutual recognition through which new didactical 
knowledge emerged as a result of the collaboration.
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Introduction

Practice-based research, involving teacher-researcher collaboration, has been argued for 
as a means to bridge the gap between research and practice and to contribute to school 
development and professional learning (Gibbons 1994; Oancea and Furlong 2007; 
Schenke et al. 2017). In educational research in Sweden, discussion has been ongoing 
since the beginning of the 21st century about the need to strengthen practice-based 
research (Carlgren 2005, 2011; SOU 2018:19). The main purpose of this is to benefit 
students’ learning and teachers’ teaching. This trend can be viewed as a homogenising 
ambition to standardise teaching on the basis of ‘best practice’, but also as the opposite, 
the intention being to professionalize teachers by increasing their opportunities to 
participate in knowledge production in and for their own profession (Biesta 2007; 
Hardy, Heikkinen, and Olin 2020). The establishment of the Swedish Institute for 
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Educational Research (SIER) in 2015 was motivated by an ambition to promote practice- 
based research. The overall aim was to start with issues and questions which sprang from 
the teaching profession itself and to use various theoretical orientations to find answers 
(Langelotz and Rönnerman 2015). One way to ensure that the profession’s own questions 
come into focus is to conduct the research in collaboration with teachers, and this is 
a requirement for funding from SIER. However, teacher-researcher collaboration is not an 
unproblematic or uncontested area in itself, in particular concerning issues of power and 
epistemic relations between teachers and researchers.

In this article, we report from a study on teacher-researcher collaboration, and introduce 
the notion of recognition as a way to understand and support this kind of collaboration. 
Building on Ricoeur’s (2005) work on recognition, this notion is lifted to the fore as an essential, 
existential aspect, which addresses how the participants, teachers and researchers, relate to 
and value themselves and each other’s contributions and participation in collaboration.

The study is grounded in two research fields with an interest in teacher-researcher 
collaboration; action research and didactics. Action research has a long tradition of 
teacher and researcher collaboration for educational change (Carr and Kemmis 1986; 
Somekh 2005). Didactic inquiry emphasizes both researchers and teachers as crucial 
actors in development of disciplinary knowledge about teaching (Ingerman and 
Wickman 2015; Wickman 2015).1

The overall aim of the study is to explore how recognition of one’s own and each 
other’s contributions and participation appears and develops through collaboration in 
a project where teachers and researchers together wrote a textbook for pre-service 
teacher education about didactical dilemmas.

Possibilities and constraints for contribution and participation in teacher- 
researcher collaboration

There are many research and development projects in the educational field where collabora-
tion between teachers and researchers are expected to take place (e.g. McLaughlin and Black- 
Hawkins 2004; The Design-Based Research Collective 2003). Collaboration develops in various 
ways, for various reasons and with various outcomes. Most often, the aim has been an 
advocacy for developing educational practice through enhanced teacher learning 
(Dimmock 2016; Hemsley-Brown and Sharp 2004). Sometimes there is a complementary 
focus on developing researchers’ practices and knowledge through collaboration (Hamza 
et al. 2017; Olin, Karlberg-Granlund, and Furu 2016). In action research there is a long tradition 
of exploring issues around collaboration and partnerships between academia and schools 
(Bruce, Flynn, and Stagg-Peterson 2011; Platteel et al. 2010). Mostly, the focus has been to 
develop understanding of different forms of collaboration and how successful they might be 
in relation to different aims (e.g. Andersson and Herr 1998; Bevins and Price 2014); however, 
some studies also look into more specific areas, such as ethical dilemmas around collaboration 
(Cochran-Smith and Lytle 2007).

A recurring problem when it comes to teachers participating in creating knowledge 
about their own practice is their position in such work. On a structural level, a systematic 
oppression is enacted, which is well described in research on the teacher profession in 
contemporary times (e.g. Carlgren 2009; Carr and Kemmis 2005; Hargreaves 1994). These 
researchers point out that teachers are seen as implementers of research rather than 
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actors in their own professional area. This tendency is problematic since, in the end, 
teachers are responsible for the choices leading to certain teaching in their classrooms. In 
that way, they have ‘the last word’ in educational practice and, so, should reasonably have 
the last word in educational change. Actually, the didactic research field has been 
developed with the ambition to support teachers’ selection of content and methods, 
and in that way to be the teachers’ own professional discipline (Seel 1999). Even so, when 
conducting didactical research, the problem of hierarchical relations between researchers 
and teachers is always potentially present. One example is a didactic project where two 
groups of researchers and teachers were supposed to work together to make theoretical 
models useful in classrooms (Hamza et al. 2017; Ingerman and Wickman 2015). The 
researchers reported crises in both groups when the teachers felt that their questions 
and concerns were not addressed at the outset of the collaboration. The researchers had 
to rethink their own practice in order to handle the situation and that involved taking on 
risks by concretely engaging in the practical development of teaching. Over time, the 
teachers also became involved in interpreting and using the theoretical concepts that the 
researchers had brought into the project, but this development was dependent on long- 
term, trustful relations that had to be built through mutual engagement in all aspects of 
the educational knowledge building and development.

