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Confronting Self:

Passion and Promise

inthe Act of Teaching

or

My Oz-dacious Journey to Kansas!

By Mary Lynn Hamilton

Having confronted my self, examined my beliefs, and explored my knowledge
inamultitude of ways, | seem to have uncovered the passion and the promisein my
acts of teaching. Oh, yes, | also looked at practice. And, in retrospect, as| decon-
struct the reconstruction of my constructed experience, | find that my journey
resembles Dorothy’ s search for Kansas. So for fun, and to help develop my ideas,
| present astory about my own Oz-daciousjourney to Kansas. Asaconsequence,
thisisapersonal tale, which meansthat | have not stopped to grammatically check
my language or appropriately cite my colleagues. Hopefully, though, the power of

the story will outweigh the bumpy ride.
] My story beginsfour yearsagowhen| completed
Marry Lynn Hamilton is my Ph.D. and stepped over into academe. In search
an assistant professor of of intellectual adventure and stimulating challenge, |

curriculumand bade farewell to the warm cocoon of the desert and
instructioninthe School saidhellototheprairie’ sedgeandtheheart of middle
of Education at the America. Like Dorothy, | found little solace in the
University of Kansas, land or the spirit of the place. | felt like a traveler
Lawrence, Kansas. without proper language or culture referents. For
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comfort, | began a journalistic exploration of my own experience as well as a
guadralogue with colleagues, highlighting shared experiences (Guilfoyle, 1991,
1992; Hamilton, 1991, 1992; Placier, 1991, 1992; Pinnegar, 1991, 1992).

The turmoail of finding my place occupied considerable effort. At the heart of
it wasthefact that paradigms, asKuhn (1977) might havelabel ed them, had shifted,
and colleagues had to scramble to catch up with the work. Positivism transposed
into post positivism (Lather, 1986), artificial settings shifted into natural sites,
teachers became researchers (Lytle & Cochran-Smith, 1991), and passion—the
desire to know more, to seek out ideas, to reveal a self—became arelevant part of
intellectual pursuits. At onceunsureof theshift, but confident of itspotential, | grew
impatient with being overwhel med by tradition and an opaque cultural setting. My
non-traditional worldview created complications because | believed in critical
reflection and in an interpretive, constructed world. Thiswas not home. What was
my placein academe? Could | wrest power away from the keepers of tradition? My
early experiences in academe seemed precarious, like a maelstrom continuously
raging both inside my head and within my experience. As Dorothy could view the
cyclone randomly tossing people and things, | could often see intellectual turbu-
lence swirling in our hallways.

This paper explores my journey into teacher knowledge—my own. | have
grounded myself in the recognition that timeshave changed and we no longer view
teachersand teacher education fromtheold paradigm, inwhichteachersarevessels
of knowledge, tools of the system. Rather, | approached their ideas/my ideas
recognizing that teachers, asgeneratorsof knowledge, areempowered (potentially)
regardless of the system. In an example of intimate scholarship, | endeavored to
pursue Lytle and Cochran-Smith’s (1991) call to redefine teacher’s knowledge.
Such a study should reveal the perplexities of both ateacher’ s knowledge and her
practice, aswell asthefutility of attempting to accommodate the intimate nature of
teachingwithinthelarger, conventional institution. As| began myjourney, | did not
feel at home. | felt that the system questioned my intellectual capacity, my desire
for connections, and my ability to progress.

The Post-Positivist Cyclone

Four yearsago | stepped over into academewithout afull understanding of the
barometric pressures created by the paradigm wars. | had a practical, not a theor-
etical, history—ahistory that encouraged critical examination of experiencebut did
not encompass standard training in philosophical orientations. Y et curiously, that
practical history, coupled with my interest in culture, pulled me swiftly in one
direction. In retrospect, this experience was similar to Dorothy’s experience with
the cyclone: one moment she was grounded, and the next moment she was free-
falling, uncertain about her future. Frankly, | was probably saved great anguish by
not having theoretical training; | simply selected the paradigm that had the most
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comfortable fit.

For me, the paradigm wars centered on the notion of producersversususers of
knowledge (for example, Fenstermacher, 1986; Huberman, 1991). Previously,
educators had drawn distinctions between those who used knowledge in practice
andthosewho produced knowledgethrough research. Theoristswhovalidatedthis
dichotomy attempted to reduce experience to its smallest common denominator,
but these distinctions often blurred when an interpretive framework was applied.

