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      Preface

      
         
         
         
      

      
       We struggle for identity and recognition each day, we are invisible to many, made
         so not by our choice but by the social, cultural, and political tensions in our society.
         The teacher entering a classroom feels this invisibility, both for him- or herself
         and for the students. Perhaps more so for some than for others. What makes an individual
         invisible? What forces are at work that reduce a person to the status of not being
         seen, not being recognized when others look directly at that person, yet do not recognize,
         do not acknowledge that person’s existence?
      

      
       Increasingly, teachers are entering educational settings where difference connotes
         not equal, better/worse, having more/less power over resources; discourses of identity
         and difference are braided at many points with a discourse of racism, both interpersonal
         and structural. Teacher identity is often framed by difference, understood not as
         fact
         but as perspective. “What is not” defines the boundaries of “what is.” The social,
         historical, and cultural contexts in which teachers work and live, and from which
         teachers derive their identity, play a significant role in shaping the many different
         “self’s” that are engaged in the social context of a teacher’s practice at particular
         points in space and time.
      

      
       Teacher identity is partly shaped by recognition or its absence, often by misrecognition
         of others. Interwoven with individual identity formation is the development of cultural
         identity. Recognition as a teacher, the strong and complex identification with one’s
         professional culture and community, is necessary for a positive sense of self and
         for the making of an involved and active community member. Teachers must learn to
         examine the consequences that prevailing social practices have jointly had in the
         creation of their own lives and the lives of their students.
      

      
      Teacher Identity and the Struggle for Recognition examines the nature of identity and recognition as social, cultural, and political
         constructs. In particular, the contributing authors to the book present discussions
         of the professional work necessary in teacher preparation programs concerned with
         preparing teachers for the complexities of teaching in schools that mirror an increasingly
         diverse society.
      

      
      The authors in Teacher Identity and the Struggle for Recognition ask the reader to join in a series of conversations that attempt to illuminate the
         meaning and nature of teacher identity as it relates to the social, cultural, and
         historical struggles teachers face. The authors, through their differing perspectives,
         examine teacher identity and the struggle experienced daily by teachers and students
         and other cultural workers in America’s universities and schools and places of preparation
         and practice. Importantly, the authors illuminate many of the often problematic structures
         of schooling and the cultural politics that work to define one’s identity, drawing
         into specific relief the nature of the struggle for recognition that all face who
         choose to entering teaching as a profession.
      

      
       Teacher Identity and the Struggle for Recognition is organized into six parts. In Part I, “The Meaning of Identity—Understanding Teacher
         Identity in a Diverse Society” (chapters 1–4), the authors present discourses on teacher
         identity, examining through a different lens the nature of identity. In chapter 1,
         the authors present an examination of identity formation and the intersection of ethnic
         consciousness, self-conceptualization, and belief systems. In chapter 2, the author
         presents an exploration of the role of identity in the school. In chapter 3, the author
         examines the concept of teacher identity and the intersubjective experience of identity
         formation. In chapter 4, the authors examine tensions existent in teachers’ identities
         as educators for social justice.
      

      
       Part II, “Pedagogical Considerations in Shaping Teacher Identity—Raising Identity
         Awareness” (chapters 5–9), presents a set of perspectives on pedagogy and how teacher
         identity is shaped. In chapter 5, the authors examine the hazards of engaging teacher
         identity in a preservice middle level program. In chapter 6, the author focuses on
         new teachers as cultural workers and the importance of cultivating a wide-awake consciousness
         of identity. In chapter 7, the authors discuss the experience of becoming a teacher
         through a cross-cultural analysis of motivation and teacher identity. In chapter 8,
         the authors as Black and White teacher educators engage in a dialogic exchange focused
         on healing, teaching, perils, and possibilities concerning identity. In chapter 9,
         the author’s discussion places identity in cultural perspective, centering on how
         it matters to teachers and teaching.
      

      
       Part III, “Gender, Sexual Orientation, and Teacher Identity—Embracing Politics and
         Professionalism” (chapters 10–12), presents gender and sexual orientation perspectives
         that bring to the foreground the politics of identity and professionalism. In chapter
         10, the author examines the irony of women teachers’ beliefs about gender, discussing
         the deep-seated nature of gender in identity formation. In chapter 11, the author
         draws
         into specific relief the importance of interrogating power, agency, space, and self
         in
         the feminized position of teacher. In chapter 12, the authors present the reader with
         an
         important examination of the personal, professional, and political identities of lesbian
         teachers.
      

      
       Part IV, “Identity Formation—Writing and Reading Teacher Identity” (chapters 13–15),
         presents discourses concerned with the metaphorical and literal writing and reading
         of teacher identity in preparation and practice. In chapter 13, the authors offer
         the reader a discussion of content area teachers and the making of writing public,
         emphasizing the place that reading and writing have in identity formation. In chapter
         14, the authors examine the use of literature-based strategies with new teachers to
         complicate what they know about identity. In chapter 15, the author presents a discussion
         of the importance of gaining ideological clarity through constructing positions on
         race and class in teacher preparation.
      

      
       Part V, “Contextualizing Teacher Identity—Situating the Teacher Self” (chapters 16–19),
         presents a series of discourses on the important of context in understanding identity
         and the need to situate the teacher self as a factor in identity formation. In chapter
         16, the author examines the challenge to care through the personal reflections of
         a female, Black teacher educator’s struggle to establish legitimacy in the college
         classroom. In chapter 17, the authors examine the nature of developing a contextualized
         teacher identity, focusing on the culture of the borderlands. In chapter 18, the author
         examines the difficulties she and her students encountered in trying to cross the
         linguistic, cultural, and experiential borders their different backgrounds and language
         roots created, as she engaged Mexican-origin students as an African American outsider.
         In chapter 19, the authors examine bilingual preservice teachers’ conocimientos, a shifting and evolving consciousness in relation structural inequalities.
      

      
       Part VI, “Being, Becoming a Teacher—Reflections on Teacher Identity” (chapters 20–21),
         presents a reflective examination of the complex nature of teacher identity, drawing
         forward dimensions from contributing authors and providing a pedagogical consideration
         for teacher preparation. In chapter 20, the author examines teacher identity as layered,
         a biographical palimpsest of identity shaped and written over the life history of
         the teacher. In chapter 21, the author presents an argument for incorporating a pedagogy
         of identity in teacher preparation, emphasizing the importance of focusing on identity
         development as both curricular and pedagogical necessity.
      

      
      At the heart of each chapter, the authors focus on the importance of understanding
         teacher identity as a critical factor in shaping the teacher self, not just for students
         of teaching in preparation programs, but also for teacher educators and others who
         work in preparation programs shaped by the ideological and political patterns of culture
         and dominance. Teacher identity is inextricably connected to the struggle for recognition
         that we all experience, none more so than those we call teachers.
      

      
      
   
      Introduction

      
         
         
         Patrick M. Jenlink

         
         Teacher Identity: The Nature of Invisibility and the Need for Recognition

         
         
      

      
      
         Our society, among many others, categorizes people according to both visible and invisible
            traits . . . to deduce fixed behavioral and mental traits, and then applies policies
            and practices that jeopardize some and benefit others. (Nieto, 2004, p. 36)
         

         
      

       We struggle for identity and recognition each day; we are invisible to many, made
         so not by our choice. The teacher entering a classroom feels this invisibility, both
         for
         him- or herself and for the students. What makes an individual invisible? What forces
         are at work that reduce a person to the status of not being seen, not being recognized
         when others look directly at that person, yet do not recognize, do not acknowledge
         that
         person’s existence? Ralph Ellison’s (1952) literary classic, Invisible Man, is
         instructive concerning the nature of invisibility and to understanding the struggle
         for
         recognition that plagues our schools today and challenges the moral and political
         standards of teachers who enter those schools to teach.
      

      
       Invisibility, Ellison’s narrator in Invisible Man explains, “occurs because of a peculiar disposition of the eyes of those with whom
         I come in contact. A matter of the construction of their inner eyes, those eyes with which they look through their physical eyes upon reality” (1952,
         p. 3, emphasis in original). It must be granted that these peculiar inner eyes are
         constructed through a variety of factors, some economic and social and some simply
         ideologically bound in racism, genderism, sexism, etc. (Greene, 1995).
      

      
       But at its heart, invisibility is constructed by an absence of imagination—the absence
         of an ability to see the narrator as a living human being, a person, like all other
         persons; part of humanity and at the same time struggling to be recognized by humanity.
         Invisibility does not discriminate, it affects all in some form and fashion. And this
         invisibility leads those who are its subject to doubt they exist, as Ellison’s narrator
         explains:
      

      
      
         You wonder whether you aren’t simply a phantom in other people’s minds. Say a figure
            in a nightmare which a sleeper tries with all his strength to destroy. It’s when you
            feel like this, out of resentment, you begin to bump people back. And, let me confess,
            you feel that way most of the time. You ache with the need to convince yourself that
            you do exist in the real world, that you’re a part of all the sound and anguish, and
            you strike out with your fists, you curse and you swear to make them recognize you.
            Alas, it’s seldom successful. (Ellison, 1952, p. 4)
         

         
      

      Ellison’s Invisible Man concerns a refusal of acknowledgment, a refusal of recognition, a humanity that has
         been effaced. From its opening lines, Invisible Man sets out to undo the refusal of recognition, alluding as it does so to its own moral
         capacities. Invisibility, like recognition is not a single act. Struggles to become
         visible, struggles for recognition strive not only to protect otherwise neglected
         minorities and marginalized populations but are also a form of discourse on the social
         meaning of our moral and political standards.
      

      
      Struggles for Recognition

      
       Struggles for recognition are about our understanding, as a teacher in the classroom,
         of justice and injustice, of normative and factual equality—and of our understanding
         of who we are as teacher and who the student is and who others are who exist in our
         world. Who we are as a teacher is not just defined by our heritage, by our education,
         or by our established practices; it also shows itself in the way we treat others,
         in the respect we pay to other cultural forms of life, in the way we cope with our
         own prejudices.
      

      
       Who we are is in large part defined by the choices we make as teachers in the classroom,
         choices that affect our students and are imprinted upon their lives. Struggles for
         recognition are therefore an open project; they do not only change our relations toward
         our students, to the “others,” but these struggles also change our relations to the
         moral and political standards and to ourselves (Emcke, 2000).
      

      
       Importantly, struggles for recognition also concern our students, their experiences
         with invisibility, and their struggles to construct an identity and understand who
         they are and who they are becoming, not only in the classroom but in the social and
         cultural contexts of their daily lives. When a student is not seen, is made invisible
         by his or her peers or teacher in a classroom and school or society at large, the
         student is bound up in struggles for recognition that are complex. The student is
         often left questioning his or her own self-efficacy, left to think of him or herself
         as invisible, like Ellison’s narrator:
      

      
      
         I am an invisible man. No, I am not a spook like those who haunted Edgar Allen Poe;
            nor am I one of your Hollywood-movie ectoplasms. I am a man of substance, flesh and
            bone, fiber and liquids—and I might even be said to possess a mind. I am invisible,
            understand, simply because people refuse to see me. Like the bodiless heads you see
            sometimes in circus sideshows, it is as though I have been surrounded by mirrors of
            hard, distorting glass. When they approach me they see only my surroundings, themselves,
            or figments of their imagination—indeed, everything and anything except me. (Ellison,
            1952, p. 3)
         

         
      

      The refusal to see the invisible man in Ellison’s novel is portrayed as a moral and
         social defect, but also, more deeply, as a defect of imagination, of the inner eyes
         with which we look out, through our physical eyes, on the world. The people around
         the invisible man see only various fantastic projections of their own inner world,
         and they never come into contact with the human reality of his life. Like Ellison’s
         Invisible Man, the student who is made invisible reflects a defect in the inner eyes of those who
         have a responsibility to recognize the student, to assist the student in his or her
         struggles for recognition.
      

      
      Essence of the Struggles

      
       Ellison’s Invisible Man speaks to the essence of the struggle for recognition, acknowledging the essence,
         through the narrator’s voice: “Irresponsibility is part of my invisibility.” He goes
         on to ask: “To whom can I be responsible, and why should I be, when you refuse to
         see me? . . . Responsibility rests upon recognition, and recognition is a form of
         agreement” (p. 14). He needs to be recognized, to be seen by the inner eyes of others,
         not as a member of a race or a class, an ex-college student, an outsider, but as an
         individual. The narrator explains, “Responsibility rests upon recognition, and recognition
         is a form of agreement” (p. 14).  Ellison’s novel is an account of his search for
         himself, a 20-year retrospective of his life and his struggle for recognition. Also,
         it is a summary account of Black history since emancipation through the beginnings
         of Black Nationalism. “It took me a long time,” the narrator says, “and much painful
         boomeranging of my expectations to achieve a realization everyone else appears to
         have been born with: that I am nobody but myself. But first I had to discover that
         I am an invisible man!” (Ellison, 1952, p. 19).
      

      
       The defects in the inner eyes that give way to invisibility are symptomatic, in part,
         of individual and institutional prejudice and discrimination and of believing in cultural
         stereotypes that are used to categorize individuals; stereotypes emblematic of dominating
         and dominant ideologies and the forces working to make some visible while rendering
         others invisible.
      

      
       For the individual as teacher, defects in the inner eyes are a result, in part, of
         educational systems that have a history of racism, genderism, sexism, exclusion, and
         dehumanizing pedagogies. The inner eyes of the teacher—and those of other cultural
         workers in the school—are shaped within socially imbued discourses, and those discourses
         are circumscribed by social power, institutional constraints, and hegemonic norming.
      

      
       Thus, for teachers concerned with students’ struggles of recognition, it is important
         to first understand one’s own inner eyes as teacher, unconcealing one’s values and
         beliefs and ideologically bound biases. Second, it is important to understand that
         both knowing about a person and confirming a person need to be considered within the context of the largely unspoken cultural
         assumptions that inform them. Such cultural assumptions that make invisibility problematic
         in classrooms and schools also are, all too often, ideologically implicated in the
         defects of the inner eyes of teachers.
      

      
       As teachers, we must ask ourselves: To whom am I responsible? What is my
         agreement with my students, as teacher? What is my role in creating a culture of
         recognition, in fighting invisibility? The struggle for recognition is a struggle
         we, as
         teachers, are all drawn into, and for which we as teachers share a responsibility,
         not
         only in identifying the moral and political standards necessary to guiding recognition,
         but also in identifying the ideological and political forces that are at work in
         fostering invisibility.
      

      
       Our responsibility lies, in part, in critically questioning curricula or pedagogical
         practices or any structures of schooling that insidiously precipitate invisibility
         by distorting our inner eyes or those of others who share responsibility for educating
         students. Our agreement is with ourselves and with our students, and with a democratic
         society for which we share responsibility. Our role is that of illuminating and interrogating
         all aspects of structures of schooling that offer possibility for creating a culture
         of recognition; this begins with our own biases, values, and beliefs and extends outward
         to those individuals who share responsibility in the fight against invisibility.
      

      
      Pedagogy of Recognition—Realizing American Democracy

      
       Ellison’s Invisible Man (1952) explicitly links the novelist’s art to the
         possibility of American democracy. By translation, if we accept that education is
         at the
         heart of a democracy, Ellison’s Invisible Man presents the argument for the
         necessity of a pedagogy of recognition, that is, pedagogy practices concerned with
         simultaneously eliminating invisibility and realizing the ideals of American democracy.
         By representing both visibility and its evasions, both equality and its refusal, a
         novel
         “could be fashioned as a raft of hope, perception and entertainment that might help
         keep
         us afloat as we tried to negotiate the snags and whirlpools that mark our nation’s
         vacillating course toward and away from the democratic idea” (Ellison, 1952, pp.
         xx–xxi).
      

      
       What, then, is the teacher educator’s responsibility in cultivating a pedagogy of
         recognition? Where do we begin? With whom do we begin? Our students, ourselves? Perhaps
         we should learn from Ellison’s Invisible Man. A pedagogy of recognition requires a culture of recognition, a culture that like
         democracy requires not only institutions and procedures and structures of learning
         but also a particular quality of inner eyes, of vision in order to defeat invisibility.
      

      
       A pedagogy of recognition is not only for the student of teaching, it is also for
         the teacher educator. It requires an inner quality that challenges invisibility in
         the self, to make visible to ourselves the others around us and at the same time make
         ourselves visible to those who would attempt to render us invisible. A pedagogy of
         recognition also requires a space of recognition, a space that transcends cultural
         boundaries and affords teacher educators and students of teaching, as well as teacher
         practitioners and students in public schools and classrooms, a space to explore possibilities
         that lead to realizing democratic ideals in America’s colleges and schools.
      

      
      A Culture of Recognition

      
       Cultivating a pedagogy of recognition in teacher education programs requires of teacher
         educators an understanding that pedagogical practices are intertwined with cultural
         patterns; for a pedagogy of recognition to come into existence a culture of recognition
         must come into existence, either prefacing pedagogical practices or coincidental to
         the development of such practices. It also requires that teacher educators understand
         that on the one hand, recognition is defined as the moral-ethical responsibility of
         those engaged in intersubjective relations; on the other hand, it is at the same time
         a “cultural currency” that is given to those who seek recognition. Charles Taylor
         (1994) explains: “Our identity is partly shaped by recognition or its absence, often
         by misrecognition of others” (p. 25). In other words, being in a culture of recognition
         means that the morally vulnerable individual is dependent on the responsive behavior
         of others. In that each person in the culture is intersubjectively interwoven with
         others, he or she is dependent on the social images mirrored by others for his or
         her self-image and identity; recognition or misrecognition may be humanizing or dehumanizing,
         affirming or disaffirming, respectively.
      

      
       Ellison’s Invisible Man (1952) concerns marginalization, a refusal of
         acknowledgment, a humanity that has been effaced. Marginality and effacement suggests
         invisibility. From its very opening, however, the novel itself goes to work
         deconstructing that refusal of recognition, making the “Other” visible, alluding as
         it
         does so to its own moral capacities (Nussbaum, 2002). It is perhaps in fostering of
         the
         moral self in our students, the realizing of one’s moral capacity and resolution to
         address invisibility, that we also help our students to examine their own need for
         acceptance and recognition. Perhaps we as teachers can learn and help our students
         learn
         to realize our “moral self” through examining our experiences through the lens of
         invisibility and the need for recognition.
      

      
       Ellison’s Invisible Man (1952) presents a valuable example of realizing
         one’s capacity to overcome invisibility. The Invisible Man learns by accepting
         and evaluating all parts of his experience, smooth and ragged, loved and unloved;
         he is
         able to “look around corners” into the future:
      

      
      
         And now all past humiliations became precious parts of my experience, and for the
            first time. . . . I began to accept my past and, as I accepted it, I felt memories
            welling up within me. It was as though I’d learned suddenly to look around corners;
            images of past humiliations flickered through my head and I saw that they were more
            than separate experiences. They were me; they defined me. I was my experiences and
            my experiences were me, and no blind men, no matter how powerful they became, even
            if they conquered the world, could take that, or change one single itch, taunt,
            laugh, cry, scar, ache, rage, or pain of it. (Ellison, 1952, p. 439)
         

         
      

      Jay (1991), writing on multicultural practice, is instructive when he explains
         that who we are members as a culture, our commonality, “is not a substance or essence”
         (p. 265), but rather it is “a process of social existence predicated on the espoused
         if
         not always realized principles of cultural democracy, political rights, community
         responsibility, social justice, equality of opportunity, and individual freedom” (p.
         265). When we fail to affirm our diversity, that is, when the principles of cultural
         democracy “are subordinated to totalizing ideologies seeking to invent or impose a
         common culture, the actual multicultural life of Americans suffers under oppression
         that
         is in no one’s best interests” (p. 266).
      

      
      Teacher education situated in a culture of recognition must be culturally sensitive
         to political and ideological tensions, necessarily focused on the centrality of identity
         in educating future teaches whose identity formation is aligned with ideals of justice,
         equity, and democracy. Teacher educators who understand the formation of their students’
         identities are individuals who also understand the formation of their own identities
         (Monteninos, 1995).
      

      
      This means that current dominant patterns (such as Whiteness) that define cultures
         in schools are redefined by engaging an imperative for diversity and at the same time
         embracing the work of eliminating invisibility. In this sense, “teachers, including
         ethnic minority teachers, must learn to examine the consequences that prevailing social
         practices have jointly had in the creation of their own lives and the lives of their
         students” (Monteninos, 1995, p. 297).
      

      
       A culture of recognition keeps at its center the need to problematize both the overt
         and covert exercise of domination/subordination, recognition/misrecognition, in social
         structures and processes as part of exploring points of commonalities among various
         social and cultural groups. While coming from different epistemological foundations,
         the focus on both culturally sensitive education and recognition pedagogy is to analyze
         social-cultural life “through a lens of diversity and social justice and to prepare
         students to be transformative democratic agents” (Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez, 2003, p.
         167).
      

      
      A Space of Recognition

      
       Think what it would mean, in our increasingly diverse, global society, with its increasingly
         multicultural schools and classrooms, if all teachers were enabled by Ellison’s Invisible Man, to understand what it signifies to be invisible and to realize that the invisible
         person, too, shares a common space with them (Greene, 1995). Creating a space of recognition
         means turning our focus inward to understand the nature of our own inner eyes as teacher
         educators, and it means turning our focus outward with a sensitivity to invisibility
         and recognition.
      

      
       It means seeing the importance of diverse persons seeing each other, speaking to
         one another as “who” and not “what” they are and, in so doing, creating an “in-between”
         among themselves (Arendt, 1958, p. 182). Creating an “in-between” space of recognition
         will require teacher educators and students of teaching alike to acknowledge the reality
         that invisibility does exist in the world and that a pedagogy of recognition requires
         us to accept the “simultaneous presence of innumerable perspectives and aspects in
         which the common world presents itself and for which no common measurement or denominator
         can ever be devised” (Arendt, 1958, p. 57).
      

      
       Creating a space of recognition also requires us to examine the moral and social
         defects of our inner eyes, to critically examine the moral and political standards
         of teaching that have the power to either make blind or grant sight to the inner eyes
         that shape (and are shaped by) prejudice, discrimination, and bias. This space of
         recognition is where all are “seen and heard by others,” deriving “significance from
         the fact that everybody sees and hears from a different position” (Arendt, 1958, p.
         57). A pedagogy of recognition cultivates an “in-between” space “where things can
         be seen by many in a variety of aspects without changing their identity, so that those
         who are gathered around them know they see sameness in utter diversity” (p. 57).
      

      
       A space of recognition, when serving as a social and moral mirror for self-examination,
         affords teacher educators the opportunity to enable students of teaching to examine
         the inner eyes with which they see the world, and at the same time, it creates a pedagogical
         space within which teacher educators and students of teaching might create the “in-between”
         Arendt (1958) speaks of and argues to as critical for education as a social agency
         of America’s democratic society.
      

      
       Such spaces also enable us to examine existing cultural patterns against moral
         and political standards examined in works like Ellison’s Invisible Man (1952), to
         unconceal one’s own values and beliefs and biases in reflection and dialogue with
         others, sorting through what it is in the inner eyes that gives way to visibility
         or
         invisibility in one’s own practices as a teacher.
      

      
      Teacher Identity and the Struggle for Recognition—At a Glance

      
      In the chapters that follow, the reader will join with the contributing authors in
         a series of conversations that attempt to illuminate the meaning and nature of teacher
         identity as it relates to the social, cultural, and historical struggles teachers
         face. The authors, through their respective perspectives, examine teacher identity
         and the struggles experienced daily by teachers and students and other cultural workers
         in America’s schools. Importantly, the authors illuminate many of the often problematic
         structures of schooling and the cultural politics that work to define one’s identity.
         Teacher Identity and the Struggle for Recognition is organized into six parts.
      

      
       In Part I, “The Meaning of Identity—Understanding Teacher Identity in a Diverse Society”
         (chapters 1–4), the authors present discourses on teacher identity, examining through
         a different lens the nature of identity. In chapter 1, the authors present an examination
         of identity formation and the intersection of ethnic consciousness, self-conceptualization,
         and belief systems. In chapter 2, the author presents an exploration of the role of
         identity in the school. In chapter 3, the author examines the concept of teacher identity
         and the intersubjective experience of identity formation. In chapter 4, the authors
         examine tensions existent in teachers’ identities as educators for social justice.
      

      
       Part II, “Pedagogical Considerations in Shaping Teacher Identity—Raising Identity
         Awareness” (chapters 5–9), presents a set of perspectives on pedagogy and how teacher
         identity is shaped. In chapter 5, the authors examine the hazards of engaging teacher
         identity in a preservice middle level program. In chapter 6, the author focuses on
         new teachers as cultural workers and the importance of cultivating a wide-awake consciousness
         of identity. In chapter 7, the authors discuss the experience of becoming a teacher
         through a cross-cultural analysis of motivation and teacher identity. In chapter 8,
         the authors as Black and White teacher educators engage in a dialogic exchange focused
         on healing, teaching, perils, and possibilities concerning identity. In chapter 9,
         the author’s discussion places identity in cultural perspective, centering on how
         it matters to teachers and teaching.
      

      
       Part III, “Gender, Sexual Orientation, and Teacher Identity—Embracing Politics
         and Professionalism” (chapters 10–12), presents gender and sexual orientation
         perspectives that bring to the foreground the politics of identity and professionalism.
         In chapter 10, the author examines the irony of women teachers’ beliefs about gender,
         discussing the deep-seated nature of gender in identity formation. In chapter 11,
         the
         author draws into specific relief the importance of interrogating power, agency, space,
         and self in the feminized position of teacher. In chapter 12, the authors present
         the
         reader with an important examination of the personal, professional, and political
         identities of lesbian teachers.
      

      
       Part IV, “Identity Formation—Writing and Reading Teacher Identity” (chapters 13–15),
         presents discourses concerned with the metaphorical and literal writing and reading
         of teacher identity in preparation and practice. In chapter 13, the authors offer
         the reader a discussion of content area teachers and the making of writing public,
         emphasizing the place that reading and writing have in identity formation. In chapter
         14, the authors examine the use of literature-based strategies with new teachers to
         complicate what they know about identity. In chapter 15, the author presents a discussion
         of the importance of gaining ideological clarity through constructing positions on
         race and class in teacher preparation.
      

      
       Part V, “Contextualizing Teacher Identity—Situating the Teacher Self” (chapters
         16–19), presents a series of discourses on the important of context in understanding
         identity and the need to situate the teacher self as a factor in identity formation.
         In
         chapter 16, the author examines the challenge to care through the personal reflections
         of a female, Black teacher educator’s struggle to establish legitimacy in the college
         classroom. In chapter 17, the authors examine the nature of developing a contextualized
         teacher identity, focusing on the culture of the borderlands. In chapter 18, the author
         examines the difficulties she and her students encountered in trying to cross the
         linguistic, cultural, and experiential borders their different backgrounds and language
         roots created, as she engaged Mexican-origin students as an African American outsider.
         In chapter 19, the authors examine bilingual preservice teachers’ conocimientos,
         a shifting and evolving consciousness in relation to structural inequalities.
      

      
       Part VI, “Being, Becoming a Teacher—Reflections on Teacher Identity” (chapters 20–21),
         presents a reflective examination of the complex nature of teacher identity, drawing
         forward dimensions from contributing authors and providing a pedagogical consideration
         for teacher preparation. In chapter 20, the author examines teacher identity as layered,
         a biographical palimpsest of identity shaped and written over the life history of
         the teacher. In chapter 21, the author presents an argument for incorporating a pedagogy
         of identity in teacher preparation, emphasizing the importance of focusing on identity
         development as both curricular and pedagogical necessity.
      

      
      At the heart of each chapter, the authors focus on the importance of understanding
         teacher identity as a critical factor in shaping the teacher self, not just for students
         of teaching in preparation programs, but also for teacher educators and others who
         work in preparation programs shaped by the ideological and political patterns of culture
         and dominance. Teacher identity is inextricably connected to the struggle for recognition
         that we all experience, none more so than those individuals who choose to enter the
         teaching profession.
      

      
      Final Reflections

      
       The narrator of Ellison’s Invisible Man writes of “a peculiar disposition
         of the eyes of those with whom I come in contact. A matter of construction of their
         inner eyes” (1952, p. 3). Ellison acknowledges the cultural power of American
         modernism’s universalized irony, a sense of disillusionment with both the personal
         and
         the social in the widest possible sense, but Ellison’s writing insists on a moral
         responsibility, a longer American history of personal and political challenges to
         such
         disillusionment, in “a subtle process of negating the world of things as given in
         favor
         of a complex of man-made positives” (Ellison, 1952, p. xx).
      

      
       Instead of the devastation and unmasking of the world as such, Ellison suggests that
         the world “as given” is largely manmade and that it continues to be negated, made,
         and remade in human history, both on a personal scale and on a larger political scale
         as well. Ellison’s representation of American society identifies a complex of cultural
         assumptions that undermine individual dignity, that create the struggle for identity
         and recognition in our schools and society. These assumptions are as relevant and
         alive today as they were nearly six decades ago when Ellison wrote Invisible Man, and they are woven into the cultural fabric our schools and our teacher preparation
         programs.
      

      
       If we, as teacher educators and teacher practitioners, commit ourselves to action
         that will be socially and morally responsible, whatever choices we make, whatever
         cultural pattern we create toward a pedagogy of recognition, we “must never lose sight
         of the chaos against which that pattern was conceived” (Ellison, 1952, p. 567). At
         issue
         for teacher education in America today are the simple but profound questions that
         run
         through modern experience: How will we live with our deepest differences? How will
         we
         defeat invisibility as a threat to the social fabric of democracy? How will we prepare
         teachers who understand the imperative of addressing difference and the threat of
         invisibility? Nowhere is the need to address these questions greater than in public
         education.
      

      
       We must be mindful, as social and moral agents of America’s democracy and its education
         systems, that creating spaces of recognition first and foremost should focus on what
         is needed for teachers and students to unravel the problem of invisibility for themselves
         and others, and to learn to see the world through inner eyes that see a world of possibility,
         of hope. As Greene (1995) questions: “How else would they make meaning out of the
         discrepant things they learn? How else are they to see themselves as practitioners,
         working to choose, working to teach in an often indecipherable world?” (p. 99).
      

      
       Realizing our moral capacities as teachers will require that we understand that defeating
         invisibility will not come easily, but it will not come at all unless we take a stance
         for recognition; enacting a pedagogy of recognition will counter invisibility and
         at the same time prepare teachers and students to examine the moral and political
         standards that are at work in our schools and our classrooms. Invisibility is ever
         present, it is a hallmark of American society. The nature of invisibility is a reminder
         of the moral and political work yet unfinished in America today, a reminder of what
         is needed in order to realize the ideals of a democratic society.
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      Part I

      The Meaning of Identity—Understanding Teacher Identity in a Diverse
         Society
      

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         
         Once labels are applied to people, ideas about people who fit the label
            come to have social and psychological effects. In particular, these ideas shape the
            ways people conceive of themselves and their projects. So the labels operate to mold
            what we may call identification, the process through which individuals shape their
            projects—including their plans for their own lives and their conceptions of the good
            life—by reference to available labels, available identities. In identification, I
            shape my life by the thought that something is an appropriate aim or an appropriate
            way of acting for an American, a black man, a philosopher. It seems right to call
            this “identification” because the label plays a role in shaping the way the agent
            makes decisions about how to conduct a life, in the process of the construction of
            one’s identity. (Appiah, 2005, p. 66)
         

         
      

      
      The meaning of identity is as varied as are the theorists, philosophers, and
         psychologists willing to posit definitions. The identities that clamor for recognition
         in such a diverse society as ours offer much for the study of identity, and provide
         insight as to the historical and political nature that the struggle for recognition
         holds for most.
      

      
       Identity as a teacher is informed by the choices that teachers make in how
         they respond to the lives of those they are teaching and the contexts in which they
         practice. Identity is informed by how the geography of recognition is mapped and
         understood and the relationship made between one’s understanding of the struggles
         for
         recognition and the choices made that shape identity.
      

      
       The choices individuals make presage their own identities as teachers, an
         array of identity options for their students, and images of a more equitable and just
         society for the future (Cummins, 2001). Situating teacher identity development in
         and
         across the geography of recognition reminds us that new teachers’ emergent conceptions
         of what it means to teach in any settings (rural, suburban, or urban) are relationally
         constructed through their interactions with and knowledge of the contexts in which
         students live.
      

      
       It is this knowledge that enables the crafting of more inclusive and
         purposeful modes of teaching—as situated pedagogies of identity—that can make accessible
         to youth a range of education possibilities. This is equally true for teacher educators
         in universities and colleges where teacher preparation is situated. In the end, the
         meaning of identity is critical to the shaping and developing of the teacher self.
      

      
       The degree to which the teacher educator understands the meaning of identity
         and is able to bring that meaning to life is the difference between whether a teacher
         leaves the preparation program and enters a school with a sense of value for his or
         her
         identity and equally, if not more importantly, a sense of the value for the identity
         of
         students in the classroom and schools.
      

      
       Appiah’s (2005) concern for labels in the quote framing this section draws
         into specific relief the importance for teachers to understand the social and
         psychological affect that recognition holds for all individuals, whether a student
         in
         teacher preparation or a student in a science classroom in school. Once a label is
         applied to an individual—student, teacher, anyone—the implication of that label will
         be
         written into the individuals’ identity and life. The question presented by Appiah
         is one
         concerned with the ethical responsibility we have as a teacher educator and teacher
         practitioner.
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      Chapter 1

      The Metamorphosis of Teacher Identity: An Intersection of Ethnic Consciousness,
         Self-Conceptualization, and Belief Systems
      

      
         
         
         
         
         Ellen Riojas Clark and Belinda Bustos Flores

         
      

      
      The changing demographics of our classrooms reflect differences in students’
         and teachers’ cultural and linguistic experiences. The majority of teachers in
         culturally diverse classroom settings are not representative of the surrounding school
         community. This dynamic disconnect between students and teachers can have potentially
         negative effects on the academic successes of ethnic minority students. 
      

      
      Schools are not neutral zones; schools are microcosms of the society and may
         reflect ideologies that differ from those of the teachers. Teachers must recognize
         that
         their classrooms reflect the diverse sociocultural context of the community.
         Furthermore, everyone—teachers and students—who steps into the classroom brings a
         unique
         way of thinking, behaving, and being. Therefore, connections must exist among teachers,
         students, curriculum, and teaching practices.
      

      
      Clearly, ethnic and cultural identities are issues evident in diverse
         classrooms. Scholars have examined the role of ethnic identity in relation to social
         class and power (Alba, 1999; Castillo-Speed, 1995; Waters, 1999). An increasing number
         of empirical studies focus on culture in regard to racial and ethnic boundaries (Lamont,
         1999). Research demonstrates the complexity of the changing boundaries of ethnic and
         racial groups and the challenges of cultural identity in diverse school settings
         (Anzaldua, 1987; García, 1997; Pettman, 1996; Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994).
      

      
      Since schools play such a crucial role in racial and ethnic relations, the
         preparation of culturally responsive teachers takes priority (Darling-Hammond, 1995;
         Sheets, 2004; Villegas & Lucas, 2002a; 2002b). Ethnically, culturally, and racially
         diverse populations in contemporary classrooms now provoke issues such as the
         construction of racial/ethnic identities, gender roles, and socioeconomic status;
         the
         relationship of teachers to children from diverse backgrounds; and the teachers’ own
         sense of personal identities (Flores & Clark, 2004; Romo, 1999). We propose that
         when the teacher has a strong sense of self, it will have a positive impact on student
         achievement. In this chapter, we provide a conceptual framework for the development
         of
         teacher identity.
      

      
      The development of teacher identity is an intersection of different
         experiences and social interactions within the self, the family unit, the cultural
         community, and the schooling process. To understand the formation of teacher identity,
         it is important to first examine recognition theory in relation to personal identity
         formation. According to recognition theory, in order for an individual to develop
         a
         sense of identity, the individual requires psychological affiliation, equality and
         equity, and social esteem (e.g., solidarity, dignity, respect) (Heidegren, 2002;
         Honneth, 2004).
      

      
      Essentially, affiliation or the sense of belonging provides the individual
         with emotional support. Cognitive self-respect emerges from the recognition that an
         individual has a sense of equality based on equity rights. We see ethnic solidarity
         as a
         conduit for social esteem. Personal identity is considered to be a “precondition for
         human self-realization” (Heidegren, 2002, p. 436). Moreover, as Heidegren cogently
         argues, without recognition, it impossible to answer the esoteric question, “Who am
         I?”
      

      
      In the case of teachers, the development of self begins many years prior to
         their arrival to a university’s teacher preparation program. Early in life, our families
         provide the recognition we require to develop individuality. As human beings, we have
         a
         natural tendency to seek patterns. The manner in which we come to understand and
         interpret the world is through the schematic patterns afforded to us by our family
         and
         cultural groups. Thus, the formation of schematic patterns results in a process of
         classification, identification, and characterization of all our socialization
         experiences.
      

      
      These socialization processes also influence teachers’ conceptualizations of
         self in relation to their occupational roles; however, this might be different for
         ethnic minority teachers. Galindo and Olguín (1996) contend: “The manner in which
         minority teachers sort out and interpret their cultural identity plays a critical
         role
         in their role identity as educators” (p. 51). In the case of ethnic minority educators,
         the formation of their teacher identity is enhanced by their cultural experiences,
         in
         effect bridging their ethnic and teacher identities.
      

      
      As minorities, their lived experiences within a sociocultural and political
         context become central to how they define and comport themselves with students, parents,
         and colleagues (Galindo, 1996; Galindo, Aragón, & Underhill, 1996; Galindo &
         Olguin, 1996). On the other hand, nonminority teachers’ experiences often do not match
         their students’ cultural knowledge. This cultural mismatch can be academically and
         psychological detrimental to minority students (Peña, 1997).
      

      
      Conversely, teachers prepared to be culturally responsive do incorporate
         these ideals into their teacher identity (Vavrus, 2002). Vavrus’s study demonstrates
         that transformation of identity—an identity shift—can occur through autobiographical
         research projects. After a yearlong exploration of teacher identity, teacher candidates
         were embracing democratic principles in their teaching practices, challenging “color
         blind” discourse, and espousing an advocacy role.
      

      
      Several researchers have surmised the importance of all teachers developing
         a sense of an ethnic/cultural consciousness/identity (Clark & Flores, 2001; Flores
         & Clark, 2004; Gallavan, 2002; Villegas & Lucas, 2002a; 2002b; Vavrus, 2002).
         Flores (2001) suggests that teacher candidates must have an ethnic consciousness,
         whereby they connect with ethnic members’ issues. Villegas and Lucas (2002a; 2002b)
         contend that teacher candidates must expand their sociocultural consciousness and
         understand other groups’ ways of knowing and being.
      

      
      Flores and Clark (2004) have expressed the need for teachers to understand
         that the sociocultural, historical, and political context acts as a mediator for their
         students’ identities. We see the critical components of this understanding as essential
         for teacher identity.
      

      
      An issue that has not been considered in the teacher identity literature is
         the role of acculturation (i.e., the acquisition and/or adaptation process that occurs
         when two cultural groups come into contact) (Flores & Clark, 2004). Identity
         formation, which includes acculturation, modulates teachers’ cognitive interpretations,
         psychosocial integration, and behavioral accommodation (Flores & Clark, 2004).
      

      
      In the case of university teacher candidates, self-conceptualization and
         ethnic consciousness enhance teacher instructional efficacy (Flores & Clark).
         Examination of minority identity in relationship to teacher aspirations is an important,
         yet complex, task that can be promoted through community action research, service
         learning, and cross-cultural field experiences. 
      

      
      Through these explorations, teachers become aware of the ways language,
         culture, and ethnicity mediate the social construction of their students’ identities.
         Furthermore, they must come to the understanding that teachers’ interpretations may
         affect the expectations and beliefs they have of students (Ogbu & Matute-Bianchi,
         1986). As Franzak (2002) aptly indicated,
      

      
      
         
         We live in a world of negotiated identity, one where we continually
            construct and revise our vision of us. Those of us who create “teacher” as part of
            our identity must negotiate the particular implications of our professional identity
            in relation to students, peers, the general public, our intimates, and ourselves.
            (p. 258)
         

         
      

      
      The social construction of identity is at the core of how teachers will come
         to understand the role of culture in shaping racial and ethnic relations with their
         students. Similarly, Zembylas (2003) posited that teacher identity arises from social
         interactions with students, parents, and colleagues. However, she contends: “Bakhtin’s
         (1981) notion of dialogicality helps to make the point that identity is linked to
         the
         recognition by others; therefore, if teachers are denied recognition, this may cause
         them to internalize a demeaning image of themselves” (p. 233). Although we concur
         with
         the notion that social interaction and recognition by others is important in teacher
         identity, we take exception to the idea that without recognition by others, teachers
         may
         form a negative image of teacher-self (Zembylas, 2003).
      

      
      Instead, we suggest that teacher candidates must acquire the tools to
         critically reflect on these interactions in affirming their teacher identity. For
         example, teacher candidates often identify their commitment to the community as the
         primary motive for pursuing the teaching profession (Chin & Young, 2007). However,
         throughout their preparation and careers, teachers are often questioned as to why
         they
         would choose to dedicate themselves to the profession or to teaching in a certain
         community.
      

      
      Through role playing, teacher candidates can analyze this question from the
         perspective of race, ethnicity, socioeconomics, and power. As a result, they will
         develop the discourse that can counter such negative interactions.
      

      
      Since researchers contend that teacher identity plays a key role in a
         teacher’s commitment to the profession (Day, Elliot, & Kington, 2005), we offer a
         transformative model. Through this metamorphic model, which requires critical reflection
         and action, teacher candidates will develop a strong sense of ethnic/cultural
         consciousness, self-conceptualization, cultural teaching efficacy, and constructivist
         epistemological beliefs.
      

      
      The result of this metamorphic process will be the formation of a teacher
         identity. We cogently maintain that self-determined, empowered, and actualized teachers
         are willing to challenge the status quo since their need for recognition is met through
         their students’ achievement. The development of teacher identity is paramount throughout
         the teacher preparation program.
      

      
      At our university, through the Academy for Teacher Excellence, we have
         established the Teacher Academy Learning Community (TALC) that engages teacher
         candidates in their freshmen year and continues through their induction year. TALC
         activities include seminars that address identity development, culturally relevant
         pedagogy, problem solving, and classroom management. In addition, interdisciplinary
         course work incorporates cultural and linguistic aspects utilizing ethnographies of
         the
         home, community, and school.
      