Another problem, reported in the same project (Olin and Ingerman 2016), is the 
different traditions characterising the researchers’ practice and the teachers’ practice. 
Researchers, for example, have time for and are supposed to reflect on, discuss and study 
research as part of their work. Teachers are supposed to base their work on research, but 
seldom have time to actually read and reflect on different kinds of research or to consider 
its usefulness for the educational practice and situation they are part of (cf. McLaughlin 
and Black-Hawkins 2004). To challenge such circumstances, Carr (2007) concludes that ‘an 
educational practice is a discursively formed and socially situated practice that can only 
be learned by acquiring the largely unarticulated and usually tacit body of practical 
knowledge and understanding endemic to the social context with which educational 
practices are conducted’ (276). His argument aims at strengthening the role of teachers 
when it comes to knowing about educational practices. According to Carr, education 
practice is characterised by specific purposes (e.g. enhancing learning, fostering demo-
cratic values, forming a world worth living in) that are more or less hidden dispositions of 
the educators. With reference to Aristotle, this educational stance is described as practical 
wisdom and judgement about what best to do to achieve educational ends. The way to 
inform such a social practice is not to infuse it with externally produced theories and 
evidence-based teaching methods but to develop a research practice ‘that allows practi-
tioners to reconstruct their practice as an educational practice in a rational and reflective 
way’ (282). To achieve this, time for reflection and dialogue with others are necessary in 
order for teachers to be able to work collaboratively with the aim of inquiring into and 
developing educational practice.

Research context and focus of the study

The context for this study is a collaborative project in which 13 teachers and nine 
researchers worked together to write a textbook (Almqvist, Hamza, and Olin. 2017)2 for 
pre-service teachers. The book aimed to fill a gap in Swedish teacher education 
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concerning literature on collaborative, practice-based research and school development. 
The project was conducted in Sweden during a two-year period from 2015 to 2017. The 
three authors of this article were project leaders as well as book editors. The book contains 
nine cases of teaching (each one presented and discussed in its own chapter), an 
introduction and an epilogue. A researcher working as chapter editor was responsible 
for editing the content of each chapter, and these nine researchers coordinated and 
supported the other authors in their chapter. Each of the chapters is organised in the 
same way:

It starts with a description of a didactical dilemma about which an experienced teacher 
(or occasionally a group of two or three teachers) has chosen to write.

After the description of the dilemma, there are three short comments, two from 
researchers with expertise in relation to the dilemma and one from a teacher with 
expertise in school development.

The chapter editor then summarizes the dilemma and the three comments.
Finally, there is a conclusion written by the teacher/teachers. In the conclusion, the 

teacher/teachers reflect on the significance and usefulness of the three comments in 
relation to his or her teaching practice and the teachers’ own professional development.

The nine researchers, who acted as chapter editors, were chosen for the project on the 
basis that they were already involved in collaborations with teachers, either in action 
research or in didactic research projects. They each brought one to three teachers with 
them into the book-writing project. All together 13 teachers participated. These pre- 
existing collaborations between the teachers and the researchers acted as the starting 
point for the project.

Our position as researchers and project leaders was that teachers and researchers 
could and should contribute different kinds of knowledge (e.g. experiential, theoretical, 
and analytical) and competences (identifying what is important, narrating, and analysing) 
to the writing process. We already knew from our previous research (Hamza et al. 2017; 
Olin, Karlberg-Granlund, and Furu 2016) that we should expect obstacles such as different 
hierarchical positions for teachers and researchers in relation to producing didactical 
knowledge in different domains (the school vs the university). In addition, teachers and 
researchers would probably start with different purposes in mind (e.g. developing class-
room practice vs developing didactical theory), but both teachers and researchers may 
benefit from the collaborative work of writing a book in different, possibly unequal, ways 
(when it comes to development in classrooms and to producing a publication). However, 
as both researchers and project leaders, we were concerned about how the teachers and 
researchers could and would contribute from different positions and build on each other’s 
contributions. In particular, the focus of this study is how the teachers and researchers 
actually related to and valued themselves and each other’s contributions and participa-
tion in the collaboration.