The knowledge production versus knowledge use argument explores the link
between thought and action, contrasting theoretical and practical arguments. While
each provides away of knowing theworld (Morine-Dershimer, 1987, p. 2), atheor-
etical argument culminatesin atruth claim, whereasapractical argument concludes
with an action. The point here is that some philosophers and others label certain
wisdom or knowledge as*“theoretical” if it consists of assertions and makes claims
about events, states, or phenomena. Accordingly, theseassertionscan betested by
the researcher using disciplined methods. Thereisalso practical wisdom or know-
ledge, which may be supported by logical reasoning but terminatesin actionsrather
than propositions. Why must they be separated?

Fenstermacher (1986) pointsto the difference in logic between the knowledge
producer and the knowledge user, but is the distinction valid? In contrast, Eisner
(1991) calls for the union of good science and practice, but Fenstermacher claims
that the work of the two groups may not complement each other. He supports the
separation of each form of logic, “holding each accountable only for what it is
possible and appropriate for each to do” (Fenstermacher, 1986, p. 45). | believethat
it is no longer possible to make such clear-cut distinctions. The use of these dis-
tinctionsraisesthree questions:

What is knowledge and whose knowledge is most valued? This term and its
valueseemto require new definition aswell asre-examination of the concepts
of knowledge production and use. As it is, these terms imply a power
rel ationshipthat perpetuatesthechasm between researchersand practitioners
and oppresses the work of the practitioner.

What roledoescontext play asamediating element? Zumwalt (1982) suggests
that context disallows generalizability; so consequently, can those who
produce knowledge in one context apply their ideas in another context?

Whose voice shall be heard? The teacher’s voice is often silenced. Why?

The Scarecrow

After Dorothy’ s house landed in an unknown place, she began her quest for
home, usingtheyellow-brick road asher guide. Along theway, sheencountered the
Scarecrow, a being of great intellect who never acknowledged his capacity. He
wanted to find a brain. After | found my place amid the paradigmatic verbiage, I,
too, began a search for home along the Lawrence-brick road and ran into such a
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being—myself. | wanted to discover my knowledge base, devaluing what | had.
This second section explores thefirst question posed in section I: What isknowl-
edge and by whom is it valued? The second question, What role does context
play asamediating “ element” ?, isaddressed in section |11, and the third question,
Whose voice shall be heard?, is examined in section V.

Former definitions of knowledge seemed reductionist (Carter, 1993), support-
ing an adversarial relationship between the oneswho use knowledge and the ones
who produce knowledge (Stenhouse, 1975). To my good fortune, however, the
view of knowledge (Adler, 1993) began to expand, and traditional views began to
break down about the time | took my first steps along the road. Clandinin (1986),
for example, defined knowledge asimplicit or explicit connections that we express
in actions, with our historical, social and cultural roots. Grumet (1990) found
knowledge to be historically-bound results of particular applications and experi-
ences. Indeed, Howard (1989) contended, and Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1991)
concurred, that knowledge is an idea “that arises between the inner impulses,
interests, and qualities of the[person] and the physical and cultural world of which
heor sheisapart” (Howard, 1989, p. 229). Moreover, aperson’ sknowledgeismore
comprehensive than can be articul ated (Polanyi, 1967) and isrecognized asasocial
construction (von Glasersfeld, 1989; Lather, 1986; Briscoe, 1992, April).

So knowledgeisan historically-embedded, culturally-imbued construct that is
personal yet socially-constructed and can be expressed in actions. Further, it
appearsto be event-structured (Carter & Doyle, 1987), but flexible and generative.
These new definitions, in direct contrast with some of my training and my ex-
perience, confirmed what | had intuitively come to believe: that | do generate
knowledge and that that knowledge may actually be of considerable value. |
found this recognition of knowledge to be emancipating. Previously, | had always
been looking outside to find which person or theory matched my ideas. Sometimes
| was lucky, and sometimes | was not. | never looked inside to see what fit with
myself. This move away from one-way knowledge has shifted that perspective.

In fact, all people produce knowledge; knowledge is no longer the domain of
aspecial few. Although Dewey (1904) discussed teachers' learning and knowledge,
suggesting that teachers understand through their own inquiry, it isonly recently
that real attention was given to teachers knowledge. Schén's work (1983), of
course, is the exception, discussing the knowledge of practice and exploring its
power to inform our actions. Blumberg (1990) also recognized the scholarship of
practice where reflective scrutiny of practice occurs.