      
      Questions that are explored and critically reflected on throughout the
         teacher preparation program include: Who am I? Who am I ethnically? What beliefs do
         I
         hold? Who am I as a teacher within a multicultural world/transnational society? Who
         am I
         as a culturally efficacious teacher? (i.e., a teacher who is both culturally competent
         and possesses positive teaching efficacy) (Flores, Clark, Claeys, & Villarreal,
         2007). Preliminary results indicated the effectiveness of a comprehensive program
         in
         assisting teacher candidates’ personal, academic, and professional development (Flores
         et al., 2007). This holistic development allows teachers to integrate the students’
         cultural and linguistic needs into their teaching practices.
      

      
      Metamorphosis: A model of Change and Transformation

      
      The idea of metamorphosis is fascinating to us because it can represent the
         process of physical change in an insect or a psychological transformation in a human
         being. While the caterpillar may transform into a beautiful butterfly or a fuzzy moth,
         a
         teacher may become a transformative agent or perpetuator of the status quo. 
      

      
      To become an efficacious teacher for today’s classrooms requires an
         examination of identity, beliefs, and attitudes. This goes beyond self-reflection.
         It
         requires an examination of one’s social, cultural, ethnic, linguistic, and economic
         positionality in society. Future teachers must explore and comprehend their own identity
         in order to appreciate the impact it will have on their teaching. Through a process
         of
         struggle, denial, acceptance, revitalization, and validation of self (Clark, 1996),
         teachers can develop an ethnic/cultural identity that is salient and constant. 
      

      
      Like the caterpillar, teachers must also undergo a transformation if they
         are to reach their full potential in the profession. Clark (1996) employs this metaphor
         to describe the stages of the identity process for teachers (see Textbox 1.1). 
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      Her four stages, based on the development of a butterfly, are (1) dormancy,
         (2) exploration, (3) crystallization, and (4) flight.
      

      
      
         
         	
            
            Dormancy Stage. This is the starting point. There is a lack
               of awareness of self and an unexplored identity development. During the dormancy
               stage long-held beliefs and worldviews are stable and go unchallenged. Contact
               with members of another culture or different ethnicity may prompt an interest in
               exploration of self, especially in terms of one’s identity. Experiencing
               disequilibrium allows teachers to challenge preconceived notions. 
            

            
         

         
         	
            
            Exploration Stage. In this second stage, the individual is
               involved in a search and investigation process. During this exploration phase,
               the individual searches for what constitutes a personal identity and explores
               the sociocultural aspects of his or her experience and environment.
            

            
         

         
         	
            
            Crystallization Stage. As a result of the exploration, the
               individual now moves on to the third stage—crystallization or internal change.
               At this point, there is greater clarity and, in some ways, acceptance of new
               possibilities or points of view. This psychological change is the basis for
               defining oneself and the resource for the articulation of self-identity.
            

            
         

         
         	
            
            Flight Stage. During the final stage, transformation takes
               place. Now the individual is undergoing a paradigm shift. This stage reflects
               flight, where the future teacher has reached a stage of epiphany through a
               process of self-realization, acceptance, empowerment, and revitalization of
               identity. Now the teacher, as a butterfly, can stretch out wings and soar with a
               newly defined sense of self, ethnic consciousness, and teacher identity.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      A conceptual framework to support the metamorphic stages is further
         described in the following sections (see Figure 1.1).
      

      
      
         
         

         

         
      

      
      Stage 1: Pulpa/Dormancy—Unexplored Identity: Who Am I?

      
       During the dormancy stage, the individual identity is often based on an
         egocentric perspective. In this stage, identity is dormant and unfertilized since
         the
         individual is not in contact with others’ perspectives within the group. Nor is the
         individual recognizing patterns within his or her sociocultural experiences. At this
         stage the teacher candidates may not be aware of the social/cultural, historical,
         political context in which they have lived. Clark and Flores (2001) in their studies
         have noted that teacher candidates often have not developed an awareness of an ethnic
         consciousness.
      

      
       The interpretation of events is void of political or ideological clarity
         (Bartolomé & Balderrama, 2001) and is accepted without question. Everything is at
         a
         status quo level. During the dormancy stage, long-held beliefs and worldviews will
         remain static if unchallenged. Furthermore, there is lack of awareness or limited
         ethnic
         contact with others different from self, which is needed to begin to understand
         self.
      

      
       Bullough, Knowles and Crow (1989) concluded that teacher preparation
         programs must help teacher candidates answer the question “Who Am I?” These researchers
         suggest that theoretical knowledge and content knowledge are simply not enough to
         develop competent teachers. Rather, an understanding of self is a critical aspect
         in
         teacher development because it will assist teachers in their role within the context
         of
         teaching. 
      

      
       In conclusion to their study, Meyer, Linnville, and Reef (1993) also
         justify the great need to develop a positive self-concept through assertiveness training
         for teacher candidates, thereby promoting empowerment and decision making. More
         recently, Brown (2004) also found a significant relationship between self-concept
         and
         cultural diversity awareness. She contended that countering the teacher candidates’
         resistance toward others requires self-concept development. Summarily, to expand teacher
         candidates’ thinking and beliefs, there is a need for self-exploration of “Who am
         I?” as
         a starting point in order to nurture identity development. 
      

      
      Stage 2: Caterpillar/Exploration—Cultural Identity: A Way of
         Seeing and Therefore Understanding
      

      
       The exploration stage starts us on the road to not only understanding
         others and their identities, but also to looking within to expand our perspectives
         in
         articulating our identity. The role of the “caterpillar” is to set the stage comprised
         of a searching and exploration component that is deliberate in its course of action.
      

      
       Teacher candidates’ engagement with perspective taking—understanding
         another’s view—is seen as a medium to constructing empathy and promoting social justice
         (Ríos, Trent, & Castañeda, 2003). Forward movement only occurs when the teacher
         candidate begins seeing patterns in experiences and explores different perspectives.
         When teachers understand differing perspectives, they are more apt to connect with
         their
         students and promote success.
      

      
       The Exploration Stage is a search for identity where we explore the
         sociocultural aspects of our lives. We will explore those exogenous factors of the
         contexts in which we live, study, and grew up—that is, the factors that affect our
         perspective. Elements that comprise these exogenous factors are historically,
         politically, socially, geographically, and culturally based (Clark, 1996). As we
         continue to explore these exogenous factors, the reasoning for our identity becomes
         evident and affects how our identity develops. It is easy to see why this process
         is
         slow; we have to search and explore this examination of self: our viewpoints,
         perspectives, beliefs, thinking, etc.
      

      
      Although the teacher candidates may not consider themselves holding
         membership as an ethnic group member, they must consider that they do belong to an
         ethnic/cultural group. Even when teachers have the same ethnic or cultural background
         as
         the student, they still may hold negative expectations or beliefs about students (Flores
         & Clark, 2004). However, research also shows that when teacher candidates’
         expectations and beliefs are challenged through reflective activities, their beliefs
         can
         and do change (Rushton, 2003). As a result, these teachers will maintain the belief
         that
         all students are capable of learning, and in turn students can be empowered to
         experience academic success.
      

      
      Teacher educators can assist teacher candidates to: understand the ongoing
         struggle for equity, examine and celebrate self-identity, and realize their role as
         an
         educator in promoting democracy and justice (Gallavan, 2002). This can be accomplished
         by assigning readings in ethnic literature and history, and by monitoring through
         autobiographies and reflexive journals.
      

      
      In this stage, the teacher candidate acquires a clear definition and
         understanding of ethnicity as an integral component of global self-concept (Bernal,
         et
         al., 1993; Phinney, 1991; 2005). Ethnic identity is a complex and multidimensional
         construct consisting of ethnic identity formation, ethnic identification, language,
         self-esteem, and degrees of ethnic consciousness and ethnic unconsciousness (Devereux,
         1980; Phinney, 1991).
      

      
      Since ethnic identity reflects an individual’s ideas about group membership,
         it is important to acknowledge that ethnic members can identify either with their
         country of origin, country of immigration, or from both (Clark & Flores, 2001). By
         extending their understanding of others, the teacher candidate comes to a greater
         understanding of self. 
      

      
       Thus, the goal of this stage is for the teacher candidates to cognitively
         and psychologically situate self within the sociocultural context, while expanding
         their
         perspectives and beliefs. Natalicio and Hereford (1969) tell us that: 
      

      
      
         
         true self-acceptance often comes with great difficulty or not at all . .
            . [it is] a process which involves self-awareness, self understanding, and self
            realization . . . [it includes] those facets of the personality which cannot be
            understood but which, nevertheless, must be accepted and adjusted to on an empirical
            or a trial and error basis. (p. 37)
         

         
      

      
      Stage 3: Cocoon—Crystallization/Internal Change: Working toward
         Becoming Culturally Efficacious
      

      
       As a result of the exploratory process, the individual now moves on to the
         third stage encompassing internal change. Identity has awakened because it has been
         nourished. The self is now constructing new understanding, and consequently there
         is now
         cognitive growth. This process has included the gaining of knowledge, which then
         requires the cognitive act of defining this new knowledge. Now things are making sense
         to the person as a result of this process. This stage is one where internal change
         is
         occurring within the person. The teacher candidate is then involved in defining self
         and
         being creative as one finds salience in the articulation of self-identity.
      

      
       While development of self-concept and ethnic consciousness assist answering
         the question “Who am I?” teachers are striving to determine, “What can I do?”
         Teachers with a strong self-concept and positive attitudinal beliefs use these concepts
         as mediators for teacher efficacy (Okech, 1987; Thomson & Handley, 1990; Necessary
         & Parish, 1993). When teachers have positive teaching efficacy, they believe that
         they can teach and motivate all students (Ashton & Webb, 1986). They feel that they
         have the power to make a difference in the lives of their students. 
      

      
       On the other hand, when teachers have negative teaching efficacy, they may
         feel that they are powerless in teaching students. Teachers with low confidence may
         question their ability to teach. Accordingly, a teacher’s sense of control is general
         teaching efficacy. The teacher’s sense of competence is personal teaching efficacy.
         When
         teachers sense that they can influence their students’ learning, efficacy translates
         to
         power and subsequently to promoting successful students (Johnson, 1996; Guskey,
         1998).
      

      
       Hence, the response to the question of “What can I do?” is determined by
         the teacher’s instructional efficacy, which we suggest must be addressed for teacher
         candidates to develop teacher identity. This can be accomplished through cross-cultural
         field experiences with master teachers and induction support. Mentoring and induction
         support can also serve to counter stressors and hegemonic discourse within the schools
         (Flores, et al., 2007). 
      

      
       Studies also support the notion that well-prepared teachers have more
         choices for classroom management, pedagogy, and instructional skills (Sokal, Smith,
         & Mowat, 2003; Wayman, Foster, & Mantle-Bromley, 2003). Moreover, when teachers
         have the appropriate content and pedagogical knowledge, they are more creative and
         open
         to innovativeness in their instructional choices (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) and
         are more likely to be attuned to the needs of diverse learners (Flores,
         Desjean-Perrotta, & Steinmetz, 2004; Lin & Gorrell, 2002). 
      

      
       As teacher candidates acquire new knowledge, skills, and experience for
         working with diverse populations, not only do their beliefs change positively, but
         they
         also have greater instructional strategies for meeting the needs of all students (Lin
         & Gorrell, 2002). Consequently, a goal during the crystallization stage is to
         acquire cultural teaching efficacy. 
      

      
      Cultural teaching efficacy is a construct derived from teacher efficacy,
         cultural competence, and culturally responsive teaching (Flores, et al., 2007).
         Ladson-Billings (2001) proposes that cultural competence refers to an individual’s
         ability to get along and feel part of a cultural group. Cultural competence “requires
         that teachers themselves be aware of their own culture and its role in their lives”
         (Ladson-Billings, 2001, p. 81). According to Villegas and Lucas (2002a; 2002b),
         culturally responsive teachers are characterized as being:
      

      
      
         
         (a) socioculturally conscious, (b) have affirming view of students from
            diverse backgrounds, (c) see themselves as responsible for and capable to make
            schools more equitable, (d) understand how learners construct knowledge and are
            capable for promoting knowledge construction, (e) know about the lives of their
            students, and (f) design instruction that builds on what their students already know
            while stretching them beyond the familiar. (p. 20)
         

         
      

      
      Similarly, culturally efficacious teachers know themselves, their students,
         and the diverse communities in addition to possessing strong efficacy beliefs that
         they
         have the teaching ability and confidence to impact students’ achievement. These teachers
         also have a sociopolitical consciousness (Clark & Flores, 2001; Flores & Clark,
         2004; Ladson-Billings, 2001).
      

      
      Stage 4: Butterfly—Paradigm Shift to Self-Determination and
         Empowerment
      

      
      In this fourth stage, internal change is occurring, and the road to a
         paradigm shift is taking place. The teacher candidate is developing wings and, thereby,
         is becoming self-determined. A process that included self-realization and acceptance
         of
         self has happened. The teacher candidate at this point is in a stage of empowerment.
         Revitalization of identity has occurred. This process of revitalization can now be
         reproduced in others. The teacher candidate now can take flight (Clark, 1996) toward
         becoming a culturally efficacious teacher.
      

      
      Not only are the teacher candidates culturally competent and in possession
         of a sociopolitical consciousness, they also have a positive cultural teaching efficacy.
         That is, they recognize that teachers must not only act as cultural brokers, but they
         must also believe that what they do in the classroom will have a positive impact on
         the
         achievement of their students. They believe that they have the power to assure student
         success and believe that all students are capable learners. Their epistemological
         stance
         towards learning clearly defines knowledge as dynamic, culturally determined, and
         socially constructed.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
       Essentially, when teachers have a positive teacher efficacy, they feel they
         have personal influence and power and can impact student learning. The teacher is
         the
         connection between the curriculum and the student. In effect, the culturally efficacious
         teacher uses students’ cultural knowledge to enhance the construction of school
         knowledge. Teachers’ epistemological beliefs about learning influence how they judge
         the
         difficulty and relativeness of the task, and what they think their students can do.
      

      
       Concomitantly, teachers’ efficacy stances reflect their capacity and
         confidence for teaching. These belief systems determine teachers’ approaches to
         teaching. In essence, providing teacher candidates with a sense of ethnic identity
         enhances self-concept and actualizes cultural teaching efficacy, which in turn provides
         empowerment (i.e., a sense of internal power). This development of self leads to a
         better understanding of others and enhances communication and social relationships
         with
         students.
      

      
      Essentially, transformed teachers will have deeper senses of how they have
         been constructed, how others’ identities have been constructed, and how they can support
         their students who are also being constructed. They own the power to make a change
         in
         the lives and learning of their students. As a result of this metamorphosis, a stronger
         socially constructed teacher identity emerges, which in turn impacts students.
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      Chapter 2

      Guardian of the Status Quo or Agent of Change? An Exploration of the Role of Identity
         in the School
      

      
         
         
         
         Lorraine S. Gilpin and Delores D. Liston

         
         
      

      
      On January 8, 2002, Congress signed the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) into law,
         sending the country into yet another accountability frenzy. NCLB and other remedies
         for education’s ills have largely failed to address underlying sociopolitical factors
         that contribute to school failure (Spring, 2006). 
      

      
      While these mandates get much attention from stakeholders, the discussions fail to
         examine how legislation and federally sanctioned, narrow definitions of highly qualified
         teachers, along with teacher preparation programs and standard practices in school,
         serve to maintain pervasive social structures and exacerbate the achievement gap for
         children with special needs, children of color, children from lower socioeconomic
         status homes, English language learners, and others. Bluntly stated, attempts to fix
         educational problems rarely take into account identity and how multiple and competing
         identities, when ignored, undermine educational reform and perpetuate educational
         inequities. 
      

      
      We seek to further this discussion by opening conversations regarding the contributions
         of identity to the actions of people in schools and the enactment of identities within
         the school system. We believe that explorations of the complex roles of identity can
         help articulate the multiple and conflicting dimensions of truth as schools and teachers
         strive to become agents of change. We believe this exploration can be a social spark
         or fuel for beginning and veteran teachers alike.
      

      
      Exploring the roles of identity in maintaining the status quo and/or generating social
         change can lead to renewed opportunities for movement toward greater social justice.
         Issues of identity have always permeated the school as an institution and its curriculum.
      

      
      Throughout U.S. history, the school has had as its goal to “civilize and Christianize
         Indians” (Grande, 2004, p. 11), make immigrants into “Americans” (Cuban, 1993), and
         generally preserve the status quo (Astuto, McGree, Read, & Clark, 1994), through actions
         such as failing to provide appropriate revenue and resources, as well as teacher training,
         to Black schools after desegregation (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). 
      

      
      According to Tyack and Cuban (1995), in educational policy and decision making, “power
         rested in the hands of prosperous, white male leaders born in the United States who
         tended to assume the correctness of their own culture and policies,” and, as a result,
         “the apparent march of progress to mid-century left many people behind” (p. 22). The
         nature of the school’s historical agenda, embedded in the major power struggles of
         this country, has created an institutionalized educational legacy, which perpetuates
         existing social and political structures and leaves the school in a quagmire regarding
         its responsibility to society.  
      

      
      Like its predecessors, NCLB fails to recognize a contradictory dilemma at the heart
         of schooling in the United States. This dilemma is constituted by the dual roles and
         purposes of schooling. On the one hand, the responsibility of the school is to prepare
         children to enter into U.S. culture and society as reliable workers and consumers.
         This is generally accomplished by encouraging conformity, docility, and compliance
         as part of the historical agenda described above. On the other hand, the responsibility
         of the school is to educate; a term whose original meaning is related to leading out
         the people to be better than before, to improve upon their legacies.
      

      
      Critical theorists see schools as agents of change for society, as vehicles for
         social justice and public responsibility. In this view, “the schools are active
         participants in the reconstruction and reinvention of a more effective social order”
         (Astuto, et al., 1994, p. 23). In this role, the school is responsible for preparing
         children to enter into U.S. culture and society as change agents and revolutionary
         thinkers who are committed to social justice. This is best accomplished by engendering
         values of lifelong learning, critical thinking, and imaginative engagement in social
         and
         political structures.
      

      
      This chapter will present an overview of the dual roles of schools as guardian of
         the status quo and agent of change and how these contradictory roles blur the lines
         between acts of social justice and acts that cement the status quo. Through the use
         of examples, we will illustrate how actions that impact students’ lives hold the potential
         to be enslaving or liberatory and how the identity of the actors impacts the outcomes.
         Finally, we will examine the kinds of solidarity and advocacy and recursive reflection
         and action, that need to be taken if the school is to truly advance a more progressive
         social agenda.
      

      
      School as Guardian of the Status Quo

      
      The dominant role of school in society is to preserve or maintain the political, economic,
         and social structures of society. The school creates and maintains conditions under
         which those with wealth, power, and status thrive and simultaneously erect barricades
         to prevent most others from accessing substantial amounts of these heavily guarded
         resources (Spring, 2007). The school thus locks individuals into their current positions
         in society. Astuto and coauthors (1994), assert that “the question of whether schools
         play a transformational or preservational role in society has been answered in the
         United States today; it is preservational” (p. 24).
      

      
      What exactly is the school preserving? Schools foster and maintain the pervasive social
         structures, including patriarchy, racial stereotypes, class oppression, and homophobia.
         Schools reproduce the status quo and propagate the disempowerment of the poor, women,
         and racial minorities by socializing students into the dominant culture at the expense
         of their own cultures (Cuban, 1993); masking the relationships between knowledge and
         power (Irwin, 1996), language and power (Garcia, 2002; hooks, 1994); not teaching
         the fullness of diverse histories (Zinn, 1995); ignoring the social contexts of students’
         lives (Freire, 1998a); and otherwise silencing students’ voices (Irwin, 1996).
      

      
      One of the main functions of schools has always been to socialize the young into the
         ways of the dominant culture. This was the case before this country was “one nation,”
         when its major institutions had as their aim “‘civilizing and Christianizing’ Indians
         as an inherent part of their institutional missions” (Grande, 2004, p. 11). Fast forward
         to educational opportunities and subsequent mobility in the legally desegregated United
         States and “the people who suffered most from inequalities—poor, blacks, working class,
         immigrants, disabled, females—had little influence over educational policy” (Tyack
         & Cuban, 1995, p. 22). 
      

      
      Cuban (1993) states that in the early 1900s “the primary goal of public schools enrolling
         immigrant children was to transform them into ‘Americans’” (p. 63). This identity
         stripping as a part of the process of schooling—socializing of students into the dominant
         culture at the expense of their own cultures—remains at the core of schooling today
         and is one vehicle through which pervasive inequities are perpetuated (Cuban, 1993).
      

      
      At the turn of the last century, most superintendents, principals, and teachers saw
         their jobs as helping children discard their cultures in order to embrace “American
         ideals and habits” (Cuban, 1993, p. 63). Although more covert than it was a century
         ago, this cultural colonization continues today, as many students must abandon their
         cultural and language patterns in order to succeed or even survive in schools today.
      

      
      The school maintains the status quo by perpetuating conditions under which students
         whose cultures and languages differ from the school’s dominant culture find it difficult
         to succeed. Meanwhile, the sociocultural link between students’ identities and failure
         in school is erased. For example, a link as obvious as language differences is not
         taken into account when administering standardized tests in English to non-English
         speaking children.
      

      
      As Irwin (1996) notes, “one of the primary things obscured in our current presentation
         of school knowledge is the relationship between knowledge and power” (p. 121). The
         presentation of school knowledge as rational and objective, when in fact it is constructed
         in broader sociological contexts, leaves no room for any other knowledge, including
         students’ knowledge. Therefore, students’ knowledge and the sources of their knowledge
         (e.g., their experiences, their ancestors) are completely nullified.
      

      
      The histories of the poor, women, and racial minorities are either excluded or misrepresented
         in traditional history texts. Zinn (1995) maintains “the historian’s distortion is
         more than technical, it is ideological; it is released into a world of contending
         interests, where any chosen emphasis supports (whether the historian means to or not)
         some kind of interest, whether economic or political or racial or national or sexual”
         (p. 8). Nevertheless, the school presents history as a common body of objective facts, presented objectively, by objective individuals.
      

      
      Silencing students’ voices is particularly significant in the maintenance of the status
         quo, because students’ voices are the sums of their personalities, cultures, histories,
         and experiences (Irwin, 1996). To deny one’s voice is an act of erasure, denying one’s
         existence. The school does both in order to keep the current social hierarchies and
         oppressive structures in place. While students who can identify with the dominant
         White middle-class male identity experience nearly continuous approval and support,
         students who do not identify with this dominant culture experience nearly continuous
         disapproval and invalidation.
      

      
      This constant barrage erodes their self-image, denies their humanity, and eventually
         silences students who differ in any way from the norm. Students’ attempts to take
         their backgrounds into the school in the form of behaviors, attitudes, and “voices”
         are often rejected in favor of conformity and silence. Again, we see how identity
         is woven into—or in this case out of—the fabric of school.
      

      
      Undergraduate teacher education programs often emphasize the kinds of content and
         methodology required for initial certification. Such programs do little or nothing
         to prepare preservice teachers for their critical roles as advocates for students
         and agents for social change. Political mandates are aimed at increasing test scores
         and holding teachers accountable for raising test scores.
      

      
      Thus, neither the main mechanism for teacher preparation nor the vehicle for accountability
         addresses root causes of why many students continue to be “left behind.” Preservice
         teachers are led to believe that the individual identity of the children they teach
         is irrelevant to the delivery of course content and “good teaching.” This denial of
         the role of identity stifles interactions between teachers and students and in the
         process quashes educational achievement.
      

      
      Consider the legislated definition of highly qualified teachers presented by NCLB
         (http://www.ed.gov/teachers/nclbguide/toolkit_pg6.html), which requires no knowledge
         of
         the sociopolitical contexts in which teaching and learning occur, or dispositions
         such
         as respect and empathy for students. Content knowledge is important, but NCLB’s over
         reliance on this indicator of “highly qualified” teachers is, at a minimum, insufficient
         (Kaplan & Owings, 2003) and may very well contribute to increased numbers of
         incompetent teachers in the nation’s classrooms.
      

      
      Meanwhile schools today still operate under conditions of “savage inequalities”
         (Kozol, 1991) with regard to infrastructure, resources, teacher qualifications,
         relationships between home and school, and a myriad of other factors. Schools with
         the
         least amount of resources serve the majority of students from lower income families
         (Spring, 2006).
      

      
      Even when students from low income families are in mixed-income schools, “often
         family income parallels the level of ability grouping and tracking” (Spring, 2006,
         p.
         58) of students. This leaves students from lower income families adrift in a “school
         within a school” where the education they receive remains far different from the
         education of their higher income peers.
      

      
      From this can be drawn an example of just how the school participates in the reproduction
         of the status quo: “Schools with populations from lower income families tend to be
         more authoritarian and to require more conformity than schools attended by children
         from higher income families” (Spring, 2006, p. 58). These schools are often labeled
         “failing schools” and have resources taken away as punishment for “their failure.”
         Connections between socioeconomic status, dilapidated facilities, and failure to meet
         AYP (adequate yearly progress) are denied and erased. This denial, in turn, impacts
         the reputation of the school, which further exacerbates problems and erects even more
         barriers to school improvement.
      

      
      In such schools, independent thinking and decision making are stifled, as principals
         and teachers strive to meet AYP by conforming more closely to mandated curriculum
         guides and eliminating “fluff” in the curriculum (like recess, art, music, field trips
         and simulations of life outside the classroom). In this way, students whose parents
         do not have the resources to travel, who are not able to take their children to plays
         and concerts, and who live in some of the most polluted neighborhoods have the fewest
         opportunities to expand beyond their current horizons, which are eliminated before
         they even know they exist.
      

      
      Thus, critical thinking is further stifled by NCLB mandates. This hyper-focusing on
         school success in narrow terms, perpetuates an emphasis on the lowest end of academic
         performance and furthers the “dumbing down” of education for those who are in need
         of the most enriched forms of education.
      

      
      School as Agent of Change

      
      Juxtaposed with this gloomy reality is the potential of the school to transform
         lives and change society through critical education. In its transformational role,
         the
         school has a responsibility to challenge existing social structures and to help create
         a
         more equitable society. The school should recognize students’ identities in society,
         acknowledge the inequities that oppress them, and play a role improving the overall
         quality of their lives, while engendering social justice (Astuto, et al., 1994).
      

      
      Successful, quality education that leaves no child behind demands, among other things,
         that students’ histories be unmasked, languages recovered, lived experiences validated,
         and “voices” be heard. Students must also be taught about the relationships between
         knowledge and power, and language and power (hooks, 1994). Furthermore, and very importantly,
         a progressive educational agenda involves solidarity and advocacy with students (Jennings,
         1995) and critical reflection upon actions (Freire, 1998a; Giroux, 1983).
      

      
      NCLB, and similar mandates, limits the ways teachers can encourage students to engage
         as change agents and revolutionary thinkers. Values at the foundation of our national
         identity, such as lifelong learning, critical thinking, and imaginative engagement
         in social and political structures are trampled underfoot by such reform movements.
         The basic human rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, as acknowledged
         in the Declaration of Independence, are stifled by the enactment of NCLB and school
         reforms that focus almost exclusively on test scores as a measure of educational achievement.
      

      
      Furthermore, the legislation has removed attributes such as cultural responsiveness
         from the definition of “highly qualified” teachers. In so doing, those of us who teach
         teachers have a profound undertaking to motivate and educate our students on what
         it means to educate for social justice and to model such an agenda in our own teaching.
         We should all keep in mind that although we may not be evaluated for contribution
         to social justice in the same kinds of ways as we are for teaching of traditional
         content, we are accountable for the social and political fiber of our society. Because
         issues of social injustice are at the core of school failure, acts that do not account
         for identity discrepancies will continue to leave children behind.
      

      
      The teacher is ideally situated to be an agent of change or guardian of the status
         quo. Too often teachers, knowingly or unknowingly, let themselves fall into the latter
         role. Teachers, whether or not they acknowledge it, advance personal and political
         agendas. Therefore, teachers must evaluate and reevaluate their own cultural identities,
         the impact of these diverse identities on teaching and learning, and their positions
         as guardians of the state’s agenda or agents of change.
      

      
      
         The fundamental problem—a problem of a political nature, and colored by ideological
            hues—is who chooses the content, and in behalf of which persons and things the “chooser’s”
            teaching will be performed—in favor of whom, against whom, in favor of what against
            what. (Freire, 1998b, p. 109)
         

         
      

      Teachers must recognize their own beliefs and values and understand how these may
         color the ways in which they see themselves, their identities in society, and the
         identities of their students.
      

      
      Hooks (1994) maintains that self-reflection and action based upon that reflection-praxis
         (Freire, 1998a) needs to be a key component of education for social justice. Self-reflection,
         in light of hooks’s caution, is not something that most teachers do automatically
         or are taught in colleges of education.
      

      
      Preservice teachers are rarely exposed to critical dialogue and techniques that teach
         them to reflect on their own social location and the concomitant prejudices and biases
         associated with these taken-for-granted identities, the way in which the social fabric
         of society is woven and interwoven, and the implications for classroom practice. Such
         consideration of social location and prejudices “can be done only by means of praxis:
         reflection and action in order to transform it” (Freire, 1998b, p. 33).
      

      
      Throughout the last decade, perhaps due in part to the resurgence of multicultural
         education, there has been an increasing call for undergraduates to be exposed to critical
         dialogue and reflective, informed practice. Along this line, Hyun and Marshall (1997)
         have proposed a Developmentally and Culturally Appropriate Practice (DCAP) teacher
         education program. The model charts the different stages of perspective-taking abilities.
         The goal is to move teachers from a first-person, single-ethnic perspective through
         a second-person, bi-ethnic or cross-ethnic perspective to a third-person, multiethnic
         perspective.
      

      
      Nonetheless, being able to transcend the realm of one’s cultural identity is only
         a first step. Freire (1998a) asserts that being able to understand oppression in itself
         does not automatically free the oppressed. Action must go hand in hand with reflection:
         “Now the person who has this new understanding can engage in a political struggle
         for transformation of the concrete conditions in which the oppression prevails” (Freire,
         1998a, p. 31).
      

      
      Teachers must be cognizant of factors in society that inhibit or restrict students’
         self-efficacy. This cognizance, coupled with an awareness of their own identity and
         the ability to take multiple perspectives, will enable teachers to take the lead in
         creating schools that advance a more progressive and egalitarian social agenda.
      

      
      Harding (1991) asserts that the lives of oppressed peoples, in this case students,
         should be the starting point for theory and action. First and foremost, students need
         to be affirmed in their experiences and identities. Rather than denying that factors
         such as social class, race, gender, and sexual orientation are relevant to one’s lived
         experiences and educational outcomes, teachers need to affirm that prejudice and oppression
         are pervasive.
      

      
      Students, parents, and other members of society must also become conscious of the
         roles they play in perpetuating the status quo and, at the same time, must be aware
         of what they can do to change the current agenda of school. The first step in addressing
         any problem is acknowledging that there is a problem. The next step is refusing to
         let the problem become an excuse. Acknowledging, for example, that racism is pervasive
         should be the beginning of the conversation, not the end.
      

      
      Teachers must become a part of the resistance against pervasive racism rather than
         perpetrators of it through denial. Students need help rising to the level of consciousness
         required to significantly improve their own lives and the lives of others.
      

      
      Educators must be leaders, catalysts, and paths to change if the school is to advance
         a more equitable social agenda. The school has a responsibility to change the political,
         economic, and social stagnation of society.
      

      
      School as Both Guardian of Status Quo and Agent of Change

      
      Typically, these dual roles and responsibilities of schools are viewed as separate
         and contradictory. Arguments ensue over whether schools are, or ought to be, guardians
         of the status quo or agents of change. The authors of this chapter, however, take
         the view that schools are both guardians of the status quo and agents of social change. We maintain that schools
         often enact both of these roles simultaneously and/or consecutively and that most
         often actions that on one level are moves toward greater social justice are also moves
         that perpetuate the status quo. 
      

      
       Most legislation, as pointed out earlier in this chapter, addresses the preservationist
         agenda almost exclusively. Ironically, we hold that failure to recognize the importance
         of both responsibilities and exclusive focus on one responsibility or the other undermines
         the ability to achieve either goal. Therefore, we maintain, NCLB actually increases
         the number of students left behind in today’s schools.
      

      
       Ironically, productive citizens, reliable workers, and even savvy consumers are not
         created by denying agency, erasing identity, avoiding critical thinking, and rejecting
         thoughtful political engagement. Rather, although the stated agenda is to leave no
         child behind, more children are left behind when the importance of the responsibility of the school
         to educate toward social justice is denied.
      

      
       Exclusive focus on academic achievement as measured by standardized tests perpetuates
         an emphasis on measurable outcomes that deny social, political, and cultural realities.
         The identity of the actors is denied, creating the impression that there is such a
         thing as an objective or generic teacher, student, parent, and principal.
      

      
       The myth that academic achievement can be measured by some objective test, that there
         are no ancillary factors contributing to or inhibiting success in school, and that
         the delivery of curriculum is the primary factor in determining test scores is perpetuated.
         The assumption is of a level playing field where every student gets the same chance
         (as represented by scripted lessons presented in the same order).
      

      
      Therefore, the assumption is maintained that every student should make the same grade
         on these tests. The identity of students is presumed to be irrelevant to curriculum
         and connections to course material. The importance of identity of the teacher and
         student in relating to one another is denied. The link between the school’s financial
         resources and the socioeconomic status of the surrounding community and parents is
         also denied. The relationship between identity and academic achievement is denied,
         leaving a greater and greater number of children behind in the analysis and in the
         reality.
      

      
       We contend, however, that the identity of the teachers, students, principals, parents,
         and even politicians is hugely contributory to academic success and/or failure. Often,
         when theorists write about identity, identities are flattened or essentialized. Teachers
         and students become one-dimensional, relating to one another in these descriptions
         as characterized by only one aspect of their being. Often this aspect is reduced to
         gender or race, while other aspects of identity are still obscured.
      

      
       One thing that might be said that U.S. society learned from the civil rights movement
         is that one singular response does not necessarily address the issues at hand. Desegregation
         was not the miracle cure. Nor can we state that any action is, or is not, the best
         solution for individual students and schools. Therefore, once we recognize that the
         analysis of schools must take into account both roles of preservation and social justice,
         the next question moves us from the macrolevel to the microlevel and we must address
         scenarios and situations as they arise in schools. We present a few examples to clarify
         our point and to try to provide a road map for educators concerned about social justice
         to follow.
      

      
       For example, suppose a Black female student is struggling academically in school.
         Her White female teacher suggests testing for special education. How does the identity
         of the Black female student intersect with her identification as a special education
         student? How does the identity of the White female teacher intersect with her
         identification of potential students in need of special education? How does the White
         female teacher enact an agenda for social justice in this situation? What represents
         social justice for this Black female student? Does the act of testing her for special
         education facilitate social justice? Or is the act of testing part of her oppression?
         
      

      
       For one child, obtaining special education services may be a positive move toward
         ensuring educational equity. For another child, obtaining these services may condemn
         the child to a lifetime of educational inequality. We believe that explorations of
         the complex roles of identity can help articulate the multiple and conflicting dimensions
         of truth as schools and teachers strive to become agents of change.
      

      
      The main question we tend to ask in research centers on the “result” is: Did student
         go to special education? Was this oppressive or liberating? However, we maintain that
         we should be asking about process and identity. What did placement in special education
         mean for this child? In what ways was this action beneficial? In what ways was this
         placement detrimental? In what ways was this placement liberating? In what ways was
         this placement oppressive? Further, analysis needs to be continued over time. A particular
         placement may be a good placement this week or this year, but may not be beneficial
         next week or next year.
      

      
      Even a cursory glance at school discipline records reveals gender, race, and socioeconomic
         disparities. What are we to make of the “coincidences” of Black male students from
         “the projects” being suspended from school? How should teachers and administrators
         respond? What constitutes a more socially just action? If a Black male fifth grader
         is continually disruptive in the classroom, and disrespectful and threatening to the
         Black female teacher and other students, how can a more socially just scenario be
         enacted? When the education of all the other students in the classroom becomes jeopardized
         by the behaviors of one child, should suspension be invoked? If so, what comes next
         for this child? Currently, this child is left behind in school.
      

      
      This is a typical scenario of a student who is on his way from suspension from the
         school to incarceration in our prisons. While we agree that disruptive students should
         not be allowed to remain in classrooms if they persist in disturbing, threatening,
         or harassing others, we also believe that opportunities for educational and social
         achievement should not be cut off for these children. Although we cannot allow these
         children to take over the school, we have an obligation to address their needs.
      

      
      Some of the questions we should raise in this circumstance include: Would these same
         punishments be employed if the child were White? Middle-class? Or female? What is
         the social context? What are the systemic factors impacting the scenario? Has he had
         an opportunity to voice his concerns and, if so, have his concerns been taken seriously?
         How does the identity of the teacher contribute to the development of the scenario?
         Is the child experiencing physical or emotional trauma that contributes to his acting
         out in the classroom? Are classmates or peers egging him on in his disruptive behaviors?
         Does he have opportunities to be in the spotlight for his accomplishments? Are there
         ways to channel his energy toward more socially productive arenas? How can his actions
         be understood within the broader context of the school environment?
      

      
      Too often, educators attempting to enact an agenda of social justice get stuck at
         feeling sorry for children in need. Recognizing oppression, they attempt to overlook
         or excuse negative behaviors. We need to seek a balance between holding children and
         adults accountable for their own actions and providing genuine opportunities to pursue
         educational and social success.
      

      
      Analysis at the individual level remains inconclusive. On this level, the best choice
         for now may be to place a Black female in special education, or a Black male in out-of-school
         suspension. However, if the picture of the school system shows a preponderance of
         Blacks in special education and Black males in out-of-school suspension, then there
         are systemic issues that must be addressed. One must move back and forth between the
         individual needs and how those needs are translated at the level of the system.
      

      
      Both the individual circumstances and the system in place must be part of the analysis.
         Often these analyses yield contradictory results and highlight ways in which the school
         perpetuates the discriminatory status quo, even while individual, well-meaning teachers
         and administrators seek social justice. For this reason, we cannot make blanket assessments
         of what are good or bad, right or wrong actions in schools. We cannot hold that certain
         actions as right move toward increasing social justice and other actions support the
         status quo.
      

      
      What then should be the guiding principal of decision making? Before we throw up our
         hands and give up because every move we make to create a more just world only gets
         co-opted into maintaining the status quo, and before we give in to the paralysis of
         despair, we should look again at our expectations and desires for the world. We must
         honestly evaluate what we can do and what we ought to do. 
      

      
      While it may be true that the majority of our actions will ultimately become co-opted
         by hegemonic institutions, it is also true that they create change. In some ways,
         enacting a social justice agenda is like peeling an onion—the person doing the peeling
         sheds lots of tears, and each layer looks a lot like the previous layer. Social justice
         is not something we have but something we do; it is in the act, the process, not in
         the result.
      

      
      Teachers who are dedicated to social justice can make great strides toward their goals.
         However, we must recognize that these goals are process goals, goals that help us
         all live meaningful lives recognizing our human potential and human limitations.
      

      
      Perhaps a first step is moving away from either/or dichotomies and recognizing the
         complexity of our being in the world. A first step is to investigate the complex,
         multiple, and sometimes contradictory identities of the children we teach, their parents,
         and ourselves. This point is connected with both our identities and the interpretation
         of our experiences in the world. Both our identities and the interpretations of our
         experiences represent an amalgamation of real-world facts steeped in concrete realities
         and socially constructed meanings for these facts of life (Mohanty, 2000).
      

      
      Take, for example, the real-world fact of being female. No one can deny the concrete
         biological manifestations that render one’s being in the world sexed as male or female.
         However, superinscribed on this concrete reality are socially constructed meanings
         that promote some sets of behaviors and inhibit others. Over time, the interplay between
         socially constructed behaviors and concrete facts generates increasingly complex interpretations
         such that no two females behave exactly alike or view the world in exactly the same
         way (Wilkinson in Moya & Hames-Garcia, 2000).
      

      
      This complexity is also exponentially increased by other aspects of her identity.
         No female is only female. Her being in the world is also characterized by race, social
         class, physical ability, national origin, sexual orientation, religious preferences,
         and a myriad of other indicators of identity. At any given time, some of these may
         be more or less salient to the experience at hand (Moya in Moya & Hames-Garcia, 2000).
      

      
      All too often, we flatten the analysis of our interactions with one another to reflect
         stark contrasts, which essentialize our identities. We tend to take one part of a
         person’s identity for the whole, and view the complex human beings involved in an
         interaction as responding on the basis of only one or two aspects of his or her identity.
         For example, when a White teacher reprimands a Black student we may investigate only
         race as a possible factor in the interaction. Then, if we decide the teacher was being
         “fair” in the situation, we claim racism played no part in the interaction. We fail
         to recognize that the pervasive nature of racism in our society (Stefancic & Delgado,
         2001) means that the interaction is always already influenced by racism.
      

      
      We seek pure, untainted categories of right or wrong, but this purity is not often
         found in our daily lives. We fail to recognize that actions can be the best possible
         ones in the circumstances but can still be tainted by racism, sexism, homophobia,
         and other prejudices that inhibit the establishment of a more just world. Furthermore,
         by investigating race solely and in isolation, we overlook other aspects of identity
         that may be more pertinent to the situation. Again, taking the example in point, the
         fact that the teacher is an authority figure may be more relevant than the fact that
         she is White and female. For the student, previous experiences in the particular teacher’s
         classroom may be more relevant than race or gender.
      

      
      The point we are trying to make is that the either/or dichotomies lead us toward asking
         dead end questions such as: Did racism play a part in the interactions between a White
         teacher and a Black student? We believe that these questions assign blame and distract
         us from more important concerns. We might presume that race (and other factors of
         identity) enters into every interaction we have. Once we make this presumption, we
         can investigate the ways in which our interactions deny, exacerbate, or help alleviate
         social realities.
      

      
      We can engage in education to promote social justice. The first step must be to acknowledge
         our identities (know who we are) and the identities of the others with whom we engage.
         Just as we know ourselves as complex human beings who cannot be reduced to only one
         or two aspects of our beings; we must know others as equally complex human beings.
         Similarly, to be fully known in our individuality, defining characteristics, which
         are tied to identity (e.g. sex, race, social class, sexual orientation, physical ability,
         national origin), must be taken into account rather than erased or denied.
      

      
      A second step in the process of moving toward greater social justice would be to consider
         the implications of our own identity on the outcome and setup of the current situation.
         While being aware of the complexity of our identities in the world, we must also keep
         the school structures in view. Looking at the systemic issues, we need to be aware
         of the pervasiveness of racism, sexism, and other factors inhibiting social justice.
         Social injustices that children and their parents face need to be acknowledged without
         letting this acknowledgment become a stumbling block to high achievement.
      