Recognition as a conceptual tool for analysing collaboration

In partnerships and collaboration between different professional actors, such as teachers 
and researchers, differences become visible (Edwards-Groves, Olin, and Karlberg- 
Granlund 2016). In productive partnerships, those differences are seen as strengths and 
everybody is considered equally important on the basis of their unique knowledge and 
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competences (Gustavsen 2001). However, concerning the issues of power and unequal 
epistemic relations described in earlier research above, we would like to contribute with 
a conceptual framework for explaining how such obstacles may be addressed and even 
overcome by the actors themselves through collaboration. Here, the French philosopher 
Paul Ricoeur’s (2005) concept of recognition is taken as a base and used as a theoretical 
framework that brings existential dimensions to the fore to explain how collaboration 
may contribute to development and renewed knowledge.

A major theme in Ricoeur’s work is philosophical anthropology through which he seeks 
to give an account of the fundamental capabilities and vulnerabilities that human beings 
display in the activities that make up their lives (Pellauer and Dauenhauer 2020). 
Additionally, he wanted to show how these capabilities enable responsible human action 
and life together. His hermeneutic phenomenology was challenged and criticized from 
structuralism approaches for not addressing the societal and structural forces on humans. 
In his later work, he acknowledge this by more explicitly explaining the broader implica-
tions of his anthropological accounts and emphasising the fact that we live in time and in 
history. In addition, he shows a more direct concern for making sense of selfhood as 
something that goes beyond the epistemological subject, and for ethics at the individual 
as well as the societal and political levels. This is obvious in his book ‘The course of 
recognition’ (Ricoeur 2005), where he explored the meaning of recognition through 
a hermeneutic inquiry that ended up in a description of three central dimensions of 
recognition: the recognition of something (identification), self-recognition and mutual 
recognition.

In this study, focus is mainly on the two latter dimensions for understanding how the 
participants value themselves and each other’s contributions. Even so, to some extent, 
also the first dimension, identifying an object, is relevant since the recognition between 
teachers and researchers is connected to the aim of creating a common content in a book 
(Almqvist, Hamza, and Olin. 2017). Ricoeur explains in his theory how it is possible to see 
things clearly and to distinguish ‘the truth’. He talks about critique of each other’s view 
and the power in people joining together which affect the identification of ‘something’. 
The joining together and critiquing of each other’s view, forms what is considered 
important.

The second dimension in Ricoeur’s theory has to do with recognising oneself, self- 
recognition. Firstly, it involves recognising within oneself how one understands the world, 
how ‘reading a life’ (Ricoeur 2005, 68) affects the way I understand the world I am part in. 
As long as one´s own way of understanding the world works well, from one´s own 
perspective, there is no problem and ‘I’ might not bother to recognise ‘myself’. 
According to Ricoeur, situations of suffering are essential in the process for human beings 
to start recognising themselves. This could happen when there are many actors involved, 
which opens up urging questions about whose identification and judging of the world 
that should count. When my way of understanding my world is challenged by others this 
becomes a driver for recognising myself, which makes me able to defend and argue for 
my way of seeing things. This involves not only recognising my way of understanding the 
world but also the understanding of me as capable of handling the situation. This second 
part of self-recognition contains self-attestation of one’s own capacity to act and to 
change things. Through self-attestation I can be an agent who acts responsibly in relation 
to my understanding.
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Mutual recognition, Ricoeur’s third dimension, brings explanations about how actors 
may affect each other. Mutual recognition requires a view of human beings as narrative 
creatures. This means that a person’s way of understanding the world can change if she 
meets, believes in and makes use of someone else’s way of interpreting the world. Ricoeur 
talks about imputability, which depends on several voices that must be involved in the 
decision-making of what is important and best to do. To make a worldview reliable for 
others, as some kind of truth, it needs to be reinforced by many voices and perspectives, 
‘they are claimed by collectivities and submitted to public evaluation and approval’ 
(Ricoeur 2005, 134). Ricoeur points out the fragility of the human narrative identity. 
A person could easily be manipulated depending on the situation. At the other end, 
there is a moral responsibility for the vulnerable ‘other that is in my charge’ (108). 
Agreements and collective identities bridge the individual and social forms of human 
capacities. Individuals’ relating to the collective calls for a second-order reflection recon-
structing themselves and in this interpretation act, Ricoeur argues for a critical turn which 
also feeds the power to act.