Duckworth (1987) and Grumet (1990, among others, have identified teaching
as research and research as teaching. Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1990, 1991) have
suggested that to negl ect teachersasgeneratorsof knowledgeis*® exclusionary and
disenfranchising,” and they recommend that teacher research could “contribute a
fundamental reconceptualization of the notions of knowledge for teaching” (1990,
p. 4) and perhaps knowledge in general. Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1991) recog-
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nized that teachers build knowledge both locally and publicly (p. 28), developing
anunderstanding of their classroomsand moving beyond that. Munby and Russel |
(1992) suggested that teachers acquire considerable knowledge from their experi-
ence and engage in critical reflection upon their work. Although some, like Carter
(1993), have suggested that teachers’ knowledge is elusive, it may simply be that
teachers do not yet have the language to discuss that knowledge adequately. It is
only in the last few years that teachers’ knowledge has begun to be considered
valuable. In fact, Duckworth (1991) pointed out that teachers do not take their
knowledge seriously, leaving it mostly untapped and known only to the one who
holdsit. She asserted that the“ main thing wrong with theworld of educationisthat
there’ sthisonegroup of peoplewho doit—theteachers—and thenthere’ sanother
group who think they know about it—the researchers’ (p. 34).

In the world of cognition, schema (Rumelhart, 1978), propositional mapping
(D’ Andrade, 1976), and scripts (Shank & Abelson, 1977) are discussed asways of
understanding daily life. These perspectives are used to define how people know
things. They do not, however, offer ways that thoroughly explain how people
theorize or how their past experiences affect their decisions. Cultureaso hasarole
in cognition that we do not fully understand (Holland, 1985). While our cognition
issupposed to be predictable and routine, there are always surprises. Recognizing
that what wedoistotest theory and storeinformation may help usunderstand what
occursfor usin our classrooms.

Teachers constantly create theory, as do all people, and they test it in their
classrooms. That, in fact, is how we operate in the world—as generators of know!-
edgeand theory. Sandersand M cCutheon (1986) found that teachershave practical
theories of teaching which provide them with the reasons for their actions and the
propositionsthat guidetheir actions. Thispractical reasoningisconcernedwiththe
interpretation, understanding, and justification of certain situations (Usher &
Bryant, 1989). Importantly, though, Schon (1983) has pointed out that these
practical theories are uncertain and do not alwaysfunction in alinear fashion. Itis
hard to map out situations of practice.

An example from my own life—outside of academe—comes from watching
my son and hisfriends play. Do not misunderstand: | am not suggesting that these
boyssit around consciously attempting to make sense of their world. Neverthel ess,
as they play, they try different ideas with each other. “All right, do this,” they
suggest, describing some play action. Then, after an honest attempt, | might hear,
“No, no, that doesn’ t work. Let’ stry this!” at which point they provideanalternative
approach. Simply, thisis hypothesis-testing at its best and most spontaneous.

And that is what | observe in classrooms, especially my own. No, | don't
usually hold these discussions out loud, but there are times when | talk with my
studentsin aparticul ar way about sometopic, and sometimes| realize, or werealize,
that it’s not working and change it in mid-sentence. In fact, my theories—sets of
interrelated conceptual frameworks grounded in practice—indicate that | both use
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and generate knowledge (Lytle & Cochran-Smith, 1991). | devise atheory, with a
lower-caset, and | test it. If it works the first time, | try it again. And as | do that,
| am continuously reflecting on the process and the elements of it.

Friere (1973) identified the act of teaching as a knowledge-producing process
that involvesacritical ook into aperson’s experience. Praxis, the interrelationship
of theory and practice, usesresearch to inform the other about a situation with the
goal of change. The best teachers engage in praxis as they examine their own
practice (Adler, in press). According to Kinchloe (1991), teacher/researchers need
to “rescue wisdom from the cult of the expert” (p. 198) and beginto claimit astheir
own.

Action research is an appropriate form of teacher research because it is a
careful, planned inquiry (Laidlaw, 1992) and an organic form of educational
exploration that should not and cannot be commandeered by experts and their
definitions (Bannister, Lomax, & Whitehead, 1989). By examining their practices,
teachers can distinguish between their theories of practice and their actual practice
(Lytle & Cochran-Smith, 1991, p. 14). Teacher research into their own understand-
ingswill provideawindow into comprehending knowledge construction and aview
of enhancing the quality within it (Elliott, 1989, March).