      
      We must simultaneously recognize the structural barriers that inhibit student achievement,
         while maintaining high expectations of children. From a typical middle-class perspective,
         admitting life is unfair by acknowledging that some children face prejudices undercuts
         “authority” and threatens the establishment of order in the classroom.
      

      
      Furthermore, this acknowledgment can become an excuse for some students to reduce
         or forgo making efforts to achieve academically. For these reasons, and others, most
         teachers prefer to deny harsh social realities such as racism and sexism and perpetuate
         the myth of meritocracy (McNamee & Miller, 2004). However, by denying the harsh social
         realities that some children experience, the teachers construct a barrier between
         themselves and the children they teach.
      

      
      Teachers need to acknowledge the discrimination. For example, standardized tests by
         which student achievement is measured are still biased against females and minorities.
         Curriculum that does not include achievements of people of color and women is still
         prevalent in our schools. The students are influenced by these forms of discrimination
         and may even come to see themselves as “less than” their peers, even if they may not
         have the language to articulate its impact.
      

      
      Teachers, therefore, must acknowledge the case and create the space for students to
         achieve in spite of the biases. When we dismiss the comments of females and students
         of color when we don’t call on them as much, we reinforce mainstream prejudices against
         these groups.
      

      
      Acknowledging this discrimination sets the stage for teachers to work with the children
         to help eliminate prejudice. Denying the experiences of the children only further
         reinforces prejudice and discrimination. Acknowledging prejudice does not undercut
         teacher authority, but rather helps build solidarity between students and teachers
         as students see that the teacher understands the realities of their daily existence.
         The conditions of mutual respect foster motivation of high achievement for students.
      

      
      Teaching for social justice also demands that teachers avoid taking a cultural view
         (Hughes & Perry-Jenkins, 1996) that results in our stereotyping and applying a
         deficit model (Gay, 2000) to children who are different from ourselves. So, while
         acknowledging the harsh social realities that some children face, we must recognize
         the
         wholeness of their beings accounts for the richness that their diversity brings.
      

      
      Again, by refusing to perpetuate a dichotomy whereby one way of being in the world
         is good and others are bad, we can be more open to recognizing the strengths and weaknesses
         of the choices we all make on the way to creating a more just society. This position
         recognizes the need to empathize with the needs of children. Avoiding deficit assumptions
         helps to respect diversity (Garcia, 2002) and builds a sense of solidarity with the
         students. This in turn helps motivate students to do their best learning and motivates
         teachers to do their best teaching.
      

      
      Simultaneously, we must recognize that no matter what decision is ultimately made,
         it often eventually results in an act of oppression—even though it may initially be
         a move toward social justice. Our hope is that these actions—if enacted with forethought—may
         result in greater overall social justice and tilt the balance toward hegemony of social
         justice. Every action needs reconsideration—the work of social justice is never over.
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      Chapter 3

      Teacher Identity and Intersubjective Experience
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      Contemporary identity must be explored briefly before the specific topic of teacher
         identity can be conceptualized. Postmodern identity theories reject linear—and even
         cyclical or recursive—models of psychologists such as Erikson (1959/1980) and accept
         more fragmented and discursive processes. Traditional identity theories such as Erikson’s
         are developmental in that the individual is expected to pass from point to point until
         identity is “achieved.” Although such theories allow for progressive and digressive
         movement along the continuum, there is nonetheless a prescribed continuum that is
         the expected norm for development.
      

      
      In addition, the merging and navigating of apparently conflicting social identifications—including
         class, ethnic, religious, and gender—within the self and within communities, brings
         both postmodern and criticalist discourses to the forefront of the discussions of
         identity. Navigating teacher identity in diverse educational settings has a profound
         effect on the identity formation of both teachers and students.
      

      
      History

      
      Teachers in America

      
      Cohen and Scheer (1997) wrote about the teaching profession over the past 200 years
         and noted, “that personal uncertainties and interior conflicts about the profession
         itself—conditions we tend to associate with contemporary practitioners—are experienced
         by even the earliest of teachers” (p. 3). Many of the uncertainties of the “teacher’s
         tenuous relationship with the craft” are manifestations of consistent certainties
         that, from 200 years ago to the present, teaching has been described as difficult
         because teachers are expected to “act as moral exemplars,” “to Americanize students,”
         “to inculcate democratic values,” prepare students for the “world of work,” and “act
         in loco parentis” (p. 3). All of this is to be done selflessly and with limited human or capital resources.
         
      

      
       Despite teaching’s having the sometimes-reputation of noble profession, teachers
         have consistently over the past 200 years been “maligned and unappreciated” (Cohen
         & Scheer, 1997, p. 4). Cohen and Scheer attribute the low status of teachers to being
         stereotypically aligned with women’s work and with those who lack the skills for success
         in the business sector. Interestingly, Cohen and Scheer make the connection between
         teachers’ “ongoing role as transmitters of one generation’s values to the next” (p.
         4) with teachers’ identity. 
      

      
      In other words, being a “values transmitter” is more than “what” a teacher does—his
         or her role in his or her job—it is “who” he or she is. Teachers are the embodiment of this role and are expected to reflect and fulfill
         the values they are also to transmit to their students. This role/identity of values
         transmitter is potentially harmful to a stable and cohesive teacher-identity because
         teachers come to “represent tensions and ambiguities associated with those values”
         (p. 4). The teacher, then, becomes the embodiment of the culture and the people and
         the scapegoat for the positive and negative choices we have made as a society.
      

      
       Historically, as teachers have simultaneously embodied morality, American “values,”
         democracy, preparers of the work force, and parents, they have also had to embody
         the contradictions and conflicts of those ideals. Navigating these contradictions
         and conflicts of that embodiment has a profound effect on the personal identity of
         the teacher and the content and culture transmitted in the classroom. This, therefore,
         has an effect on student identity and academic achievement, which in turn, has an
         indirect effect on the identity of each generation of our culture and society as a
         whole.
      

      
       According to Sedlak (1992), in the early stages of our country teachers were
         traditionally White males. Few teachers taught beyond their late twenties; most viewed
         teaching as temporary work. After 1840 more women began teaching, and by 1850 the
         majority of the teaching workforce was female. The feminization of teaching continued
         through the mid-20th century. 
      

      
       Historically, there have been problems of retaining teachers in the workforce—a problem
         that continues today and that has been attributed to stressful working conditions
         and the low status of the profession. Teachers were not only the embodiment of the
         culture’s values, but they were also the embodiment of the culture’s demographics.
         Teachers were typically White and middle class and maintained a physical representation
         of societal “norms.”
      

      
      Students in America

      
      Historically, the students these teachers taught were also White and middle class.
         However, prior to 1835 there was a movement to educate slave children because owners
         believed that slaves who understood the language and “who had some conception of modern
         civilization” (Woodson, 1919/2004, p. 3) would be of more value. These children were
         also taught by teachers who embodied the owners’ class and culture. 
      

      
      After 1835, as abolitionist efforts gained strength, the education of slaves came
         to represent a threat to slavery, and schools for Black children were prohibited.
         The connection between knowledge, empowerment, and liberty was clearly established
         early in U.S. history. The identity of the children who were allowed to be educated
         had to coincide with the identity of the children who were allowed to be liberated.
      

      
      The education of children who did not fit the normalized view of those individuals
         society deemed worthy of power was dangerous. Therefore, poor, non-White, or nonmale
         children had limited educational opportunities. Historically, the education of girls
         has been secondary to the education of boys. In colonial America, girls learned to
         read and write at dame schools. They could attend the master's schools for boys when
         there was room, usually during the summer when most of the boys were working. By the
         end of the 19th century, however, the number of women students had increased greatly
         (Women’s Education, 1998).
      

      
      The association of education with power and the tendency to marginalize groups of
         non-White, nonmale, or lower socioeconomic classes is embedded within the identity
         of schooling in America and is still present, although in changing forms. The achievement
         gaps of marginalized groups are evidence to the continued marginalization of certain
         students.
      

      
      Post-Civil War Education

      
      After the Civil War, schools remained segregated. Jim Crow laws were in place to keep
         African Americans and Whites separate. Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) legalized and further institutionalized segregation of African American and
         White students. In addition, the segregation or denial of educational opportunity
         to immigrants—particularly Mexican immigrants—was common practice (Acuna, 1988). The
         goal of keeping identity groups separate—African American, White, immigrant—reiterated
         homogenous notions of identity—both with students and teachers. Within-school segregation
         was present, as well, as boys were assigned to college-bound or technical tracks and
         girls were assigned to skill tracks designated as women’s work. 
      

      
      In addition, the limited opportunities for marginalized ethnicities and nationalities
         within schools create attempts at homogenous identity groups through separation. This
         supports positivist notions of rational identity—identities that can be easily determined
         by appearance and that can be easily categorized.
      

      
      Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka

      
      Desegregation cases had actually been heard and ruled illegal before Brown v. Board of Education of  Topeka (1954) but not at the Supreme Court level. In 1946’s Mendez v. Westminster, a California judge ruled that the equal protection provision of the Fourteenth Amendment
         pertained to equal access to education and that under that provision, segregation
         based solely on national origin was unconstitutional. Mendez v. Westminster was the first case that successfully overturned segregation; other similar rulings
         followed in Texas and Arizona. 
      

      
      However, the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment had not been extended
         to include race—only national origin. This meant that until the Brown decision, the segregation of African American students continued to be legal. After
         Brown, desegregation was a slow process as states took their time to comply “with all deliberate
         speed” (Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 1954).
      

      
      In addition, the resegregation of marginalized groups—particularly Latino students
         (Lee, 2006)—and the continued limited educational opportunities for some students
         has reversed some of the advances since Brown. However, desegregation and the elimination of de jure segregation has authenticated
         notions of self by giving legal rights to persons who embody individuality and diversity.
         In addition, desegregation has affected individual identity because there are no longer
         accepted homogenous groupings of students that attempt to define—albeit illogically
         and incorrectly—what it means to be male, female, African American, immigrant, poor,
         etc. 
      

      
      However, as the recognition of identities has become more authentic and realistic,
         there is a need for a new epistemology of identity because the former, positivist
         notions of identity called for rational ordering and patterning. Rational ordering
         and patterning fit the socially constructed segregated norms the school systems established.
         These rational orders and patterns do not accommodate the diversity of identities
         for those who possess seemingly contradictory identities under the previous “homogenized”
         and “normalized” paradigms. 
      

      
      In other words, how do individuals who do not fit the stereotypical identities, or
         who fit into bicultural identities, navigate away from the patterns of positivist
         ideals and toward authentic understandings of who they are? How do teachers characterized
         as “Other” teach students who are different from them? How does the identity of such
         a teacher impact student identity development and student academic achievement? How
         do privileged teachers teach students characterized as “Other”? As diversity has become
         the norm, how has this affected the identity of teachers and the students they teach?
      

      
      Patterns and Changes Over Time

      
      Identity Theories

      
      Positivist and Modernist Approaches to Identity

      
      Linear identity development theories are often based upon sameness. As Erikson
         (1959/1980) contends: “identity . . . is the awareness of the fact there is a
         selfsameness and continuity to the ego’s synthesizing methods and that these methods
         are
         effective in safeguarding the sameness and continuity of one’s meaning for others”
         (p.
         22). Identification based upon sameness creates boundaries between students as well
         as
         boundaries within “Self” as students navigate complex social identifications.
      

      
      Modernist approaches of identity based on sameness can cause confusion when students
         and teachers come into contact with sometimes contradictory, or at least conflicting,
         social identifications present in the postmodern era. Not only the presence, but acceptance,
         of heterogeneous social identifications and more individualized notions of Self do
         not necessarily meld with positivist developmental theories of identity.
      

      
      Erikson’s psychosocial developmental theory does, however, acknowledge that social
         interaction and experience affect the conscious sense of self. The earlier stages
         lend insight into faults or abnormalities of identity in adulthood, but do not examine
         the development of the self in relation to “Other.” The stages in adulthood are more
         rigid than those in the earlier stages and instead reflect how the earlier stages
         “play out” in the adult Self rather than how the adult continues to form identity.
      

      
      Postmodern and Criticalist Approaches to Identity

      
      Postmodern identity theories do not accept the linear or developmental stages of modernist
         identity theories, such as Erikson’s. Instead, postmodern epistemologies challenge
         the belief in stability or unity. Concepts such as Freire’s (1998) “unfinishedness”
         fit into the ideal of a positive connotation of an unstable or fragmented identity.
         This concept would reflect an abnormality in modernist approaches to identity.
      

      
      The Enlightenment ideals of rationality and order present in modernist approaches
         to epistemology were challenged by Horkheimer and Adorno (1976/1999) who argued that
         the ideals were used to promote authoritarian rule in the name of reason. As postmodern
         epistemological approaches seek to de-center authority, the reliance upon positivist,
         Enlightenment notions of reason as a source of authority and knowledge are also de-centered.
         Lyotard (1984) also challenged the epistemological reliance upon reason, arguing that
         rationality “give[s] an artificial impression of being in command” (pp. 124–125).
         
      

      
      Knowing the self—having navigated social identities—does not rest solely on rational
         patterns of development. Lyotard’s argument for the dissolution of master narratives—the
         patterns of rationality that guide accepted ways of developmental knowing—leaves way
         for an investigation of local or individualized epistemological approaches to knowing
         the Self. 
      

      
      How does one navigate identity of a biracial Self if patterns of rationality in the
         metanarrative dictate that “African American” and “White” are oppositional binaries?
         How does one navigate identity of a woman in a position of power if the metanarrative
         dictates that such a woman cannot possess femininity, intelligence, power, authority,
         and maternity simultaneously?  On the subject of teacher identity, how does one navigate
         the identity of a teacher who considers him- or herself a lifelong learner if the
         metanarrative dictates that the teacher is the center of immutable epistemological
         authority in the classroom? How do teachers navigate identity as the face of the classroom
         changes in settings of increased diversity? Reliance upon Enlightenment ideals of
         positivism and rationality does not permit individuals who identify with characteristically
         conflicting social groups to navigate authentic and interrogated Selfhood or identity.
         
      

      
      The authority of the positivist, developmental identity metanarrative creates what
         Jameson (1991) argues is a form of social schizophrenia. Arguing that if “personal
         identity is itself the effect of a certain temporal unification of past and future
         with one’s present” and that “such active, temporal unification is itself a function
         of language,” then “when that relationship breaks down, when the links of the signifying
         change snap, then we have schizophrenia in the form of a rubble of distinct, unrelated
         signifiers” (p. 26). Identity in complex, diverse, or authentic settings, such as
         the classroom, is challenged beyond the epistemological capabilities of prescribed
         patterns of reason.
      

      
      Teachers in the postmodern classroom cannot rely upon objective observation and deductive
         reasoning to understand Self in relation to students. Intersubjective experiences
         must take place between all participants in the classroom settings—teachers, students,
         teacher educators, parents, community—for not only authentic understanding of Self
         to take place but also for understanding of Other and Self in relation to Other to
         take place. Without such intersubjective experiences, it is nearly impossible for
         an understanding of the whole to take place. It is nearly impossible to understand
         how seemingly fragmented notions of Self and of community can come together into a
         cohesive whole. 
      

      
      What does it really mean to be African American? To be Latino? To be female? To be
         Self? To be an African American teacher in a Latino school? The arbitrary labeling
         of identity falls back on positivist paradigms of definitive identity. Instead, knowing
         Self in relation to Other as well as Other in relation to Self demands that the individual
         deconstruct previously held paradigms of selfhood and interrogate a more authentic
         identity. Otherwise, the individual is allowing the authority of a sign—such as “African
         American” or “immigrant” or “nonnative speaker of English”—to represent the self.
      

      
      Signs do not always indicate what they represent. Reliance upon such a sign is to
         defer to presence as an authority for their meaning. Meaning then can change from
         sign to sign. The acceptance of this deconstructs the reliance upon a correspondence
         theory of truth or a correspondence theory of epistemology. “Teacher” does not hold
         one meaning. “Student” does not hold one meaning. Instead, these are complex and mutable
         identities dependent upon each other and the changing environment.
      

      
      In the complex world of the classroom, in which learning takes place, the identity
         of all involved can be affected. Wortham (2004) argues that this type of knowing is
         not only an epistemological approach to learning, but also an ontological one:
      

      
      
         According to an ontological approach, learning changes not just what the learner knows
            (which would be simply “epistemological”) but also who the learner is. To learn is
            to take up a new practice, to change one’s position in the community. Thus, learning
            can change identity and the self. (p. 716)
         

         
      

      Therefore, in an authentic, reflective and reflexive classroom, in which the authority
         of knowing has been de-centered and in which the teacher recognizes him- or herself
         as a learner also, both teacher and student engage in intersubjective social identity
         experiences.
      

      
       The students not only come to understand who they are in the social setting, the
         teacher not only comes to understand who he or she is in the social setting, but both
         come to new understandings of self in relation to the other in relation to other diverse
         students. Again, however, knowing authentic identities of self in a complex environment
         cannot merely rely upon signs that indicate ethnicity, national origin, gender, religion,
         etc., because those signs are arbitrary representations of identity that do not embody
         the complexities of Self. Instead, as teachers and students come to know themselves
         and others, experiences of both must be interrogated to form a cohesive notion of
         Self.
      

      
      With the rejection of positivist signs of identity, many deconstructions can follow
         that would then lead to authentic knowing of the Self. The presence of dark skin does
         not necessarily equate to poverty or a poor education. The presence of brown skin
         does not necessarily equate to a Mexican immigrant, an undocumented worker, or a person
         who cannot speak English. The presence of femininity or maternity does not necessarily
         equate to weakness or subservient obedience. Wortham (1994) defines social identity
         as:
      

      
      
         the process through which individuals and groups become identified as publicly recognized
            categories of people. This process requires two primary components: social categories
            of identity that circulate through time and space and the characteristics or behaviors
            of individuals that are interpreted with reference to those categories. (p. 716)
         

         
      

      Indeed, I am not arguing that we cease using terms such as “African American,” “Hispanic,”
         “Latino/a,” “female,” “male,” etc. The signs are convenient and necessary to cohere
         identification within social groups. However, these signs cannot be the authority
         of identity. What it means to be Latina or African American or woman or privileged
         differs with each individual. As Wortham (2004) points out, these categories of sameness
         are referent points that must be interrogated “through time and space”—or in reference
         to individual experience and presence, rather than the presence of a social identifier
         such as skin color, accent, or gender.
      

      
      A teacher’s authentic identity relies upon the acceptance that identity is based not
         only upon sameness, the categories of identity that describe the presence of similar
         features, but also upon the concept of differance (Derrida, 1973). If, as Derrida (1973) asserts, the meaning of signs in language
         is always deferred as we seek to define things based on difference, then there is
         never a moment in which meaning is complete and total.
      

      
      In the context of student and teacher identity, it implies that a constant reflexive
         and reflective dialogue is necessary for understanding of self and other to begin
         to be achieved. This understanding of Self must take place in relation to Other. One
         cannot know Self unless he or she also knows Other. The longing to know the Self stems
         from what Carspecken (2003) argues is:
      

      
      
         implicitly from Nietzsche and explicitly from existentialist philosophy, from a longing
            to be—a longing for presence in the particular form of finding one's self, present
            to one's self, so that one's existence and validity can be known with certainty. It
            is a longing for presence. (p. 1008)
         

         
      

      This is similar to the notion of recognition in discussions of teacher identity. Carspecken
         further argues:
      

      
      
         To talk about “self” is also to talk about the longing for a certainty that the self
            exists and exists as a locus of subjectivity that can never be objectified. To be
            objectified is to bring before consciousness. The self essentially involves the desire
            to know itself but to know itself as that which can never be known (never be objectified).
            (p. 1009)
         

         
      

      The specific place of the teacher then is to at once come to know Self in relation
         to the signs history has attempted to place on the teacher in relation to profession,
         in relation to categories of gender, ethnicity, religion, etc., in relation to authentic
         experience in order to be recognized, while at the same time doing so in a responsible
         manner that not only avoids objectifying his or her students but also seeks to aid
         them in liberating their identities.
      

      
      Carspecken notes that “This longing for recognition is a longing to have ourselves
         before us to give us pure certainty of our true being. It is a longing for presence
         that can never be satisfied” (p. 1010). Carspecken goes on to use Spivak’s comment
         in her introduction to Derrida's Of Grammatology (1976) to express this phenomenon: “to recognize that one is shaped by differance, to recognize, that the ‘self’ is constituted by its never-fully-to-be-recognized-ness”
         (as cited in Carspecken, p. 1010). This “never-fully-to-be-recognized-ness” brings
         us back to Freire’s (1998) concept of “unfinishedness.”
      

      
      Teachers can never fully be recognized because they can never fully be known—to do
         so would be a false assumption resulting in (as well as from) objectification. In
         addition, teachers are in a constant state of becoming, and it is necessary to understand
         that such as a state does not imply a disorder of identity development but an authentic
         interrogation of what Self is in relation to Other and in relation to environment
         in an ever-changing context.
      

      
       The issue of teacher identity and teacher recognition is of extreme value as we come
         to understand the ontological implications of social identity in the classroom. Wortham
         (2004) writes that “If learning involves changing participation in social activities
         across time, learners become different kinds of people as they learn—because they
         shift their positions with other people and/or with respect to socially defined activities”
         (p. 731). If a teacher does not recognize his or her changing identities in the classroom,
         he or she cannot allow for the social identity of his or her students to authentically
         ebb and flow as learning takes place in the environment.
      

      
      Key Ideas

      
       At stake in the classroom are key components to identity formation with implications
         for both the teacher’s and the student’s identities. These identities are challenged
         in both the presence of individuals in classrooms as well as the content studied in
         the classroom. The interactions of the various Selves with each and with content provide
         critical experiences in identity formation. Teachers should have interrogated their
         own identities and come to authentic understandings of Self before successfully engaging
         in such critical dialogues. This is not to suggest that teachers would have “arrived”
         at an identity but that they would have critically reflected on their own identity—subjugated
         and/or privileged—and would have responsibly acknowledged their potential influence,
         both positive and negative, on the identity formation of the students in their classrooms.
         In addition, teachers would have responsibly accepted that their identity will continue
         to change as experience and insight change.
      

      
      Criticality

      
       Carspecken (1998) argues that a critical eye must be brought to situations in which
         individuals seek to explicate standards, which deconstruct presence “without them
         being hegemonic discourse claims” (p. 1013). Carspecken continues: “Postmodernism
         is a discourse filled with insights that cannot be neglected in any effort to discuss
         truth, meaning, knowledge and the self. But those insights do not need to leave us
         with only our power for self-assertion” (p. 1013). Instead, there should be an intersubjective
         experience of power as teachers and students all engage in critical examination of
         identity. Through this examination, Carspecken argues, empowerment of all can be achieved:
      

      
      
         People often get into conversations oriented toward reaching an understanding for
            the intrinsic value of being understood and understanding others, as well as for the
            enjoyment we experience when exploring ideas. And when such understandings are
            reached there is a sense of more power involved. People are empowered when they feel
            understood, recognized, appreciated. This is a huge human motivation. The “will to
            power,” the “will to knowledge,” and the “longing for presence” . . . have relevance
            for critical epistemology . . . with the concept of action oriented toward reaching
            an understanding. (p. 1030)
         

         
      

      Criticality, then, is the bridge for understanding. It is the lens through which all
         participants can view identity in relation to other, in relation to power, and in
         relation to understanding with the goal of empowerment of all through self-understanding.
         Such a lens can be fostered through an interrogated teacher-Self as well as the fostering
         of a supportive environment of criticality in the classroom.
      

      
      Ethnicity

      
      Ethnicity is one critical societal and identity issue that is interrogated in the
         classroom through the presence of diverse individuals as well as through curricular
         content. Phinney (1992) defines ethnic identity as a sense of connection in a group
         of people with common histories, which can be traced to a common place of origin.
         In this definition, then, ethnic identity is defined in terms of sameness. Ethnic
         identity can also be formed in terms of difference. Individuals with integrated exposure
         to diverse ethnicities have more positive attitudes toward others from different ethnicities
         (Braddock, Crain, & McPartland, 1984). 
      

      
      In addition, a positive relationship with one’s own ethnic identity does not equate
         to a negative relationship with another’s (Phinney, 1992). In other words, pride in
         one’s own ethnicity does not have to be at the expense of other ethnic identities.
      

      
      A teacher, then, can simultaneously model a positive attitude about his or her own
         interrogated sense of ethnic identity without subjugating the identities of students.
         In such a scenario, the teacher would be modeling a positive sense of ethnic selfhood.
         Bringing conversations about ethnicity to the forefront in the classroom challenges
         students to interrogate themselves in relation to their ethnicity, or sameness, but
         when conversations take place in the context of diverse populations, students come
         to a sense of understanding of others that thereby increases the likelihood that they
         will achieve positive attitudes about other ethnicities (Braddock, Crain, McPartland,
         1984). 
      

      
      In instances where teachers do not interrogate their own identities, they take their
         own identity for granted (Ladson-Billings, 2001) and by extension take the identities
         of others for granted. In situations in which ethnicity is addressed, it is rarely
         the teachers’ ethnic identities that are addressed. Allard and Santoro (2006) address
         the issue, stating, “Too often, the focus is on developing student teachers’ understandings
         of how gender, ethnicity, ‘race’ and class shape learner identities but how these also shape teachers’ identities is rarely explored” (p. 116). If the teacher does not interrogate his
         or her own ethnic identity, then their subjectivities, privileges, and biases are
         not interrogated either. 
      

      
      Gender and Sexual Preference

      
      The theories of ethnic identity can be extended to the theories of gender identity
         and sexual preference. In Wortham’s (2004) case study of how a student formed identity
         in the classroom, the discovery was made in that instance that “More than any other
         presupposed category of identity, gender became relevant to the social identification
         of students” (p. 722).  The teacher—a female—and the girls in the classroom came to
         identify “the boys as unpromising and the girls as promising” (p. 722). The result,
         then, was that “These presuppositions about gender became robust local categories
         of identity, able to frame particular students’ identities” (p. 722). To extend the
         previous argument about ethnic identity, one could question whether an interrogated
         teacher gender identity would result in interrogation of subjectivities, biases, and
         privileges that would then make it less likely that a teacher would allow an environment,
         such as the one Wortham describes, to exist. 
      

      
      Performance discrepancies between genders (Sadker, 1994) as well as special education
         placement and referral discrepancies (Mulrine, 2001) reveal that gender biases exist
         for both males and females. Teachers who do not interrogate their own gender identity
         are more likely to appropriate and perpetuate gender socialization norms in the classroom.
      

      
      Sexual identity of the teacher is another critical issue in schooling. While discussions
         of a teachers’ sexual orientation in a public school may not be appropriate, the atmosphere
         of acceptance is not only appropriate but essential. A teacher who is comfortable
         with his or her sexual orientation and has interrogated his or her sexual identity
         would most likely be more nurturing of an environment of gender and sexual orientation
         equality. 
      

      
      In addition, a teacher who has had exposure to the experiences of the opposite gender
         and of homosexuals would be less likely to allow students to create a climate of hate
         in which students would not be allowed to fully explore and achieve their own sexual
         identities later in life. Self-aware teachers are more likely to encourage and produce
         self-aware students.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      As teachers and students come to know Self and Other in the complex cogs of socio-political
         forces, trapped in the complicated underpinnings of a culturally and historically
         situated educational system, all can come to know themselves authentically by deconstructing
         their roles as metaphorical cogs and acting as authentic individuals by interrogating
         and disclosing their identities.
      

      
      A symbiotic identification founded on authentic understanding has the potential to
         subvert oppositional, hierarchical identification systems founded on power relations.
         The complex cogs within which the educational system is trapped may never cease to
         be; however, authentic and transparent understanding of their power relations can
         change the fundamental ways teachers and students operate within them—thereby changing
         the ways we operate on larger, societal scales.
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      Chapter 4

      Tensions in Teachers’ Identities as Educators for Social Justice
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      A Day in the Life of an Elementary Teacher

      
      Marla teaches grade three at an urban school in a large Canadian city. It is
         8:30 A.M. and she is hurriedly preparing learning materials for today’s lessons. Once
         the bell rings there will be little time for such tasks because her class of 26 young
         learners requires her complete attention. At the moment, Marla is distributing small
         plastic cubes, commonly referred to by teachers as “manipulative materials,” on
         students’ desks. Although Marla finds these hands-on materials support some students’
         learning of concepts, this approach requires time (in preparation, practice, and
         cleanup), which is often lacking. Marla is conflicted about appropriate pedagogical
         approaches, given the numerous mandated curricular expectations she must teach, and
         at
         the same time, prepare her students for upcoming standardized tests.
      

      
      In addition to concerns about pedagogy and provincial testing, Marla’s report
         cards are due in the office next week. She must comment on each student’s capabilities
         in each learning area, but the business of each day has left her little time to spend
         with each student. Marla does not believe that all students’ interests, abilities,
         and
         needs are met within the current system of education. Yet she does not consider herself
         capable of acting toward altering the structure. Instead she views her responsibility
         to
         include teaching students how to be “successful” within the current dynamics of
         education and society.
      

      
       This scenario reveals just some of the complicated dynamics permeating
         elementary schools and teachers’ work. Schools, as part of broader society, reflect
         political, economic, social, and cultural struggles. The policies, curricula, and
         practices that shape schools and teachers’ work are influenced by certain dominant
         individuals and groups in society (Apple, 1990; Connell, 1993; Kelly & Minnes
         Brandes, 2001). New initiatives and curricula frequently reflect the changing interests
         of groups with societal influence.
      

      
      While immersed in these contexts teachers and students interact and construct
         understandings of themselves, the world around them, and their capacities to participate
         as citizens in society. For some teachers, their understandings of these conditions
         might lead them to adopt a social justice agenda: an educational mission to make their
         classrooms, the educational system, and the world more generally a fairer and more
         equitable place.
      

      
      As educational partisans[1] our vision of schools is underpinned by a belief that “an education that
         privileges one child over another is giving the privileged child a corrupted education,
         even as it gives him or her a social or economic advantage” (Connell, 1993, p. 15).
         In
         this chapter we discuss the ways competing contemporary and historical dynamics
         permeating society, education, and schools may influence elementary teachers’ identities
         as educators contributing toward re-creating schools for all students.
      

      
       Within contemporary Western society, classic liberal perspectives of
         “freedom,” rationalism, individualism, gender, and citizenship endure in renewed form
         as
         neoliberalism (Evans, 1997). According to this perspective, schools are level playing
         fields, meritocracy is an organizing principle, individuals are considered to be “free”
         unfettered agents of their own destiny (Weir, 1997), and rational, objective “truths”
         prevail.
      

      
      These entrenched notions of individuals in society have more recently become
         complicated by conservative societal calls for school curricula aimed at improving
         skill
         development and content knowledge acquisition and for regulation of teaching and
         education as part of free market economics (Apple, 2004). The merging of neoliberal
         and
         neoconservative agendas has influenced curriculum, assessment, evaluation, and school
         organization in terms of increased emphasis on curricular standardization and regulation
         of teachers’ work (Apple, 2004). Generally speaking, these agendas promote teaching
         as a
         technical process (Sawyer, 2004; Smyth & Shacklock, 1998) rather than as a complex
         activity that recognizes the minds, bodies, and emotions of both teachers and students
         in the active construction of understandings and knowledge (hooks, 1994).
      

      
       Despite the tendency for schools to reproduce societal inequalities, certain
         scholars call for education and schooling to be underpinned by principles of social
         justice and committed to encouraging students to recognize themselves as active
         contributors in shaping a socially just society (Cochran-Smith, 1999; Connell, 1993;
         Nieto, 2000).
      

      
       According to this social reconstructionist educational perspective, teachers
         are pivotal contributors in making schools better places for all children and preparing
         them to become citizens who work for a more equitable and just society. This vision
         of
         teachers is captured by Nieto (2000): “Teachers can do nothing to change the conditions
         in which their students may live, but they can work to change their own biases as
         well
         as the institutional structures that act as obstacles to student learning” (p. 49).
         It
         is our contention that for teachers to work for the vision Nieto proposes, they must
         recognize themselves as capable of influencing social change.
      

      
      In other words, teaching from principles of equity and justice necessitates
         that teachers recognize their own capacity to challenge organizational structures
         that
         limit some students while privileging others. More specifically, it requires teachers’
         awareness that there is an association between their experiences, identities, practices,
         and students. By this we mean that teachers’ experiences mediate their understandings,
         identities, and practices.
      

      
      Teachers are connected with their students through what Ellsworth (1997)
         refers to as the pedagogical space of meaning making. This is a space of uncertainty
         where interpretations and understandings are negotiated with associations between
         the
         ways the students make sense of themselves as citizens and the teachers’ own
         understandings and identities. Given ongoing influences of social, cultural, political,
         and economic dynamics on the pedagogical space, it follows that understandings and
         identities that are being constructed are always contingent, shifting, and partial.
         Thus, this complicated web of relations and actions reveals the far-reaching influences
         teachers’ experiences and identities have for their practice, students, and
         education.
      

      
      It is our contention that teacher education frequently focuses on methods of
         teaching content knowledge with less attention given to the teachers’ own beliefs,
         perspectives, emotions, bodies, and identities and the ways these contribute to shaping
         their practice. In this chapter we attempt to account for teachers’ minds, bodies,
         and
         emotions as we explore the experiences shaping the perspectives of four urban elementary
         teachers.
      

      
      In what follows, we first provide a brief overview of theories that inform
         our thinking about educational contexts, teachers, and the ways they recognize
         themselves in relation to conditions of their work and society. Second, we draw upon
         the
         elementary teachers’ experiences (as children, students, and adults) to illustrate
         how
         their histories contributed to their complex and at times contradictory identity
         constructions. We discuss some of the ways that teachers’ recognition of their
         professional “self” influenced their practice and their students. In the third section,
         we focus on one teacher’s engagement with a process of critical inquiry within a
         collegial collaborative context to explore how this environment supported her
         willingness to question assumptions and practices in education. Fourth, in closing,
         we
         offer recommendations for teacher education committed to supporting teachers’ sustained
         identities as contributors toward more socially just education.
      

      
      Teachers: Identities, Embodiment, and Agency

      
      Over recent decades, embodiment and identity have generated much interest
         and debate in fields such as sociology and education. Embodiment refers to the fusion
         of
         social, cultural, and economic dynamics into fleshy bodies (Witz, 2000). There is
         an
         understanding of “[b]ody and self inextricably folded within each other”
         (Kenworth-Teather, 1999, p. 9). Within the teaching context, embodiment acknowledges
         the
         impossibility of separating teachers’ and students’ minds from the corporeal and
         emotional.
      

      
      Thus, within schools, teachers and students are embodied actors who
         negotiate social, cultural, and economic dynamics of society in relation to gender,
         race, class, age, and sexuality. These processes influence identity construction and
         everyday practices in classrooms and schools.
      

      
      Embodiment, identities, and self are intertwined concepts reflecting our
         perspective that, “[w]ho we are (our identities, our self) is integrally connected
         with
         our practices as teachers and teacher educators” (Tinning, 2007, forthcoming). Building
         on Wexler’s (1992) suggestion that schooling is about young people constructing
         identities or “becoming somebody,” we contend that new and experienced teachers forge
         their understandings of “self” as a teacher through ongoing negotiation of experiences
         informed by shifting, multiple identities.
      

      
      Our thinking regarding identity is informed by sociological and
         constructivist perspectives, which regard individuals as constrained within societal
         contexts, yet, at the same time, able to shape their thinking, understandings,
         dispositions, and identities through daily practices. These ongoing processes are
         mediated by gender, ability, age, class, sexuality, and race. We understand individuals
         to have multiple identities that cohere as a gestalt-like momentary expression of
         “self”
         (Mishler, 1999). In this way, identities are always in process or undergoing
         (re)construction.
      

      
      In order to explore the association between constructed identities,
         embodiment and experience, we find it helpful to draw upon Bourdieu’s (1977, 2000)
         interconnected notions of habitus and field as part of his theory of practice. This
         generative perspective of identity formation offers a way to recognize individuals
         as
         constrained within broader societal dynamics, while actively shaping their identity
         through experience. It accounts for tensions and contradictions in individuals’ ways
         of
         thinking and being in relation to dominant societal notions.
      

      
      According to Bourdieu (1977), habitus refers to dispositions, tastes, norms,
         and way of being that permeate social spaces and that individuals embody through their
         daily engagements and practices. Habitus refers to the inculcation of social and
         cultural conditions in relation to gender, class, race, age, sexuality, and ability.
         This is not a one-way process of norms being subjected into bodies but instead is
         a
         two-way process in which individuals, immersed in the dynamics of a social space,
         actively shape their tastes, perspectives, and ways of being.
      

      
      Interconnected with habitus in Bourdieu’s theory of practice is the notion
         of a social field. The world is made up of overlapping social fields, which are
         permeated by power dynamics. Individuals interact within these structuring power
         relations and their practices in these spaces contribute to (re)shaping it as a social
         field. Although explicit and tacit rules organize the power relations within any given
         space, an individual's own practices dialectically influence the understood expectations
         within a social field.
      

      
      The relation between habitus and social field is generative. For teachers
         this means that despite being constrained, through daily actions they contribute to
         shaping social fields such as schools, classrooms, and staffrooms. Having said this,
         we
         emphasize our understanding that one is not able to step outside the conditions of
         their
         lives in order to reflect or act upon them. We are all entrenched within circulating
         ideas and organizing structures of society.
      

      
      One enduring and underpinning aspect to the organization of society, which
         according to Coole (1993) dates back to the Bronze Age, is the hierarchical gender
         relations between men and women where privilege is granted the former relative to
         the
         latter. The classic liberal notion of a citizen was “organized around male experience”
         of “autonomy and mobility” (Evans, 1997, p. 25) with the capacity to contribute to
         decision making and society construction. In contrast to this, all that was coded
         as
         feminine was considered to be “antithetical to qualities of citizenship, humanity,
         reason, culture and civilization itself” (Coole, 1993, p. 1). Women were constructed
         as
         passive bodies incapable of actions to influence society.
      

      
      As a result, women’s experiences were excluded from ideas regarding citizens
         and from the public domain of active involvement in shaping society. The construction
         of
         women as passive and positioned outside the bounds of comprehension in terms of their
         capacity to contribute to shaping the organization of society endures through
         hierarchical gender relations that underpin the social order. This construction holds
         implications for elementary teachers.
      

      
      Elementary Teachers: Mothers, Martyrs, and Passive
         Bodies
      

      
      In addition to the neoliberal and conservative agendas that influence
         education (Apple, 2004; Armstrong, 2006) and teachers’ understandings, elementary
         teaching has historically been associated with women’s work. The job of the elementary
         teacher was considered to be “natural” for women because it is an extension of their
         work in the home (Thompson, 1997). Women were also viewed as ideal for the work because
         it was thought they would be passive, compliant, and willing to work for lower wages
         (Blackmore, 1993).
      

      
      Like mothers, elementary teachers are held, and continue to be held,
         responsible for socializing children into society as citizens. Assumptions (similar
         to
         that of the unquestioned dedication of mothers) prevail that teachers, particularly
         elementary teachers, will give selflessly in their work as a labor of love (Acker,
         1996).
      

      
      In many ways these conflations of elementary teachers with nurturing mothers
         and caregivers who sacrifice their needs for the love of their work endure in today’s
         schools through certain educational movements and conditions. For instance, contemporary
         educational initiatives and agendas with aims of standardization and regulation of
         teaching and schooling also contribute to teachers being positioned as passive
         technicians who transmit others’ authoritative knowledge to students (Hargreaves,
         1994).
      

      
       Within recent years, the association between caring and teachers has been
         taken up by certain educational scholars such as Nel Noddings (1992) who call for
         teachers to focus on nurturing and relationship building with students. For Noddings,
         caring offers an ideal organizing framework for schools where teachers aim to attend
         to
         students’ individual needs. This approach is intended to counter the contemporary
         emphasis on individualism and competition. However, it is our contention that this
         perspective neglects to fully account for the historical and political construction
         of
         caring within education. Moreover, its uncritical deployment may contribute to
         perpetuating ideas of teachers as martyrs.
      

      
      Although caring is intended as a perspective for revisioning schools as
         places that focus on students, there is potential to overlook the material conditions
         that perpetuate social inequities in schools. As such, this approach may inadvertently
         perpetuate perspectives of individualism whereby teachers, and by extension students,
         are held solely responsible for their destiny with no account given to structural
         inequalities of society that may restrict their options and capacity for action
         (Thompson, 2003).
      

      
       In conjunction with the historical constructions of teachers and the
         purposes of their work, these complicated spaces and conditions in which teachers
         work
         influence the ways teachers form understandings of students, themselves, their work,
         education, and citizenship. These complexities are further compounded for women due
         to
         their lower positioning in the social order.
      

      
       Suffice it to say, the ways teachers are recognized and recognize
         themselves impact their identity and practice. To demonstrate some of the ways
         recognition impacts teachers’ understandings of themselves, their students, and their
         practice, we draw upon experiences of four elementary women teachers, all working
         in
         urban schools.
      

      
      Constructing Understandings

      
      Jean, Marla, Charlene, and Elisa work in urban elementary schools in a large
         city in western Canada and all have between 5 and 13 years experience working with
         young
         learners. Three of the teachers (Marla, Charlene, and Elisa) work at schools with
         students primarily from working-poor and working-class families and where languages
         other than English are spoken at home. In contrast, most of Jean’s students are White,
         of European descent, English speaking, and from middle-class backgrounds. Their
         colleagues recognized all four teachers as educators committed to fostering equity
         and
         social justice in their practice.
      

      
       Each teacher was shadowed for one day per week for six months. In addition
         to being observed during these visits, the teachers and researcher engaged in informal
         conversations about teaching, students, the organization of education and schools,
         diversity, equity, and social change. In addition, each teacher participated in four
         interviews where they were encouraged to share their stories about experiences as
         a
         child and adult that influenced the ways they recognize themselves.
      

      
       Conversations focused on the teachers’ perspectives of diversity, equity,
         inclusion, and social justice and on their identities as individuals capable of
         influencing these dynamics in schools. Information drawn from these observations,
         as
         well as from informal and formal conversations with the teachers, offered a nuanced
         picture of their complicated work, understandings, identities, and actions.
      

      
      Recognition and Misrecognition: Tensions in Identity
         Formation
      

      
      Jean, Marla, Charlene, and Elisa are considered by colleagues to be
         educators who work for diversity, equity, and social justice in schools. Despite this
         recognition, none of these teachers view themselves in this way. Instead they prefer
         to
         identify as “regular” teachers who strive to provide opportunities for all students
         during the school day. According to Charlene, the former vision has connotations of
         “a
         strong, strong advocate who is going out there and doing lots of extra, above and
         beyond
         the 3 P.M. things that a regular classroom teacher doesn’t do on a regular ongoing
         basis.”
      