Mutual recognition relates to the ‘ideas of plurality, alterity, reciprocal action, and 
mutuality’ (Ricoeur 2005, 149). Mutual recognition as ‘Anerkennung’ solves problems, 
such as dissymmetry between people and comparison between incomparables, in peace-
ful ways (171). Conflict is at the other end of a continuum, which constitutes the situation 
that one wants to avoid. To achieve mutual recognition comprises self-reflection, orienta-
tion towards the other and dynamism from disregard toward consideration, and from 
injustice toward respect.

The set-up of collaboration and methodological considerations

The project rested on the four methodological aspects of action research described by 
Reason and Bradbury (2001), 1) dealing with practical issues, 2) supporting human 
development, 3) being founded on knowledge-in-action and, 4) aiming at participation 
and democracy. The teachers’ own questions from practice (practical issues), described as 
didactical dilemmas, were the starting-point in the knowledge production (knowledge-in- 
action). The teachers and researchers participated in a process of creating new didactical 
knowledge together (human development). An aim was to give voice to everyone 
concerned with the matters at stake and especially to the teachers, who are not always 
listened to, to democratise the knowledge production process (participation and 
democracy).

The set-up of specific activities to engage the teachers and researchers collaboratively 
was a way for us as project leaders to stage the developmental part of action research 
aiming at supporting the writing process. We used ideas from Nordic action research 
(Gustavsen 2001; Rönnerman and Salo 2012) when planning those activities (actions) and 
specifically one meeting became crucial in the process. It was a so called dialogue meet-
ing where the 13 teachers and nine researchers (chapter editors) participated for two 
days. At this time, the cases of didactic dilemmas were written and the comments from 
other teachers and researchers (commentators) had just arrived. The aim of the meeting 
was to read and reflect on the comments and to discuss how to write the two last parts of 
each chapter, that is, the researchers’ reflective summary and the teachers’ conclusion. We 
as project leaders suspected that some of the problems we were foreseeing from earlier 
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experiences of collaboration would have to be taken care of at this time in the project, like 
overcoming fear for being critiqued and finding ways to make the written dialogue 
constructive and relevant for the reader. These were underlying aims for us to handle 
through planned forms of dialogical collaboration in the meeting.

In the Nordic traditions of collaborative action research there is a strong emphasis on 
democratic perspectives, which expresses itself through the development of many differ-
ent forms for dialogue with the aim of making all voices heard (Rönnerman and Salo  
2012). When planning the dialogue meeting ideas were taken from the dialogue confer-
ences (Gustavsen 2001; Lund 2008; Shotter and Gustavsen 1999), which is an arena where 
theoretical and practical features are presented with equal status (e.g. similar amount of 
time) and groups are put together very deliberately. The aim is to form the dialogues to 
support the participants’ possibility to be heard and to learn from each other. The set-up 
of the dialogue meeting is described in Table 1.

Data and analyses

As project leaders, we expected the dialogue meeting to make a difference for the 
participants and the writing process. Therefore, we decided to focus on those two days 
in our inquiry on how collaboration would (or would not) affect the participants’ recogni-
tion of their own contribution and the mutual recognition.

We decided to gather written material from the two days as empirical data. It was done 
in mainly three ways, I) through participative observations by us as project leaders, II) 
through individually written notes from participants, both teachers and researcher, before 
and after every activity, and III) through individually written reflections from all partici-
pants just before ending, as an evaluation of the dialogue meeting.

Our participative observations were compiled to a narrative (Heikkinen 2002) about 
what happened during the meeting in discussions between us three project leaders in 

Table 1. Activities, groups and aims in the dialogue meeting.

Activity
Composition of 
working groups Aim of the activity

Introduction All together Sharing information
Discussions (in triads) about the comments Teachers and 

researchers in 
separate groups

Sharing reactions and reflections, support

Reports from the discussions A teachers’ group 
meets 
a researchers’ 
group

Meeting another perspective

Reports from the groups discussions All together Sharing and widening the perspectives
Peer mentoring on how to respond to the 

comments
Mixed groups of 4–5 

participants
Dealing with dilemmas, support

Summarising the discussions so far The teacher(s) and 
the collaborating 
author

Sharing, summarising and way forward

Dinner All together Socialising
Dialogue about how to write summaries 

and the last discussion part relating to 
the comments

Teachers and 
researchers in 
separate groups

Decision-making, sharing and working on ideas 
for further writing, supporting and challenging 
each other

Reports from the discussions All together Sharing and complementing each other’s ideas
Writing summaries of the dialogue meeting Individually Individual reflecting and remembering
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retrospect, where notes were taken and interpretations discussed with the theories of 
recognition in mind. The findings consist of the narrative of how the participants met in 
the dialogical collaboration, which follows chronologically the events in the meeting 
described in Table 1. Additionally, two critical incidents were identified as specifically 
interesting in the light of Ricoeur’s notion of recognition. Both incidents demonstrate 
a subordination of the teachers in relation to the situation of producing didactical knowl-
edge in collaboration with researchers (which was expected according to previous 
research). However, the incidents also point towards a transformation, namely that the 
teachers gradually become more agentic in the collaboration (which was the aim for the 
set-up of the whole book project as well as for this specific dialogue meeting).