Early inthefall semester | wastimid, still wanting to find the“right” curriculum
for my preservice students and still operating out of prior “student” experiences
wherel had been giventheinformation. | organized my classesand my ideasto give
information rather than to explore student ideas. Yet | was frustrated with my
students’ dependency upon meto providethe answers.

As| reflected upon my experiences and explored possibilities with myself, |
became interested in the practical rationality/practical argument notion and at-
tempted to employ it within my practice. | realized that | wanted my students to
express themselves. The practical argument format provided me with away to talk
to them and provoked the thinking of those who had questionsto address. In this
developmental process| identified aproblem, considered an alternative, applied my
solution, and generated changeintheclassroom. | used knowledge, inthiscasefrom
Fenstermacher’ swork, but | also produced know!|edge, adapting ideasand creating
a workable format for my classroom.

So, my Oz-daciousjourney hashad many twistsand turnsalong the L awrence-
brick road. | have been in the vortex of theoretical controversy, looking for aplace
within academia, and | have questioned my value and my knowledge—only to
discover that my ideas are valued, and praxis and action research are the avenues
to pursue.

The Tin Woodsman and the Cowardly Lion

After Dorothy had linked up with the Scarecrow, she met the Tin Woodsman
(TW) and the Cowardly Lion (CL). The TW, the most compassionate of the Oz
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adventurers, was searching for aheart. Hewanted to share himself with others. The
CL felt heneeded courage. Although hewasthemost intrepid character, hedoubted
hisability to face danger. Like Dorothy, after | had confronted my Scarecrow, | was
then shortly to encounter both the TW and the CL—each of whom, again, was
myself. | needed heart and courage to continue my journey. | desired connec-
tion—with associates, with students, with others—whilestaking aclaimfor myself.
| sought solidarity with colleagues as well as recognition as an individual. As a
teacher, either in public school or in higher education, | tended to fall victim to the
isolation and disempowerment of the old paradigm. In that system, teachers work
alone and follow the direction of others. Finding heart would encourage me to
connect with colleagues and reach out beyond my office doors; getting courage
would support mein those pursuits.

The context within which | am working sets silences and establishes barriers
inwayssimilar to the public school teacher’ sexperiences. My context holdsmeand
constrains me; | am alwayswondering whether it freesmeto do thework | need to
doasateacher. Contextiscritical to my experienceand to thewaysthat | experience
my classroom, as well as to the creation or inhibition of my theories.

When teachersteach, they do not merely present their subject matter acumen
and their pedagogical abilities. They also communicate themselves. Indeed, they
reveal their frames of self: their interpretations, their histories, their personal
understandings of theworld. Often teaching isan act of intimate distance, with the
teacher at once revealing her ideas while sheltering herself from the discomfort of
challenge and potential failure. Simply knowing one’ s discipline or the pedagogi-
cally-correct manner in which to deliver a lesson does not make a successful
teacher. Sometimes, the expectations of academia or departmental politics lay
claim to course directions; sometimes context interferes with desired course. And
sometimes the system of higher education/public education has been immersed in
the old paradigm for so long that giving in to it is the only way to survive.

For the most part, the paradigms that promote the knowledge-product use
dichotomies have existed for along time, advocating what was considered aval ue-
freeenvironment and addressing teachers (and all othersin the environment except
researchers) asif they were emotionless, brain-free beingswho could beled blindly
invariousdirections. These paradigms often engaged methodol ogiesthat silenced
the studied, disregarded the personal knowledge of the studied, and strengthened
the notion of researchers as the (only) knowledge-producers (Gitlin, 1990). Typi-
cally, teachers' knowledge was not reflected in the studies.

Connectionsmust befound amongall aspectsof anindividual’ shistory (Kotre,
1984). A person’ slifeand experiencesstrongly influence her responses. Moreover,
connections must be made among livesto generate an understanding of reality. In
Kansas, | found few connections, few similarities. Therewere peoplewho werenice
and peoplewho would smile, but therewerefew connections made among teachers,
students, and colleagues.