      
       The teachers’ self-perceptions are shaped in relation to their past and
         present experiences. These understandings are mediated by power dynamics and thus,
         are
         constructed and shifting. The daily experiences of the four teachers demonstrate the
         complicated ways in which their dispositions and identities are formed through their
         participation in various social fields. However, the dispositions and identities that
         are constructed are not always in full alignment with perspectives of the given social
         field. At times these may be in tension.
      

      
      At such times, teachers’ identities and practices may align with the
         dominant understandings of the social field of education, and thus, their practices
         contribute to the reproduction of certain ideas and conditions. Yet there may also
         be
         ways in which the teachers’ identities and dispositions do not align or are in tension
         with the social field. In these latter situations the teachers may engage in practices
         that challenge or contribute to changing what is understood as acceptable within the
         social field. In doing so, the teachers are working toward changing the social field
         of
         interaction.
      

      
      In the next section, we explore some of the ways the teachers’
         understandings and negotiations of their own dispositions with those of the social
         field
         of education may impact practices associated with equity, diversity, and justice in
         schools. The teachers’ narratives of their own experiences as a child and student
         reveal
         the complicated ways dispositions and identities are shaped as an ongoing process
         over
         time.
      

      
      Enduring Dispositions: From Students to Teachers

      
      Through agendas, initiatives, and the organization of schools, neoliberal
         notions of a merit-based system, individualism, and education as a level playing field
         underpin perspectives that individuals can overcome constraints and inequalities in
         their lives through hard work and dedication.
      

      
      As students in schools, the teachers themselves were immersed in social
         spaces infused with neoliberal messages of individualism. For example, Jean reflects
         on
         her experiences stating, “I was a keener, a perfectionist, a hard worker. I didn’t
         want
         to miss school, a pleaser. That pretty much just sums it up. I just swallowed.” Jean’s
         reference to swallowing reflects her embodiment of educational ideas. She consumes
         them
         and, in doing so, draws from them in reshaping her understandings, ideas, ways of
         thinking, and identities.
      

      
      This is an ongoing process whereby historical dispositions as tastes and
         ways of being are carried into the present through corporeal engagements in social
         spaces (Bourdieu, 2000). Over time, the practice of these perspectives contributes
         to
         their sedimentation as natural or taken-for-granted notions.
      

      
      In addition to messages from school, ideas from home influence the teachers’
         ways of thinking and being. Jean shares that she grew up in a home dominated by notions
         of individual effort, compliancy, and uncritical acceptance of the “truth” of science.
         Childhood messages such as “pull yourself up by your bootstraps” and “just get on
         with
         it, make something of it” have shaped her understandings of “self” and individuals
         in
         society. These perspectives continue to inform her thinking in her teaching
         practice.
      

      
      As a teacher, Jean’s language, decisions, and actions implicate her in
         perpetuating neoliberal notions of individualism with her students. For instance,
         Jean
         frequently reminds her students they must just deal with a situation and work on
         self-control. Her embodied habitus is expressed and sustained through daily
         practices.
      

      
       As they did Jean, meritocracy and individualism also influenced Marla and
         Charlene’s understandings of themselves as students. Both of these kindergarten teachers
         entered elementary school speaking languages other than English and quickly discovered
         the privilege granted to the English language and norm of conformity that influence
         being recognized as successful in school. Marla states:
      

      
      
         
         not speaking English and all the other students did. I remember having
            the ESL (English as a Second Language) stigma attached to me . . . My elementary
            experience was fun. I had a really good time after I kind of caught up with
            everything. . . . I felt I was more or less at that point in charge of my own
            learning at a young age. I figured, okay this is going on and I’m not there yet, and
            I better get there, so kind of doing it on your own.
         

         
      

      
      According to Marla, not speaking English restricted her opportunities for
         success and fitting in at school. She embraced the dominant societal norm that
         individuals are free, unfettered agents of their own destiny (Weir, 1997). This required
         her to make self-adjustments in order to accommodate the system demands.
      

      
      Similarly, Charlene recalls feeling scared and excluded when she began
         school because she did not understand English. However, she came to love school once
         she
         adjusted her behaviors and ways to fit the dominant norms of the system (i.e., speaking
         English, working hard, being responsible for self). The understandings the teachers
         construct about individuals adapting to fit into norms of education and society are
         embodied. Further entrenchment and naturalization of these ideas in social fields
         of
         education occur through the teachers’ practices.
      

      
      Teaching for Diversity and Inclusion

      
      Given the general alignment between the teachers’ dispositions and those of
         broader society, it follows that their perspectives regarding inclusion and social
         justice tend to align with the habitus structuring these social spaces. Informed by
         the
         dominant neoliberal notions of schools the teachers emphasized equity as an outcome
         of
         opportunity in their practice. Thus, difference was disconnected from structural
         inequalities while inclusion became emphasized without questions regarding the power
         and
         privilege of a dominant group.
      

      
      Although the teachers aim to work toward diversity and inclusion in their
         practice, deep investments in neoliberalism influenced their approach. Diversity was
         promoted either as a celebration of difference or as an emphasis on sameness. Both
         approaches dissociate diversity from power dynamics that contribute to hierarchical
         relations between individuals and groups. For example, although Charlene encouraged
         students to learn about their peers’ racial and linguistic backgrounds, the aim was
         to
         demonstrate to students that they are really all the same.
      

      
      According to Steinberg and Kincheloe (2001), emphasizing these liberal
         multicultural perspectives dissociates race, class, and gender from dynamics of power
         and privilege that maintain inequities. Disconnecting diversity from struggles of
         power
         encourages a perspective that an individual’s outcome is solely determined by their
         effort and determination. Accordingly, institutions such as schools are able to advocate
         that diversity be recognized without acknowledging their own implication in perpetuating
         social inequalities.
      

      
       Inclusion, like diversity, is a concept that is frequently bandied about in
         educational spaces with few accompanying questions regarding power relations that
         privilege certain individuals in relation to others. These queries might include the
         processes determining membership in decision making alongside whose interests are
         being
         served in the processes.
      

      
       When inclusion is disconnected from questions regarding power dynamics, the
         privilege and control of a dominant group become assumed and naturalized. As an example,
         Elisa expressed that she recognized herself as an inclusive educator. For her this
         meant
         being open to students and working to create spaces where they all would be recognized
         and valued. Despite Elisa’s intention to account for students, there remain no questions
         asked regarding power dynamics that influence the organizational structure and the
         processes influencing membership in the dominant group.
      

      
      Neglecting to question the impact of power dynamics influencing group
         membership contributes to the perpetuation of imbalances in the status quo where certain
         individuals are privileged in relation to others. Like Elisa, Jean strives for teaching
         that is inclusive enough for all students to recognize themselves:
      

      
      
         
         I’m looking for a kind of teaching that makes a difference to everyone I
            teach and that everyone can participate in. It doesn’t matter if they are Aboriginal
            or whatever. There really has to be some things that will fit us all . . . something
            so malleable and so flexible and so personable that people find themselves in the
            learning.
         

         
      

      
      Upon close scrutiny we find that the approach Jean describes is premised on
         a belief that the students will, and can, adjust themselves to a program. The structure
         or program is constructed outside the interests of the student who is held responsible
         for seeking a way to fit in.
      

      
       Although inclusion is a necessary condition for social justice, Young
         (2000) argues that it is not enough. Systems must be altered to adjust to people,
         and
         consequently people, not systems, need to be centered. In Young’s perspective of
         inclusion, the power and privilege granted to the dominant group are questioned and
         all
         individuals are equal participants in decision-making processes, which will have an
         impact on them.
      

      
       Despite Elisa’s somewhat open stance to inclusion, having the students
         participate in decision making where the outcome affected them was not only something
         she spoke of, she also engaged in facilitating these dialogues in practice. For example,
         Elisa facilitated class conversations about the sorts of topics students might be
         interested in exploring. She made it clear that there were some learning expectations
         set forth by the state, but within these outcomes, the students made decisions about
         the
         ways they might explore the concept and frequently many different approaches were
         taken.
      

      
       The students were constructing the lived curriculum within the space of
         meaning making and were included in decisions that impacted them. Despite this process,
         the power relation between students and teacher was not eliminated.
      

      
      As Ellsworth (1989) contends, teachers are never impartial (p. 305). They,
         too, are caught in dynamics of power, which may be reduced, however not eliminated
         (Ellsworth, 1989). Ellsworth is referring to the pedagogical unpredictability that
         teachers accept when recognizing their complicity in classroom power dynamics.
      

      
      Teachers and students are embodied agents in the dynamics of power and voice
         in school practices (Ellsworth, 1989, 1997; hooks, 1994; Orner, 1992). Thus, Jean,
         Charlene, Marla, and Elisa, will always be entrenched and implicated in pedagogical
         power relations. Accordingly, teaching for inclusion and diversity requires teachers
         to
         examine, question, and push against assumptions and institutional organization or
         practices that marginalize, isolate, and oppress certain students while privileging
         others.
      

      
      Dissonance and Contradictions in Identity

      
      Thus far we have discussed shared examples from teachers’ lives to
         demonstrate the ways norms and conditions of society become embodied and contribute
         to
         reproduction and production of naturalized understandings mediating identity formations.
         There were situations however where the teachers’ ways of thinking were not in complete
         alignment with the dominant ideas permeating schools. These misalignments or gaps
         between the teachers’ habitus and the expectations of the social field provided
         opportunities for the teachers to recognize norms and inequalities in schools that
         disadvantaged some students.
      

      
      Recognizing injustices does not necessarily mean a teacher will recognize
         her or his capacity to contribute to institutional reform. Instead teachers may
         experience tension and dissonance as they attempt to reconcile contradictions between
         their embodied dispositions and institutional norms of schools, and daily lived
         experiences of students in their classrooms. For example, in Jean’s situation, while
         she
         acknowledges her investment in neoliberal perspectives of individuals being responsible
         for their outcome, she also recognizes that for many students there are obstacles
         that
         impede their capacity to do so:
      

      
      
         
         I think there is a real part of me that is a pull up your boot straps
            person. I was trained that way and so those voices come in pretty loudly, too. . .
            .
            At the same time, I won’t be voting liberal which is kind of that mentality of if
            you just work harder, if you just try harder. . . . I’ve said to so many people
            that, yes, it’s fine to make kids be wonderful artists but in our system, the way
            our culture works, if you can’t read and you can’t write, your self-esteem plummets,
            . . . I really believe that, so I feel like I’m sending them out a life preserver,
            in a way, by really focusing on the literacy piece.
         

         
      

      
      Although Jean recognizes that education systems value and privilege certain
         interests and ways of thinking and that as a participant she is implicated in the
         process, she does not believe she has agency to influence institutional change. Instead,
         she makes adjustments to her own teaching practices in order to assist students to
         negotiate the system.
      

      
       In this perspective the teacher is understood to be saving the students
         from isolation, marginalization, and inability to participate in the organizational
         structure. However, as Delpit (1988), Ladson-Billings (2000), and Nieto (2002) argue,
         teaching students skills to succeed within the conditions of a system is only part
         of
         socially just practices. Students also need to be taught about the broader social
         structures that produce inequities based on race, class, gender, and ability and ways
         they could participate in working toward system change.
      

      
       The sedimentation of the teachers’ dispositions and strong alignment with
         dominant norms of social fields in which they are immersed leads to a naturalization
         of
         certain educational ideas. Bourdieu uses the metaphor of a fish not noticing the weight
         of the water in which it swims (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) to explain how dominant
         ideas and norms of society are assumed, taken for granted and seem “natural” to
         individuals. In the teachers’ situations, the surrounding waters in which they have
         been
         educated and currently work seem “natural.” Yet, as we have demonstrated through their
         lived experiences, there are inconsistencies and contradictions that lead them to
         questions about equity, inclusion, diversity, and social justice for all students
         in
         schools and society.
      

      
      Teachers struggling in isolation to make sense of complicated social and
         educational dynamics and their capacity to work toward social change may experience
         frustration and dissonance with their work. Instead, we propose that collaborative
         inquiry processes may support teachers to construct identities and understandings
         of
         “self” as capable social agents who contribute to shaping socially just schools. We
         do
         not profess to have “the” answer as to how best to encourage teachers to recognize
         their
         capacity for social agency. Rather, we draw from one teacher’s experience to offer
         a way
         in which teachers might form identities as social agents.
      

      
      Critical Collaborative Inquiry

      
      According to Charlene, her interactions with school colleagues supported her
         capacity to question the status quo of the school organization and practices and at
         the
         same time work toward making it an educational space for all students. As a group
         the
         staff at Charlene’s school engaged in ongoing inquiry into practices and policies
         of
         teachers and the institution. This was an accepted and even expected repertoire (Wenger,
         1998), or way of being, at Charlene’s school. Charlene stated:
      

      
      
         
         It is not easy but it is so amazing to be on a staff that is so
            motivated to change and to not give in and take the top down, this is what you are
            going to do, these are the performance standards, evaluate your kids like this. We
            believe that we have to look more carefully at our philosophy and make changes to
            the performance standards, come up with our own rubric. You don’t catch any other
            staff doing it this way or at least that I have been on or talked to.
         

         
      

      
      The teachers at Charlene’s school participated in decision-making processes
         where the outcomes impacted their work. In turn, they practiced this process with
         students in their classes. At the school level students, parents, and community members
         were also involved in decision making. According to Charlene, the naturalization of
         these inquiry spaces inspired her to question her own assumptions and rethink practices
         in her classroom. The collaborative critical inquiry approach was influencing the
         ways
         Charlene understood herself.
      

      
      Our intention is not to romanticize critical collaborative inquiry processes
         or the possibilities that might arise from them. There can be some significant tensions
         for teachers who attempt to engage in ongoing scrutiny of practices (their own and
         institutional) as well as critique of the broader social, political, cultural, and
         economic dynamics that contribute to shaping discourses and conditions of education
         and
         society. In addition to internal dissonance that may emerge through inquiry processes,
         there may also be debates and disagreement between colleagues.
      

      
      Collaborative critical inquiry does not require, nor seek, full agreement in
         the community. Instead it necessitates that all members be recognized as full
         participants in spaces where all opinions are valued and recognized equally. This
         sort
         of deliberative democracy (Gutmann 1990; Gutmann & Thompson, 1996; Kelly, 2003)
         welcomes “communication across differences” (Fraser, 1997, cited in Kelly, 2003, p.
         124). Tension, debate, and disagreement are underpinning terms of engagement, and
         inconsistencies in words and actions are expected aspects of daily practices of all
         agents.
      

      
      Closing Thoughts for Teachers and Teacher Education

      
      Throughout this chapter we have attempted to demonstrate that an
         individual’s recognition of “self” emerges through an experientially mediated process
         of
         construction. In this way, identities can be understood to be complicated and
         contradictory and this may consequently contribute to inconsistency in actions toward
         social change in schools.
      

      
      Thus, there may be times when teachers’ actions contribute to the
         reproduction of the status quo of society while at other times, and in other ways,
         they
         may challenge sites of injustice in schools. We have also suggested that collaborative
         critical inquiry may hold potential for supporting teachers as they form identities
         as
         educators with the capacity to question, challenge, and contribute toward institutional
         change.
      

      
      It is our contention that the dominant norms and conditions of education and
         society define elementary teachers as compliant mothers with little capacity for action.
         These norms are compounded by neoliberal agendas of individualism and “freedom” that
         situate responsibility for change within the individual rather than the institution.
         Being immersed in these prevailing conditions from childhood to adult leaves teachers
         (and most individuals) accepting the norms as taken for granted and in doing so,
         perpetuating them through their daily practice. While entrenched in these norms, it
         is a
         struggle for teachers (new and experienced) to recognize their capacity for action
         toward change in education.
      

      
      We argue that for teacher education and teacher development to prepare
         elementary teachers to recognize their capacity for agency, more attention needs to
         be
         given to historical and contemporary societal dynamics that influence their
         understandings of “self” and the world around them. This would require organizational
         structures that support prospective, beginning, and experienced teachers to engage
         in
         collective critical inquiry of broader social, political, cultural, and economic
         conditions of society.
      

      
      The idea of teachers examining the sedimented history they embody is not new
         (Giroux & Simon, 1988; Kirk, 1986). However, it is our contention that often the
         focus has been on individuals disconnected from the nexus of systemic political, social,
         and material realities that endure through history and impact contemporary education
         and
         society. Thus, we are proposing the need for teacher education to recognize teachers
         as
         embodied and constrained in order to support them in recognizing their capacity to
         work
         toward creating more socially just schools and society.
      

      
      Note
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            1. Following the lead of Liston & Zeichner (1991) and Zeichner (1993), we use
                  the term “educational partisan” to refer to a commitment to a social
                  reconstructionist position with respect to education. 
               

            

         

      

   
      Part II

      Pedagogical Considerations in Shaping Teacher Identity—Raising Identity Awareness

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         Identity is our understanding of who we are and of who we think other people are.
            Reciprocally, it also encompasses other people’s understanding of themselves and others
            (which includes us). Theoretically, the concept of identity involves two notions:
            similarity and difference. So identities are the ways we relate to and distinguish
            individuals (and groups) in their social relations with other individuals or groups
            . . . identities can never be unified or fixed; they are always in flux, always multiple
            and continually under construction. Yet this doesn’t mean that selves don’t exist
            or are unrecognizable; there are moments and conditions of coalescence. First, we
            have real physical bodies and we often experience our consciousness as unitary and
            existing inside the body. Second, others react to and recognize us as individuals,
            not only by how we look but also by who we are depending on the context. So while
            identities are constructed through social interaction, identities (realized as the
            “I” of the self) are attached to individuals and their physical bodies. Furthermore,
            no one has only a single identity. Every person is composed of multiple, often conflicting,
            identities, which exist in volatile states of construction or reconstruction, reformation
            or erosion, addition or expansion. (Danielewicz, 2001, p. 10)
         

         
      

      Understanding pedagogy is the first priority, and then understanding the role pedagogy
         plays in shaping identity is second. Teacher educators fall short of understanding
         pedagogy when they treat it as synonymous with methods and techniques, a collection
         of decontextualized practices—best practices—described as a series of steps that can
         be handed from one teacher to another like so many tools in a kit.
      

      
       Concerning the meaning of pedagogy, Mariolina Rizzi Salvatori, writing in Pedagogy: Disturbing History, 1819–1929 (1996), answers three questions that, as she noted, have “disturbed” her for some
         time: why pedagogy is widely derogated in American higher education; how it came to
         be viewed as the reproduction of a teacher's knowledge; and by what mechanisms—institutional,
         ideological, and cultural—it is constructed as secondary to and derivative of scholarship.
         She defines pedagogy as “an always already interconnected theory and practice of knowing,
         that in order to be effective must ‘make manifest’ its own theory and practice by
         continuously reflecting on and deconstructing it” (p. 7).
      

      
       Pedagogy, then, is regarded as a philosophically inflected concern, a subfield of
         epistemology, and the “the sine qua non of any teacher’s professional life” (Salvatori, 1996, p. 6, emphasis in original). In this
         sense, when considering the shaping of teacher identity, both in preparation and through
         practice, the importance of a pedagogical focus on raising identity awareness is realized.
         If identity awareness is of concern, as it should be, and if this concern is a pedagogical
         responsibility, as it should be in teacher preparation, then the consideration of
         a pedagogy of identity in teacher preparation is warranted.
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      Chapter 5

      The Hazards of Engaging Teacher Identity in a Preservice Middle Level Program

      
         
         
         
         Cynthia C. Reyes and Penny A. Bishop

         
         
      

      
      Debunking Stereotypes: Two Instructors’ Perspectives

      
      Cynthia

      
       I began class with the following prompt: What stereotypes or derogatory phrases can
         we collectively come up with that have been used to denigrate Asians? In this particular
         setting of preservice teachers where I was an invited guest speaker, I knew I was
         taking a risk to start out on such a provocative note. Each year my colleague invited
         me to her young-adolescent education course for middle level preservice teachers to
         speak on the topic of ethnic identity and the model minority myth. After three years
         of having presented readings or research data on the stories of other ethnic teens,
         stories that closely resonated with my own life, I decided this year to use my personal
         story as an Asian woman.
      

      
       At first, the preservice teachers paused; I noticed expressionless faces as I passed
         around the Post-it notes on which they could write their phrases or words. But as
         I reassured them that we were going to examine these phrases together, that this activity
         wasn’t meant to implicate them or their responses, one by one they began to jot their
         ideas quickly, and then they posted their writing on the gender neutral figure that
         I had hastily drawn on the board. One by one, I read the descriptions that were familiar
         for me growing up: “good at math,” “second language learner,” “overachiever,” “usually
         goes into math or science,” “plays the piano,” “obedient,” “quiet,” and “knows karate.”
      

      
       As class members proceeded to deconstruct these terms by sharing what their own experiences
         had been with Asians, it reaffirmed my decision to tackle this concept head-on. And
         as I further debunked the model minority myth by sharing my own lack of success as
         a math student, and my issues with the exoticization of Asian women in media and advertising,
         I experienced a sensitivity in my students’ responses to my personal story, an awareness
         they might not have received from reading someone else’s story or reading research
         data on Asian students.
      

      
       I talked to them about my own perspective as a woman faculty member of color, and
         how some derogatory images of Asian women are reflected in the “controlling images”
         (Collins, 1991; Espiritu, 1997) of women of color that some students and colleagues
         internalize. I hoped they would come to see that such images rooted in social, political,
         and historical contexts serve to further objectify and alienate women of color. I
         raised the implications that controlling images had for African American women.
      

      
       These controlling images included the “mammy, the faithful, obedient domestic servant,”
         the “matriarch,” the “welfare mother,” or the “Jezebel,” (Collins, 1991), which “provided
         effective ideological justifications for racial oppression, the politics of gender
         subordination, and the economic exploitation inherent in capitalist economies” (p.
         78). I related these controlling images to the following labels given to Asians: “the
         Yellow Peril,” “model minority,” “the Dragon lady,” and the “China doll,” explaining
         how such racist stereotypes collapse gender and sexuality and perpetuate the image
         of the foreigner (Espiritu, 1997).
      

      
       Even with my students’ responsiveness, the presentation felt like a paradoxical dilemma.
         On the one hand, it was critical to talk about ethnic identity and all its complexities.
         In our program we embrace the Deweyan (1934) model of teaching our students to construct
         their own knowledge. We pride ourselves on being able to model what we teach. We believe
         in having our students make connections between their lives and their teaching.
      

      
      But on the other hand, this type of critical examination that critiques stereotypes
         and myths through personal stories can create vulnerability for both teacher and students
         and make the outcome seem elusive. I had hoped to sensitively guide my students through
         this exercise of having them question their notions and ideas about Asians. After
         an insightful discussion and sharing of other stories, I brought their attention back
         to the mythical figure on which they had posted their initial assumptions. I asked
         them to go up and rip off the labels.
      

      
      With this seemingly quick act we brought careful closure to the provocative activity.
         With additional recommended readings and suggestions for educational implications,
         students acknowledged that they learned a great deal from my presentation.
      

      
      In the end, I felt conflicted and vulnerable, now having shared personal conflicts
         that my students might perceive as weakness. There was also the risk that at the end
         of such activities, students would remain unmoved; their ideas would stay the same;
         their teaching would not change. With my personal story I tried to make more explicit
         the experiences that shaped and reshaped my identity as a teacher. But in retrospect,
         the larger question still remained of whether there could be any transformative agency
         in sharing such stories with our students. How might this kind of modeling push preservice
         teachers to reflect on how their own experiences shape their teacher identity?
      

      
      Penny

      
      Reflecting on one’s teacher identity is not an easy task. It is fraught with complications,
         as we strive to sort out the intricacies of race, class, gender, and so much more.
         As a teacher educator at a predominantly White institution (PWI), one of my central
         roles is helping teacher candidates reflect critically on who they are, what they
         bring to teaching, and how these experiences, attributes, and dispositions affect
         daily classroom life.
      

      
      To that end, I always defined culture and diversity broadly. I worked hard to help
         our students see the wide spectrum of socioeconomic status of the students in our
         clinical field sites as perhaps our state’s greatest factor of diversity. I helped
         them examine the considerable range of cognitive, socioemotional, and physical development
         present in any middle grades classroom, as well as analyze the myriad roles of disability.
         And gender has long been a lens that I was comfortable putting on and helping others
         to look through as well.
      

      
      But race and ethnicity were admittedly a challenge. In a college with a stated mission
         to promote multiculturalism and social justice, I struggled to find meaningful ways
         to engage our undergraduates in multicultural experiences in our predominantly White
         state. We not only lacked substantial opportunities, as a teacher education program,
         to work with populations who were racially and/or ethnically diverse, but I had had
         limited experience teaching diverse populations as well.
      

      
      As a White woman from a working class background, my own schooling had been centered
         in this predominantly White state. What did it mean, then, to prepare teachers for
         diverse classrooms, when as instructors and students, we had few opportunities to
         consider race in authentic ways? Further, how could I personally engage preservice
         teachers with my own limited perspectives?
      

      
      While I espoused the rhetoric of multiculturalism and diversity within our college,
         truthfully I questioned my own ability to lead a group of learners in an authentic
         examination of race and ethnicity, to help them to question their own privilege and
         to do so in a way that would promote responsive classroom pedagogy. Who was I, I wondered,
         to lead such a charge for our program, having lived in rural and predominantly White
         communities my entire life? How could I foster Tatum’s (1994) concept of a positive
         White racial identity when I questioned my own ongoing racial identity development
         and when, even as a first-generation college student from a working class background,
         I was the product of White privilege? How could I incorporate meaningful dialogue
         about issues of race into my classroom without having examined and lived them myself?
         And how could I adequately prepare teachers to teach in diverse settings, when our
         regular practicum placements contained a sea of White faces?
      

      
      Toward the end of helping our teacher candidates grapple with these critical concepts,
         I invited my colleague, Cynthia, into my Early Adolescent Development course as a
         guest presenter four years ago, to discuss her research on the intersections between
         adolescence and racial/ethnic identity. She has returned annually since then to help
         a new group of graduate students grapple with these concepts. I am grateful for her
         willingness to discuss her research, for the time and energy she carefully puts into
         preparing her thought-provoking presentation, and for the opportunity for my students
         to talk about racial and ethnic identities with someone who has thought about such
         matters deeply.
      

      
      While Cynthia’s annual presentation to the class on her research has always been powerful,
         her most recent visit took a different tack, personalizing the discussion in ways
         heretofore untapped. As she shared with me her plans to approach the topic from the
         lens of her own experience, we both wondered aloud how the students might respond
         to such a potentially vulnerable stance. While I had worked hard to establish a trusting
         community of learners in the classroom, I questioned how well that community would
         hold up in the face of difficult, and even painful, dialogue. And I wondered how I
         could play an effective supporting role.
      

      
      As Cynthia opened the door to an authentic discussion of “controlling images,” students
         were met with powerful and disconcerting questions. What does it mean that these controlling
         images can be both covert and overt? How can they bring their own unexamined images
         into the forefront and what is their responsibility as teachers to help their students
         contemplate the role such images play? It was clear that the session was thought provoking
         and effective in that it raised many new ideas and stimulated important personal reflection.
         At the same time, I sat uncomfortably, wondering why Cynthia should put herself out
         there for such examination, while I sat with the learners within the circle of desks,
         a much safer place.
      

      
      To shore up the walls of that learning community and to support Cynthia’s risk taking,
         it seemed essential to open myself up for a similar kind of critical examination,
         subtly yet clearly. I did so by offering to them yet another perspective on controlling
         images. What, I asked them, happens when the diversity is invisible? Which groups
         are marginalized without a visible aspect of diversity? I shared with them my struggle
         to maintain a bilingualism of sorts, shifting my language and dialect choices from
         the world of the academy to the world of my working-class, family of origin.
      

      
      I briefly described my ongoing challenge of finding the correct words, body language,
         and mannerisms to fit into the privileged world of the academy. I encouraged them
         to consider who else in the room faced similar, invisible and potentially unexamined
         challenges. And I invited them to make the link between Cynthia’s and my examination
         of our teacher identities and the work they had before them to negotiate their own.
      

      
      The work of helping our preservice teachers debunk stereotypes and critically examine
         their teacher identities is ongoing. It begins on the first day of their program,
         and continues far into their professional trajectories. By modeling our own connections
         between our lives and our teaching, we open a dialogue for our teacher candidates
         to make these crucial connections as well. We strive to do so within a safe community,
         one that resides within a constructivist paradigm, and one in which all members are
         both empowered and expected to construct their own knowledge.
      

      
      Teacher Identity in a Constructivist Environment

      
      The preservice teacher education program at the College of Education and Social Services
         reflects the overall university mission of social justice. At an institution that
         houses the remains of John Dewey, and has prided itself on progressive education,
         it follows that our teacher education program is explicit about its constructive approach
         to teaching. In our teacher education classes, we highlight the role of active learners
         and of constructing knowledge through relationships in a social and cultural milieu.
      

      
      We also expect our preservice teachers to examine their lives and background experiences
         against the teaching approaches that they learn in our program. We strive to integrate
         not only discussions of race, social class, and gender, but also tangible projects
         that require students to self-evaluate their learning, as well as to examine the implications
         that their evolving learning will have on their teaching.
      

      
      Even with our concerted efforts to fill our curriculum with meaningful dialogue on
         such issues, we are also aware of the limitations of using critical pedagogy at a
         PWI. Even if we privilege discussions on race, social class, and gender, our preservice
         teachers continue to clamor for more practical approaches. They don’t see the diversity in their mostly White fieldwork setting, and while most truly appreciate
         and encourage this in their own self-education, our preservice teachers still struggle
         with the disconnection between theory and practice. We see critical pedagogy as an
         important approach to helping our preservice teachers enhance their awareness of diversity
         in the classroom.
      

      
      We essentially see two conundrums to teaching our preservice teachers about diversity.
         The first is engaging our students to learn critically and authentically about multicultural
         education. The second is integrating a curriculum—fostering critical readings, discussions,
         and fieldwork experiences—that enables them to experience personal growth with the
         potential to impact their own practice in predominantly White classroom settings.
         While there have been disparate goals for reforming curriculum for diversity (Garcia,
         1999) we examine more closely the notion that the conceptualization of multiculturalism
         lacks a critical self-awareness about its own assumptions regarding such basic concepts
         as culture, self, identity, and difference (Hoffman, 1996).
      

      
      In practice, by simply exposing students to differences, helping to develop positive
         attitudes about other cultures without problematizing the definition of culture within
         multicultural education, we agree with Hoffman’s (1996) argument that valuing such
         differences is unlikely in the absence of real knowledge about the perspective of
         the other.
      

      
      Spindler (1987) argued that teaching multiculturalism from an anthropological perspective—introducing
         ethnographies about people who live in specific settings, case studies, cultural materials—contextualizes
         an understanding of culture rather than reifies it. We assert that providing settings
         where students gain urban field experiences also grounds the anthropological perspective,
         reinforcing the notion that culture is mutable and malleable. 
      

      
      We further believe that by contextualizing an understanding of culture in the university
         classroom, one is also providing an opportunity for students to engage with power
         inequities in a multicultural discourse.
      

      
      
         In engaged classrooms both teachers and students must be willing to push themselves
            to uncover and examine authoritative discourses and how certain knowledges becomes
            “subjugated knowledges” Engaged classrooms are sites of resistance as students and
            teachers are engaged in a critique of power. (hooks, 1994, p. 22)
         

         
      

      By participating in discussions of power, students and teachers participate in multicultural
         teaching that makes culture more complex (Giroux, 1993; Erickson, 1990; McLaren, 1995).
      

      
       Practitioners of critical theory (Anderson, Bentley, Gallegos, Herr, & Saavedra,
         1990) note that a challenge of authentic engagement in critical classrooms is difficult
         to foster because it interrupts the privilege of those who are used to wielding power.
         The discussion of power, analysis of the microcommunity—or classroom—in contrast to
         the macrocommunity—or society at large—particularly becomes complex and uncomfortable
         in a university setting that is predominantly White. An analysis of power in the classroom
         evokes a variety of feelings, mostly guilt, creating a cognitive dissonance in White
         students (Tatum, 1994) that makes it difficult for some of them to further their awareness
         of diversity.
      

      
      If the work of critical teachers requires the daily handling of “combustible
         materials,” then we are in urgent need of strategies that can either defuse them or
         otherwise deepen analyses into why these materials are so combustible. As we move
         away
         from moralizing postures on the part of teachers, and toward a more engaged and
         authentic pedagogy, what exactly do we do with the unpopular things we unleash in
         the
         classroom (Anderson, et al., 1990)?
      

      
      The problem then becomes, how do we, the instructors, imbue our courses with a multicultural
         discourse that defines culture and identity in complex ways, that is critical of the
         tourist approach (Hoffman, 1996) and that de-centers the perspective of our mostly
         White students? At the same time, how do we also engage them in such a way that their
         exposure to different cultures and perspectives facilitates a sense of advocacy that
         potentially impacts practice?
      

      
      Classroom Pedagogy

      
      Critical Reflection and Reader Response

      
      A critical component of any activity aimed at developing paradigm shifts in a social
         constructivist manner is reflection (Wade, 1998). Reflection is the “active, persistent,
         and careful consideration of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in the light
         of
         the grounds that support it and the further conclusions to which it tends” (Dewey,
         1934,
         p. 9). In a critical classroom, we further believe students should reflect attitudinal
         shifts regarding the impact of social, cultural, and historical experiences on
         teaching.
      

      
      In making a distinction between methods that were prescriptive and culturally relevant,
         Bartolomé (1994) drew on Horton and Freire’s (1990) concept of political clarity that preservice teachers should first establish so as to “effectively create, adopt,
         and modify teaching strategies that simultaneously respect and challenge learners
         from diverse cultural groups in a variety of learning methods” (Bartolomé, 1994, p.
         235). According to Bartolomé, teachers who developed political clarity were knowledgeable about the asymmetrical power relationships in the school and were
         concerned about not maintaining the status quo.
      

      
       To develop this reflection, or to use Horton and Freire’s (1990) concept, political clarity, one can engage students with provocative literature, drawing, and writing or journaling
         activities that evoke as well as invoke personal experiences. We draw upon Louise
         Rosenblatt’s transactional theory (1978) to emphasize the role of the reader to engage
         with the text and imbue upon that text her own experiences. In joining Rosenblatt’s
         theory of reader response to that of critical pedagogy, we are suggesting that the
         term transactional, which Rosenblatt attributed to Dewey’s (1986) idea of selective attention, is a
         process that facilitates critical reflection in teachers.
      

      
      
         The concept of the transaction with the environment provides the model for the process
            in which reader and text are involved. . . . A two-way, or better, a circular, process
            can be postulated, in which the reader responds to the verbal stimuli of her own fund
            of experience and sensibility to provide and organize the substance of her response.
            (Rosenblatt, 1978, p. 43)
         

         
      

      This transactional element is significant in how we view our predominantly White students’
         understanding of race and diversity issues that their personal experiences have not
         yet reached for. We seek to have our students not only to develop understanding of
         the topic or gain empathy with minority students, but also to deconstruct their own
         assumptions and seek ways to include diversity in their practice.
      

      
      Our specific use of activities that focus on self-identity—literature on White privilege
         and diversity, adolescent autobiographies, digital stories, journal reflections, identity
         and neighborhood mapping—is meant to guide students as they explore what they know
         or do not know, creating a path of resistance or awareness, depending on level of
         experience. A few of our most effective projects were the adolescent autobiographies
         that Penny utilized in her young-adolescent course and a literacy digital story in
         Cynthia’s literacy methods course.
      

      
      The former helped preservice teachers connect with their own time in early adolescence
         in order to better understand the lived experiences of the students in their middle
         grades classrooms. The digital stories that students developed focused on their memory
         of one event related to their development as a reader or writer and their elaboration
         of this event in a digital movie.
      

      
      By combining activities such as these with fieldwork opportunities, we guide students
         toward a more complex understanding of culture and identity as it relates to social
         and historical issues. In the following section, we describe one example of pedagogy
         that we used in preparing our preservice teachers for a cross-cultural exchange with
         a group of urban middle schoolers from Boston schools. This exchange enabled them
         to interact and work more intimately with a group of eighth graders through an after-school
         program in Boston.
      

      
      De-Centering White Teacher Candidates’ Experience

      
      We began by asking our students to read articles on White privilege in conjunction
         with a small presentation about Cynthia’s own teaching experiences in an urban school
         setting. Before we could attempt to integrate the articles that they read (“Breaking
         the Silence: White Students’ Perspectives on Race in Multiracial Schools,” “A Pernicious
         Silence: Confronting Race in the Elementary School,” and “So What Does it Take to
         Build a School for Democracy” [Lewis-Charp, 2003; Meier, 2003; Polite & Baird Saenger,
         2003]), we invited them first to write a question or two that these articles evoked
         for them. We thought that if we gave our students time to reflect on their own emerging
         questions, they could more thoughtfully process the provocative material.
      

      
      Remembering how forced, and even painful, conversations about race can seem, we hoped
         this transition would not leave them feeling singled out, or feeling uncomfortable
         about voicing opinion that others—especially the instructor—might perceive as impolitic
         or even racist. Rather than reading their questions aloud, we began an overall discussion
         with a broad question: What overarching themes did they find in their readings? One
         student responded with the obligatory sentiment attached to the obvious importance
         of embracing diversity in a global world, but in a small class of eight students,
         only one or two spoke.
      

      
      After what seemed to be an awkward amount of silence, time ran out and the class ended.
         Students turned in their questions, and as we began to read each one, we realized
         that they might never have raised such questions if we had not provided a manner in
         which they could do so safely. The more prominent questions included:
      

      
      
         	
            
            In the article it says that after you start to confront the topic of race in the classroom,
               it starts getting easier? What happens if it doesn’t get easier or if there are students/students’
               parents that are angered by it being discussed? How do you deal with that situation?
            

            
         

         
         	
            Should we go out of our way, as teachers, to talk about minority groups, or only confront
               it if it comes up?
            

            
         

         
         	
            I know that if I had one black student in my class and the rest were white, I’d probably
               go out of my way to be nice to them, and call on them a lot. Is this considered racism?
            

            
         

         
         	
            How as a white teacher can you let students of other races know that you can talk
               to them even though they may not relate to you?
            

            
         

         
         	
            If you are in a classroom with very little diversity, how do you expose kids to present-day
               issues of race in a way that makes it real to them?
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Through the readings and personal presentation, we knowingly had forced our students
         to confront White privilege and possibly their own assumptions about diversity. We
         had de-centered their experiences in a way that made them question themselves. Our
         preservice teachers were young, their identities still developing, yet we found it
         critical in this kind of a forum for them to begin asking and identifying the kinds
         of questions they might never raise as actual classroom teachers. It was a start for
         them to become more aware of how they projected their own assumptions onto others.
      

      
       How then might the curriculum validate preservice teachers’ experiences but also
         push them to question those same experiences in order to learn new ones? The questions
         above that our students raised provided the impetus for observing more closely how
         collaboration with eighth-grade students and staff could serve as the means for our
         students to gain urban experience outside of the academic setting.
      

      
      We began to envision a more mutual exchange, one in which our students would spend
         time with middle schoolers in their more urban environment. We hoped that our White
         students might come to internalize diversity and that gaining that understanding might
         prepare them for teaching. It was serendipity compared to the earlier class where
         we only “talked about” issues of diversity in the classroom. Now, we could follow
         up such conversations along with authentic, purposeful interactions with urban students
         in an urban context.
      

      
      Debunking the Tourist Approach and Establishing Reciprocity

      
      As with most attempts within multicultural education, debunking a tourist approach
         to encountering other cultures can be a challenge. In order to initiate the kind of
         transformation we hoped for our students, we needed to ensure their interactions were
         not based in voyeurism and objectification but rather in authentic engagement and
         attempts to learn from these middle schoolers as knowledge holders.
      

      
      Hoffman (1996) called for reform in multicultural teacher education that moves beyond
         the “tacit individualism of stage models” to use “methods of transcultural sensitization
         and reflective cultural analysis” (p. 564). In order to promote their competence in
         cultural observation and interpretation, we found a qualitative researcher stance
         helpful for grounding our students.
      

      
      We introduced qualitative methods as a means to study interviewing methods to utilize
         during the eighth graders’ visit to our campus, an approach that would elucidate the
         middle schoolers’ knowledge in respectful and meaningful ways. Our preservice teachers
         also studied participant observation techniques to draw upon during our visit to the
         eighth graders’ urban campus.
      

      
      We helped our preservice teachers place themselves on a participant-observer continuum
         (Glesne, 1998), guiding them to observe and participate in some but not all activities.
         We instructed them to maintain detailed records of what they observed, as well as
         to sporadically remove themselves from the situation to review their notes from a
         more detached position. And we discussed the need to constantly monitor one’s observations
         and records for evidence of personal bias.
      

      
      We encouraged our students to begin with their own questions, inviting them to wonder
         about the lives of these middle schoolers. About the eighth graders, they wrote,
      

      
      
         
         
            
            	
               
               I wonder what methods work to engage them in learning?

               
            

            
            	
               
               What makes them feel hopeful about their future?

               
            

            
            	
               
               If they could change anything about their lives or schools, what
                  would it be?
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               What stresses are put on them, growing up in an urban
                  setting?
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               Are their families involved in school?

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      We then moved from their wonderings to crafting interview questions that would
         elicit rich data, avoiding dichotomous constructions and accentuating open-ended
         inquiry. At the same time, we emphasized the nature of qualitative data and its ability
         to communicate substantive information only about a group under study, cautioning
         our
         students against the temptation to generalize their findings to make assertions about
         “urban youth.” We encouraged them to consider, as Muñoz asserts in her ethnographic
         study of identity in Latina and Latino youth, that “differences are just as important
         as
         what we have in common, for they disrupt easy agreement and taken-for-granted
         assumption” (1995, p. 58).
      

      
      The eighth-grade students, teachers, and parents traveled north to our institution
         during the first stage of the university and urban school exchange. The middle-level
         students were excited about being away from home, mixing with our undergraduate students,
         watching the men’s university hockey team practice, sitting in on classes, and engaging
         in mock admissions interviews. Our preservice teachers were equally excited to learn
         from these young adolescents about their perceptions of life and school.
      

      
      Our preservice teachers engaged the eighth graders directly in two structured opportunities
         to learn from them. First, they worked in small groups in a mutual neighborhood mapping
         exercise. Each of our students met with a group of eight to ten young adolescents,
         inviting them to map their neighborhoods with markers on large sheets of poster board.
      