Ricoeur’s notion of recognition was used for interpretation of how the dialogical 
collaboration eventually transformed the participants’ recognition of themselves and 
each other. The three dimensions of identification, self-recognition and mutual recogni-
tion contributed with existential explanations to how the transformation happened.

Writing the narrative has involved an interaction between laying out the plot in 
accordance with the participative notes from us project leaders and developing the 
interpretations with the help of the other participants written notes. Those individually 
written notes were both a way for all the teachers and researchers to prepare before the 
dialogues in the meeting as well as an empirical data collection. Right after every dialogue 
there was time to write notes as a reflection and memorising tool for the teachers and 
researchers, since everyone were supposed to make use of their thoughts in the writing 
process for the book after the meeting. In the reporting meetings (see Table 1), two 
persons were always chosen to take notes, one teacher and one researcher. Those notes 
were also gathered as data.

The last activity before closure of the meeting was 15 minutes of individual reflective 
writing on the questions: 1) In what ways have the dialogue meeting contributed to your 
writing process? 2) What could have been done differently?

All notes were sent to us project leaders after the meeting as data. The participants 
were asked for their consent of using their notes for research purposes, which all 
participants accepted (except three of the teachers who never sent in their notes).

Findings

The narrative about the two-day dialogue meeting to support continued writing, focuses 
on how the teachers and to some extent, the researchers, reacted and reflected over the 
comments they had received and how especially the teachers’ reactions transformed 
during the dialogue meeting. Situations and reflections are followed and described 
chronologically interwoven with explanatory interpretations with the help of Ricoeur’s 
notion of recognition.

The start of day 1 – the first critical incident

The meeting started with a critical situation. A group of teachers stopped at the doorstep 
and hesitated to join the meeting. They explained that they felt uncomfortable with some 
comments they had received on their dilemmas and that they did not want to meet the 
researchers who had written those comments (they had not understood that the 
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commentators were not joining the meeting). The teachers had to be persuaded to join 
the meeting by one of the project leaders, who listened to their worries and calmed them 
down. They told about how they had struggled to write interesting texts, which they felt 
were not met with respect by all commentators.

The situation shows, as we interpret it, that there were important issues at stake for the 
teachers. The teachers’ hesitation and expressed worries shows that they felt criticised on 
a personal level. The writing of the dilemmas with the help of the chapter editors had led 
to ways of expressing their practices in new ways. They had exposed acts of teaching that 
they were struggling with and wondering about. This opened up a space of vulnerability 
since they had described weak spots in their teaching. With Ricoeur’s perspective on 
recognition, the situation can be interpreted as that the ‘reading’ of educational situations 
and telling of the teachers’ didactical dilemmas was an act of identification for the 
teachers. They identified what was important and difficult to handle from their perspec-
tive as teachers. This act also involved an element of self-recognition, of seeing them-
selves as responsible professionals with the ability to judge their own actions, even 
though they felt unsure about parts of it. The critique from others at this stage became 
an interruption in their narrating, or identification, of their teaching that they were not 
prepared to handle at this point of the meeting.

Initial reactions on comments before and during the first dialogues at the meeting

The teachers’ written notes, which were discussed during the first dialogue, show differ-
ent reactions on the comments. Some of the teachers felt criticised and expressed a self- 
defensive approach:

He believes that as a teacher who likes chemistry, you should start a little cautiously and 
arouse interest in the students. Isn’t that what I do? (Teacher)

In several cases, the teachers meant that the comments could be interesting, but they 
were not sure how the comment contributed to the described case. They were wondering 
about the aim of the comment and sometimes commented that it seemed like the 
commentator just wanted to open up their own reasoning or perspectives instead of 
contributing in a dialogue about the case.

I am wondering about the other commentator. That researcher has a more linguistic perspec-
tive, where we have been writing about reasoning. In addition, there are no connections to our 
work, but the comment mostly seems to be the commentator’s own thoughts. (Teacher)

Some of the teachers did not agree about ideas of teaching or arguments they received 
and even, in a couple of the comments, expressed surprise over the commentators’ 
perspective, based on their teaching expertise.