. _________________________________________________________________________________________]
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Fortunately, though, that research has been found deficient (Allender, 1992).
People now realize that we are formed by, and forming, our work and our world
(Britzman, 1991). One important element islanguage. Isit apowerful tool or anear-
lethal weapon?1t can beusedto bring peopletogether. Importantly, inthislanguage
context, voice is born. Clearly, language plays a strong role in mediating circum-
stances and, potentially, in empowering them.

AlongtheLawrence-brick road | experienced many adventuresasl| triedtofind
heart and courage. And, asalways, | returned to myself, to see myself, to question
myself, to confront myself about my own connectionswith, and participationin, the
worldinwhich | choseto live. Inthe process, | discovered that context and culture
can heavily influence thought and action. Moreover, if context is not considered,
understanding theory-making and knowledge may be futile.

With Considerable Help from my Friends

Throughout Dorothy’ sjourney therewerevariouspeopleand beingscrucial to
her experience. Without the Munchkins, the Winkies, the Witches, the Field Mice,
theWinged Monkeys, and others, Dorothy’ sadventurewoul d not have progressed.
Eachgroup offeredkindness, attention, aid, andideasto her that supported her when
she needed it—encouraging her, offering advice, forcing her to look at herself in
different ways.

Inthat sameway, my studentshavesupported methroughout my quest for self.
Understanding that Kansas was the place to be and that my journey might be
arduous, but important, took considerable looking inward and |ooking outward as
well. My studentsalwaysasked theright questionsor responded in particular ways
that forced me to confront myself.

One concern | always had about my teaching addressed matching beliefswith
actions. | wanted my students to be critical inquirers—but did | talk too much? If,
asthey say, we teach aswe were taught, then there was no way | could escape my
directly-instructed past. Would | be ableto dodgethe lecture mode and the“ owner
of knowledge” syndrome? Would Mrs. Bovers always appear as a ghost in my
classroom? Frightening thoughts, indeed.

Of course, | persevered. | read the latest instructional information, | thought
about my subject matter, | discussed it with colleagues, and | kept ajournal of my
experiences. In addition, | perceived my students as having particular educational
needs that included learning how to think critically, being able to work in co-
operative groups, and understanding themselves so they could understand the
classroom. But didthestudentsperceivetheseastheir ownconcerns?Did | havethe
right to force these concerns upon them? At the beginning of each semester, when
| have students list their own concerns, they simply list how-tos rather than whys
and wher efores. Am| theoneto decidehow they shoul d teach and what they should
think? Can | walk them through to the other side, if the other sideis selected by me?
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Do | match my beliefswith my actions? It was not until | met up with my students
that | could critically examine my own work.

Through interactions with my students, | found that | thought | was teaching
critically and engaging the students in lots of discussions, but their critiques
indicated that | lectured too much. How did that happen? The students wanted to
engagein conversation and | wastalking too much. | talked because | wanted them
torealizethat they needed to reconsider their ideas. | talked because | wanted them
to realize that they thought they knew something but they did not. So all the while
| wastalking, | was busily illustrating the style of teaching | did not want them to
duplicate and contradicting my words with my actions. Last semester my classes
were particularly frustrated by the clashes of my actions with my beliefs, and my
students quickly caught me in the contradiction of my ways.

Thissemester | haveworkedtoengagestudentsinconversations, remembering
to discover their prior knowledge and their ideas. | think my efforts at discourse
have worked well. The students will ask questions such as, “How doesit come to
be that way?” or “Why dowedo it that way?’ And | respond, “Well what do you
think? We explore their experiences, and we think about what happens in the
classesthey observe.

This semester, in fact, | have made major shifts in thinking and in teaching.
Much of thischangehascomeinresponseto my interactionswith my students, and
additional changes will, | hope, continue to occur. Over time, with my students
talking with me and interacting with me, in addition to my own reflecting on my
experiences, | have shifted, and | think | have reached a much better plane as a
teacher. | believe that the students would say that | am encouraging them to be
independent thinkers and that | am meeting their educational needs because | am
talking to them about what is really happening in our classroom. Along my path
toward confronting my self and understanding my passions, | have had many fine
teachers, but none has been more crucial to my experiencesthan have my students.

Glinda

Through aseriesof eventsof little consequence here, Dorothy cametotheend
of her journey after ameeting with Glinda, awoman of intellect, power, and beauty.
In Dorothy’s story, Glinda listened to Dorothy’s problem and envisioned its
solution. Dorothy, it turned out, had only to recognize her power; she could have
used that power to obtain what shewanted thefirst day of her journey. “Y our Silver
Shoeswill carry you [home].... If you had known their power you could have gone
back [home] the very first day you came to this country” (Baum, 1900, p. 187).