      
      This task enabled them to establish a mutual sharing, as both preservice teachers
         and eighth graders illustrated and described the elements of their communities. Our
         decision to utilize visual data as a means of accessing student perceptions stemmed
         from our earlier work with that approach (Bishop & Pflaum, 2005) as well as from others’
         assertions that student drawings have been historically underutilized and can be powerful
         sources of data in understanding students and curricular reform (Haney, Russell &
         Bebell, 2004).
      

      
      The postmodern critique of traditional research paradigms asserts that persons who
         are powerful and established typically are those who interpret schooling and the needs
         of students, while the less powerful and less established are not heard (Denzin &
         Lincoln, 1998). In an effort to shift that power differential, we invited students
         into the conversation about their lives and schooling needs. The opportunity to talk
         about commonalities and differences, as well as to note themes in the data, provided
         a rich foundation for the following day’s focus forum.
      

      
      Based on their initial wonderings, the preservice teachers each held a focus forum
         with the same small group of eighth graders, moving from the visual data into their
         interview protocol. These forums were videotaped, and, shortly after, the undergraduates
         each viewed their tapes, transcribing them in part and reflecting on the responses
         and interactions of their groups.
      

      
      Six weeks later, we traveled to Boston to visit the eighth graders in their own environments.
         Climbing into the van in early morning, our preservice teachers were full of anticipation.
         As instructors we, too, held many questions about the experience that lay before us,
         hopeful that our previous work with our students would enable them to identify any
         “brick walls” (Wade, 1998) they may have constructed in their attitudes toward diversity.
         Upon our arrival, we called upon our qualitative researcher lenses to help us make
         sense of our experiences, reminding students how to be a participant-observer, to
         note observations in their field logs, and to make the strange familiar and the familiar
         strange (Glesne, 1998).
      

      
      We visited the students’ weekday public and charter schools, observing in classes
         and talking with students at lunch. We joined eighth graders’ families for dinner
         at
         their homes in Dorchester, talking with parents, grandparents, and siblings about
         their
         lives. And we shadowed students in their weekend programs as well, observing and
         participating in Saturday morning classes, ranging from computer programming to
         filmmaking. Our experience was filled with rich opportunities to learn about life
         as a
         middle school student in an urban setting.
      

      
      What we discovered from this one cross-cultural exchange was the importance of preparing
         our students for such an experience. We also noted the importance for our preservice
         teachers to identify themselves as emerging middle school teachers (Reyes & Bishop,
         2005). As they encountered the differences that they perceived between their own experiences
         and those of their eighth-grade students, the preservice teachers found it useful
         to use the tenets of middle school philosophy to examine these differences. 
      

      
      They reflected on small community, trust, and student voice—middle school concepts—to
         understand that what they had observed in the urban classrooms contrasted with what
         they had experienced in the schools where they interned. Their own abilities to connect
         theory and practice helped them contextualize their urban classroom experiences. From
         their final reflections on this cross-cultural exchange, we noted the potential for
         that kind of understanding to transfer to newer encounters for our preservice teachers.
         
      

      
      Student Voice

      
      How did our preservice teachers make sense of their exchanges with urban youth, given
         their own set of personal experiences of attending a predominantly White institution
         and doing their internships in predominantly White schools? Through their discussions
         and writing about their experiences, we observed how they mostly drew upon their framework
         of middle level pedagogy that they absorbed from their teacher education program.
      

      
      The themes of small community, student voice, and trust emerged from our students’
         observations of school life and their interactions with the urban middle schoolers.
         These were themes that our university courses fostered and emphasized as well as what
         our professional development sites (PDS) largely reflected and practiced.
      

      
      Small Community

      
       In the beginning of our discussion, students described a contrast between what they
         perceived as a closed school environment and an open one. One student described the
         feeling of visiting one urban classroom compared to her PDS site.
      

      
      
         I realized that . . . all the doors when they closed they would lock . . . and that
            everyone has walkie-talkies and you know there is just one person who is in charge
            of overseeing everything. Just being in the hallways it just seemed rigid like it
            just seemed almost institutionalized . . . it didn’t really have like an atmosphere
            like what we’ve seen up here in (our PDS sites) in the hallways that are like covered
            with kids’ work and kids are free to go pretty much wherever at whatever time . .
            . you know all of the open classrooms . . . what we’re used to up here and even what
            I went through at home.
         

         
      

      Another student learned from one 8GA [eighth-grade] student that respect was an essential
         value for students.
      

      
      
         What was kind of confirmed for me rather than surprised me, because during the
            interviews [at UVM] they [8GA students] all talked about how they had to walk in
            lines . . . they all talked about it . . . but they all knew what it was like, they
            didn’t really like it, they knew that they put in lines because the teachers thought
            they were irresponsible, like they knew they were being treated like little kids but
            that was just from the interviews. I didn’t really get the chance to talk to anyone
            else when I was at the other schools.
         

         
      

       As students reflected even further on experiences that they perceived as unfamiliar
         to their own learning experiences or to what they observed in their PDS sites, they
         noted classroom observations that conflicted with their understanding of middle level
         philosophy and pedagogy. One student described his exposure to the concept of being
         mean in order to teach in the urban classroom.
      

      
      
         What surprised me in the classroom was the teacher wasn’t, I mean they [students]
            were supposed to be all working on individual projects but the teacher wasn’t circulating
            to see what they were doing. Really, she was mostly just sitting at her desk, kind
            of watching or occasionally getting up to yell at some kids who were off task but
            really wasn’t interacting to see what they were doing, almost just assuming that if
            they weren’t causing a problem that it just didn’t matter what they were doing. It
            seemed like when I was talking to one of the kids and he was talking about how I would
            never want to teach down here and I said, well, what advice would you have if I did
            want to teach down here and he said, to be mean. It was the same feedback that I got
            from the 8GA kids when I was interviewing them . . . that I had to be mean at least
            from ones, from situations like [Boston Public School] and when I asked why, he was
            like, because otherwise people will walk all over you. I said . . . if I were to get
            up and teach right now, would you still be mean, and he said, yes.
         

         
      

      Another student wrestled with the idea that one could be firm but not mean.

      
      
         It was almost as if he had never had an experience with a teacher being firm but not
            mean. And it seems like they were, like they were just used to it being that way .
            . . the second class came in and she just sat down and told them they were all going
            to have to stay back a year and she didn’t care. She just wanted to get them out of
            there and it was really demoralizing and I guess they were quiet and listening when
            she was yelling at them, but it didn’t seem like they were quiet and listening because
            they wanted to do work.
         

         
      

       As our students shared their observations, we realized that they struggled with their
         interpretations, not wanting to imbue value on any particular set of observations,
         or privileging their own school experiences to what they saw in unfamiliar settings.
         At the same time, they were disconcerted with what they perceived as noncaring on
         the part of some teachers and lack of trust in relationships between teachers and
         students.
      

      
       Deep into the conversation, they shared observations of students who became more
         motivated in particular settings. To make meaning, they began to associate their own
         perceptions of community, especially to their experiences of watching as eighth-grade
         students engaged in their apprenticeships in the after-school program on Saturday.
         These were skill-building sessions where students chose to work in one of several
         areas related to science, computer/technology, fine arts, or writing. One preservice
         teacher noted,
      

      
      
         I was really surprised with how their attitudes were so different when they were working
            in smaller groups with people that they were comfortable and knew then whey they were
            in large settings with people they didn’t know . . . whenever they were in small groups
            they worked they knew they were fine. I feel like every single time they were in a
            setting where there were people they did know or like a lot of people they didn’t
            know, that’s when, they got out of control like when they were doing the ceremony
            celebration.
         

         
      

      He also made reference to the smaller class sizes, smaller than those observed in
         school visits in the city, realizing that the small class size was also similar to
         what he experienced at his PDS site. He raised the possibility of integrating team
         building in these urban classrooms, an approach that was fostered at his PDS site
         and something he and his peers were directly learning in their teacher education program.
      

      
      
         At schools where I was at there was only I believe . . . twenty-six students, which
            was interesting . . . I mean at [PDS site] I had classes of twenty-three or twenty-four
            so its not that classes are that much bigger. So, why can’t they break them up into
            teams, Why doesn’t that happen?
         

         
      

      Another preservice teacher described his interaction with one male student whom he
         initially observed as reticent and distant when the eighth graders visited UVM in
         the fall.
      

      
      
         My own experience with Esteban which was completely different between the interview
            and going to his house and then seeing him the next day, I mean it was completely
            night and day version of seeing the [same] student . . . I think he was going
            through a really difficult time. We kind of got that idea through what his mom said
            and what he said when right before he came to UVM when he was really disengaged, and
            he didn’t really care and he actually slept at my interview so it was kind of like
            disappointing. But then we got to his house it was like a completely different
            version. He was really into talking and telling me . . . about what he was doing and
            the schools he had gotten into, which were both really good schools, and that he was
            pretty excited about. His mom was really happy with his situation so it was like a
            lot of different than you know my perception of him before and I think a lot has to
            do with he got to switch schools following leaving UVM and he was just since then
            must have been a much better situation.
         

         
      

      Later on, the same preservice teacher reflected on the emphasis of trust in relationships
         between teachers and students based on his interaction with Esteban.
      

      
      
         He was the same student that found, I don’t know if you remember, I mentioned that
            at the very end of the interview [during the visit at UVM] slipping me a note and
            going, saying something like “you can not trust anyone, don’t trust anyone.” . . .
            It was interesting to see that . . . anytime he did speak during the interview he
            . . . would shoot out a sentence toward whatever someone else said like, no, that’s
            wrong or something like, but not really follow up on it. You would try and get him
            to say something like really follow up, like he saw everything one way at that point.
         

         
      

       Our students also described the culminating session that highlighted what eighth-grade
         students learned from their Saturday apprenticeships. Middle schoolers demonstrated
         their learning from their sessions and read aloud from personal essays. Our students
         discussed the importance of valuing student voice; at the same time they critiqued
         the “structure” that mediated these students’ voices.
      

      
      
         They were getting the kids up there to really share their writing and I just thought
            that it was incredibly sad that the kids who get up there . . . shared their writing,
            but half the time I couldn’t even hear or understand what they were saying. I don’t
            know if it’s just me, but that is one of my biggest pet peeves is when people are
            just talking, especially big groups, like that, how someone else is trying to give
            a presentation or something. I just almost wanted to stand up and be like, “All right,
            listen up!” Just be like, “I’ve had it, this is it. It’s going to end now.” I just
            wanted to stand up and say that, but, obviously I’m not going to stand up and say
            that to them. But, I thought it was an awesome idea that they really got the parents
            and the lawyers involved. They were all welcomed to come in and just the fact that
            kids do all this work. They’re doing it to better their writing skills and get extra
            support they might not get at school. I just thought it was kind of sad that, out
            of this great celebration, I only heard, maybe, one of the kids actually [read] .
            . . they didn’t fully get all the kids’ attention but I think the idea of it is awesome.
            . . . the structure of it was okay, it’s just that they could have had better control
            over the groups or even split them up into two groups or something instead of having
            it all jammed in.
         

         
      

      Another student suggested the possibility of poor timing of the writing celebration
         event, which was on a Saturday, as well as the organization of such a large turnout.
         Others reflected on the team building or skills building that they perceived as essential
         for this kind of large event, much of which they had been studying about in their
         middle level program.
      

      
      
         I thought it was more of a timing issue . . . they [students] came in there way too
            early and they were there for just hanging out way too long. I understand the setup
            portion but you just had kids all over the place, and they had about, I’d say an hour,
            it seemed like they could do whatever they wanted.
         

         
         “They [students] were still talking, and I just wanted to stand up, say “do
            something.”. . . I mean, you know there’s always the one where you do the claps once
            if you can hear, and keep clapping until everybody’s clapping and then you know, and
            then they’re quiet or I mean there’s all those little tricks . . . I feel like they
            still have had a skills-building, like from the very beginning of the eighth-grade
            year, like this is what we do as a group because we go to these places, we have to
            do it this way, this is the reason we’re doing it . . . to kind of join them into
            that idea, get them used to it.
         

         
      

      Student Voice and Trust

      
      Gaining trust from, as well as giving trust to, students with whom one has little
         in common was the most compelling learning that emerged for our preservice teachers.
         The following quotations are from two different students who described their own processes
         with the exchanges at UVM and later in Boston.
      

      
      
         Student 1. When the students had originally come to UVM, we spent two days in interviews and
            sharing maps of our neighborhoods. My interview was very trying at times and even
            though my group was participating I felt like they weren’t getting as much out of
            the experience as I would have liked them to . . . throughout the interviews and mapping
            I didn’t get a chance to talk with them one on one or privately and by going down
            to Boston I was able to do this and talk to them where they felt most comfortable
            . . . I feel like they were a lot more willing to share information about themselves
            and what it is like to be a student here in Boston. Meeting their families was also
            very rewarding because you could tell how each family was so proud of their child
            and all the work they have accomplished . . . I can remember this experience and make
            my classroom warm and inviting to every student and hopefully be able to discuss topics
            like diversity and racial issues.
         

         

         
         Student 2.  The focus groups that we conducted in February of this semester were perhaps two
            of the most interesting and enlightening hours that I was able to spend with a group
            of students. The reactions that I received to questions were overwhelmingly enthusiastic.
            The students in my group were excited to share with me their lives and their experiences,
            and I, for my part, was excited both to share my own experiences and to listen to
            theirs. Some of their experiences were hard, but they opened themselves up with honesty
            and an insightfulness that I had not expected. The topics that we discussed ranged
            from pets and siblings to the media and racial issues. They were ready and willing
            to share their lives to someone who honestly wanted to listen.
         

         

         
         The work with the 8th Grade Academy over the past semester has been, for me, both
            a learning experience and an experience of growth. My interactions with the students
            have given me a new outlook on urban education and have helped me to think about all
            education in a different way. Unlike many of the students that we observe in Williston
            and Shelburne, most of these students have had difficult lives, have overcome difficulties,
            and like those we observe in our placements here, most of them are succeeding. To
            me, this semester has given me hope and generated even more excitement for middle
            level education.
         

         
      

       Our preservice teachers engaged in reflection after their trip to Boston that enabled
         them to reach a clarity about urban middle schools that they might not have gained
         had they not returned on a visit to the schools and communities that eighth-grade
         students experienced and lived in. We suggest that this clarity relates to the contrast
         of authentic interactions they directly had with students to the theoretical questions
         they initially created from their course readings on multicultural education.
      

      
       The exposure to such experiences enables our preservice teachers to disrupt initial
         assumptions because they are engaging with urban middle schoolers in their own setting.
         Our role as instructors took less of the “moralizing posture” that Hoffman (1996)
         described as we provided the facilitation and space for students to critically analyze
         their observations and reflect on these authentic engagements.
      

      
      The post-discussion and writings reflect an understanding that is enriched from their
         interactions with the same eighth-grade students they had met during the first exchange
         at UVM. Student 2’s admission that she had not expected these students to open up
         with such honesty and insight point to the dire lack of exposure our preservice teachers
         have to a diverse urban population. What seemed to surprise most of our preservice
         teachers was the general openness with which eighth-grade students shared their personal
         lives.
      

      
      Pre-readings, discussions, and immersion in qualitative methods helped our preservice
         teachers prepare for the initial context for interacting with the middle schoolers.
         Our post-discussion with them also reveals the unanticipated outcome that their emerging
         knowledge of middle-level pedagogy and philosophy contextualized their observations
         in settings that were not familiar or customary to them.
      

      
      Their notions of team building in a community, student voice, and establishing trust
         helped them to make sense of differences they perceived between their own surroundings
         and those of the urban middle schoolers. Using their knowledge of middle-level pedagogy
         to frame their questions or assumptions about differences is a beginning for further
         raising awareness about and analyzing power, a construct essential to understanding
         one’s teacher identity.
      

      
      Transformative Experiences and Lingering Questions

      
      As we turn from our experience with eighth-grade students, we look forward to alternative
         experiences that will continue to expand and challenge the identity growth of our
         preservice teachers. Three such projects have evolved in our middle-level program,
         which reflect the tenets of middle-level philosophy: a new international experience;
         an added professional development school; and identity examination through digital
         stories.
      

      
      Though the benefit of these programs is obvious, we are not sure that these programs
         alone would make any impact on student thinking if they were not also critical elements
         that the institution supported. Our college’s mission of social justice and the university’s
         emphasis on international study drive the interest for, and mainstay of, such programs.
      

      
      Internationalizing Perspectives

      
      This year we will be taking a group of 15 graduate students to New Zealand for an
         educational experience that involves a field internship in schools serving young adolescents,
         time spent on a Maori marae, and a home stay with New Zealand educators. We look at
         this entire experience as one of reflexivity more than as one of international proportions.
         Our students will be literally immersed in a different worldview. Viewing these other
         experiences and other ways of carrying out practices brings one own beliefs and practices
         into relief because there’s a contrast.
      

      
       In this way, we ask our students to confront their own identities within another
         culture. The experiences compel one to examine one’s own teaching practices more closely,
         in addition to examining the cultural elements that frame that practice.
      

      
      How will our students be able to analyze these practices in a different light? How
         do we get them there? We invite them into situations where that reflexivity can occur;
         by our bringing them halfway around the globe, they are placed in situations where
         they see education practiced differently. They see the co-mingling of cultures and
         approaches to the integration of Maori learners in a way that is different from the
         way we integrate diversity in the United States. They see bilingual settings; two
         different languages that are placed in a school setting; lesson plans that integrate
         Maori learners’ needs. We ask our students, what it might be like to do this. What
         might they take from this experience into their own classrooms?
      

      
      Interning at a Socio-Economically Diverse Professional Development School

      
      In order to provide opportunities for our preservice teachers to experience diversity
         of social class, we now place some of our interns in a community that is much more
         economically challenged than our other professional development schools’ placements.
         In particular, we place the preservice teachers at that school in an alternative program
         designed to re-engage learners who may be at risk of school failure. The students
         engage more than social class; they experience a history of young adolescents who
         have felt disaffiliated from school.
      

      
      Through a community-based, technology-rich approach, middle-grade students engage
         in an array of activities, from oral history projects to podcasts. Some preservice
         teachers work with learners with whom they may have social class in common. For others
         who have come from more privileged backgrounds, this particular school setting challenges
         them to think about the relationship between social class and learning.
      

      
      It also compels them to dispel some of the general assumptions they have about learning,
         and to attempt a practice that engages the disengaged. Whether this experience provides
         a context for some of our students to identify with or to contrast with, this intentional
         act of examining where one comes from in relation to where one works is a powerful
         dynamic, one that brings one’s teacher identity into the forefront.
      

      
      Examining Identity through Digital Stories.

      
      In a content methods course, our students spend four weeks creating the digital story
         of their literacy identity. As we define literacy broadly at the beginning of the
         semester, students’ notions of literacy begin to extend beyond the school-defined
         literacy of reading and writing. Through visual images and music, some explore how
         they use technology and poetry in their lives. Others talk about the influence of
         a particular author or book, while others describe the pain and struggle of not being
         able to read or write successfully in middle school because of a disability or lack
         of school engagement.
      

      
      What makes this medium so accessible for exploring identity are the visceral images
         and sounds that transport students more quickly to the idea of the meaning of a literacy
         identity than would occur with the traditional written personal essay. Students become
         more aware of the relationship between the identity they had as early readers and
         writers with their current stance on teaching. Furthermore, the digital story serves
         as a mirror for the ideology that they reflect back in the classroom on the teaching
         of reading and writing.
      

      
       In describing these three alternative experiences that we offer to our preservice
         teachers, we do not claim that they provide the recipe for producing teacher interns
         who reflect critically on their emerging teacher identities. Whether or not we have
         them reflect in discussions on social class, diversity, or religious orientation,
         we are never certain about the level of transformation that can occur from theory
         to practice. We also continue to have conflicted feelings about the nature of our
         programs; regardless of well-intentioned curricula and reflection, we still face the
         conundrum of exposing our students to short-term travel or projects for which long-term
         transformation is difficult to assess.
      

      
      So, we reflect on the evaluation that our student interns give to their teacher education
         program experiences. Similar to the students who drew upon middle level philosophy
         in their interactions with the eighth-grade students in Boston, we highlight their
         ability to always return to the familiar tenets of student voice, trust, and community
         as the valued framework through which they will reach their most difficult students.
         Likewise, when we create space for our students to examine ethnicity, social class,
         gender, or disability against their teacher identities, we trust them to call upon
         these fundamental beliefs in order to reflect openly, critically, and confidently.
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      Chapter 6

      New Teachers as Cultural Workers: Cultivating a Wide-Awake Consciousness of Identity

      
         
         
         
         Rosalie M. Romano

         
         
      

      
      
         Far from original, travel as a metaphor for journey toward self-knowledge has an old
            and noble provenance in Western literature. In fact one finds this theme emerging
            in
            works as early as the voyages of Odysseus in The Odyssey and the forty-year
            wanderings of Moses in the Judeo-Christian Old Testament or Torah. But it’s not
            until the Middle Ages, with the arrival of the Romance genre in Bretagne and
            Normandie that we properly witness not just demi-gods or saints struggling with
            their fates, but also deeply flawed beings such as ourselves setting off on quests.
            These adventurers often discover along the way that, for as many kilometers as they
            might have traveled, the true journey was an internal one and that the voyager had
            been profoundly changed by his search for, in the end, what he uncovers is a deeper
            understanding of himself (Chrétien de Troyes).
         

         
         —Arlie Woodrum in Seed of the Beast

         
      

      
         Travel is fatal to prejudice, bigotry, and narrow-mindedness.

         
         —Mark Twain in Innocents Abroad

         
      

      The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) Diversity Standard
         4 (2006) makes clear the need for new teachers to be exposed to many kinds of diversity,
         including cultural and ethnic. Teacher education programs understand, and I think
         fully embrace, the current realities of diversity within our borders and from our
         global community. The need for teachers in urban areas with highly diverse populations
         does not match with the majority of teachers who come from predominantly Euro-American
         and middle-class backgrounds. Teaching in diverse classrooms requires preparation
         and initial experiences that teacher education programs try to provide.
      

      
      Teacher education programs usually require fieldwork for new teachers, fieldwork that
         may or may not take them into classrooms that represent the ethnic, cultural, and
         linguistic diversity of the community. There are instances where teacher candidates
         do fieldwork in schools within communities that have little ethnic or racial diversity.
         For these candidates, diversity awareness must be learned through their university
         courses.
      

      
      Though most U.S. teacher preparation programs require social foundations and/or diversity
         classes, teacher candidates are rarely immersed in a culture different from their
         own. Furthermore, teacher candidates frequently use the local schools to do field
         observation and practice teaching; those communities and schools often have the same
         ethnic/racial and class background as the schools from which the candidates came.
         A false comfort zone can be inadvertently constructed in a new teacher when there
         is deeply embedded resistance to university courses that take on accepted norms and
         assumptions about diversity and education.
      

      
      Yet even with the good intentions of NCATE and teacher preparation programs, finding
         diverse populations to work with in classrooms can be challenging. For example, Ohio
         University is situated in southeastern Ohio, nestled in the foothills of Appalachia.
         Schools in the surrounding counties serve predominantly poor, working class children
         from Euro-American backgrounds. Different venues for field experiences that provide
         our teacher-education students with opportunities to work with an underrepresented
         group would require a placement in Columbus, Ohio, almost two hours away by auto.
      

      
      While there are attempts to send our students to do field experiences in schools in
         Columbus or other major cities, the reality is that we can only do this for a few.
         Ohio University is not alone in this conundrum of seeking diverse settings for teacher
         candidates, as the NCATE Diversity Standard 4 suggests.
      

      
      Without diverse experiences, teacher candidates run the risk of walking into their
         first classroom falsely assuming that the students will be like them, when in fact
         the opposite is more likely so. This sets in place a culturally conflicting cycle
         that has been the struggle of teachers before and after Brown v. Board of Education. The reality is that for too many new teachers this assumption is a false one and
         valuable time is lost as the cycle of cultural dissonance begins.
      

      
      This chapter argues for an international student teaching experience to invite teacher
         candidates outside of their comfort zone. International student teaching fosters in
         new teachers a cultivation of their personal and professional identity, developing
         a broader view of themselves, their students and, consequently, their teaching. Student
         teaching in another culture instills within new teachers a sense of being a global
         teacher—part of a larger world. First, we look at the context of school accountability
         reform in the 21st century and then turn to a discussion of Freirian concepts of teacher
         as cultural worker. The last part of this chapter examines the effects of international
         student teaching on the teacher candidate.
      

      
      The 21st Century School Context

      
       Paulo Freire’s (1998b) commitment toward conscientization, the raising of a
         critical consciousness in educators, remains one of the major challenges for those
         who
         prepare teachers for our nation’s public school classrooms during this era of
         technocratic, mechanistic testing, supported by No Child Left Behind legislation.
         Yet
         this is not unexpected for “how can one expect a government that makes its elitism
         and
         authoritarianism manifest to consider in its politics the autonomy of schools?”
         (p.10).
      

      
       Furthermore, the increasingly techno-rational approach to teacher preparation encourages
         a false assumption in a teacher candidate that one need only “know” or be “taught”
         classroom management or the “right” method and teaching will take care of itself.
         In university classrooms where all are willing, uninterrogated learners, assumptions
         may not be contradicted or uncovered.
      

      
       The complexities of teaching and learning as a reciprocal art become teaching as
         a technical skill. Dominant assumptions silence the significantly important questions
         that fuel the moral endeavor of education: Who am I? What does it mean to be a teacher?
         How do I teach my students in meaningful and memorable ways? In what ways can I set
         the conditions of the classroom to cultivate a climate of respect and invitation to
         an educative community? (Romano, 2000).
      

      
       Licensure programs are packed with subject matter content and the education courses
         have little space to include more classes on pedagogical content knowledge, social
         foundations, and history of education, which would provide more texture in the pedagogical
         map. The landscape of licensure programs privilege subject matter. But the work of
         teachers does not end with subject matter; it begins there. Teaching begins as a bridge
         is built to student learning. Reaching students so they participate in the construction
         of knowledge cannot be accomplished among strangers. Teaching worthy of its name requires
         knowing who your students are, their names and backgrounds, their interests as well
         as their skills—and their cultural background.
      

      
      Cultural Identity of a Teacher

      
       Humans are created within and outside of culture. An identity emerges out of one’s
         upbringing. That identity we carry with us throughout our living and relating to others,
         forged through our relationships with one another and our associated living. For a
         teacher, identity motivates and colors the social dynamics of teaching, as well as
         the pedagogical approaches used to teach. If a teacher does not reflect on (or is
         not even aware of) the impact of culture upon his or her identity, the ramifications
         for students are immense. Freire (1998a) argues that a teacher’s cultural identity
         is the engine that moves whatever happens in the classroom.
      

      
       Teachers “see” through their cultural eyeglasses, as do students. Disconnect or dissonance
         occurs when those cultural eyeglasses are different, yet each teacher or student assumes
         he or she is identical and that each sees what the other sees. Everything that refracts
         from events and interactions in the classroom is viewed with a different set of assumptions,
         and this can wreak havoc with teaching and learning, where aspects of a student’s
         self do not coincide with cultural ideas of what a student should do and be.
      

      
      For Freire (1998a), the concept of cultural identity is a “dynamic relationship between
         what we inherit and what we acquire” (p. 46). As such, cultural identity is less an
         outcome than a process, always developing and changing as it is subjected to the interactions
         between groups, families, and sociocontextual influences (Stewart and Bennett, 1991).
         In this process, we are rewarded for convergent behaviors that fit into the norms
         of our associated living and met with resistance when we behave outside of those norms.
         In school classrooms, cultural norms are always in play.
      

      
      When a student fits well into those norms—the expectations and routines of schooling—
         the student is praised and acknowledged. For those students from a different ethnic
         or sociocultural background, school can be at first mysterious, and then a site of
         discomfort, sometimes leading to what is deemed by the teacher as “acting out” or
         misbehavior. A vulnerable population, students of diverse backgrounds must learn to
         fit in and be recognized by the teacher or become marginalized in school. For some
         young people, their school lessons are to give up who they are and become enculturated
         to the ways of the school.
      

      
      The price of education is steep for those students who find they must let go of language
         and ways of being if they are to gain a formal education. Teachers who come from the
         mainstream sociocultural background barely notice this sacrifice of their students,
         and even if they do, it is likely they believe they are helping the student, even
         while they are imposing their cultural construction upon the student. In school, it
         is the student who is the outsider, if anyone at all. Yet there is much to discover
         and learn about what it means to be a teacher by experiencing being a stranger. Bakhtin
         (1986) states:
      

      
      
         In the realm of culture, outsideness is a most powerful factor in understanding. It
            is only in the eyes of another culture that foreign culture reveals itself
            fully and profoundly . . . a meaning only reveals its depths once it has encountered
            and come into contact with another, foreign meaning: they engage in a kind of
            dialogue which surmounts the closedness and one-sideness of these particular
            meanings, these cultures. We raise new questions for a foreign culture, ones that
            it
            does not raise for itself; we seek answers to our own questions in it; and the
            foreign culture responds to us by revealing to us new aspects and new semantic
            depths. (p. 7)
         

         
      

      Young people from different ethnic and sociocultural backgrounds of the school and
         teachers make sense as best they can of being someone who may not have the cultural
         capital to be rewarded and recognized by the teacher. While the student may indeed
         “raise new questions” and “seek answers” the foreign culture (school) may not hear
         or respond. And one may well ask if it is the students’ obligation to translate a
         new culture and make sense of it, particularly if it is not hospitable in the first
         place.
      

      
       But when a teacher has an overseas teaching experience, especially if it is part
         of their licensure program, the tables are turned. The teacher becomes the stranger
         in a foreign landscape, even though schools are identifiable and similar in characteristics.
         It is this teacher who must incline her head, raise the questions, and seek answers
         within a foreign culture. It is this teacher who must make sense of the students,
         for it is the students who have the collective cultural capital that the teacher,
         this stranger, lacks.
      

      
       And, acknowledging this lack, the teacher learns to listen and look with a “wide-awakeness”
         that recognizes both cultures, giving way to the students’ cultures while maintaining
         her own: “It is in experiencing the differences that we discover ourselves as I’s
         and you’s” (Freire, 1998b, p. 71). The experience of awareness of oneself and one’s
         culture can foster a more critical way of looking at schools, at students, and at
         what it means to teach.
      

      
       The teacher is one who has a depth of awareness of self in reciprocal relation to
         students. If this is a critical awareness, an awareness of connection and justice,
         then the teacher will work toward the well being and critical consciousness of her
         students—on their behalf, not hers. Their work together in the classroom will raise
         their consciousness of their place in the world, of themselves as actors and agents,
         rather than passive recipients. To teach in the Freirian sense of critical educational
         practice is to question, to challenge, to become aware of possibilities in life, not
         to accept the status quo. As Freire (1998a) states:
      

      
      
         Critical educational practice is to make possible the conditions in which the learners,
            in their interaction with one another and with their teachers, engage in the experience
            of assuming themselves as social, historical, thinking, communicating, transformative,
            creative persons; dreamers of possible utopias, capable of being angry because of
            a capacity to love. (p. 45)
         

         
      

       For Freire, the aim of educational practice is to foster a sense of efficacy and
         action in students, rather than place them in the position of being the object of
         a teacher’s work. The students are the center of learning—and learning leads to action
         in their self-interest. Contrast this with the traditional paradigm of a teacher-centered
         classroom, where the teacher practices a banking method of teaching, where students
         are repositories for teacher content, and where students must answer other people’s
         questions (Freire, 1970, p. 71).
      

      
       To shift this paradigm and move into critical educational practice requires the teacher’s
         willingness to be part of her student’s learning, which is dialogical and reciprocal,
         active on both parts. The teacher in this situation has authority, but this is used
         to set conditions of learning that engage students in understanding themselves and
         others, in identifying issues that impact their lives, in naming that which inhibits
         their educative, social, and creative growth as persons and dreamers. The teacher
         must be predisposed to turn toward her students as coworkers, as well as guide them
         in their learning to name their world.
      

      
       To move into this paradigm, a teacher needs to be aware of her differences as well
         her connections with her students. Both teacher and students are subjects; students
         are not objects, as in the banking method, but subjects who act upon their world.
         Subjectivity, the human interaction between people, must be predicated upon respect:
         respect for the agency of the student and a teacher’s respect for herself as critical
         practitioner. She cannot view her role as a teacher as a way to impose or to control
         her students. Rather, she must work with and alongside them, listening to their questions
         and constructing the learning of topics around those questions.
      

      
      One can only listen to another if the listening is grounded in respect for that person.
         Respect changes all relationships, and is, according to Freire (1998b), fundamental
         to being a critical practitioner: “the first step toward this respect is the recognition
         of our identity, the recognition of what we are in the practical activity in which
         we engage” (p. 71). Through respect, students grow into their own agency, their own
         self-assumption of who they are and how they might influence their conditions.
      

      
      When a teacher enters a new school in a new cultural environment and classroom, a
         singular opportunity to become or enhance a critical practitioner stance is given.
         Sometimes teacher candidates have been prepared in a program that ignores the sociopolitical
         context of education, where the technical approach is privileged with no questioning
         as to the teacher’s authority to know what and how to teach. Such unexamined assumptions
         wreak havoc upon the new teacher who happens to be placed in a classroom with students
         of different ethnic, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds.
      

      
      Unless the teacher is predisposed to question herself, to see her students as subjects
         rather than objects, and to desire to work with them rather than impose upon them,
         the classroom cannot become a transformative space where learning and engagement can
         thrive. Freire (1998a) warns us that “[p]urely pragmatic training, with its implicit
         or openly expressed elitist authoritarianism, is incomparable with the learning and
         practice of becoming a subject” (p. 46).
      

      
       Freire views teachers as cultural workers, carrying with them the cultural capital
         of their identity and using this cultural capital in order to teach their students.
         When teachers do not understand how to bridge the gap between their culture and their
         students, this cultural capital does not have much value. Teachers and students remain
         separate, and interactions between them are defined more by limitations than by possibility.
      

      
       However, through the cultivation of identity and becoming a cultural worker, teachers
         can touch the future generations in the hope of knowing the connections we all have
         as human beings upon this earth. I want to turn to one approach to cultivating a teacher’s
         identity and fostering a sense of being a cultural worker through international student
         teaching.[1]  
      

      
      Teacher as Cultural Worker

      
      For Freire (1998b) the concept of cultural identity is a “dynamic relationship between
         what we inherit and what we acquire” (p. 69). When teacher candidates travel abroad,
         they are stretched to interact with all manner of differences as they navigate airports
         and ground transportation and find their ways to their school community. While it
         is common for the overseas supervisor to meet the education student when he or she
         lands, with the first breath of air in the new country this student rapidly must adjust
         to light and sound, geography and road systems. The accents, signage, building organization,
         and so forth urge the student to keep alert. In fact, this is a necessary disposition
         to being a teacher in the classroom, to see and to sense the nuances of change and
         difference that young people bring into the classroom each day. If a teacher is to
         be responsive and respectful to her students, she must always be “wide awake,” alert
         to subtle shifts in mood or behavior in them.
      

      
      Sometimes what we acquire ideologically from our sociocultural upbringing challenges
         the student (and all of us, really) when we travel abroad and live in another culture.
         Each time we relate to another person, we interpret from our cultural foundation,
         which can sometimes be tension filled. A solicitous host mother can “feel” hovering
         and too confining to a student teacher, which the student teacher must somehow deal
         with. While we may be conditioned by our culture, we are, however, not predetermined
         by it, and with new cross-cultural knowledge, can better understand a situation and
         learn to make alternative attributions.
      

      
      We can reason our way through the cultural tension. We urge our student teachers to
         think about how to broach the topic of what they feel with their host mother, for
         example. Or to reason through what they perceive to be a particular attitude on the
         part of their cooperating teacher. The “wide-awakeness” assists in this process because
         the sense of cultural balance has shifted within the student teacher to allow an openness
         to consider another point of view. When a person is within one’s dominant culture,
         rejecting difference or thinking (subconsciously) that her culture is better than
         another becomes the normative way of looking at the world.
      

      
      Living abroad shakes a normative view so the student teachers become aware of their
         ethnocentric ways of viewing the world. In a wonderful irony, the international student
         teachers’ attempts to understand another culture frequently awaken their awareness
         of their own culture and beliefs. And out of this emerges an appreciation for the
         culture and the beginnings of understanding.
      

      
      These pathways of understanding guide the student teacher toward a new openness that
         increases with each experience. Over the weeks of student teaching abroad, the student
         teacher begins to “feel” at home in the new culture, and the texture of the reflections
         they write reveals this disposition. The student teacher is a cultural worker, that
         is, one who can live in multiple cultures, navigate with acceptance through the new
         channels of cultural perspectives. It is in the experiencing of difference that we
         experience who we are. And in our awareness comes knowing; and with knowing, development
         of our identity.
      

      
      Many students who have chosen to student teach abroad and have returned to the United
         States as teachers who are cultural workers. They have lived in another culture, as
         a different cultural being and learned to be part of their new culture, while at the
         same time becoming aware of their own. They return enhanced. For some, they have transformed
         the vision of themselves as educators. Walking into their own classrooms in the United
         States, they bring with them a “wide-awakeness” that allows them to see and respond
         to their students.
      

      
      While they share their experiences abroad with their students, these teachers also
         have a confidence about themselves that distinguishes them from other first-year teachers.
         This confidence has been earned by living with and among different cultural beings,
         and working to understand themselves in relation to those who at first are deemed
         different.
      

      
      One former student teacher wrote to share how each year he sees his students as a
         new culture to be discovered, to learn from as much as to teach. He takes nothing
         for granted, he says, which tends to annoy his colleagues, but reaps invaluable results
         in the relationships with his students and their academic progress under his guidance.
      

      
      While he brings in stories and artifacts to share with his students, he also teaches
         them about how we live in our U.S. society. He builds on his stories to help his students
         become “wide-awake” as well to their social consciousness, especially around issues
         of race and class. This teacher’s enlarged vision and understanding of others he attributes
         directly to his experiences as an overseas student teacher. Such teachers are, at
         their best, cultural workers who model to their students year after year what it means
         to be a world-class teacher, a global citizen.
      

      
       In her study of 80 teacher educators who were recognized for their work in preparing
         teachers in diversity and global education, Merryfield (2000) found that middle-class
         White teacher educators who are most effective at teaching multicultural issues to
         new teachers drew from powerful experiences while living in another culture abroad.
         For this group of teacher educators, experiencing feelings of discrimination, from
         being an outsider within another cultural context, each was able to integrate these
         experiences into their teaching.
      

      
      So it is for new teachers who leave their comfort zone for an extended period of
         time that they come to understand exclusion, discrimination, and what it feels like
         to
         be “the Other.” It is when we come to experiences where others do not understand
         embedded assumptions that we come to recognize our identity. International student
         teaching positions a new teacher in a new cultural setting, and influences her to
         develop new forms of cultural capital, different ways of relating to others, and new
         skills at crossing cultures.
      

      
      A significant international experience can lead to understandings of what it means
         to be marginalized, to be a victim of stereotypes and prejudice, and what it is like
         to have to second-guess oneself constantly. “Is it just me or am I being ignored?”
         For many students of color who sit in U.S. classrooms, this is not a gratuitous question
         when they are surrounded by a culture of schooling, which they neither recognize nor
         have experienced, taught by a teacher who draws from cultural capital different from
         theirs.
      

      
       International student teaching experiences place the teacher candidate in another
         country, culture, and classroom. It can be argued that these candidates are predisposed
         to developing a critical consciousness since they chose to do student teaching abroad.
         While this may be so, the experiences are nonetheless challenging and frequently transformative.
         One student writes of her meeting her host family at a weekend gathering:
      

      
      
         On Thursday, I went with my host mom to visit her family in Ambato, a town 2 hours
            away from Quito. It was so much fun! We celebrate El Dia del Muerte, the Day of the
            Dead, with her family. We visited the graves of her father and mother and ate the
            traditional foods. It was so great and such a blessing to see their family traditions.
            Each of them wait expectantly for this holiday like my family waits for Christmas.
            It was comforting and familiar even though I had never met her relatives before and
            even though I knew almost nothing about the holiday I felt like I was learning the
            whole time I was there. I saw more similarities than differences. It was comforting
            to find similarities despite the utter differences in the traditions. I never knew
            that family ties and devotion could cross cultures and language barriers.
         

         
      

      Ann writes of her classroom experience that reveals her sense of herself as a teacher:

      
      
         Before I left [to student teach in Quito], one of my main concerns focused on classroom
            management. Even in the classroom in Quito, I worried about how I would control these
            ninth graders. I think being in Quito and needing to stick up for myself and bargain
            and speak a new language really gave me the stability and self-confidence I needed
            to display in the classroom. I had to recognize and think of myself as capable inside
            of and outside of the classroom. This boost of esteem helped me greatly as I thought
            about classroom management and discipline.
         

         
      

      Ann felt more confidence in the classroom as a teacher, but she continues:

      
      
         This experience also redirected my focus in the classroom. Through this experience,
            I learned that I had to plan for the students, not just for myself [emphasis mine]. Of course I need to know what is going on in the classroom, but
            instead of just having a timetable or agenda that I follow, I need to consider how
            my plans are impacting the students. 
         

         
         For so long, I just thought of lesson plans as a way for the teacher to know what
            to expect. Now I realize that lesson plans are a way for teachers to slow down and
            focus on what they are doing to teach the students. This may seem elementary, but
            I don't know if I'll ever forget when this revelation hit me.
         

         
      

      Ann could not take for granted the daily routines and expectations that would have
         been part and parcel of teaching in a U.S. school. She states:
      

      
      
         I feel like this experience has opened my eyes to the realities of my future students.
            I also feel like it has opened me to consider teaching in various districts to students
            from various backgrounds. In any classroom, students need care and direction and respect.
            It will be a blessing to be able to instill those values wherever I teach.
         

         
      

      Ann understands the need for learning to show and ask for respect as part of teaching.
         She could not have taught her students without their cooperation and return respect.
         
      

      
       Scott, who went to Japan to student teach in 2000, is currently a middle school teacher.
         When asked to reflect on his experience and its impact on him as a teacher, Scott
         shared:
      

      
      
         Through living in a different culture and working in a setting with individuals of
            different cultural backgrounds, I developed both a better understanding of my own
            culture and the influence culture has in shaping people’s views. This knowledge has
            shaped my identity as an educator in a couple of ways. The first is that I am sensitive
            to the cultural differences among the students whom I teach. I understand that different
            students are going to behave, receive information, and respond differently based on
            the values and practices of their cultures. Being a more culturally sensitive teacher
            helps me create a more equitable classroom environment, one where all students can
            learn and none are marginalized by their cultural backgrounds. 
         