I experienced her comments as if she was not familiar with central content versus knowledge 
requirements.3 (Teacher)

These reflections from the teachers in this initial stage of the meeting show that they are 
mainly interested in whether the commentators have understood their written cases and 
the teaching context properly or not. Many of the researchers (chapter editors) at the 
meeting were also occupied with defending the teachers’ right to be respected as 
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knowledgeable authors (actors), which made them question the commentators’ way of 
critiquing the dilemmas. As one of the researchers reflected:

One comment wasn’t in line with the idea of the book. How shall I handle it? Can I ask the 
commentators for revisions? In what sense? Help the commentators not to be judicial, but still 
critical in a constructive way. Should I defend the relevance of what the teachers have been 
writing about the case? (Researcher)

However, other reflections opened up to the commentators’ ideas by recognising what 
the commentator (‘the other’) had to say. Many teachers highlighted interesting new 
concepts that deepened their own descriptions and understandings of the dilemmas.

I experience this text as a real deepening and theorising of my case, which means that 
I understand what I have done in the classroom in a better way. (Teacher)

Some started realising what they needed to add in their own texts because the commen-
tator had asked for more information or misunderstood something.

These latter reflections are starting-points for the possibility of finding ways of working 
together professionally, through a critique of each other’s view (using Ricoeur’s theory). 
This could lead to commonly agreed worldviews, or the identification of ‘something’ that 
is commonly considered important, in Ricoeur’s words, when the actors starts affecting 
each other through the use of each other’s voices in the dialogue.

Shifts in ways of recognising the comments during the first day’s dialogues

In the dialogues in different groups during the first day of the meeting, the teachers and 
the researchers started to bridge each other’s different understandings of the comments 
and the usefulness of them for the common writing of the book. The researchers who 
were responsible for editing each chapter had a focus on how to handle the comments 
and the commentators:

Can we exclude someone’s comment - who is shooting outside the goal? How much are they 
willing to rewrite? (Researcher)

The teachers picked up this possibility of demanding the commentators rewrite. The 
teachers and the researchers also helped each other to see in what ways the comments 
could be seen as valuable, even though they might be critical, giving inspiration for 
further writing and argumentation.

How should critical comments be treated in a forward-looking way? (Teacher)

The last dialogue of the day was organised as a peer mentoring session where the 
teachers and researchers were supposed to raise problems they saw for their own 
upcoming writing of the last parts of the chapter, the researchers’ summary and the 
teachers’ conclusion. The others in the group deepened the problem by questioning it 
and bringing in advice. Many of the formulated problems targeted similar questions, 
which are summed up in the following example of a problem from one of the 
teachers:

. . . if one is to give the commentators ‘a chance’ to correct or should one use texts as they are 
and work from them? What is beneficial to the target group - the pre-service teachers? Can it 
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even be exciting to keep the comments as they are? Who should one mainly take count of: 
The authors of the dilemmas (us teachers)? The commentators? The pre-service teachers who 
are the readers? (Teacher)

This reflection illustrates a shift in the discussions, from the defensive approach at the 
beginning where the dilemmas were seen as the teachers’ ways of knowing the teaching, 
which had to be advocated, to a more open approach where different voices and 
messages are considered for the sake of the reader. One of the teachers described how 
the dialogues helped her to take an interest in the comments and start reflecting on how 
to respond in the concluding part of the chapter:

I had many new thoughts, got a clearer picture of the message from the comments and was 
helped to get a grip of what I wanted to say in my last comment. That help and support came 
from the dialogues in different groups during the meeting, by listening to experiences from 
others and by talking about my own. (Teacher)

The start of day 2 – the second critical incident

The next morning, a second critical incident happened. Along with the plan for the 
meeting, the teachers and the researchers were discussing in two separate groups how 
to go on with writing their different last parts of the chapter. After a short while, the 
teachers brought the project leader (researcher) into their meeting and asked him to 
explain how they were supposed to write their last reflective conclusions. The project 
leader told them he could not give them any instruction since he did not know what 
would be relevant for them as teachers to write about. He urged them to decide together 
what to write. After their meeting, the teachers reported the following back to the 
researchers, describing what they had decided:

● It would be important not to write in a defensive manner but rather to develop 
arguments and reasoning around raised issues to deepen the understanding of 
complexities, rather than trying to simplify the problems.

● The role would be to tie the ends together but without suggesting simplistic answers 
or quick fixes.

● Emphasised the need to keep the pre-service teachers as readers of the book in mind 
all the time to be aware of the aim of the writing.