And soit wasfor me. If | had only known the power of my voice, | could have
found my placethevery first day. Unfortunately, | wastoo deeply influenced by the
system and too victimized by tradition. The issue of voice isapolitical issue that
embraces discourse and power relationships. Implicitly, the quest for voice is

37



Confronting Self

__________________________________________________________________________________________________|
marked by power struggles between resistance and domination. What people do
not say, are not allowed to say, are unable to say, is crucial to understanding
their voices. What isnot said isasimportant aswhat issaid. The silences, in fact,
represent the existing power struggles. And thelanguage sets conditionsby which
events are interpreted and the self is located in an ever-changing world. Clearly,
each voice communicates its own particular understandings and knowledge, as
expected when contexts vary.

Voice can be a form of political action that challenges domination and
oppression (Gitlin, 1990), a voice against oppression (Richert, 1991). Belenky,
Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule (1986) suggested that developing voice is analo-
gous with devel oping reflection, an approach that |eads to ways of knowing that
enableindividualsto enter into the social andintellectual areas of their community.
Without reflection and language, however, one remains isolated from one's self.
Voice represents a person’ s struggl e to generate and create meaning, assert her or
his opinions, and negotiate with others (Britzman, 1991). It is through voice that
people become actively involved in their world. Teachers simply can not afford a
neutral viewpoint. They need to becomeactively involvedin situations, to beheard
over the swell of administrative ideas.

Through feminist literature, the Glinda of my experience, | discovered | needed
tolook again at my ideasand perhapsre-eval uatetheminlight of certain prejudices.
I had only to look to myself, not to external forces, to discover the power | had to
offer.

Kansas

I have no conclusionsto offer. | have been across the long, dusty prairie and
through the poppy fields of spring, and alas, “nowhere and everywhere” is home.
Home is where | think it is. Perhaps because of age, gender, ethnicity, and ex-
perience, perhapsfor other reasons, | havecometo recognizethat positivismispost,
that theory ispractice, that teachersare researchers, that connectioniscritical, that
cultureisconstructed, andthat voicebringsstrength. | amnolonger looking outside
of myself and my experience to discover reality. Knowledge, once outside my
grasp, is mine, and | enjoy learning with students and colleagues as we critically
examine our worlds, weaving our theories and generating new ideas.

| realizethat contextissignificant to peopl e sviews. When constructing theory
and ideas, where a person is and how he or she perceives what is happening can
prominently affect what occurs. For example, in auniversity setting that has strong
traditional ties, it isquiteimpossible to introduce alternative ideas about reflection
into classrooms or faculty discussions. Additionally, if ateacher has studentswho
have been trained in dependency-producing environments, it will be difficult to
successfully introduce critical inquiry into their repertoire.

In truth, people need to find connections with their environment and their
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place. Careand concern areessential to confronting self and expressing the passion
that comes with teaching. VVoice, however, is what brings all of these pieces into
perspective. If | had not developed my voice (whichisstill developing), | would not
have been able to recognize my intellectual capacity or confront my contextual
incongruencies. Voice provides the power to critically examine a situation and
confront it, rather than be dominated by it. In fact, the simple act (which wasreally
rather difficult) of writing this paper has helped me draw out my voice and state
ideasthat | have not previously cultivated.

Asitdevelops, | must, and we must, display our new-found, newly-devel oped
voices. Of course, we can go to faculty meetings and confront our colleagues, but
more specifically we must display our new abilities as examples for our colleagues
in both higher education and public education. We should become exampl esfor our
peers, yet always engage in critical examination of the process.

For astart, we can recognize ourselves asteachers. If we, asmembersof higher
education, perpetuate the dichotomy between teachersand teacher educators, then
wearedoing our professionagraveinjustice. If wecontinueto draw linesasthough
one group has more or better information than another, we are not recognizing the
value of what wearemissing. If we do not addressteachersin public schoolsasthe
equalsof thosein higher education, wearestifling our world. Without thework and
the experience of public school teachers, teacher education is an empty shell.