         

         
         Secondly, in seeing the value in appreciating diversity, I am continuously evaluating
            my teaching practices and classroom environment to ensure that I give my students
            the same opportunity to be productive and successful in our global society. This practice
            can involve giving students the chance to discuss biases and stereotypes, to work
            with individuals of different backgrounds, and to explore how they themselves are
            influenced by culture. 
         

         

         
          By no means do I feel that I am the teacher I want to be right now, but through continuous
            reflection on every lesson and my daily interactions with students, I feel myself
            getting closer to the teacher I need to be. And, a large part in creating my vision
            for me as a teacher was shaped through my experiences in teaching and living for a
            short time in a culture different than my own.
         

         
      

      Conclusion

      
      Such teachers are, at their best, cultural workers who model to their students year
         after year what it means to be awake to the world, beginning with the world in their
         classroom. Where respect is constituted through relations between the teacher, the
         student and the curriculum occupy a space that honors critical thinking and questioning.
         A teacher who is herself a learner, who is humble to what she knows she does not know,
         remains awake.
      

      
      Like to the sojourners of ancient times, travel has been a physical geography as well
         as an emotional landscape, both of which indelibly impact identity. The traveler comes
         to know through acknowledging not knowing. Returning to her life and culture and her work, she has new perspectives and new answers.
         She understands that “[a]s a teacher I cannot help the students to overcome their
         ignorance if I am not engaged permanently in trying to overcome my own” (Freire, 1998a,
         p. 89). And don’t our nation’s children deserve a teacher who has been moved to risk,
         to experience the discontinuity of being immersed in a new culture, whose sense of
         herself as a teacher is as a cultural worker?
      

      
      Note
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            1. There are a number of well established programs for student teaching abroad. Ohio
                  University is part of The COST Program, a consortium of fifteen universities in the
                  United States that has partnerships with other university education departments in
                  over seventeen countries. The fifteen U.S. universities send teacher candidates overseas
                  to student teach after they have applied to COST and have met all of their home university
                  requirements except the teaching practice. For more detailed information on COST,
                  see www.teachabroad.ua.edu.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 7

      Becoming a Teacher: A Cross-Cultural Analysis of Motivation and Teacher Identity Formation

      
         
         
         
         Ann Nevin, Lori Bradshaw, Maria Cardelle-Elawar, and Rosario Diaz-Greenberg

         
         
      

      
      Developing one’s identity as a teacher represents a critical issue in preparing teachers
         today.[1]  Eliciting teacher candidates’ voices can deepen our understanding of the major factors
         that shape their identity in becoming teachers, especially in the development of reflective
         thinkers able to effectively function in today's multicultural societies.
      

      
      Often, in our university classrooms, we have heard teacher candidates question themselves
         as they struggle to meet classroom demands. They ask questions such as, “How can I
         keep myself motivated to succeed in the classroom?” and, “How can I meet the challenges
         of trying to meet national and global standards with the demands of teaching an increasingly
         diverse population of students?”
      

      
      The literature suggests that teacher identity is multifaceted; for example, Graue
         (2005) noted that learning to teach has a long tradition in benefiting from several
         developmental perspectives. These perspectives refer to how teachers enter their profession
         with cultural scripts, self-efficacy beliefs, and personal histories that impact their
         motivation in selecting the teaching profession, and later, in keeping them in the
         profession.
      

      
      Our discussion of teacher identity formation is based on two interrelated perspectives:
         critical pedagogy theory (Freire, 1970; 1998), and constructs from psychological motivation
         theory such as metacognition and self-regulation (Cardelle-Elawar & Sanz de Acedo
         Lizarraga, 2003; Elliot & Dweck, 2005; Nevin & Cardelle-Elawar, 2003). Research findings
         suggest the value of these theories in transforming our university teaching, in particular
         in helping preservice teachers become more thoughtful, active, and reflective practitioners
         (Nevin, Cardelle-Elawar, Beckett, Thousand, & Diaz-Greenberg, 2002; Nevin & Cardelle-Elawar,
         2003; Milner, 2003).  These authors designed instruction to engage teachers using
         critical pedagogical processes that involved them in reflective thinking. Their findings
         indicate that reflective thinking assignments help teachers not only operationalize
         a philosophy of their teaching but also shape their skills and strengthen their motivation
         to teach. Similarly, research findings from Riveiro, Cabanach, and Arias (2001) suggest
         that reflective teachers need an active sense of themselves as they set academic and
         motivational goals personally and for their pupils.
      

      
      Critical pedagogy is a cultural practice that enables teachers and others to view
         education as a political, social, and cultural enterprise (Giroux, 1988). It views
         education as a critical engagement of one’s own assumptions, beliefs, and predispositions,
         while at the same time acknowledging the environments that have shaped the individual
         to know and perceive in a certain way.
      

      
      The principles of critical pedagogy move teachers into discerning the relationship
         between self, the classroom, and the larger society (Diaz-Greenberg, 2003; Freire,
         1970;
         1998; McLaren, 1998; McLaren & Houston, 2004; Tatusco, 2005; Winch, 2004).
         Diaz-Greenberg’s (2003) study of applying Freirean principles in the foreign language
         classroom (specifically, teaching Spanish to youth whose families came from
         Spanish-speaking countries) resulted in many students who reclaimed Spanish names.
         This
         meant that Rosario stopped being called Rose, for example, while Alicia no longer
         responded when her teachers called on “Alice.”
      

      
      This type of self-regulation may be similar to Freire’s (1970; 1998) concept of
         conscientization (i.e., a deep awareness of one’s self in the world). Through
         the process of a dialogical interaction (using empowering language and providing
         supports for communication), people can create a mental awareness of one point of
         view
         and its opposite (i.e., a dialectic). This can lead to the experience of
         praxis, or a cycle of action-reflection-new action that can transform the
         individual’s experience of the world. Leading prospective teachers to experience praxis
         is an important even crucial task for teacher educators (Nevin & Cardelle-Elawar,
         2003).
      

      
      According to Parker (1998), by engaging in self-reflection, teachers may solve social
         and personal problems during their struggles to become teachers. In the processes
         of self-reflection, they can learn to describe themselves through stories that are
         grounded within the historical, political, and educational context. Teachers’ stories
         become the vehicle, which drives the critical analysis of their motivation to become
         teachers in this multicultural society. Jackson and Watson (2003) and Kanu (2005)
         suggest that culture plays a vital role in understanding the tensions and dilemmas
         that shape the concept of the self as teacher.
      

      
      Recently, Marri (2005) explored critical pedagogy as a framework for transforming
         classrooms to better achieve multicultural democratic education. The results of her
         study of three skilled teachers indicated the value of a dialogic retrospection to
         understand teachers’ individual motivations to become teachers as well as the ways
         they engaged in social problem solving processes. The dialogic retrospection process
         enabled them to decide which problems were worth solving, especially when they described
         to what ends and in whose favor the solutions were directed. In addition, teachers
         articulated how their own self-image changed.
      

      
      The authors believe that it therefore can be said that Marri’s participants experienced
         conscientization, a new awareness (new self-images) and new actions (decision making process for selecting
         worthy problems to solve), moving from themselves to new social actions (solutions)
         within their teaching contexts. Praxis is an essential element for teachers when they
         operationalize their philosophy of teaching. Therefore, teacher educators face the
         challenge of transforming their instruction to lead prospective teachers to experience
         praxis.
      

      
      In sum, critical pedagogy helps to create the appropriate atmosphere for developing
         a dialogic retrospection, possibly creating a bridge between what teachers are currently
         doing (or think that they should be doing) and what has brought them to the field
         of teaching. When teachers simultaneously reflect on themselves and the sometimes
         conflicting expectations of society, they have an opportunity to redirect their energies
         to improve their effectiveness and renew their motivation and commitment as advocates
         of students. 
      

      
      Motivation theory involves the study of factors that energize, direct, and sustain
         teacher behavior toward accomplishing the goal of students’ achievement (Gage & Berliner,
         1998; Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). A continuing motivation to teach may well be the hallmark
         of a teacher’s lifespan. Some researchers argue that motivation and learning are so
         interdependent that a teacher cannot understand students’ learning without motivation
         (Pintrich, Marx, & Boyle, 1993).
      

      
      Teachers’ motivation is mediated by the metacognitive knowledge of their self-efficacy
         and self-regulation and is reflected in changes in teachers’ behaviors as they gain
         knowledge of their ability on what, how, and why to teach. These two constructs can
         help to clarify the role of motivation in shaping teacher identity. The value of an
         inquiry framework that elicits teacher’s voice through narrative interviews is based
         on the notion that teachers are storytellers who come to know themselves in relation
         to others through shared stories. The narrative perspective has been used in studies
         of teacher identity by Clandinin and Connelly (1991), Gomez, Page, and Walker (2000),
         Nevin and Cardelle-Elawar (2003), and Søreide (2006).
      

      
      The interdependence of motivational theories with critical pedagogy are significant
         from a developmental perspective (i.e., metacognitive, cultural, and motivational).
         Teacher identity reflects teachers’ histories that are embedded in varied social and
         cultural contexts. It becomes the central means by which teachers organize the experience
         within their educational worlds (Holland et al., 1998). Palmer (1998) describes teacher
         identity as a subtle dimension of the complex and lifelong process of self-discovery.
         For Knowles and Cole (1994), it is the way in which teachers think about themselves
         as teachers and can be illustrated by the images they create as performers in the
         classroom.
      

      
      This type of thinking could be an example of metacognition, a theoretical construct from cognitive motivation theory that refers to the teacher’s
         conscious awareness of his or her own thought processes as a reflective thinker. Metacognitive
         inquiry processes include reflective thinking. By engaging in metacognitive inquiry
         processes, it is possible that reflective teachers can gain an active sense of themselves
         as they set academic and motivational goals for themselves and for their students,
         something that Riveiro, Cabanach, and Arias (2001) found in their study of teachers.
      

      
      Interdependence of Critical Pedagogy and Metacognitive Motivational Perspectives

      
      Metacognition is related to teacher’s self-knowledge and self-evaluation, both
         essential processes in the development of teacher self-questioning. These processes
         result in teachers who widen their vision by understanding and gaining conscious control
         of what motivates them to keep teaching. The processes also empower teachers to acquire
         a deep awareness of their own cognitive, emotional, and historical motivations to
         teach,
         anchoring their awareness to the world(s) in which they and their students live today.
         Here conscientization (Freine, 1970) illustrates the deep awareness that teachers
         experience of themselves in interaction with various environments (historical, social,
         political).
      

      
      Through the processes of a dialogical interaction, teachers can create a mental awareness
         of their self-view in the world in juxtaposition to another teachers’ awareness. This
         can lead to the experience of praxis, or a cycle of action-reflection-new action such as self-determination that can transform
         their experience of their educational world. Changes in praxis can lead teachers to
         use their metacognitive skills as they become more aware of their strengths and limitations
         during the act of teaching. This awareness predisposes teachers to become self-regulated
         learners by understanding how, when, and why to use appropriate strategies to become
         successful in the classroom.
      

      
      Praxis can be connected to another construct from motivation theory,
         self-regulation. Self-regulation involves clarity of purpose and the use of
         goal-directed actions in teaching (Boekaerts, Pintrich, & Zeidner, 2000).
         Self-regulated teaching implies that teachers should contribute actively to the
         direction of their actions as they provide students with opportunities to succeed
         (Cardelle-Elawar & Sanz de Acedo-Lizarraga, 2003). This view contrasts with teachers
         just being passive followers of prescribed lesson plans and procedures.
      

      
      To obtain a thorough understanding of self-regulated learning, it is also important
         to examine how goal orientation and interest interact to affect the use of learning
         strategies. These two motivational components of self-regulated learning have been
         found
         to be positively correlated with the frequent use of metacognitive learning strategies
         and critical pedagogy cycle (e.g., Cardelle-Elawar & Sanz de Acedo-Lizarraga,
         2003).
      

      
      The Cross-Cultural Study

      
      Dialogic retrospection was used to elicit teacher voices and motivations to teach
         with preservice and inservice teachers in the U.S. and Brunei Darussalam (Bradshaw,
         2003; Nevin & Cardelle-Elawar, 2003; Nevin, Cardelle-Elawar, Diaz-Greenberg, & Bradshaw,
         2003). The purpose was to use dialogic retrospection as a tool to elicit preservice
         teacher voices to guide them to reflect about themselves and the students that they
         will be teaching. By using this approach, it was expected that preservice teachers
         would develop an understanding of the contexts in which they teach and the lives of
         their students in ways that they may not otherwise contemplate. 
      

      
      It was thought that the dialogic retrospection interview process would help develop
         their individual identities as teachers. Furthermore, investigating the core of inservice
         teachers’ motivations to become teachers may create an awareness of the self that
         will assist them in understanding their own students and how their students’ pasts
         might motivate school achievement.
      

      
      Grounded in metacognitive theory and critical pedagogy, the methodology included:
         (a) a dialogic retrospection interview process to elicit the participant’s voice;
         (b) reflection on questions to elicit metacognitive knowledge and self-regulatory
         processes (for example, naming and describing how difficulties or barriers to becoming
         teachers were overcome); and (c) construction of narratives that represented a phenomenological
         interpretation of the interviews. The major source of data was the individual biography
         of each participant.
      

      
      The verbatim written responses to the interviews were collated and analyzed for generative
         themes across all participants for each of three research questions. An iterative,
         recursive, constant-comparison process was used to analyze the individual data and
         then all the data across cultures.
      

      
      The Participants: Emerging Teachers

      
      The participants included nearly 200 teacher candidates from two countries who
         represented three diverse locations and teacher preparation programs: 71 preservice
         and
         inservice teachers from the University of Brunei Darussalam (UBD) teacher education
         program; 98 graduate and undergraduate students from Arizona State University (ASU);
         and
         30 graduate students from California State University, San Marcos (CSUSM). The UBD
         participants included undergraduates, those taking a postgraduate certificate in
         education and 30 seeking certification in special education.
      

      
      Malay was the predominant ethnicity (77%) with teacher candidates of Chinese, Dusan
         (a local indigenous group), and Indo-Chinese/Indo-Malay descent also being represented.
         Of 88% ASU participants who reported their race and ethnicity, 70% were White, 17%
         Hispanic, 4% African-American and 9% others (such as Asian, Native American), 84%
         were undergraduates and 16% were in graduate programs. From CSUSM, 39% declared White
         or Anglo and 51% declared Latino as their ethnicity and all participants were enrolled
         in the bilingual (Spanish/English) teacher preparation program. Participants from
         all sites ranged in age from 19–52 with the mean being between 30 and 32.
      

      
      Evidence of Motivation and Teacher Identity Formation

      
      In this section, themes that emerged from the qualitative analysis of the verbatim
         interviews show sources of motivation in the formation of a teacher identity for these
         diverse participants (see Textbox 7.1).
      

      
      
         
         
         
         Textbox 7.1

         
         Themes from the Dialogic Retrospection Process

         
         
            
               
            
            
               
               
                  	
                     
                     Influence of former teachers

                     
                     Commitment to pupils

                     
                     Deeper understanding of sources of motivation

                     
                     Contexts leading to teacher identity formation

                     
                     Self-determination to become teachers

                     
                  
                  
               

               
            
            
         

         

         
         Excerpted from Nevin, A., Cardelle-Elawar, M., Diaz-Greenberg, R., & Bradshaw,
            L. (2003, August). A Cross Cultural Analysis of Motivation to Become a Teacher Using
               Dialogic Retrospection as a Tool to Elicit Conscientization. Association for
            Teacher Education Europe, Concurrent Session, Malta. Available Online: http://www.west.asu.edu/icaxn/ATEE03.html
            
         

         
      

      
      Representative verbatim statements from the interviewees provide authenticity of the
         voices of the teacher candidates as they overcame challenges to their decisions to
         become teachers and as they discovered how their decisions might be influenced by
         their individual contexts.
      

      
      Influence of Former Teachers

      
      Participants described the teachers who influenced them most to become teachers as
         those who provided them with encouragement as students. For example, Losir, a teacher
         in Brunei returning to complete his Bilingual Education–Special Education program,
         decided to become a teacher when he was 18. He lived in the jungle in a wooden stilt
         house with no power or running water. He stated that his most memorable teacher “spend
         [sic] most of his salary to support his students as well as the kampong [village] people,
         especially the poor.” This dedication to the people in his village encouraged Losir
         to choose teaching as his career.
      

      
       Kani, a Dusun in the Special Education Bachelor of Education group, had thought
         about being a teacher since he was seven years old. He had a memorable teacher who
         taught him how to spell apple by “showing the real apple.” This novel method of learning
         (for his school) provided him with motivation and encouragement to learn English and
         to
         believe in his own ability to teach English. For those who come from a traditionally
         structured teaching philosophy that emphasizes rote memorization, teachers who show
         an
         understanding of other ways of knowing are important in motivating and encouraging
         prospective teachers to similarly adapt their instructional techniques.
      

      
      A U.S. participant in a bilingual teacher preparation program described her most memorable
         teacher, Mr. Alarçon, a fifth grade math teacher in Mexico. His enthusiasm to teach
         was “incredible and all students in the classroom admired his willingness to share
         his math hints in class.” Today, she believes she brings some of his math enthusiasm
         into her classes and feels that math is “the most perfect language.” She also hopes
         to bring Mr. Alarçon’s “never give up” attitude into her own career as she can still
         remember some of the jokes the class used to play with and on him.
      

      
      Although the positive characteristics of teachers were mentioned by almost every participant
         as motivators to become a teacher, more than 25% of the UBD participants and approximately
         5% of the U.S. participants remembered teachers who were less than desirable role
         models. These negative memories illustrate further their struggle to overcome and
         triumph as successful students. In addition, the less than positive role models in
         their lives seem to further cement participants’ positive teacher identity.
      

      
      Struggles to overcome negative memories include Brunei nationals such as Ashkin, who
         remembers the teacher “who embarrassed her students in class” and Fatimah, 38, who
         vividly remembers “two strict male teachers who used to pinch and beat their pupils
         if they were naughty or when they could not answer or do their school work. These
         teachers also made me stand outside the classroom for almost a week because I forgot
         to bring my exercise books.”
      

      
      Stacy, an African American U.S. participant, remembers her third-grade teacher who
         accused her of calling another student “Nigger” (a negatively valenced stereotypical
         term for Negro) and then asked her not to use this word because “You are a nigger,
         too!” Lauren, also a U.S. participant, decided to become a teacher at around 18 years
         of age.
      

      
      
         What inspired me were the good and also bad ones I had throughout high school. A teacher
            who stands out . . . is my freshman English teacher who was very witty which I had
            never seen in an English teacher. . . . Another teacher who stands out is my junior
            year English teacher . . . a beastly woman who made me write a lot, but in retrospect,
            I am thankful for the skills and practice that were given.
         

         
      

      The negative valence earned by some former teachers seemed to be powerful motivators
         for participants in this study to teach differently. Sometimes they traced their own
         struggles to become teachers to the influence of their former teachers. The verbatim
         excerpts from these participants illustrate how motivation and encouragement from
         their teachers, as both positive and negative role models, emerged into a positive
         foundation for their own teacher identity formation and served as a source of motivation
         and encouragement to become, as one participant voiced, the “best teacher possible.”
      

      
      The influence of former teachers emerged as both a source of motivation to become
         a teacher because of former teachers’ encouragement, compassion, and passion and as
         a model for their own identity formation. In addition, former teachers seemed to increase
         the desire to overcome obstacles that the teacher candidates faced, especially if
         the former teacher’s obstacle was similar in nature to theirs (such as, racial or
         ethnic heritage, differences in English language proficiency, or coming from poverty).
      

      
      Commitment to Students

      
       Identity is linked to position and employment in our society, which form an integral
         part of our identity as a person. For those in the teaching profession, identity may
         seem in part to be derived from those we teach (i.e., students). This commitment to
         students is illustrated by Brunei preservice teachers. For example, Irnie, a 23-year-old
         Malay who had worked in Home Tuition Schools. She knew in Upper 6 (grade 12 in the
         United States) that she would be a teacher and is motivated to complete her studies
         because some of her friends “are dropouts and cannot find work.”
      

      
       One motivating factor for her was for her students “[to] be productive people in
         society.” Another Brunei participant, Yusmawati, is 28 years old and completed a Bachelor
         of Science (Honors) in Technology Management from a UK university. He stated, “[I]
         would like to motivate and educate the children so that they can achieve the maximum
         potentials so that they can one day become useful assets to the country. [My] personal
         goal is to become one of the best and caring educators in the country.”
      

      
      Participants from the United States reported they, too, were motivated by student
         success, with the following verbatim remarks illustrating a commitment to their students.
         A U.S. bilingual participant, Johnna, wrote that what keeps her motivated is “when
         [I] see the spark in a student’s eye when they understand something.” Paco, another
         U.S. participant, described a former teacher’s compassion, patience, and kindness
         in speaking Spanish to his Spanish-speaking father. He said, “[This] made a tremendous
         impact on my interest in English Language Learner (ELL) students and strong belief
         in bilingual education.”
      

      
      Another U.S. bilingual education participant noted,

      
      
         [My] Students keep me motivated; the fact that I might be the high point of their
            day keeps me motivated. My students make me believe that I am being a positive contributor
            to our hard and sometimes dismal world. By helping them I am helping our future. I
            am here for them, and even though they don’t know it, they are here for me.
         

         
      

      In summary, this theme indicates identity formation emanates from those we teach as
         well as from how the notion of improving society can be a source of motivation. A
         particularly strong source of motivation seems to have been derived from teachers’
         own students’ successes.
      

      
      Deeper Understanding of Sources of Motivation

      
      Most of the U.S. participants at the graduate level were teaching in K–12 classrooms
         and only one does not mention, implicitly or explicitly, any increased awareness of
         their motivation to be teachers with this dialogic retrospection exercise, whereas
         13 (93%) do. An art teacher from the Navajo reservation in northern Arizona, Panthea,
         explained: “Mrs. W. appreciated how my art reflected my Navajo culture and thought
         I was a great artist. I am continually motivated by the chance I have each day to
         make a difference in my student’s lives.” Gambler explained, “I follow the example
         of my 3rd grade teacher who had a soft-spoken voice and hugged each student every
         day. I do not raise my voice in my classroom. I keep motivated to achieve my goals
         as a teacher by continuing to take classes in education.”
      

      
      A U.S. bilingual education participant noted, “My 9th grade science teacher was always
         there for us, he was nice and happy to see us and would joke around with us. This
         is how I try to be [with my own students].” For a small number of the U.S. participants
         learning to be bilingual teachers (N=3, or about 1.5% of the population of all participants
         in the study), the role of religion was mentioned as a source of motivation to become
         a teacher and illustrates an awareness of deeper understanding of their struggle to
         overcome external pressures and find their own identity separate from that of the
         family and religion.
      

      
      One participant said,

      
      
         The prospect or goal of a college degree was never pushed on my sister or me. Our
            parents felt that the time spent studying at a university was wasted time. Part of
            the reason I believe my parents felt this way was because of our religion. Part of
            the Jehovah’s Witness doctrine is that the life spent here on earth should be dedicated
            to the worship of Jehovah. Given this, many of the obstacles I’ve had to overcome
            to get to this point have been religious. It is important to make the distinction
            here that the religious obstacle has always been external. It has been the pressure
            from aunts, uncles, congregation Elders, cousins, and to a lesser extent, parents
            that has exhausted my perseverance and not my own personal struggles with what may
            be viewed as diametrically opposed goals.
         

         
      

      A deeper understanding of motivation to teach is part of the struggle for these teachers;
         part of their struggle to become teachers and to continue teaching. A lack of this
         deeper understanding may be a factor in contributing to the high turnover rate school
         districts experience with new teacher graduates. The thoughts in the excerpts that
         support this theme can be characterized as caring to make a difference and connecting
         to a higher power. It should be noted that this is one theme where the Brunei voices
         were silent.
      

      
      However, the formation of a teacher identity may be strengthened when teacher candidates
         realize that their personal motivation in choosing the teaching profession may not
         match the expectations of significant others. In this way, perhaps the dialectic emerges more strongly wherein the candidate must hold a future vision of him-or /herself
         as teacher in contrast to current pressures to behave differently.
      

      
      Contexts Leading to Teacher Identity Formation

      
      The authors expected more historical, social, cultural, and political events would
         be mentioned as influencing the initiation of teacher identity; however, personal
         contexts were more frequently mentioned. This may be a function of the interview protocol
         itself where some interviewers may not have felt comfortable to probe for more information,
         or it may reflect a lack of awareness of social, cultural, or political contexts.
         It should be noted that very few of the participants had been exposed to formal study
         of critical pedagogy principles.
      

      
      Many UBD participants reported they were influenced by family members to become teachers,
         whereas U.S. participants more frequently mentioned influences from social and political
         contexts. Yani, 23, earning a teaching certificate after completing a bachelor of
         science in Chemistry in the UK, explained that the reason she wanted to be a teacher
         was because most of her family work as teachers. Amanda, a U.S. participant, initially
         planned a career as a physical therapist, but she changed her mind in her second year
         of college and entered the teaching program. She had been working with teenage girls
         for about a year, she explained, when “one day it just hit me that I wanted to be
         a teacher.”
      

      
      Similarly, Cathy, also a U.S. participant, wrote, “When I was a child, I had a desire
         to become a teacher. Somehow, I managed to move away from that goal, as I grew older.
         However, when the incident at Columbine High School[2]  occurred a few years ago, it stirred up feelings and desires to return to the career
         path I am now on.”
      

      
      A U.S. participant who was planning to become a bilingual educator wrote,

      
      
         I had a career in feature films in Hollywood. It was glamorous but at the same time
            hard work and long crazy hours. Then my mother was diagnosed with breast cancer. During
            the 2 weeks that I spent at home by her side she made me realize that life is so precious
            and not to work it away doing something that is unfulfilling. Then I went into debt
            to complete my teacher education [program].
         

         
      

      Brunei participants shared similar perspectives. For example, Mariam was motivated
         to be a teacher by the low standard of living of her family and the “wish of my parents.”
         Others explained that the current unemployment problem and the promises of job security
         in the teaching profession served as a strong sources of their motivation. One participant
         mentioned that he “did not really have any interest in becoming a teacher but was
         forced by the economic situation,” while another stated that he was “motivated by
         the money, security, and the urge to help students excel.” It should be noted that salary and/or job benefits were stated by 32% of the Brunei
         participants as one of their reasons for pursuing teaching as a career but were rarely
         mentioned by U.S. participants. In one example, a bilingual educator from the United
         States noted her commitment to teaching in spite of low salary prospects, “[In another
         career], I would not be able to enjoy the same level of excitement and happiness as
         a banker, mechanic, etc. because I would not have the same opportunity to help others
         become more independent learners and watch them grow and develop worthy skills and
         abilities.”
      

      
      Cultural influences could be derived from an analysis of the impact of watching movies
         about teachers and teaching, especially in teacher identity formation. Pop culture
         affects everyone from children to young adults and beyond, even within a global society,
         where students often emulate the icons of pop culture. Accessibility of film media
         (movies, DVDs, videos) has become a large part of the modern entertainment lifestyle,
         and in some classrooms, an instructional pedagogy. Media effects have been studied
         in many areas including the effect on children who watch violent interactions (Hearold,
         1986; Murray, 1994, 2000; Paik & Comstock, 1994). Media can serve to interest, motivate,
         and stimulate reflection in preservice and inservice teachers (Tan, 2006). Asking
         participants to name and discuss movies may provide some insight into the formation
         of teacher identity today.
      

      
      Indeed, naming a movie in which teachers were featured evoked a powerful imaging
         process—all but three of the participants named at least one movie that may serve
         as an
         example of social learning through imitation and modeling. A surprising overlap occurred
         for six movies and a TV program named by participants from both the United States
         and
         Brunei Darussalam: Dangerous Minds; To Sir with Love, The Miracle
            Worker; Dead Poets Society, Good Will Hunting, Music of Your
            Heart, and the TV show Boston Public. NOT named by U.S. participants,
         Bruneian participants named four American movies (Paradise, Kindergarten Cop, Road to
            Avonlea, Sister Act) and four movies unique to the BD culture (Adik
            Manja; Gakko No Sensei, GTO; Kolej 69; and
            Chinese Drama). This may not be a surprising outcome in that the Brunei
         Darussalam movies might be expected for this area of the world.
      

      
      In fact, this outcome lends credibility to the study by showing that local and
         regional cultural iconic representations of teachers (as interpreted by the film
         industry) may be a factor in teacher identity formation. Correspondingly, many of
         the
         participants in the United States whose cultural heritage reflected Hispanic origins
         selected Stand and Deliver, perhaps because the movie features a bilingual
         teacher from South America who worked with bilingual students in the barrio, in
         an inner-city high school in Los Angeles. It is possible that participants connected
         with the teacher characters in movies because the characters triumphed even when given
         the worst class to teach and the characters also did not always follow the rules.
         Some
         participants related to how the teacher movie characters made school fun but continued
         to hold high expectations (such as Robin Williams’s character in Dead Poets
            Society). Others mentioned identifying with how the teacher movie characters
         made a difference in and changed the lives of students. Similar to superhero worship,
         the identification process, combined with the social learning model, may have reinforced
         participants’ visions of what it means to be a teacher, strengthening an identity
         aligned with the best that they would like to be.
      

      
      The results of this study resonate with Tan (2006) who used films to promote reflective
         practice in preservice teachers. In discussing the construction of identity in teaching,
         Watson (2006) analyzed narratives of practice. It may be helpful for preservice teachers
         to utilize both visual imagery and narratives to uncover their emerging constructions
         of identity as teachers. It should be noted that using movies as curricula and appropriate
         pedagogical strategies might create opportunities for preservice teachers to engage
         in cultural analysis as a process for understanding and/or constructing teacher identity.
         In fact, in the current study, the researchers realize that they had missed the opportunity
         to coach their preservice teachers to delve into the sociopolitical and cultural-historical
         perspectives of the films they mentioned. The process of interrogating the film’s
         identity construction of each film teacher and the concomitant societal myths concerning what it means to teach could yield
         insights about preservice teachers’ own cultural, social, political, historical contexts
         in their own identity constructions.[3] 
      

      
      Self-Determination to Become Teachers

      
      Participants from the United States and Brunei showed self-determination and self-conscious
         awareness of their struggles to overcome barriers on their journeys to becoming teachers.
         Self-determination seemed to be driven by three factors: personal motivations to overcome,
         family impetus, and economic need. For example, Dewi, 21, completing a Bachelor of
         Education in Teaching English as a Second Language at UBD, reported that her “desire
         to pursue another career and her desire to study overseas are the greatest obstacles
         to completing teacher education,” but she is motivated by the fact that teachers “have
         respected status in [Bruneian] society.” Similarly, Jill, a U.S. participant, found
         herself dealing with “a difficult situation . . . going through a divorce. This meant
         finding a career and becoming a single parent.” And listen to the voice of a bilingual
         educator from the United States who wrote, “Another barrier was that a member of my
         family committed suicide just before my teacher program started.”
      

      
      Overall, many Bruneian students expressed concerns about their inability to communicate
         well in English, to stand up in front of students, and to speak or teach. Similarly,
         perhaps showing a solidarity across the national cultures (U.S. and Brunei), participants
         from Arizona and Southern California (border states with Mexico) whose families had
         immigrated from Mexico sometimes mentioned their inability to communicate well in
         English; listen to Sri, Zura, Hector, and Bobbie.
      

      
      Sri, a 22 year-old Malay, explained that her greatest obstacle was her “lack of communication
         skills and confidence. Zura, a 21-year-old Malay woman, is “afraid of my English language
         skills” but mentioned that her love of math and the high expectation of her family
         keep her motivated to achieve her goal to become a teacher. Hector, a U.S. participant
         whose family emigrated from Mexico, has overcome “many barriers . . . [such as] the
         fear of failing. . . .” Similarly, Bobbie, also from the United States, said the barrier
         she must overcome is her “own self-doubt . . . to believe that [I] can do this though
         [I] am an older student.” A bilingual teacher candidate from the United States stated,
         “One barrier that I guess is a barrier but that I had never thought of as a barrier
         before was becoming bilingual. It hasn’t been easy learning Spanish and I still feel
         like I have a lot to learn.”
      

      
      For the U.S. participants, the most frequently named barriers they had to overcome
         in their pursuit of a teacher identity involved four factors: financial difficulties,
         lack of self-esteem and confidence, changes in marital status, and births of children.
         In contrast, for the Brunei Darussalam participants, the most frequently named barriers
         that they had to overcome involved three different factors: school workload and exams,
         concerns with their ability to present to a group, especially in English, and the
         perceived stress of working with children. Other barriers mentioned include the lack
         of motivation to be a teacher and the desire to pursue another career.
      

      
      The overall conclusion from this theme is that teacher identity formation is derives
         from home, family, experiences, and many different places and from views about social
         and political situations. The theme reflects personal and familial sources of
         motivation, similar to findings reported by Yong (1995), Howell (1997), and Jones,
         Young, and Rodriguez (1999).
      

      
      Summary and Conclusion

      
      The authors conclude that the results of this study can provide important insights
         for teacher education professors. Although the literature base for motivation theories
         is much stronger for the K–12 pupil population, this study can illuminate factors
         that seem to influence teacher candidates’ motivation to choose teaching as a career
         and to form a strong identity as a teacher. The data seem to tell us that many of
         the participants in the study, independent of their respective unique cultures, attribute
         their motivation to enter teaching to their own pupils’ successes, to an ethic of
         caring and to their own efforts in overcoming problems.
      

      
      Motivation can be characterized as the thread that unifies cultures or transcends
         cultural barriers (i.e., language, familial culture, socioeconomic background, historical
         or political considerations), especially teacher candidates’ self-determination to
         become educators (independent of grade level and culture). The data from the United
         States show that this cultural and linguistic diversity becomes even more difficult
         for teacher candidates because of the No Child Left Behind (2001) mandate, and the
         Brunei data also speaks to the diversity of pupil populations that teacher candidates
         in Brunei encounter with respect to language and culture.
      

      
       We are inspired, in fact, that the teacher candidates in this study made decisions
         in spite of the difficulties of the moment. We are inspired to ensure that our respective
         teacher education programs provide all teacher candidates with similar opportunities
         for enrichment as well as the personal and social support to face the demands that
         an increasingly diverse population brings to classroom teaching.
      

      
      Notes
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      Chapter 8

      An Exchange Between Black and White Teacher Educators: Healing, Teaching, Perils and
         Possibilities
      

      
         
         
         
         Jean Moule and Ken Winograd

         
         
      

      
      Jean, a 61-year-old, Christian, African American female and Ken, a
         55-year-old, Jewish, White male have worked together as colleagues for eleven years.
         Their similarities include middle class status and attention-deficit disorder. Both
         have
         experienced growth in their racial identity development,[1] particularly as a social justice component, to which they were committed,
         was implemented into the professional teacher education program.
      

      
      Jean and Ken decided to dialogue about race and their work as teacher
         educators in their teacher education department. The goal of the dialogue, which
         happened online in a series of e-mail exchanges over a five-month period, was to deepen
         their respective understandings about race and about questions of their involvement
         in
         discussions within the teacher education unit as it relates to racism, institutional
         racism, and White privilege.
      

      
      The dialogue was open-ended in that both participants were unclear about
         specific outcomes or objectives other than that a dialogue might open up new
         understandings and insights into their work relationship and how race interacts and
         informs this relationship. While the focus of this chapter is on e-mail and occasional
         phone and face-to-face exchanges over the course of five months, scenes from the past
         and hopes for the future entered into the exchange.
      

      
      Ken began the analysis process after the first seven weeks of dialoguing. Ken
         conducted a somewhat conventional inductive analysis of the dialogue journal. Jean
         clarified a few details for accuracy and then began a discussion within the analysis;
         this exchange is noted as an insert within the dialogical journal analysis.
      

      
      After a few weeks to reflect on the overall piece, Ken and Jean began another
         level of interaction that was on a deeper and more honest level, as discussed in the
         sections “Reflections at a Higher Level” and “There Is More.” These exchanges are
         included in their entirety.
      

      
      Dialogical Journal Analysis

      
      Ken and Jean did preliminary analysis of their dialogic journal. The goal of
         this first level analysis is to understand the value of the dialogic journal for Jean
         and Ken: What was in it for the two of them? What did they learn? What purpose or
         outcome was served by their keeping up an electronic conversation about race for the
         last eight weeks of the fall term of 2006?
      

      
      The unit of analysis varied from the phrase level to an entire post. For
         example, if a sentence included the phrase, “. . . I am saddened . . .,” Ken considered
         it an expression of emotion. Sometimes an entire post consisted of a critique of the
         racist perspective of our department, so that post was counted as the unit of analysis
         in the category, “challenging the system.” One paragraph could have contained one
         large
         overarching category, like “challenging the system,” and within the paragraph there
         could have been other categories. We separated the data into those posts written by
         Jean
         and those written by Ken. The themes and categories that we generated by our analysis
         of
         data will be presented in the order of their frequency in the journal.
      

      
      The overarching theme of the dialogue and the dialogic relationship was
         teaching: a teacher–student relationship between Jean and Ken. From a Vygotskian (1978,
         1986) perspective, the conversation entailed two experienced teacher educators
         voluntarily coming together around the topic of race, and one participant was more
         mature than the other in her understandings of the topic, primarily due to the
         dominant/oppressed positions each held.
      

      
      As an African American, Jean, of necessity, understood both the White and
         Black world to some extent. Jean’s perspectives and understandings were relatively
         new
         to Ken. Jean clearly took the lead in the conversation, writing perhaps twice as much
         as
         Ken. While Jean tended to initiate interactions, answer questions, recommend resources,
         and tell stories of her life, Ken tended to respond to Jean’s initiatives, ask the
         questions, and suggest ideas.
      

      
      At times, Ken took more initiative, as when he told stories, shared
         insights, and pontificated on the status of race relations. However, unlike studies
         of
         learning using a Vygotskian (1978, 1986) framework, our work was too brief to see
         a
         shift of control from the more mature to less mature participant in this study. The
         shift of information from Jean to Ken could also be understood from the perspective
         of
         racial identity development, and we refer to this framework in our analysis.
      

      
      Illustrative data is presented to show patterns in the conversation between
         Jean and Ken, including the theme of teaching that characterizes the dialogue.
      

      
      Jean

      
      In the journal, Jean’s most dominant mode of discourse was one we named
         “challenging and critiquing racism.” The focus of her critique was varied, from the
         individual, to our colleagues in the department of teacher education, the university,
         and the larger society. Jean occasionally chided Ken for his own racism. When Ken
         suggested that people “naturally” gravitate to others who look like them, Jean wrote,
         “.
         . . the tension you feel and expressed is really quite tantamount to a form of racism.
         .
         . .” When Ken referred to African Americans as “the other,” she warned that this phrase
         may be problematic, especially when using this phrase when a White person is relating
         with an African American: Jean wrote, “Being referred to as ‘the other’ seems to
         increase my felt distance.”
      

      
      Jean’s most animated critique focused on our education department, its
         policies and procedures as well as individuals. Continually, she referred to the
         unexamined racism of her well-meaning colleagues who, unwittingly, essentially deny
         her
         reality and experience as a Black woman. Jean: “I remember _____ said to me, ‘How
         can
         you say something without making us feel as if we don’t know anything?’ What I want
         to
         know is, why is it harder to acknowledge lack of knowledge about culture and race
         than
         it is for me to acknowledge that I don’t know anything about, say, reading methods?”
         In
         other excerpts, Jean criticized as racist the use of business as usual in admissions
         procedures and the hiring of White people who have not examined their own racism to
         teach multicultural education classes.
      

      
      Overlapping her critique of the department are lengthy posts in which Jean,
         according to Ken, worked to defend or justify her actions years earlier when several
         colleagues and she experienced considerable conflict. The terms “defend” or “justify”
         are troublesome to Jean because they imply that her position needed defending or
         justifying. She sometimes recused herself from the work of admitting new students,
         primarily White, into the program, and this withdrawal from a presumably essential
         faculty duty drew the ire of most of her colleagues. In the journal, Jean explained
         herself:
      

      
      
         
         By the time the file reading and interviews take place, there are no
            brown people in the pool. By then, I feel downright used in the process. Personally,
            by this time I wish I’d spent those hours recruiting (students of color) in the
            fall. The problem is that recruiting, if I do it, is on my own, and the hours are
            not as valued as the time spent in the later process (when reviewing the regular
            applications of predominantly white candidates) . . . I’ve become discouraged by my
            lone . . . efforts that I don’t bother anymore. So the overwhelming presence of
            whiteness in the pool becomes an affront to my own lack of efforts. I hate to be
            part of the later process when I know we have not done much on the recruiting
            end.
         

         
      

      
      Jean:

      
      
         
         I find this interpretation of my role in the admissions process as
            almost amusing and also quite disturbing. I remember years of reading files and
            interviewing. I remember once not participating in file reading and of limiting the
            number of interviews I did a couple of times. . . . I believe that, as often
            happens, an African American’s absence is more noted, while participation is not as
            noted; . . . also, over time, I insisted on and paid, sometimes from grant resources
            under my control, for others to help with file review so that important faculty time
            (for all of us) would not be spent in secretarial work. Another very important
            factor for me that had nothing to do with race, except that race has probably made
            me much more sensitive towards injustice of any kind, is that our faculty teams
            would often use different standards, so a file reviewed by one set of two would not
            get the same reading as a file reviewed by a different set of two. This just drove
            me crazy. . . . I wanted all the files read by the same eyes and arranged for it for
            three years. So, from my perspective, any lack of participation on my part was more
            than made up for in actuality by other ways I served the admissions committee. I
            also wrote an admissions flow chart in order to help us in the process and held
            recruitment meetings quarterly. I do not think that the “ire” I drew was as directly
            connected to my lack of participation as it was a displacement around other issues.
            Was my perceived lack of involvement around the admissions process a way of making
            me the other so that it would be easier not to face the true racial content and
            biases of our processes, a perspective I often tried to share? We certainly saw it
            differently. How could the memory of the faculty be only that I did not attend one
            file review section and there be no recollection of my steadfast participation in
            other years and my contributions to the process in many other ways? Is this an
            affirmation of what many African Americans say . . . that one must do more to even
            be thought equal? I remember once that Ken talked about how each of us wants to be
            thought of as a good person. I wonder how often it was just easier for the faculty
            to see me as the “problem” in order to not have to face their own complacency in
            matters of race and racism?
         