The fact that the project leader was brought into the meeting shows that the teachers, 
even this late in the meeting, were not confident enough as knowledge contributing 
authors to trust that they could make their own decisions about how to write. However, 
becoming an author happened throughout the process of dialogues in the meeting. The 
decisions made in this last dialogue between the teachers indicate that they found their 
voice and in this sense became more agentic.

Transformed recognition at the end of the two-days dialogical meeting

Using Ricoeur’s perspective, we see how the teachers deepened their self-recognition as 
important contributors in the dialogical writing process. A growing self-attestation made 
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them take on responsibility in relation to the book production and not just for their 
teaching in classrooms. Especially, this responsibility concerned the pre-service teachers 
as the readers of the book. Ricoeur explains that humans have a narrative identity that 
implies that it is possible to re-create one’s own position. This happened through the 
dialogues throughout the meeting in which the teachers’ and researchers’ positions in 
relation to the content and the writing process were negotiated and reformulated. The 
teachers realised that they had the power to act, both in relation to the commentators, 
and in the written dialogue for producing knowledge.

Importantly, in the meeting there was a growing insight that the writing of the book 
was primarily for someone other than the participants themselves, namely the readers. 
For the teachers, this meant that their knowledge and dilemmas, which were initially just 
their own, were given a wider purpose through the involvement of several voices in 
decision-making on how best to understand it and what was best to do in the future. The 
knowledge became imputable, in a Ricoeurian sense, through the written dialogue in the 
book. This condition however, had to be discovered by the teachers, and this happened 
through the oral dialogues at the meeting. When, through the dialogical collaboration, 
the participants eventually came to understand that the comments, especially the critical 
ones, could offer new insights into the dilemmas, mutual recognition of each other’s 
knowledge and competences started to emerge. After the teachers’ meeting on 
the second day, one of the teachers concluded that:

We will not be defensive against the comments. It is better to find a theme or thread, to try to 
interpret and nuance a critical comment and elaborate and develop the reasoning. Create 
some new knowledge, building on the comment. (Teacher)

In conclusion, the teacher-researcher collaboration in the dialogue meeting seems to 
have nurtured a capacity to become someone else through a changed self- 
recognition and self-attestation. The teachers took on the capacity of knowledge 
producing authors, which involved receiving and using both positive and critical 
responses on their own knowledge-in-action. Another contribution of the collabora-
tion was the emerging mutual recognition that enabled the use of the capacity of 
creating new positions and actions for the readers of the book (‘the life of others’). 
The teachers and researchers concluded the meeting by agreeing how to continue 
the writing process. In this sense, they had achieved a ‘collective identity’ as co- 
authors, in a much more noticeable way than before the meeting when the research-
ers were leading and the teachers were trying to follow. Hence, the development of 
mutual recognition seems to be dependent on a development in the way the 
teachers recognised themselves. Without the teachers’ changed self-recognition, the 
development dialogue in the book would likely have lacked the constructiveness 
reached through mutual recognition of the authors’ contributions, which is necessary 
for common teacher-researcher knowledge production. According to the participants, 
the dialogical collaboration in the two-days meeting was crucial to achieving this.

Discussion and conclusions

Through thoroughly planned dialogues in the two-day dialogue meeting, transformation of 
the teachers’ self-recognition emerged, which opened up possibilities to participate in the 
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collaboration of writing a book in new ways. In the end, everyone became clearer about 
their own and each other’s contributions to the book writing process and how those 
contributions could be beneficial in reaching the aim of creating knowledge together.

To deepen the understanding of and overcome the often-reported problems (Carlgren  
2009; Carr and Kemmis 2005; Hargreaves 1994; McLaughlin and Black-Hawkins 2004; 
Plattel et al. 2010) between researchers and practitioners collaborating for, as in this 
case, common knowledge production, one argument in this article has been that colla-
boration in itself must be well informed. Another argument has been that the dimensions 
of recognition might be significant for inquiring into and being able to understand how 
productive collaboration works. Following and expanding Ricoeur’s argumentation, we 
claim that focusing on the individual and collective level in an anthropological inquiry 
adds knowledge that can also contribute on the societal and political levels, if those 
insights are taken into account when new activities are planned and carried out.

We have found that recognition of one’s own as well as of the others’ contributions is 
needed, and that an establishment of such recognition has to develop, if it is not there 
from the start. In the book-writing project, the development of self-recognition and 
mutual recognition was made possible through the set-up of dialogues aiming for 
democratic working forms. The teachers do have a mission to contribute to school 
development and knowledge production in schools, but they need time and scaffolding 
structures if they are to become actors in such processes.