One way to begin to bring down the barriers between teachers and teacher
educatorsisto think of ourselvesasteachers and use ourselves as elements of our
own studies. Rather than going to the public schools, we can examine ourselvesin
our own acts of teaching. If we can understand how we ourselves teach, we can
inform ourselves about how others might teach. It is time to start looking inward,
instead of outward. Whiletherearemany studiesof public school teachers, thereare
far fewer studies of higher education teachers studying their own practice. As
teachers (teacher educators/higher education teachers/scholars) we areat acrucial
crossroads. We can hide within the hollow log of past perspectives, forging new
barriers between academiaand othersor, like Dorothy, we can recognize that home
iswhere we are and look to ourselves for answers.
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Comments by Jack Whitehead

| havethree of Mary Lynn’ spapersinfront of me: (L)Makingpublictheprivate
voiceof ateacher educator (1992), (2) Confronting self: Passionand promiseinthe
act of teaching or My Oz-dacious Journey to Kansas! (1993), and (3) A teaching
odyssey: Sailing to the straits of teaching through the gales of academia (1994).

When | first saw the paper Making public the private voice of a teacher
educator, | remember my response was that in showing that you had mastered the
pertinent literature you might have masked your interest in your experience and
your students’ voices.

I thinkyou coul d easily point out howtheexisting power relationsinacademia,
inparticular thosewhichsustainthelanguageof academicjournals, arepart ofthe
conser vativeforceswhichareperhapsservingto devalueworkonand concernfor
teacher devel opment by theinstitution. Onepoint you might makeisthat thereare
afewarticlesin professional research journalsby teacher educatorsthatinclude
a story in the teacher’s own voice and that show the influence of the teacher
educator on the teacher. You could then point out the importance of your own
students’ evaluations as a starting point in showing the nature of such educative
relationships(rather than asa point about student resistance).

What strikes me, still, is how much of the traditional academic form of
presentation you gothroughbeforeyour educativerelationshipswithyour students

begin to appear. The methodology section and the

I framesfor viewing beliefsseemvital tothe paper but
Jack Whitehead | would use them critically in the sense of pointing
convenestheAction out that they can get in the way of taking seriously
Research in Educational your later question, “ How can my voicebeheard?”
Theory Research Group (Hamilton, 1992). You then move back into a tradi-
at the University of Bath,  tional formof academicdiscourseinyour sectionon
United Kingdom. theclash of beliefs. Look howfar you havetravelled
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since 1992! Linnasa’ svoice (Hamilton, 1994) ison the page, with journal entries
over a couple of months and her responses to them. Great stuff! Look at the
pressuresyou have hadto overcomein order to showyour educativerelationships
inaction, and how strongly your papersnow do that.

| think part of this struggle can be seen in this paper. Your break with the
traditional academic formisseeninyour use of the metaphors fromthe Wizard of
Oz to show your reader who you are and saysthat “ writing this paper has helped
me draw out my voiceand stateideasthat | have not previously cultivated.” There
is no evidence in this paper from any of your students about the quality of their
educativerelationships.

In A teaching odyssey: Sailing to the straits of teaching through the gales of
academia, youintegrateyour reading. You usetheherometaphor torelateyour sel f
toyour reader andthen movedramaticallyintotheevidencefromyour studentsand
from your relationships with them. You then take up the issue of the absence of
teachers' voicesinteacher educationresearchand offer thepossibility that action
resear ch may provideanopportunityfor your studentsto speakintheir ownvoices
inteacher educationresearch.

| wonder if the formwhich Peggy (Placier, 1994) has used might be useful for
your students. It’s a common-sense yet disciplined form of action reflection cycle
which enablesthemto take up a concer n, imagine what they could do about it, to
actandgather dataonthequality and effectivenessoftheir actions, toeval uatetheir
actions and to modify their concerns, ideas and actions in the light of their
evaluations. | wonder if you*“ should” integratesomeof Karen’ ssocial analysisinto
an analysis of the power relations which are sustaining inappropriate forms of
knowledge about teacher education. | wonder if we should all integrate some of
Sefinee’ sinsightsinto how we might strengthen our sense of community.

Therewasapoint frommyownworkwhichl’dliketoclarify. Itisn’tthat | think
we must all start from the experience of our own experience of “1” as a living
contradiction. I thinkwecan seewhat wear edoing at different phasesof anaction/
reflection cycle. Yet | do stresstheimportance of including “ I” —in our claimsto
know our own educational development— as a living contradiction because it
focuses on experiences | think we all have of working in contexts which at times
negate our fundamental values.
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