         
      

      
      Ken:

      
      
         
         This is very interesting, how I remember this period as a time when you
            “recused” yourself from admissions work but, as you remind me, you did much to
            support our work in admitting students. I am not sure why it is my memory focuses
            on
            one aspect of your participation and ignores other aspects. As you describe your
            efforts to help out with admissions, I realize now that you did much, but it wasn’t
            exactly what others were doing. I wonder if we used you as our scapegoat, for our
            own insecurities and anxieties, like societies have done for a millennium with
            anyone who is different than the majority.
         

         
      

      
      Later, Jean critiqued the logic of simply counting advisees to ensure equity
         in faculty load. “So, we want to do a simple count of advisees? You want me to be
         grateful when you give a little. You have not seen the gap. I thought I had shown
         you.
         In my . . . efforts to make change. . . . But, no, it comes down to numbers on an
         assumed level playing field on which race matters little and privilege is seen
         fleetingly and in easy-to-digest manner.”
      

      
      Several times, she wrote about the tensions in her role as de facto lead of
         the multicultural education work in the department: “Is the education of my colleagues
         on my FTE?” In her early years in the department, Jean had taken on the task of
         educating her colleagues about racism, White privilege, and oppression—a task that
         was
         outside her formal job description (Moule & Waldschmidt, 2003). Not surprisingly,
         in
         our current electronic dialogue, she does the same, repeatedly answering Ken’s questions
         about racism, raising new questions for Ken, and recommending books. She provided
         unsolicited information and basically gave Ken insight into her experience as an African
         American professor of education at a predominantly White university.
      

      
      Ken repeatedly asked Jean direct questions, and she consistently obliged
         with direct answers. Ken asked about the relationship of race and class, and Jean
         responded with stories of her own family experience growing up, of her experience
         now as
         a middle-class Black person, of the time she was pulled over by a police officer at
         night in Corvallis, and of her analysis of how race may have interacted with factors
         such as her age, gender, and position as a professor in the officer’s decision to
         give
         Jean a simple warning. Ken wonders how some Blacks are able to cope (and apparently
         thrive) in lily-white Corvallis. Ken questioned Jean about her how class privilege
         relates to race in how we make sense of experience. An excerpt of her response
         follows:
      

      
      
         
         I think about it most of the time. Usually in the sense of what it
            protects me from . . . my class protects me from much discrimination (e.g.,
            living rurally where racism is not in my face all the time) and the effects of
            poverty that fall unevenly on those who are black and brown. . . . Although all AA
            [African American] women encounter racism, social class differences among [these
            women] influence how racism is experienced. . . . I am sorrowful that my Black
            sisters without the protection that money affords feel the sting of discrimination
            and racism (and sexism) even more. Because of this, most of my reflections on my
            class privilege lead right back to race consciousness and sadness for me. Race
            almost always trumps class and gender.

         
      

      
      Jean told stories to show her experience of race. She wrote of her father
         when discoursing on race and class; she described how, in an airport, she experienced
         the fear of a White woman who moved her purse away from her as Jean sat down nearby;
         and
         there is that story, mentioned earlier, when she was not given a traffic violation
         in a
         situation where African Americans in the United States are typically treated by police
         with disrespect and disregard.
      

      
      Throughout the journal, Jean indicated her struggles living in a White
         racist society, and she often described how she manages this tension. These strategies
         include talking to friends and family, doing more work online and on the phone,
         compartmentalizing, resting with family, “ . . . focus on the good, excellent ones,
         the
         trying ones, the hopeful ones, the empathetic ones.” Part of dealing with everyday
         racism, according to Jean, is to know when to let things “go by.”
      

      
      
         
         On ski patrol, race rarely comes up. It is good for me to have a venue
            where that race is not a major issue except for the usual being Black 24/7. You see,
            at OSU, race stuff is part of my job and my integrity forces me to confront it. At
            ski patrol, a volunteer organization, I usually let the racist stuff go by. After
            all, we have far more important fish to fry . . . like saving lives. Also, many of
            the patrol are rednecks and I often find them easier to deal with than liberals. .
            .
            . At least they admit their racism from the get go.

         
      

      
      Accompanying Jean’s descriptions of how she manages the stress of everyday
         racism are expressions of emotion, most of which reflect more pessimistic feelings
         such
         as anxiety, resignation, anger, and frustration. Often, she feels disrespected by
         her
         White colleagues, and the emotional work of dealing with everyday racism leaves her
         tired, emotionally tired. There is a certain Sysiphusian dimension to her emotional
         position here, in which the inevitabilities, unpredictabilities, and complexities
         of
         racism wear down on her psychically, so after she seemed to take one or two steps
         forward in terms of her knowledge about self and race, something happened that resulted
         in one or two steps backward: 
      

      
      
         
         I thought I had really figured it out.

         
         Go in with strength and purpose and integrity.

         
         Work hard, really hard.

         
         Don’t look back, don’t blame, forgive.

         
         But there is more fog where the first dispelled.

         
         I really thought I had figured it out.

         
      

      
      In the dialogue with Ken, Jean often expressed more hopeful emotions, like
         appreciation that Ken understood her position, or delight that Ken has done some action
         on campus to address racism. 
      

      
      Ken

      
      Ken began the dialogic journal with what he believes is the quintessential
         subtext of the journal: Jean as teacher, Ken as student. Ken wrote to Jean, “I do
         have
         much to learn and I realize that, basically, I know very little (about race) and am
         only
         scratching the surface. Even if I continue studying and reflecting and talking and
         living for many years more, I will never completely understand.” Jean responded
         optimistically to Ken’s mea culpa[2] and with her own acknowledgment that she also has learning to do: “I do take
         hope in what you said about having so much to learn. What I need to learn is how to
         talk/write exchanges with you that is a positive growing experience all around.”
      

      
      In the journal, a common mode of discourse by Ken was questioning: He would
         ask Jean questions, about the relationship between race and class; how she coped with
         working in Corvallis; how African Americans in Corvallis do, indeed, cope with life
         here; and would request names of books and readings on race and racism. Ken often
         reported the outcome of his reading of books and articles on race and White privilege.
         The back-and-forth of Jean recommending books and Ken asking for titles permeates
         the
         journal. Jean recommended the writings of people such as Peggy McIntosh, Janet Helms,
         Beverley Tatum, Allan Johnson and even herself. Much of the content of Jean’s
         journaling, described earlier, represented responses to Ken’s questions. There appears
         to be a strong didactic dimension to their electronic conversation.
      

      
      Similar to the manner in which Jean told stories, Ken gave examples of
         experiences that illustrated his newfound identity (and emotions) as a White person.
         Ken
         also recounted a story of getting pulled over by the police late at night; in this
         case
         he was without a wallet and driver’s license. He realized that his treatment by the
         police might have been different if he were a Black person.
      

      
      In another example, he related a memory from his recent year in Costa Rica
         when he felt deep embarrassment as a learner of Spanish to a memory years earlier
         of a
         Mexican student who was shamed by his knowledge of English. Ken also recounted a recent
         story when, at a meeting with White colleagues, he struggled with the fear of pointing
         out some racist statement made unwittingly by a colleague.
      

      
      Increasingly, Ken began to feel some guilt regarding his White
         privilege:
      

      
      
         
         I flashed on my comfortable leather seats, sitting in my Volvo wagon,
            imagining doing something slightly illegal and being noticed by a police officer for
            a split second but who then turns his head away when he notices me, a white person
            in a nice car, driving. I . . . felt a pang of guilt for everything I have, due to
            an accident of birth. The guilt flowed through me and then left my body in a second
            or two. Then I turned on sports talk on the radio and got back to normal.
         

         
      

      
      Jean remembered reacting strongly to the last part, thinking almost
         longingly of what it would be like to forget racism and “get back to normal.”
      

      
      She experienced some of Ken’s responses as “changing the subject” because it
         is difficult. Sometimes it was easier to begin again or tell another story than to
         bring
         the dialogue back to difficult territory, such as Ken’s White privilege. While that
         privilege comes up in some of the exchanges in remarkable ways, it still tends to
         be,
         understandably, cursory. It is a very vulnerable place for both of us.
      

      
      Jean questions, recounting her experience: “But don’t African Americans also
         change the subject basically for the same reasons as Whites: the subject matter is
         too
         difficult and painful? Besides, it might be functional or sane for AAs to know when
         to
         fight back and when to ‘forget it.’; I agree that it is easier for Whites to go back
         to
         their normalized world and consciousness of white domination and white privilege than
         it
         is for AAs to return to a ‘normal’ of oppression.”
      

      
      As Jean recounts her perspectives and experiences, Ken responds with
         empathy. Several times in the journal, he imagines what it would be like to be Black
         and
         live in Corvallis: “Given the history of the state regarding race and, in particular,
         AAs, it makes sense that there are so few African Americans living here (Corvallis),
         especially outside Portland. I don’t think I would want to live here.”
      

      
      Ken then wrote of his ambivalence about recruiting an African American
         professor to our department: “Is it ethical to recruit an AA to Corvallis if it is
         virtually a given that she or he will experience the cultural isolation of living
         in a
         racially homogenous small-town community?” However, Jean chided Ken that this attitude
         is problematic and perhaps racist, since Ken’s point of view is one basis for a
         segregated society: “Keep the races separated so everyone gets along better with their
         own kind.”
      

      
      Later, Ken empathized with the plight of Blacks by invoking his Jewish
         identity and the marginalization he feels living in a Christian-dominated society.
         This
         form of empathy, although of some use, is also problematic, given the privileges that
         (White) Jews in the United States have experienced since 1945.
      

      
      Ken’s relationship with Jean provided room for him to share and test out his
         emerging White identity. This took the form, first, in his critique of White privilege
         and White racist society, from the local level of their department of education to
         the
         larger social structures. For example, Ken went to a Warren Miller movie on extreme
         skiing, Outside the Grid: “I noticed that all the skiers were White and male
         (they threw in some female skiers to keep it interesting), and everyone in the audience
         of 500 persons was White. Skiing is a nice sport for White people.” (Jean responded
         that, yes, skiing is a White sport although she pointed out the existence of Black
         ski
         clubs.)
      

      
      Many of Ken’s pontifications on race are polemical, and these gave him a
         chance to hear himself verbalize some new ideas with a critical and more knowledgeable
         audience.
      

      
      
         
         There is huge racism at OSU and in Corvallis and Oregon. It reflects the
            self-satisfaction of liberals when watching shows like “Eyes on the Prize” who think
            that since explicit and aggressive forms of racism have been addressed, that’s it.
            Of course, an equally dangerous racism still pervades everyday life.
         

         
      

      
      Finally, Ken reported on his recent antiracism actions. He mentioned talking
         to his wife and daughter about his new ideas. He also described the work of a group
         he
         founded, White Men Examine their Racism. Ken was also invited by another African
         American colleague to give a talk to students on his “racial transformation” as a
         result
         of his year in Costa Rica. Ken showed his disappointment with the turnout, for both
         his
         talk and the White men’s group.
      

      
      
         
         At my talk on racial transformation, the one hosted by _____ at his
            dormitory, no one showed up. Yesterday, my white guys group, only Mike showed up.
            I
            was disappointed at the responses of these groups but, of course, it makes sense.
            The topic does not make sense to white people.
         

         
      

      
      Reflections at a Higher Level

      
      Jean:

      
      
         
         As we have analyzed our conversations and interactions, I have been
            trying to get a larger picture of what is transpiring. In general I see that I fear
            being open enough to allow for deeper emotions and interactions. I continue to be
            afraid that, as has happened with colleagues in the past, a wall will go up between
            Ken and I . . . a wall that would affect our professional relationship and the
            students we work with. I fear that I will receive an email or phone message from Ken
            that will say he does not want to continue this project . . . and that the reason
            given will be far from the truth. So, to protect both of us, I am “taking care of
            the white person” and being nicey, nicey, even in my gentle rebukes. Again, letting
            white folks feel good about their unintentional collaboration with institutional
            racism equals my continuing oppression. If there is no racism then my actions, for
            example, in limiting my time in schools or with persons that patronize or ignore
            me, do not make sense and they do, indeed, need defending. If there is racism than
            my reactions/actions are only sensible in many situations and should stand on their
            own as reasonable and correct actions.
         

         
      

      
      Ken:

      
      
         
         Your fear that I might withdraw from the study makes sense to me.
            Several times, your response to me was off-putting and uncomfortable. I could feel
            pain and angst in the spaces between and through your words. When you let your guard
            down and your rebuke becomes more honest and visceral, this scares me and my first
            response to this fear is to run away, to say basically, “I don’t need this shit!”
            Well, I haven’t run away or withdrawn and perhaps the absence of the face-to-face
            encounter has supported my staying with this project. When you write something, on
            line, that is a threat to my sense of self, I can turn my face away from the screen,
            walk away from the computer and say nothing, sit there and feel uneasy, think,
            perhaps do some rationalizations, even some thoughtful analysis. I don’t have you
            sitting a few feet away waiting for an immediate answer to one of your
            challenges.
         

         

         
         Intellectually, in my head, I want you to challenge me without
            inhibition or your fear that I am going to be offended. I don’t want to feel good
            about any “unintentional collaboration with institutional racism,” and I admit that
            my intectualizations and criticisms of institutional racism do tend to lull me into
            self satisfaction, assuage my White guilt, and in effect provides me “cover” so I
            don’t have to take any action.
         

         
      

      
      Jean:

      
      
         
         I question the teacher/student metaphor in Ken’s analysis. It feels more
            like doctor/patient, counselor/client because racism in any form is pathological.
            Powell (1998) in “Structural Oppression of African Americans in Higher Education”
            explores the pathology of this oppression at our own institution. Powell assumes the
            pathology of the system and then says that any African American who is not angry at
            the prevailing norms in higher education is mentally ill (or delusional).
         

         
      

      
      Ken:

      
      
         
         “Racism as pathology” makes sense to me. A common definition of a
            delusion is a fixed belief that is not amenable to logic. Delusional behavior can
            lead to mental illness. Sure, cultural racism that is part of our psychology, any
            White person who grows up in a White supremist society like ours. I don’t think
            Helms has anger as a stage in her theory of white racial identity development, when
            the white person realizes the illogic and injustice of the “big lie.” I think
            we play a multiplicity of roles in any relationship. In ours, it’s the same:
            teacher/student, counselor/patient, colleagues. As the relationship develops and I
            develop, there will be greater reciprocity so our dialogue is more truly dialogic.
            I
            am comfortable with this recognition of racism as pathology and my own participation
            in this illness; again, I am leery of the self-satisfaction of this acknowledgement
            leading to complacency, inhibiting my continuing development.
         

         
      

      
      Jean:

      
      
         
         While there are some statements in these last few paragraphs that are
            painted in black and white and reality is most often far more layered and
            complicated than that, I do think that looking at the extremes helps us to discern
            the details on the middle ground that most of us occupy. For instance, Ken and I
            discussed on the phone that his norm is, in essence, my norm, for it is normal for
            me to be oppressed and normal for him to oppress, with neither one of us being
            conscious of the interaction. Stepping out and standing clear of that oppression
            will almost always put me in conflict and opposition to strong societal pressure to
            conform to that pathological norm. Even picking my battles carefully may still
            produce an exhausting existence.
         

         

         
         I feel I am speaking too much in generalities and reflecting on my own
            psychological foundation necessary for me to do my work. Yet the themes are similar
            in every class, every extended racial encounter, every work on African Americans in
            Higher Education that I have read. There is nothing new, just the same old, same old
            for me while one more white person “gets it.” The only difference is that some
            things that I only understood intellectually often become vividly visceral and
            emotional when I have lived and experienced something I had questioned before. And
            our exchange has helped to highlight and focus my attention on these areas. For
            instance: I have always read that a Black person has to be twice as good to be
            thought equal to a White one. I am beginning to believe that this is true for the
            negative things I do are usually remembered, while positive things seem to slough
            off. A good example is the discussion with Ken on the work I did for the admissions
            committee. Steele (1997) discusses this in part of an article on Stereotype Threat.
            When a person of color does something that reinforces a strongly held stereotype,
            it
            is remembered more strongly, while something that does not is seen as “an
            exception.” It is much harder to establish a reputation far from the stereotype;
            therefore, one must work twice as hard to do so.
         

         

         
         I feel we are just beginning to get “real” in our exchanges. I want to
            embrace the worst that Ken imagines, such as seeing how I was a scapegoat for
            others’ insecurities, and see what happens if we go with that. But, that requires
            letting go of my normal behavior of taking care of White folks in order to be able
            to get more of the job done. I am not sure if I want to go there because it is,
            frankly, such unfamiliar territory. I have had to become somewhat insensitive to
            such collaboration because it is so pervasive . . . and so “normal.”
         

         

         
         At the same time, it is always so refreshing to work with clearly
            anti-racist educators/activists that I am probably willing to help out in any way
            to
            produce more.
         

         
      

      
      Ken:

      
      
         
         For the sake of both us, please respond to me without fear of running me
            off. I am ready, I imagine.
         

         
      

      
      There Is More

      
      Ken:

      
      
         
         For the sake of both us, please respond to me without fear of running me
            off. I am ready, I imagine.
         

         
      

      
      Jean:

      
      
         
         Ok, I will. As you might expect, I often found/find myself trying to
            make sense of my experiences at OSU. It is very hard when the white folks all seem
            to agree that the problem is me. While I certainly have problems, most of my
            conflicts with colleagues were around deeply rooted racial issues and unexamined
            unconscious biases on ALL of our parts. So, it was/is always nice to try to share
            objectively with others well outside our immediate colleagues what is going on and
            see if my perspectives and analysis are correct . . . or at least in the right ball
            park. I almost always share situations anonymously, so no one knows whom I am
            talking about specifically (I get this from my faith that says to be at peace with
            people as much as possible and to not judge lest you be judged . . . or . . . my
            favorite paraphrase of that: God will allow you to fail in those areas in which you
            judge others.)
         

         

         
         So, one past encounter: I believe I shared with you the time I fell
            crying into Deb’s arms after that horrible faculty meeting where my simple
            insistence to be “left alone” by _____ was interpreted as me being the bully. It was
            just too much. It was such a classic case of “blame the victim.” I remember one
            particular time when I felt that from you. We were in my office and I was trying to
            explain how something that had happened felt oppressive or racist to me . . . I
            think it was the time when you responded to my concern about doing something by
            encouraging me to just do it . . . and I was so frustrated that you could not see
            that what you could freely do as a white male was simply prohibitive for me (a
            simple example might be how you could write emails with no caps). Whatever the
            specific at that time, you got upset that I said you had done something oppressive.
            In other words I was oppressed, but you were upset that I challenged your actions
            and were feeling that you were the victim. It was quite something. Clearly, you were
            blaming me for my own oppression . . . or “blame the victim.” A double hurt for me
            that perhaps left you feeling OK. Certainly left me feeling less likely to share in
            the future. If you have any memories of this incidence in my office or the specific
            concern, I would like to hear it.
         

         
      

      
      Ken:

      
      
         
         I don’t remember some of our conversations other than their broad
            contours, like remembering sitting with you and being or feeling unpleasant or
            uneasy or wanting out of the office. I think that this amnesia stems from, in part,
            my White privilege to marginalize or ignore your pain, or to deny the
            integrity/validity of your experience. The fact that I have attention deficit
            disorder can also be a factor in the amnesia.
         

         
      

      
      Jean:

      
      
         
         Over the years there have been 2, maybe 3 times you have called or
            caught me off guard in the hallways to let me know that you had “got it.” While
            actually very endearing and I did appreciate your honesty and openness, I seldom
            felt that that awareness resulted in action. The article I sent you by Sanchez
            (2006) explores the failure of folks to turn awareness to action. I remember once
            having some great, deep conversations with _____ and beginning to understand how
            much she knew about race-charged issues in our midst . . . then I would sit in
            faculty meetings and wait and wait for her to say something when there seemed to be
            a clear anti-racist perspective to take or point to make. Bless her, bless you. .
            .
            . but, damn it . . . why don’t people make more connections? Why don’t people speak
            up? How could anyone hear someone say she thought I played “the race card” and not
            say anything? What rich discussions we could have had, but always too much fear or
            other emotions. So much silence . . . I faced so much silence. I am sure you nailed
            it in your last piece when you talked about the immediacy and threat of
            face-to-face.
         

         
         OK, here is more. When far, far away from here, usually even out of
            Oregon, I have shared the story of you “getting it and calling me.” It is usually
            filed in my head (and occasionally in words) as a “Clueless Ken gets a Clue” story.
            I do hope you can laugh a bit at that, for when I shared it with others there was
            grace in it for both of us.
         

         
      

      
      Ken:

      
      
         
         The biggest issue for me is the one of taking action. I know that I am
            nowhere near Helm’s autonomous stage, which is where/when action taken by the White
            anti-racist happens. Still, as I hover between and around the Pseudo-Independent and
            Immersion stages, I am beginning to feel uneasy with my inaction. My support group
            of white men “examining their own racism” is good for me at an intrapsychological
            level, but I am impatient with those in the group who want to delay some collective
            action until we have more fully worked out our own racism(s). I don’t want to wait.
            I need to speak up, to interrupt racist behavior in our meetings, to push for the
            revision of our bureaucratic procedures that are racist. I realize that simply
            having insight into my racism and having worked to understand my racism without then
            taking action to “repair the world” is another form of racism.
         

         
      

      
      Notes
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            1. See Cross (1971) and Helms (1992) for definitions of racial identity
                  development.
               

            

         

         
            2. From Cassell’s Dictionary of Words and Phrases, “The words come from the prayer
                  of confession in the Latin liturgy of the Church, more fully: Mea culpa, mea
                     culpa, mea maxima culpa—Through my fault, my fault, through my most
                  grievous fault. The expression is now often used as a jocular admission of
                  guilt” (Brown, 2002, p. 229).
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 9

      Identity in Cultural Perspective: How It Matters to Teachers and Teaching

      
         
         
         
          Susan Florio-Ruane

         
         
      

      
      Culture and Identity

      
      I once gave a talk in which I characterized “culture” as a conceptual “moving target.”
         I likened it to other important, complex, and indeterminate concepts such as “literacy”
         and “love,” in that knowing it requires not a narrowing down to a perfect, Aristotelian
         essence (Scribner, 1984), but an imaginative opening out and burrowing within, a process
         of discovery of self and other—but not as static role-players “strutting and fretting
         our hour upon the stage,” but as participants in the meaningful discourse and activity
         or our daily lives.
      

      
      And this participation takes place on the shifting social ground of our own and others’
         creation, in and through real time, and in ways alternately predictable and improvised,
         creative and contingent. Identity is refracted through this multifaceted prism.
      

      
      In this view of culture I am much in agreement with anthropologist Michael Fischer
         who claims that as a component of identity, cultural experience is not “transmitted
         through cognitive language or learning” as much as it is through processes more akin
         to dreaming, remembering, transference, narrating, and so forth (paraphrased from
         Fischer, 1986, pp. 195–196). For this reason, I have argued in my work that teaching
         (and learning to teach) can be understood in cultural perspective imaginatively—in
         metaphor, autobiography, reflective conversation, narrative, and what Dewey has called
         “educative experience,” (Rosaen & Florio-Ruane, 2004), or collective activity in meaningful
         contexts in common with others.
      

      
      This is how I believe the concept of culture matters to teachers’ identity and to
         our attempts as researchers and scholars to understand identity in culture. The self
         is stable and contingent, individual and intensely social. It is experienced and expressed
         in cultural context.
      

      
      Rationalizing Culture; Living Culture

      
      Our generation has been witness to and participant in an interesting conceptual tug
         of war in which culture is the rope—a concept tugged and stretched, frayed, nearly
         unwound. Giddens (1984) characterizes the tug of war in terms of two schools of thought,
         each attempting to theorize social life—those who posited a rational system of statuses
         and roles within organized institutions (e.g., Parsons, 1969), and those who posited
         a process of negotiation ongoing negotiation of “who we are and what we are doing”
         dependent on a web of limited, local, and unspoken understanding (e.g., Goffman, 1961).
         Giddens locates these extreme theories in the field of sociology, but their impact
         reverberates in other of the human social sciences, including anthropology and linguistics.
      

      
      Explaining the difference can be understood by looking at the idea of “constraint,”
         a term in both ordinary language and in the specialized lexicon of linguistics. In
         ordinary language, “constraint” means limit as in, “These handcuffs are constraining.”
         One way we can view constraint is as a set of rules that limit and regulate human
         activity and its possibilities.
      

      
      However, in linguistics, the view of constraint is quite different because the idea
         of “limitation” is linked not only to having fewer means, but to being able to achieve
         multiple (and potentially creative) ends with those means. For the linguist, absent
         constraint, there would be no order in human society, and communication by means of
         language would not be possible. Thus the extreme alternate position of wanting to
         view human society as entirely the expression of free will offers not freedom but
         chaos.
      

      
      What is now acknowledged in the social sciences as the conceptual middle ground, perhaps
         a draw in the tug of war, is that constraint serves both to limit and, thereby, to
         enable communication—both as the transmission and the transformation of human meaning
         within activity and institutions. Consider the example of the tacit grammatical rules
         and social norms we share as speakers of a common language. While these limit our
         degrees of freedom, they also enable us to make ourselves understood.
      

      
      And, since we use language (i.e., it is a human tool), we can use it flexibly and
         creatively to express new ideas, tell different stories, convey nuanced meanings,
         represent experience in new ways—thus both thinking outside the box and gradually
         changing the box itself. We have seen this in our own lifetimes in English in the
         United States, where speech changed both as an impetus toward and a reflection of
         the changed participation of women in the workforce and in a wide range of occupations
         and professions.
      

      
      Structuration

      
      For Giddens, who has coined the term “structuration” to describe the effort to theorize
         this constrained yet productive characteristic of human society and social identity,
         “the focus is upon the understanding of human agency and of social institutions” (1984,
         p. xvii). Rather than pursue philosophical debates of social life determined either
         by structure or agency (or structure vs. agency), he joins a considerable number of
         students of culture and society in the latter part of the 20th century in advocating
         the close study of human activity in social context in order to understand human social
         identity and institutions.
      

      
      Acknowledging the duality of what we have often called the “micro” and the “macro”
         aspects of social identity (preferring this term to “dualism,” which connotes a deep
         division rather than two aspects of activity), Giddens urges us to look at activity
         and identity locally and with duration—in and through time. Of this he says,
      

      
      
         The structural properties of social systems exist only insofar as forms of social
            conduct are reproduced chronologically across time and space. The structuration of
            institutions can be understood in terms of how it comes about that social activities
            become “stretched” across wide spans of time-space. (1984, p. xxi, emphasis in original)
         

         
      

      It is in that space and time—and the social practices either stretched across it or
         disrupted—that we can study human subjectivity, or the idea of human identity. We
         tend toward a stable sense of the self when there is routinization of activities in
         observable day-to-day social activities. Thus, “routinization is vital to the psychological
         mechanisms whereby a sense of trust or ontological security is sustained in the daily
         activities of social life” (Giddens, 1984, p. xxiii).  This sense of trust is reinforced
         by the co-presence of others who, sharing both tacit and explicit cultural knowledge
         are engaging with one another, teaching and learning from one another, and taking
         for granted—with one another—a sense that “this is how things are and this is what
         they mean” (p. xxiii). This is the consoling sense of culture that inclines us to
         objectify culture and also to behave reflexively, sustaining the status quo by operating
         in terms of it. This is one aspect of identity—its sense of stability in context.
      

      
       We can see in teaching the tendency to routinization and order an environment that
         is highly complex and characterized by indeterminacy. Paradoxically, while we need
         and want the openness for students to explore knowledge on their own terms and in
         novel ways, we also exert considerable effort to pass on extant knowledge, to regulate
         behavior, and to make clear distinctions in rights and duties in what has been called
         conditions of “crowed, praise, and power” (Jackson, 1990). This braiding of limit
         and possibility is intrinsic to both the classroom as a cultural context and to the
         identity of the teacher.
      

      
       It is a complexity that is almost invisible when we observe a masterful teacher,
         yet it is an exceedingly difficult aspect of teaching for novices to assume. Routinization
         is paradoxical—it can feel like a straightjacket and be imposed on the individual
         by others or a system of rules and procedures developed by others. Yet the mythic
         teacher masterfully creates an orderly classroom—when routines are breeched, individual
         teachers (or individual students) are often cited as the source of disorder (Britzman,
         2003).
      

      
      Complexity and Indeterminacy

      
      Preparing teachers—or sustaining one’s teacherly identity over a career—involves managing
         complexity of a considerable degree. In the cultural balancing act of invention and
         convention, the teacher is vulnerable to the tendency toward routinization to minimize
         the cognitive and social demands of her situation and that of her pupils.
      

      
      Yet when we look at everyday life, especially in situations where there is heightened
         complexity or indeterminacy (Spiro et al., 1993/95), we find that we need to become
         more aware of our systems of making meaning and be more “cognitively flexible.” This
         is because of the indeterminate nature of learning and activity in teaching. No matter
         how well we prepare for or organize teaching, the disorder of the learning process
         seeps through.
      

      
      The beginning teacher attempts to stay on course, but he or she navigates within a
         context of multiple forces and factors. It is difficult to locate the self as teacher
         in stormy seas. Consider a small story told by a student teacher about the breakdown
         of what she (and we) aptly calls “classroom management”:
      

      
      
         I was almost in tears this past week because kids were so disrespectful to me. I was
            almost in tears. I thought, “How dare you treat me this way, especially when . . .
            the one child, he was really terrible to me. Disrespectful, kicking desks, hitting
            his desk, just going out of control. I had bent over backwards to be kind and respectful
            toward him, and I respected him and was so kind toward him, I took it as such an attack
            that he was like that to me. (Florio-Ruane with deTar, 2001, p. 36)
         

         
      

      This interruption in the flow of everyday activity and its assumed order and predictability
         brings us, and the student teacher, up short. It is like the ankle-wrenching loss
         of footing on what we thought was stable ground. It is the embarrassment of the lead
         dancer stepping unexpectedly on his partner’s foot. It is the wounded, vulnerable,
         and angry feelings of having been robbed of one’s resources.
      

      
      Painful as they may be, however, such crises make visible (to the teacher and to the
         researcher) a range of institutional assumptions that participants have operated with
         as they identify themselves to themselves and to others in the cultural setting. We
         can elect either to reinforce these by accepting our initial account of “what happened”
         (to await another day when they break down again) or to open ourselves up to new ways
         of making sense—and perhaps new ways of interpreting, communicating, acting within,
         or arranging local sites of practice.
      

      
      In this case, for example, the brief “reported dialogue” (Tannen, 1989; Bauman, 1986)
         presents the narrator’s perspective and does so in a way that seeks support and sympathy.
         Although it is framed in a “what happened” style, it tells us little about what precipitated
         the crisis and nothing about subsequent action taken. Thus, without the intervention
         of teacher education—of the learning of alternative ways to contextualize the event,
         to interpret motive and meaning—to re-emplot it (Polkinghorne, 1991), the narrative
         (its content, telling, and teller) reifies and reinforces structural assumptions about
         relationships, rights, and obligations.
      

      
      It assumes what appropriate behavior is in his context, even as it depicts the breaking
         apart of the context and the possibility of alternate talk and activity to re-mediate
         the crisis, to take another form of action, to change the frame. In this sense the
         apparent stability of teacher identity can serve to limit the variations possible
         within a system of linguistic constraint.
      

      
      If the story were retold in alternative ways, it might offer a different problem,
         complicating action, resolution, or moral. In analyzing the small narrative elsewhere,
         I posed questions that might alter the teller’s representation of what happened and
         thereby alter her view of social order and of her own and the student’s identities.
      

      
      
         	
            
            What can teachers do to frame and solve problems within complex institutions and their
               bureaucracies?
            

            
         

         
         	
            What are the teacher’s tacit goals and responsibilities in this situation? What are
               those she expects of her students? How might they be otherwise?
            

            
         

         
         	
            Must teachers work in isolation from other adults and in adversarial relationships
               with children? What else could they do?
            

            
         

         
         	
            What stirs resistance in youngsters’ experience of school? Of teachers?

            
         

         
         	
            What is the connection between students’ behaviors and teachers’ behaviors?

            
         

         
         	
            What is this youngster’s life like? How does he experience school? How does he experience
               the teacher? What are his (and his family’s) hopes and expectations for his school
               learning?
            

            
         

         
         	
            What might you dare to hope for him and for yourself as his teacher?

            
         

         
      

      
      It is the “crisis” that disrupts the taken-for-granted flow of time, unfolding of
         activity, spatial arrangements (even furniture!), expectations of participants, resources
         at hand. What we have learned and subsequently routinized is knowledge of what Gumperz
         (1982, p. 131) calls “contextualization.” When something occurs to upset our expectations
         (thus making them more directly accessible to examination) it is more difficult for
         us to feel we know how language (and other meaningful behaviors) or aspects of our
         activity or physical environment are to be interpreted.
      

      
      These are moments of crisis calling for a response, which might cause us to change
         course, direction, orientation, activity and/or participation (Florio-Ruane, 2010).
         The crisis is situated in a particular time, place, and social context. It is described
         in terms of the problem, its cause, the urgent need for decisive change, and the nature
         and content of that change. In thinking about crisis as disruption of routinization
         we have a way to examine how change can occur in the local, everyday activity setting.
      

      
      Responses to crisis reveal tacit assumptions about the social organization of school
         and classrooms and the nature of both students’ and teachers’ identities. But they
         also call forth change in ways of participation in order to return to a state of local
         meaning and order that is shared and enabling of joint activity again. This also teaches
         us that even the most routine or rigorous expectation of schooling and our place within
         it are contingent.
      

      
      “Crisis” thus interrupts ordinary, chronological time (chronos). The interruption
         calls for a swift response that takes the form of decisive change of course. This
         is a moment of danger and of opportunity, what biblical scholars, and rhetoricians
         call, “kairos” (Erickson, 2004). This state of change can reinforce hierarchies, but
         it can also be revolutionary, opening up possibilities of new action. As such, crisis
         can be a powerful catalyst for the making (or remaking) of society and identity in
         and in terms of local activity. And because of constraint, we have the means both
         of making ourselves understood and of remaking social identity and practice using
         language and other semiotic resources in our everyday lives.
      

      
      These local responses not only make new ways of bringing meaning into play, but they
         alter the force of institutional norms that have heretofore organized the local situation.
         It is, however, important to note that simply because change has occurred—whether
         mandated from outside the local site of practice or created within it—does not mean
         that improvement has occurred. Change simply lays bare that fact that structure and
         local meaning are interdependent and that the pursuit of just, humane, educative practice
         is a participatory and ongoing process.
      

      
      This assertion is examined in the following example of a moment of kairos precipitated
         in many classrooms and by a disruption of everyday teacher expectations by design.
         An example of regulated educational reform, it is the intentional precipitation of
         change intended to be beneficial. Notwithstanding its intentional quality and beneficial
         intent, its disruption of everyday life creates an identity-threatening experience
         for the teacher.
      

      
      The reform in question is the Reading First program, which is part of NCLB (No Child
         Left Behind). Coming in the form of grants to schools deemed to be failing at teaching
         reading, the reform begins with the assertion of a crisis. It calls on teachers to
         respond to the crisis even if it has not been self-identified or is not one they experience
         in their own daily work. In research I conducted with students at my institution,
         we looked closely at the language and activity of five classrooms and especially at
         the teachers’ responses to the mandated changes and to their identification as working
         in failing schools.
      

      
      Below I briefly describe ways that teachers variously responded to the call for change.
         Although their responses differed, each worked to sustain, transform, or recreate
         a sense of curricular balance and coherence, responsibility for the specific needs
         of their students, and a strong identity as teachers in their everyday activities
         in their schools and classrooms.
      

      
      When Is a Crisis?

      
      It is reasonable to ask why a perennial problem of ongoing importance to U. S. education,
         that of equity in the preparation of students in basic skills of literacy and mathematics,
         was elevated rhetorically to the status of a “crisis” in the late 20th century. It
         is also reasonable to question the solution anticipated in the identification of the
         crisis: greater accountability by teachers for students’ learning of the elemental
         features of written language. Teacher accountability was to be objectively measured
         by assessing students’ learning chiefly by means of standardized tests.
      

      
      NCLB was hardly the first of such calls for teachers to respond to a crisis. Yet entailed
         within its identification of the crisis was an uncharacteristically intrusive solution:
         to regulate practice by the imposition of strict standards and high-stakes pupil assessment.
         In a nation historically committed to the decentralization of public education, and
         given a problem rather than a “crisis,” the solution proffered by the Department of
         Education seemed draconian by many citizens.
      

      
      Erickson (2004) has written about the ways practice is affected by large-scale political
         movements or by organizing cultural narratives that are highly predictive of how people
         will think and act because they are part of common experience and norms within institutions.
         He is also interested in the local and immediate ways that people take action. What
         people do at the local level is not always predictable; it is less predictable when
         they lack a clear, compelling rationale for taking a particular action.
      

      
      Especially in times when a major change in course of action has been called, it is
         in the local enactment that change happens—and various scholars have theorized about
         the ways that this change occurs and what it implies for social structure and the
         possibility of change within it. Of this Erickson (2004) asks, “How can change happen
         through practice that is local yet borne on the weight of history, as practitioners
         make use of prestructured tools for doing the work at hand in the immediate moment?”
         (p. 165).
      

      
      Response to NCLB’s Reading First program in terms of teachers’ local, decisive action
         can be described in terms of the metaphor of bricolage, in Erickson’s words, “a metaphor
         for the process of evolutionary change in social practice” in “realtime work by social
         actors.” (p. 165). Reflecting the work of anthropologist Claude Levi-Strauss (1966),
         Erickson explains that, “the French all-purpose handyman . . . jack-of-all-trades,
         the bricoleur ‘makes do’ with what is available at hand, adapting prestructured materials
         to do whatever work needs doing” (p. 165).
      

      
      In case study research on urban teachers who responded creatively to the actual and
         presumed mandates of NCLB (Florio-Ruane, Highfield, & Pardo, in preparation), we find
         that teachers have taken action daily in subtle yet powerful ways to make opportunity
         of the mandates for novelty and change and for the strengthening of their own identities
         and practice as educators. Like bricoleurs, they face authentic problems in their
         “realtime work” calling for immediate action, and they take what is available to them
         (in the form of the mandates, methods, and materials in their environment but also
         using their prior knowledge, experience, and the tools and artifacts of their classroom
         community) to make necessary changes and move on.
      

      
      These teachers innovated by turning the NCLB constraints into the linguistic story
         of constraint: that is, limitations that could foster communication and possibly even
         push them toward the invention of new ways of thinking, speaking, and acting as professionals.
         These included the following:
      

      
      
         	
            
            widening professional dialogue among their colleagues;

            
         

         
         	
            engaging in practitioner research on the effectiveness of the reforms to make a difference
               in the literacy learning of their students;
            

            
         

         
         	
            clarifying values for themselves as well as within their own classrooms by assessing
               the pre-packaged curriculum in relationship to their own knowledge and experience;
            

            
         

         
         	
            teaching in tactical ways that adopt the most useful requirements as “tools” that
               they can use not only in the ways they have been assigned, but also in ways that empower
               them and their learners.
            

            
         

         
      

      
      These are potentially identity-transforming activities as well as activities transformative
         of the workplace, the pedagogy, and curriculum and of the knowledge base for teacher
         decision making. As such, they can be part of the gradual renegotiation of teacher
         identity that is closely tied to the gradual structural change of an institution at
         large as well as to the impact of structural norms on local practice in both the here
         and now and the future.
      

      
      The teachers acted not merely to make the best of things, but to take ownership of
         the change process and shape it toward more complex and authentic ends than were provided
         for or envisioned by the law. In Erickson’s words, such making use of circumstance
         to one’s own ends, or “bricolage, carries with it a sense of tactics employed within
         concretely opportunistic situation of work; of doing what it takes to get the necessary
         work done in real-time moments of kairos” (p. 167). They also embodied the idea with
         which we began—that neither culture nor identity is static; that context matters greatly
         to social identity, and that we can find, teach, learn, and alter professional identity
         if we look closely at authentic practice in everyday life.
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      Part III

      Gender, Sexual Orientation, and Teacher Identity—Embracing Politics and Professionalism

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         What I think about is the incredible extent to which people do not look at one another,
            do not do so in most communities and especially on my own campus; the extent to which
            we—professors and students alike—act as though we do not see one another and are not
            seen, act in such a way as to make ourselves and others invisible. And that seems
            scary to me, something to be afraid of. Is that perhaps what the invisible man is
            finally most afraid of—that terrible tendency in all of us to inflict invisibility
            on others and in some sense to choose it? Why do we do this? What is it we’re so afraid
            of? The discomfort of being and feeling human? (Slatoff, 1989, p. 36)
         

         
      

      Gender and sexual orientation have, historically, suffered the recurring struggles
         of recognition tempered by social tensions, cultural mores, and political ideologies.
         To be female or lesbian, male or gay brings a difference dimension into consideration
         when thinking about teacher identity. Historically, the feminine gender has dominated
         the teaching profession, although struggles for recognition have been perduring across
         the decades, and with respect to generations of teachers entering the teaching profession.
      

      
       More recently, sexual orientation has entered the discourses at various points intersecting
         with race/ethnicity, gender, age, and other hallmarks of the politics of identity
         in society. The nature of invisibility that Slatoff addresses in the framing quote
         is reminiscent of Ralph Ellison’s Invisible Man (1952), the invisibility that society has for those who are viewed as the “Other,”
         not like us, different. In the early history of American society, women were all too
         often relegated to a lesser status, made so as to be invisible, not seen.
      

      
       Sexual orientation has experienced, historically, a form of invisibility, marginalized
         into a place where gay, lesbian, transgendered, and bisexual people were made invisible
         and not part of the larger public discourse. However, this too, like the gender identity
         of women, has shifted in contemporary society. The discourse is more open now, the
         identity politics of gender and sexual orientation is at the forefront of agendas
         concerned with teacher preparation. This is particularly true for the LGBTQ community
         and the emerging prevalence of its members in teacher preparation programs and as
         teacher practitioners in schools.
      

      
       While we are far from settled on many issues in the professional teaching
         community, the foundations of social justice and equity are being strengthened as
         society and its educational system works to reduce the factor of invisibility that
         has
         dominated. Like Ellison’s invisible man, and the concern for inflicting invisibility
         on
         others, the discourse is turning attention to teaching and the politics of identity.
      

      
       Perhaps Eichelberger’s (1999) phrase “ideology of domination” (p. 5), which refers
         to a historically specific mindset that is a barrier to democratic and collective
         life,
         frames the nature of invisibility experienced by individuals labeled as different,
         distinguishing ”not us” from “us”—difference as a creation of a false consciousness
         in
         society that preferred not to acknowledge difference.
      