The notion of recognition widens the discussion on the teaching profession and its 
relationship to didactical knowledge. Of course, it would be possible to use knowledge 
produced in research and try to implement it in educational practices. The whole discus-
sion about evidence based research and practice deals with this (cf. Biesta 2007). 
However, from our point of view there are two limitations to such approaches when it 
comes to teaching.

First, teaching practice is a complex activity including contingency, many dimensions 
and, not least, many situations that are dilemmatic in character (c.f. Carr 2007). There is 
not one solution that fits all situations. Rather, teachers often find themselves in tricky, 
multifaceted situations that they need to handle in their practice. They need to choose 
one way of acting or another and a single-solution alternative is not optimal to deal with 
this.

Secondly, if the relationship between research and practice is supposed to be a one- 
way communication, we miss the contribution that teachers’ knowledge about teaching 
and learning provides. In the didactical development dialogue, the teachers’ cases convey 
their initial knowledgeable approach to their dilemmas. They also use the commentators’ 
contributing knowledge and their own experiences to explicate, reflect on and further 
develop their knowledge in teaching. For the researchers, the common knowledge that 
was produced through didactical development dialogue represented a genuine stand-
point in teachers’ knowing, but also development through dialogue with research. For the 
teachers, the new knowledge became significant because it actually represented changes 
in their teaching practice and/or understanding of their teaching. Through mutual recog-
nition, teachers and researchers together managed to develop readiness and a widened 
repertoire of acts for practice, which they presented for the readers of the book. In this 
way, the researchers participating in the collaboration also learned and developed new 
kinds of knowledge compared to their everyday research work at the university.
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Dialogue is a form of collaboration that has been widely used and studied (Shotter and 
Gustavsen 1999; Edwards-Groves, Olin, and Karlberg-Granlund 2016). There seem to be 
possibilities through dialogue, even when disagreeing, to be able to contribute to the 
construction of knowledge together. Our results add to this by indicating that the written 
dialogue between teachers and researchers, although potentially productive in itself, was 
significantly supported by the two-day dialogue meeting involving teachers and research-
ers. Partly, this has to do with the fact that many, although definitely not all, teachers 
lacked experience in receiving and interpreting, as well as in responding to, sometimes 
rather harsh academic critique. In the dialogue meeting, the process of the teachers 
becoming authors, with the position and responsibility to define how knowledge should 
be presented to the readers, was facilitated through them being able to process the 
critique, both among peers and together with the researchers. In this situation, the 
researchers also had to develop new kinds of competences (which in itself could be 
further studied). In this way, the dialogue meeting may be considered as a constructive 
collaborative way to redefine the boundaries between teachers and researchers, which 
was needed to create significant common knowledge for others.

Just as there is a tendency to lean towards an easy solution when it comes to teaching, 
namely that there is a ‘best practice’ for everyone to follow, it is equally easy to believe in 
recipes when it comes to how collaboration between professionals should work. Even the 
presentation of didactical development dialogue could be taken to be such a suggestion. 
Much of the literature drawing on research where teacher-researcher collaboration has 
been undertaken is characterised by telling the story of successful collaboration, sometimes 
without problematising the collaboration at all, and in some cases drawing conclusions 
about what works and, sometimes revealing interesting aspects of why it works or not.

This study contributes to the research area by suggesting that a focus on recognition 
makes it possible to explain how, on an existential level, relations between teachers and 
researchers influence what happens in collaboration. This knowledge brings to the fore the 
potential of transformation by the actors in the practice, despite all the structural con-
straints that we know so much about. Such knowledge indicates what could and should be 
considered when setting up new partnerships and collaborations. Practice-based research 
including a teacher-researcher collaboration assumes the possibility of ‘inhabiting each 
other’s castles’, as Somekh phrases it (2005). However, if we want this to happen, we need 
to give space, time and support for professional growth for participants stepping into new 
professional domains. The findings of this study show that this may be realized by building 
up self-recognition in a new role with different kinds of competences, as well as the self- 
attestation to be able to act responsibly and to contribute on equal grounds.

Notes

1. We use the term didactics as it is used in the French, German and Nordic traditions to name 
the scientific discipline about teaching and learning (c.f. Ligozat and Almqvist 2018).

2. In working with the book project, we were inspired by the approach developed by Kathleen 
Armour that has been used in two different volumes (Armour 2014; Casey, Goodyear, and 
Armour 2016).

3. Central content and Knowledge requirements are two key rubrics in the Swedish national 
curriculum.
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