      
       Teacher educators today, in meeting the responsibility of preparing the next generation
         of teachers, must embrace the politics of identity and the nature of professionalism
         as critical elements of preparation. It is important to remember that every student
         who enters teacher preparation has many images of that what teachers look like, just
         as teacher educators have images. Many of these images are created through direct
         experiences with teachers. These teacher images, while created by experience early
         and/or at varying points in life, are animated as much by myth as by truth. And they
         are part of a cultural and ideological patterning that often biases what or who a
         teacher should be.
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      Chapter 10

      The Irony of Women Teachers’ Beliefs About Gender
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      The extent to which a woman should be educated has been the subject of
         debate for hundreds of years (Goodsell, 1931; Hoffman, 1981; Woody, 1929). This
         ambiguity has been linked to the social construction of gender roles at any given
         time
         and place in history (Paechter, 1998). Often this social construction is believed
         to be
         a natural consequence of a person’s biological sex; that is, a female by virtue of
         her
         sex will be expected to fulfill certain gender role characteristics (e.g., nurturing,
         fragile, obedient). Hence, “‘biological’ explanations have been used to support
         prevailing social inequalities by naturalizing gender roles” (Paechter, 1998, p. 52).
         This practice has been common throughout women’s educational history.
      

      
      In the United States, arguments of women’s intellectual capacities, physical
         abilities, and purpose in life were raised as reasons to promote or disenfranchise
         females from an education that was comparable to what their male counterparts were
         experiencing. In Colonial days, women were actively involved in family businesses,
         and
         yet it was generally accepted that women were intellectually inferior to men and hence
         were regularly barred from attending the few schools that were open (Woody, 1929).
      

      
      A careful review of school records of approximately 200 New England towns
         yielded only seven that had voted to allow girls to attend town schools prior to the
         1770s (Chitwood, 1931). Instead, women were prepared for what was believed to be their
         “natural” place in the home. Women’s education generally consisted of an apprenticeship
         at home, preparing them for their future roles as wives and mothers.
      

      
       It was not until the time of the American Revolution that women were
         allowed to receive some sort of formal schooling, at least those White women of middle
         and upper classes (Woody, 1929). The building of a new nation prompted the concern
         that
         women should be formally educated for their future roles as republican wives and
         mothers: that is, to care for the home and be moral exemplars in the community. Biblical
         teachings enforced beliefs that women were predestined to be wives and mothers. Hence
         men and women were educated differently and separately.
      

      
      The belief that women belonged in the domestic sphere of life, where they
         would be wives, nurturing mothers, teachers of the young, and moral exemplars, defined
         the type of education that they received and prompted the establishment of many of
         the
         female academies and seminaries (Woody, 1929). These institutions were considered
         as the
         beginnings of female higher education. Some of the first were the Ursuline Academy
         in
         New Orleans (1727) and the Bethlehem Female Seminary in Pennsylvania (1742).
      

      
      Later establishments were pioneered by Catherine Beecher, Mary Lyon, and
         Emma Willard (Goodsell, 1931). The onset of these new institutions for women’s education
         was in part supported by the beginnings of the movement for common schools in the
         United
         States. This movement required high numbers of teachers to fill schools across the
         nation and found a solution in what was believed to be women’s natural nurturing and
         mothering qualities. The home was extended into the schoolhouse, and who better to
         teach
         than women?
      

      
       The establishment of institutions geared toward preparing women as teachers
         is an important event as it opened professional and economical opportunities for women.
         The 17th, 18th, 19th, and even the 20th century have held limited employment
         opportunities for women (Matthews, 1992). In particular, during the earlier centuries,
         women had to rely on male members of their families for financial support or else
         offer
         domestic or clerical services. If they were fortunate enough to attend post elementary
         educational institutions and perhaps a teaching preparation school, they had an
         opportunity to become financially independent (Hoffman, 1981).
      

      
      Tyack (1974) correlates the 19th century bureaucratization of schools with
         the hiring of women. He points out that the patriarchal nature of society at the time
         and the hierarchical nature of schooling “fit as hand to glove” (p. 60). The system
         required subordination and management in which the male administrators took a
         paternalistic role with their female employees. Just as women were subordinate to
         men
         inside the home, they were also subordinate outside the home, and this hierarchy
         maintained the power division between the sexes.
      

      
      A brief examination of women’s educational history serves to display the
         connections it had with what was deemed women’s purpose and goals in life. Their
         education was intimately tied to the prevailing belief that women would eventually
         fulfill their destined roles as wives and mothers. Men, as well as many women, believed
         that the sexes should remain in separate spheres of society (Boydston, 1990). Women
         were
         expected to be knowledgeable primarily in those areas that concerned small children
         and
         the home.
      

      
      John T. Irving (as cited in Woody, 1929) highlighted this expectation, in
         his opening speech at the New York High School for Females, that women must be educated
         for their “domestic happiness” and to be fit companions for their husbands. He also
         stated:
      

      
      
         
         Thus calculated both to adorn and to instruct, if we but improve the
            natural talents of our female children; if we but give to them a good education, we
            prepare them to become the ornaments of their families, a blessing to their
            children, and to rank deservedly among the useful and meritorious members of the
            community. (p. 526)
         

         
      

      
      The purpose for which women were schooled is clear in Irving’s comment.
         Women in the 19th century were held to general behavioral expectations within their
         subordination. Women were expected to be obedient and quiet and to live their lives
         under the rule of men, be they administrators, fathers, brothers, or husbands (Matthews,
         1992).
      

      
      Great advances have been made since the 19th century, yet gender inequities
         persist in the educational system. (American Association of University Women [AAUW],
         1992, 1994, 1998, 2001a, 2001b; Ginorio & Huston, 2001; Sadker, 1999; Sadker &
         Sadker, 1994; Spencer, Porche & Tolman, 2003). While significant advances have been
         made toward a gender-equitable education, gaps between boys and girls persist in both
         academic and psychosocial behaviors. Boys in school receive higher test grades, garner
         more attention from their teachers, and are more vocal in class than girls.
      

      
      There are also gender differences in boys’ and girls’ social-emotional
         development. Limited by acceptable masculine behavior, boys are more likely to show
         aggression and violence. Girls show less violent tendencies but are more likely than
         boys to attempt suicide (Kindlon & Thompson, 1999). However, boys are more likely
         than girls to actually succeed in suicide attempts (Pipher, 1994; Centers for Disease
         Control and Prevention [CDC], 2004). Additionally, boys who are successful in school
         tend to attribute it to their skills, while girls who are successful attribute their
         accomplishments to luck rather than their skills (AAUW, 1992; Mulhall, Flowers, &
         Mertens, 2002). On the other hand, boys are over represented in special education
         classes while girls may be underidentified for special services (AAUW, 1998, p. 21).
         Moreover, girls continue to have higher test scores in reading and writing but
         consistently lag behind boys in math and science (National Center for Educational
         Statistics [NCES], 2000, p. 4).
      

      
      Schools are places where notions of what is gender appropriate or not can
         be established. Changes in school structure, curricula, and pedagogy with regard to
         gender can only come about with the recognition of gender bias, acceptance of the
         equality of women and men’s capabilities, and embracing the responsibility toward
         change. The effects of women’s gender role socialization in female teachers in the
         classroom and its interplay with students must be taken into account. This chapter
         explores how five female teachers construct gender in their personal and professional
         lives and, in so doing, may unveil what role, if any, teachers play in the struggle
         for
         gender equity in schools.
      

      
      Women’s Voices

      
      Women’s lives unfold in the midst of larger sociopolitical forces, which
         influence how they will come to perceive their gender. Narratives are essential to
         understanding the context in which women develop their sense of self. For example,
         narratives such as those of Ida B. Wells and Marion Wright, reveal what it meant to
         be a
         black educator prior to the civil rights movement (Crocco, Munro, & Weiler, 1999).
         While both were empowered through their career positions, they were simultaneously
         influenced by the racist and sexist ideologies of the times. Their awareness of the
         larger sociopolitical forces assisted them in repositioning and reclaiming power.
         Their
         voices illustrate how they came to understand the world and themselves.
      

      
      Commenting on how historians have neglected women teachers’ day-to-day
         lives, Munro (1998) suggests that this is due to “the gendered construction of teaching
         as ideologically congruent with women’s supposed innate nurturing capacities has
         obscured the agency of women’s lives” (p. 3). The notion that teaching is so naturally
         feminine, so womanly, reduces women to simple puppets following their destiny without
         any say of their own. It is denying women’s role in the construction of who they are
         and
         who they want to become.
      

      
      Feminist poststructuralism is a useful tool to explain how gender is
         constructed in language, knowledge, and power (Weedon, 1987). Davies (2000) states
         “we
         can see ourselves as being spoken into existence” (p. 41). Linguistic reappropriation
         of
         certain terms exemplifies how language influences the way in which we perceive ourselves
         and others. For example, the term “queer” has carried a derogatory connotation, but
         “queer theorists” have used it to empower individuals who do not identify as
         heterosexual or any other narrowly defined sexual category.
      

      
      Language can communicate ideology. Spanier (1992) points out how molecular
         biologists assign gender to nongendered bacteria based on fertility characteristics,
         despite the fact that they don’t produce sperm or eggs. This relays stereotypical
         notions of gender, and poststructural theory is useful in that, by identifying
         discursive practices, feminists are able to disrupt traditional binary positions by
         repositioning them in broader terms (Lather, 1991). 
      

      
      Feminist poststructural theory challenges essentialist notions of the
         gendered self. Within poststructural theory, identity is fluid, dependant on the context
         in which it is formed. For example, Bordo (1993) points out that agoraphobia in the
         1950s increased with the popular ideology that women remain in the home. She also
         draws
         parallels between the rise in anorexia and bulimia with the thinner standard for
         physical attraction. In this way, our subjectivity is both psychologically and
         physically inscribed.
      

      
      Hegemony, the process by which one group maintains dominance over another,
         is intimately related to knowledge produced by discursive practices (Gramsci, 1975).
         For
         example, Arnot (1988) points out that in the 19th century (and today), women were
         typically described as having naturally occurring characteristics such as purity,
         morality, and nurturance which made them best for teaching. At the same time, these
         very
         characteristics were used to keep women out of higher education. Clarke (1873) claimed
         that their natural mothering abilities made them unsuitable for academic life, and
         excessive learning would direct blood flow from the reproductive organs to the brain
         leaving them barren.
      

      
      This, along with discourses that described teachers as surrogate mothers
         and school as an extension of home, maintained teaching as “natural” for women, thus
         feminizing not only in numbers but also in ideology (Sugg, 1978). Teaching is so closely
         linked with femininity that men who go into the field often face social repercussions
         to
         their masculinity. Again, knowledge, contextually created and governed by dominant
         discourses, is used as a tool to project a “common sense” ideology, which serves to
         maintain the status quo.
      

      
      In sum, feminist postructuralism is a useful theoretical tool with which
         women’s perceptions of knowledge, power and subjectivity are framed. Furthermore,
         as
         Weedon (1987) points out, “We need to understand why women tolerate social relations
         which subordinate their interests to those of men and the mechanisms whereby women
         and
         men adopt particular discursive positions as representative of their interests” (p.
         12).
      

      
      Ozzie and Harriet[1]
         
      

      
      The participants were keenly aware of traditional gender roles and how they
         were situated in those roles within their marriages. In particular, Donna, a political
         science teacher, seemed to feel the strongest affinity with the classic gender roles
         exemplified in TV shows, such as Leave It to Beaver, Ozzie and Harriet and
         Father Knows Best.
      

      
      She commented, “I just feel deep down inside, I really feel that my first
         role is being a wife and a mother, and I’m comfortable with that.” Donna’s belief
         in her
         role as a wife and mother was one that she described as old-fashioned but one in which
         she was content. She shared that she has “95%” of the household chores, but did not
         describe this in any observable resentful way. In fact, when I first asked Donna to
         describe her role in her family, she responded laughingly, “Well, laundry lady.” Later
         on she added that she believed that her husband helped her out more than other husbands
         she had heard about. 
      

      
      
         
         He does like to cook so he does a lot . . . and my husband is probably
            better at that than a lot of men, according to my friends. You know men have a
            tendency to come home and get in their chair and that’s it, and my husband is pretty
            good about helping but he wouldn’t [do the laundry], the laundry is what I do . .
            .
            but he does the yard and I try to tell him that he’s supposed to take care of the
            car, that’s men’s’ work. I iron, we’re really old fashioned . . . this is really
            silly—the cat’s mine and the dog is his, have you ever heard a couple say that? .
            .
            . You know the feline is part of a feminine type animal and the dog is a, anyway he
            plays with the dog, I play with the cat, he waters the big plants I water the little
            plants—are we not crazy? . . . But we’re just such a great partnership.
         

         
      

      
      Donna seemed to want to convey that, while she and her husband had gender
         specific tasks, they still divided the amount of work equitably. However, when I asked
         whether she believed her sons were reared gender equitably, Donna admitted, “No, my
         boys
         are awful, probably because I do everything for them. I hope they marry women who
         are
         kind of traditional; otherwise, they’ll be in trouble.” During this conversation,
         Donna
         alluded to her own participation in perpetuating traditional gender roles in her life
         when she commented, “Maybe this is just the scenario I’ve set up in my own life.”
      

      
      Gayle, an English teacher, considered her husband her best friend, the
         person who knew her best and her biggest support. However, she complained that she
         ended
         up doing most of the housework and it bothered her that her daughter saw the inequity
         of
         the situation. She commented,
      

      
      
         
         Woman to me is workload . . . and I’m trying not to teach my own child
            this very concept, but she can look around and see how much more work I do than
            daddy does or how much, like I’m the one who signs all her papers for school and I’m
            the one who knows she needs lunch money.
         

         
      

      
      While she affirmed in several interviews that she supported gender equity,
         she was simultaneously participating in and reproducing traditional gender relations.
         As
         indicated by her comment, she was aware of this but seemed to be at a loss as to what
         to
         do.
      

      
      Angela, a veteran science teacher for over 17 years, also grew up during
         the 1950s and, from a young age, did all of the cooking and cleaning in her home.
         Additionally, she cared for her ailing mother. She commented “my brothers weren’t
         expected to do that, I mean it was just the expectation, I didn’t know any better
         then,
         you know, I just did it. I’m glad I learned to be a very independent person. . . .”
         While Angela realized that she should not have been defined by her gender, she held
         no
         bitterness toward her role growing up and felt that she and her husband evolved toward
         a
         gender equitable marriage even though they started off being very traditional.
      

      
      Some participants seemed to delight in contradicting and defying
         traditional gender ideology. Anna, recounted her experiences as one of the few women
         in
         math classes in college, commenting,
      

      
      
         
         Well, since I was in education, they [other students, teachers] assumed
            that we were dumb . . . I had to bring attention to myself, so I made a practice to
            do that . . . I would just make sure that I worked extremely hard, so that I would
            be bright in the classroom . . . I enjoyed that challenge.
         

         
      

      
       Heather, a mathematics teacher, resisted traditional gender roles so much
         that she cited this resistance as a contributing factor in her divorce.
      

      
      
         
         That’s one of the reasons my husband and I divorced because I spoke my
            mind and I didn’t, you know, I did put my family first, well let me change that, I
            put my children first and that causes the problem . . . and as far as the cooking
            and the cleaning, you know and to me that’s what a lot of people say, is that if
            you’re a good wife you cook, you clean, you wash. . . . We would have some major
            blow outs because, it was like, “you get out of school at three and I get out at
            five, why can you not have dinner ready?” And I’m sitting here thinking, “well first
            of all, I have to pick the kids up at daycare and I have to go buy . . . dadada .
            .
            . I may get home right when you get home because I may have not left school till 4
            or 4:15 and then go pick them up at day care and get home.”
         

         
      

      
      The participants were keenly aware of how they were situated within these
         traditional gender roles as well as of the fact that they were more complex than the
         roles allowed.
      

      
      Essentialist Notions of Womanhood

      
      Even when participants resisted gender role compartmentalization, the
         belief that men and women had certain characteristics was prevalent. Donna felt that
         women and men were inherently different, that they were born with “special talents.”
         She
         believed that women were more nurturing, more sensitive, and had a mothering
         instinct.
      

      
      
         
         Particularly as far as the children, men are just, I’m sure there are
            exceptions, but generally I would say that women are much more sensitive to the
            needs of children, much more nurturing. . . . The easiest way to illustrate that is
            that you can talk to practically any couple, when the baby cries at night, the mama
            wakes up instantly at the first cry and the daddy can sleep through it a lot of
            times. . . . I think that men love their children, they just don’t come into this
            world as the head nurturer and I think their focus might be even outside the family
            sooner than the wife might be and because they shoulder that huge responsibility,
            it
            may seem the traditional thing of being responsible for the roof over the head
            whereas the mother might be more responsible for bringing the glass of water when
            someone has got a fever. . . . It’s sort of instinctive, it really is.
         

         
      

      
      Donna rationalized her role by pointing out what she saw as biological
         differences. At the same time she minimized her own role as a mother by stating that
         her
         husband shouldered a “huge responsibility.” The idea that something is instinctual
         refers to something that is natural, and something that is natural is done without
         thought and often without effort, such as breathing or eating. In this way, Donna
         effectively reduced the importance of identity as a mother and wife. Gayle also believed
         that one of the main gender differences that she observed was the way in which the
         genders prioritized their lives. She gave the example of having a sick child. She
         felt
         that her first thought in the morning was that her child was ill and her husband’s
         first
         thought was that he had to go to work.
      

      
      In her classroom, Donna admitted that she made girls do more work and that
         she was less strict with the boys.
      

      
      
         
         I’ve made the females do more work, just because I expect the girls to
            do their homework. Isn’t that terrible? I have one at home [boy] who is disorganized
            and sloppy and late. I hope I’m not, but I may be less strict with boys. . . . I
            give a lot of notes in my AP [Advanced Placement] class on overhead and a lot of
            times girls seem to be better note takers. A lot of times they have better
            handwriting and I don’t know if that’s bad for boys or not but they’re going to have
            to learn to take notes in college.
         

         
      

      
      Anna believed that men were naturally more aggressive because of their
         testosterone levels. Likewise, Angela believed that women and men were inherently
         different based on biology and evolution. She said that women were better at noticing
         visual cues, such as interpreting facial expressions and sounds, and also had a maternal
         instinct. Males, she considered, were not as skillful within these traits because
         they
         had difficulty with the subtleties of innuendo. She saw them as more “realistic” and
         more focused on concrete facts. As a result of her perceptions of women and men’s
         ways
         of receiving information, she felt that she subconsciously interacted differently
         with
         the genders, being more direct with men and not having to “cut the fluff” with
         women.
      

      
       Heather tended to essentialize gender roles while striving to be gender
         equitable in her classroom. When asked how she ensured that she made equitable
         instructional decisions, she responded,
      

      
      
         
         The only thing I can think of [referring to practices which were not
            gender equitable] is like if you do a group work that’s geared strictly towards
            sports-oriented people, that you would say “Okay, list all the baseball players who
            hit so many home runs or whatever.” The guys would be more apt to know things like
            that than the girls would. So if you divided the classroom and said okay, boys
            against girls or you do a group that has four boys and one girl in it and one group
            that has four girls and one boy, obviously in my opinion that would not be
            equitable, because I would think, according to what the topic was or what the group
            assignment was, just something like that. Just make sure that anything you do
            worksheet wise, that it’s something general. And again, on the other side, like
            going to the grocery store. . . . Most guys don’t go to the grocery store, so they
            would not know some of the things that you may ask.
         

         
      

      
      Heather’s comments were paradoxical, given the fact that she cited that
         being forced into traditional gender roles (e.g., mothering, cooking, cleaning, etc.)
         was one of the reasons for her divorce and yet failed to see how she held essentialist
         beliefs in gender-specific interests. Her subjectivity, along with that of the other
         participants, was shaped by the context of her situation indicating that perhaps a
         strong unifying belief about gender was absent. Although some of the participants
         resisted traditional gender roles, at the same time they held set ideas about inherent
         female and male characteristics.
      

      
      Essentialist Notions of Teacherhood

      
      The notion of “teacher as mother” was at the same time “teacher as woman.”
         Most of the participants held essentialist ideas regarding the “naturally” occurring
         characteristics in women that related to teaching. Gayle, for example, believed that
         men
         were not as flexible as women and that’s why they were more often in administrative
         positions:
      

      
      
         
         And I think this is probably one of those things but I think they’re
            not as effective in the classroom . . . so they’re looking for a place where they
            can be effective and they wind up administration because all the real work of school
            is done in the classroom . . . like in the classroom you have to be ready to roll
            with the punches, scratch a lesson plan and go with this if this is what we’re
            doing, you have to be ready with all kinds of things and in administration it’s
            so—“this is what we’re doing, then we’ll do this then we’ll do that these are the
            rules and if you break them you get punished” and I think that women aren’t happy
            as
            administrators because there’s so much of that structure and women are more
            flexible, I don’t know why.
         

         
      

      
      Gayle observed that her students, in particular the boys, were “mama”
         attached and demanded more attention than the girls.
      

      
      
         
         The boys want more attention. They “Ms. Gayle, Ms. Gayle,” all the
            time. When the girls ask a question, they’ll raise their hands and wait to be called
            on and they’ll ask and it’s over. But with the boys, it’s always (makes a whining
            sound), and I think a lot of it is that still getting away from Mama. . . . I really
            do. I really have a trouble with Mama’s boys this semester.
         

         
      

      
      Anna commented that her students often call her “Mama” accidentally and
         attributed this to their high comfort level in her classroom, suggesting that it was
         a
         source of pride for her. At the same time she complained that everyone expected teachers
         to be beyond reproach,
      

      
      
         
         I think that students expect teachers, and other teachers expect
            teachers to be above reproach. We’re supposed to be perfect on the face of this
            earth, next to God. I mean, my goodness, who can hold up to that? And I think it
            kind of squelches creativity when teachers are not allowed to make mistakes. I wish
            that could be changed. . . . And I think it’s just such a profession that is so
            revered and has been for so long in the sense of morals and values, Christian morals
            and Christian values, and I think that lends itself to narrow-mindedness, and I
            don’t think students see us a human beings.
         

         
      

      
      All of the participants, except for Donna, had issues with the male coaches
         at their schools. Gayle spoke about the status that coaches receive; she specified
         that
         coaches were male and that “Female coaches are just teachers, it’s a coaching thing.
         . .
         .” She said that she believed coaching was “some sort of license not to think too
         hard.”
         Angela thought that when the coaches were involved in other activities, they did not
         perform them as well:
      

      
      
         
         I think that the male coaches get out of a lot, that’s just my opinion
            and I know the administration says “yep, they’re here at ball games and they’re
            doing this and that and the other, yep, they’re not teaching and they’re not doing
            the work that I do in the classroom.” I mean come on, and then I’m given all these
            extra things to do and they’re kinda relieved of it. One reason is because they
            don’t do it very well when you do give it to them. I think that sometimes it’s
            unfair.
         

         
      

      
      It was as if to be male in school automatically relieved them from the
         expectations placed upon women. Perhaps to adhere to the same expectations of women
         would be to go outside the standards of masculinity even further than they already
         had
         in a feminized profession. Gayle commented she thought that being a male teacher was
         an
         “emasculating thing.” She stated, “In fact . . . if they find out a guy is a teacher,
         he’s not as much of a man as if he were some other thing. . . . It’s kind of
         ridiculous.”
      

      
      Discussion

      
      The teachers portrayed in the previous section clearly found spaces of
         contradictory standards by which to base their identities as women, teachers, and
         mothers. Gayle was frustrated by traditional gender role expectations in her marriage
         and yet took pride in teaching as it related to motherhood. Heather fought against
         gender-normative expectations in both her marriage and at school and yet perpetuated
         them with essentialist notions of gender equity in her classroom. Angela empowered
         herself with her gendered upbringing and used biological explanations to explain gender
         differentiated behavior. Anna clearly saw the dichotomy of the mother/virgin persona
         within teaching and was frustrated by the rigid standards by which she was expected
         to
         abide. And what of Donna, who accepted traditional gender roles as if she had allowed
         herself to be enveloped by discursive practices?
      

      
      The discursive practices with respect to motherhood, teaching, and
         traditional gender roles permeated the participants’ comments about what they expected
         from themselves and what they felt others expected from them. The participants
         simultaneously embodied the prototype of the schoolmarm and attempted to escape her
         shadow. Munro (1998) cautions that, “It is essential to recognize that these discourses
         do not represent gender but are central to the production of gender” (p. 4).
      

      
      While the participants’ subjectivity is fluid, given the context-specific
         nature of their identity and views of gender, their sense of agency seems to vary.
         Agency often appeared in the form of awareness. Particularly in Donna’s case, where
         she
         felt that she took on a very natural role, this came across in all areas of her life
         but
         she hinted that she could have had other options, “Maybe it’s just the scenario I’ve
         set
         up for myself.” Heather and Gayle were continually frustrated by repeated attempts
         to
         broaden the categories of woman, teacher, and mother. The decision to rebel against
         the
         prescribed categories was often encased in anger and resentment but also in the delight
         of a challenge, as in Anna’s case.
      

      
      These women were in the throes of discursive practices in schools related
         to gender, which have reigned supreme for over 150 years. Even when there was agency
         and
         resistance against predefined notions of teachers and gender, there was often little
         support for disrupting these categories both personally and professionally. The gender
         gaps that persist between boys and girls will continue as long as men’s and women’s
         identities are limited by prescriptive labels.
      

      
      This has several implications for teacher education programs. First,
         teacher candidates need to have a solid foundation of the history of education.
         Educational history has been shaped by gendered beliefs, as well as by the women who
         have numerically dominated the schools. Students need to have this view of education
         in
         order to place gender equity issues in perspective.
      

      
      Second, teacher candidates should be required to verbalize their gender
         beliefs through assignments such as autobiographies and reflections on texts about
         gender issues. The teachers in this study often held contradictory beliefs and behaved
         in contradictory ways with regard to gender, and before any change toward gender equity
         is successful, educators need to understand their own ideology and behavior.
      

      
      Finally, gender equity needs to be clearly defined for teacher candidates.
         This requires teacher educators to emphasize that equity goes beyond having equal
         numbers of men and women represented in the curriculum. Teacher candidates need a
         solid
         theoretical background with which to make effective pedagogical decisions that benefit
         both boys and girls and that allows them a language with which to critique marginalizing
         and oppressive practices within the schools and society at large.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      The irony of women teachers’ beliefs about gender is that in this study the
         participants maintained paradoxical subject positions that both supported and disrupted
         the schoolmarm image. Their identities as teachers, mothers, and wives hinged on a
         certain idea or image of “woman” that at times defined them and at many other times
         served as a catalyst for exercising their agency and rebelling against a persona that
         had very little to do with who they were. It is important that teachers be encouraged
         to
         explore numerous beliefs about women, men, and teaching. If teachers are offered this
         opportunity and encouraged to name and unveil the discursive practices within which
         their lives unfold, then perhaps they can purposefully and effectively implement gender
         equitable practices in schools.
      

      
      Note
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            1. This section reflects the findings of a study conducted over a period of 4
                  months, in which I interviewed 5 high school teachers for approximately 8–10
                  hours each. All but 2 of the participants taught at different high schools but
                  all in the same small southern town. While not a selection criterion, all
                  participants were White. They taught math, science, English, and social studies.
                  All interviews were transcribed and the data analyzed for reoccurring themes
                  that were related to beliefs about gender.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 11

      From  As If  to  What If : Interrogating Power, Agency, Space, and Self in the Feminized
         Position of Teacher
      

      
         
         
         
         Mary Catherine Breen

         
         
      

      
      Teacher identity development is bound by the construction of identity in a gendered
         profession founded upon patriarchal hierarchies. Within a poststructural lens, “teacher
         identity is constantly becoming in a context embedded in power relations, ideology,
         and culture” (Zembylas, 2003, p. 213). The experience of female teachers is embedded
         in sociopolitically, historically, ideologically, and culturally imposed expectations
         for what it means to be “teacher” and what it means to be “female.” This experience,
         left unexamined, risks progressing inauthentic identity trajectories. Inauthentic
         identity trajectories function only to normalize female teacher behavior and discipline
         female teachers within patriarchal hierarchies.
      

      
      In 1929, Virginia Woolf (1929/1991) addressed the status of women—artists particularly—and
         argued that:
      

      
      
         a woman must have money and a room of her own if she is to write fiction; and that,
            as you will see, leaves the great problem of the true nature of woman and the true
            nature of fiction unsolved. (p. 4)
         

         
      

      Woolf is addressing the condition of women in the early 20th century, and the resources
         women would need to write—money and space.
      

      
       The resources she cites are resources women needed to be free of the contemporary
         patriarchal structures inhibiting women from embarking on creative activities—or any
         activities, for that matter, which precluded “women’s work.” “Money” would have given
         a woman autonomy and freedom from being obliged to a man for finances. “A room of
         her own” would have given a woman space in which self-actualization and creative action
         could occur. Woolf (1929/1991) seems to lament that because these two resources were
         largely unavailable to females, women generally did not write fiction; therefore,
         the “true nature of woman and the true nature of fiction” remain unknown.
      

      
      The parallel between Woolf’s argument and the development of teacher identity in contemporary
         public schools is drawn between the resources teachers need to be free of contemporary
         patriarchal structures in public schooling, which inhibit authentic identity development.
         Similarly, in contemporary public schools, teachers need freedom and space for self-determination
         to engage students in critical education. Spaces, which are defined and bound by structured
         and mandated curriculum, instruction, and assessment do not provide freedom and self-determination.
      

      
      I draw parallels between creating fiction and authentic teacher identity development
         because each requires narratively identifying or “writing” life and experience. The
         interpretive activity of identifying oneself and one’s relational position to students
         and the task of teaching both content and societal norms and expectations require
         storied construction (Holstein & Gubrium, 2000). I similarly draw a parallel between
         fiction and teaching because both are “creative processes” (Zembylas & Barker, 2002,
         p. 332).
      

      
      In addition, patriarchal, normative, disciplinary structures (Foucault, 1975/1995)
         embed the teaching profession just as they embedded the position of women in Woolf’s
         era. Jones (1990) argued that at its origin, public education existed as “pedagogical
         machinery” (p. 58) designed to normalize societal behavior. The role of teacher was
         a
         function of the role of schooling as “a technology of examination and surveillance
         that
         inculcated the principle of utility and formed a useful population” (Jones, 1990,
         p.
         59). This utilitarian discourse of the 1830s left little room for teachers to exercise
         engaged professional activity; instead, teachers functioned as a cog in the
         machinery.
      

      
      According to Jones (1990), in the mid-1800s, the disciplinary function of teacher
         as “moral exemplar” (p. 59) was added to the identity expectations of teachers. Later
         in the century, teachers could be considered “over-educated” (p. 62) which would lead
         to “arrogance, vanity, and dissatisfaction” which would, in turn, trump the identity
         of the virtuous teacher as moral exemplar and societal monitor. Later added to this
         expectation was the expectation of the teacher to love the students “as a good parent”
         (p. 64) and imbue the classroom with “domestic management” (p. 65). Teachers remained
         under constant surveillance to ensure that the proper values were being transmitted
         to the students.
      

      
      In this way, both teachers and students were disciplined bodies. By the end of the
         19th century, women constituted the vast majority of teachers and personified an imbrication
         of the various historical expectations of personal and professional identities.
      

      
      Since the 19th century and the publication of A Room of One’s Own, the expected and imposed personal and professional identities of teachers have changed
         little. Mandated curriculum and activities, benchmark testing, and standardized testing
         have solidified the teacher’s role as a cog in the “pedagogical machinery” (Jones,
         1990, p. 58) “of examination and surveillance” (p. 59). Teachers monitor students;
         administration monitors teachers.
      

      
      The power at play in the largely female teacher population and the heavily male administration
         force is evidence of the patriarchal structures of public education. Admittedly, there
         are female school administrators and male school teachers; however, the gendered construction
         (Blount, 1999) and function of “administrator” and “teacher” cannot be ignored in
         the current system of accountability and assessment designed to monitor and control
         performance, thereby decreasing teacher autonomy and creativity.
      

      
      The creative act of teaching is inextricably linked to the positive identity
         development of teachers. Zembylas (2003) argued that “the construction of teacher
         identity is at bottom affective, and is dependent upon power and agency”
         (p. 214, author’s emphasis). In contemporary public education, as teachers are afforded
         less power and agency, and are expected to comply with phallologocentric paradigms
         of
         accountability and false constructs of success, the spaces in which teachers can develop
         identity are constricted. This is especially significant when considered not only
         within
         the historically gendered nature of the profession, which has given birth to a context
         of patriarchy and normalization, but also when considered within the statistical context
         of a heavily female teaching profession.
      

      
      According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s Statistical Abstract (2009, Table 248), 76%
         of in-service, elementary and secondary teachers were female—a 3% increase from 1990.
         In addition to becoming increasingly female, since the 19th century, the teaching
         profession has become increasingly feminized (Drudy, 2008). In a 2007 Newsweek article, Scelfo reports the disappearance of male teachers in the past 40 years.
      

      
      The public perception of teacher identity has largely led to the decline of male teachers.
         Men believe they lack nurturing skills and are afraid that expressing tenderness or
         too many feminized traits will be associated with homosexuality, femininity, or weakness.
         In short, men are not associated with the contemporary, culturally defined identity
         of teachers (Drudy, 2008). To be associated with this identity is to be feminized,
         which is perceived as a socially unacceptable identity for a male.
      

      
      The primarily female teaching force is faced not only with threats to professional
         identity development within a context where teachers are losing power and agency;
         they are also faced with threats to personal identity development. Teachers invest
         their selves in their work, and therefore closely merge personal and professional identities (Nias
         1996). Nias contends that teachers derive self-esteem, fulfillment, and vulnerability
         from teaching experience, which can have serious implications for identity development.
      

      
      The teaching profession is culturally recognized as feminine; this femininity is not
         a desirable social trait, and teachers are accordingly culturally and socially relegated
         to inferior status. Jenlink (2009) argued, “Misrecognition of social identities, thus,
         can be understood as a form of symbolic ‘violence,’ through which individuals are
         made inferior, devalued on the basis of the ascribed Otherness” (p. 21).
      

      
      In contemporary educational spaces, identity recognition and inscription, which Woolf
         refers to as a “looking-glass” (1929/1991, p. 35) in which women serve to reflect
         “the figure of man at twice its natural size” (p. 35), serve to keep teachers in position
         of compliance where they can continue to monitor students—and similarly be monitored
         themselves.
      

      
      Jenlink (2009) also argued that “the unfinished work of education is to turn inward
         and look at the current structures of schooling, working to create schools of recognition”
         (p. 24). Classroom teachers cannot implement this unfinished work if they do not critically
         examine, engage, and address their own position and identity in a feminized profession.
         The multiple facets of teacher identity development in a gendered work space and profession
         pose specific implications for teacher educators. Teacher educators must provide opportunities
         for preservice teachers to explore “women’s polymorphous positions in education and
         explore the power/knowledge relations that both condition this construction and derive
         from it” (Tamboukou, 2000, p. 464).
      

      
      If preservice teachers are not prepared to view themselves as “vulnerable social subjects
         who produce and are produced by culture” (Britzman, 1993, p. 28), they will not be
         prepared to implement critical pedagogical skills preservice teacher education provides
         them. In addition, if preservice teachers—both male and female—are not prepared to
         interrogate power, agency, space, and self with a feminist lens, historically gendered
         constructions will be appropriated and perpetuated rather than transformed. Unbalanced
         power and agency will continue to be mirrored in other diverse populations if the
         population with most direct contact with students—women—do not themselves have the
         tools to dismantle the “current structures of schooling, working to create schools
         of recognition” (Jenlink, 2009, p. 24).
      

      
      Returning to Woolf’s (1929/1991) claim, “a woman must have money and a room of her
         own if she is to write fiction” (p. 4), I draw the parallel: a teacher must have autonomy and democratic space if she or he is to engage the creative
            act of teaching. The creative act of teaching is an inextricable imbrication of the act of self-determination,
         self-actualization, self-identification, and recognition. The feminist act of creation
         and resistance can be embodied to counteract masculine practices of hegemony (Griffith,
         2006), which perpetuate inequality and prohibit spaces of recognition. Teachers must
         be prepared to enter spaces that are not necessarily aligned with the pedagogies with
         which they are equipped in teacher preparation.
      

      
      As a preservice teacher, I believed I was being prepared to teach diverse students
         and forge a classroom space in which all students would be recognized. I also believed
         that I was being prepared to align with a workforce that already existed. In reality,
         when I entered the teaching profession, my ideas about student recognition and educational
         space were the antithesis of what was being practiced and reproduced. Much to my dismay,
         I had not been prepared to resist and transform spaces—only to align with or choose
         to exit restrictive and constricting spaces.
      

      
      I attended a highly ranked, major university for my teacher preparation. I underwent
         a traditional teacher certification program and semester-long student teaching experience.
         I did not lack coursework or internship experiences. I even had the benefit of specialized,
         methods-based teacher education. I had expert, concerned, and engaged advisors—both
         in my content area and in educator preparation. Despite attending the largest university
         in Texas, I had consistent mentors, authentic learning experiences, and personalized
         instruction. I interrogated my personal identity and beliefs, unpacked my privilege
         and disadvantage, and readied myself to critically engage students at the classroom
         and societal level.
      

      
      However, I had not been prepared for the experiences I would have with other teachers,
         administrators, and the status to which I would be relegated as a teacher—or justateacher. In my early years, I thought perhaps I had coincidentally entered schools with closed
         cultures, but as I taught in different parts of the state, I encountered the same
         attitudes. Shortly after I was inducted into the profession, I began to question the
         reality of the ideals with which I had been prepared as a preservice teacher.
      

      
      The most critically engaging preservice teacher can be dismantled and inducted into
         the pedagogical machinery (Jones, 1990) within a matter of months, if not also prepared
         with the skills to forge autonomy and democratic space through creativity and resistance.
         The self-identified teacher can be othered into justateacher if not prepared to act with creativity and resistance to counter-imposed teacher
         identities of compliance and normalization.
      

      
      Four specific areas need to be explicitly addressed in preparation for teacher induction:
         agency, power, space, and self. Preparing teachers to approach these educational areas
         of inquiry with a feminist lens helps them view how individuals, contexts, and interactions
         construct meaning, which further influences educational spaces and the policies and
         practices that transform or reproduce the selfsame individuals, contexts, and interactions
         that operate within the educational space. If the pedagogical machinery (Jones, 1990)
         is to be transformed, the subtle—and sometimes overt—systems of hegemonic reproduction
         must be exposed and the teachers who operate within them must be prepared to not only
         see them, but also to resist them.
      

      
      Teachers must be prepared to envision what Maxine Greene (2001) refers to as the as if: “the notion of a realm of possibility with relevance for all those we teach and
         whom we hope to liberate” (p. 118). To render the familiar pedagogical machinery (Jones,
         1990) unfamiliar is to open space for critically engaging, critiquing, challenging,
         and transforming the heretofore accepted “feminine” essence of teaching and teacher
         identity. Forging, entering, and acting within this space requires specific skills
         of inquiry, analysis, and engagement related to the professional status of teachers—power;
         the professional influence of teachers—agency; the professional creativity of teachers—space;
         and the professional identity of teachers—self.
      

      
      Interrogating Power: The Professional Status of Teachers

      
      
         Yet it is in our idleness, in our dreams, that the submerged truth sometimes comes
            to the top. (Woolf, 1929/1991, p. 31)
         

         
      

      I had, what I thought, to be little time for idleness during my preservice preparation.
         However, upon induction into in-service teaching, I realized exactly how little time
         there was for reflective practice. I expected a period of adjustment to my time constraints
         the first year; however, year after year I felt time slipping away. This was not an
         issue of disorganization or procrastination; this was an issue of my professional
         status as implementer of the sometimes fleeting wills of my superiors—from department
         chair, to curriculum specialist, to principal, to central office, to state and federal
         government.
      

      
      The little time I did have, I shielded and reserved for students—home visits, phone
         calls, community activism. I had no quality time reserved to reflect, plan, collaborate,
         or otherwise tend my profession or my professional self. I only had time to jump directly
         into the flood of prescribed activities. I had no power to enact a dreamed vision
         of the space of my classroom. I only had the power to subtly tweak prescribed curriculum
         and practice.
      

      
      The lack of time was a symptom of the professional status of teachers in the districts
         I worked. Woolf (1929/1991) describes the need for quiet reflection—a pause—to let
         the “submerged truth” (p.31) become realized. The lack of power I experienced did
         not give me room to pause and critically examine my actions. Without this pause and
         without access to the decision-making process guiding the actions I was asked to do,
         I did not have knowledge; without knowledge, I had no power and no access to discovering
         the “submerged truth” (p. 31).  Each school year after my induction year in 1998,
         I had decreasing power to write curriculum or create lesson plans. My power slipped
         as my efficacy, skill, and experience increased. The expectation that I remain a “passive
         receiver of discrete parts of curriculum” (Greene, 2001, p. 126) grew. Attempts to
         question this identity expectation of compliance were received as a threat or as evidence
         that I was not a “team player.”
      

      
      When teachers are expected “to speak in a manner others determine and to follow
         some extrinsic logic, we become disempowered” (Greene, 2001, p. 126). I had no autonomy
         to be responsive to student need or interest. Furthermore, I was held accountable
         for my
         students’ achievements without the autonomy to work with them toward achievement.
         Instead, I was expected to follow curricula and lessons that I did not create. I was
         expected to act upon students just as I was being acted upon. I was
         confronted with a dilemma—enact what my students needed to learn and be critically
         engaged, or follow the direction of my supervisors. This false dilemma should never
         have
         existed—these dyads should never have been polarized; instead, these goals should
         have
         been aligned, mutually respected, and co-developed.
      

      
      I had not been prepared for this. I had been prepared to write engaging lessons, to
         construct critical consciousness, to enact my personal pedagogy, and to collaborate
         with stakeholders. I had not been prepared to have my pedagogy challenged because
         it had aligned with the pedagogy of my preparation program and my experiences in the
         preparation program. I did not stay more than one school year in the first three teaching
         positions because I believed I had not found the “right fit” with a campus. The more
         I taught, the more I realized the critical pedagogy of the academy was at odds with
         the hegemonic expectation of compliance and monitoring in schools.
      

      
      Another false dilemma arose—stay and enact my pedagogy, which was aligned with my
         personal and professional identity, risking the perception of insubordination; or
         leave teaching. The lack of power I experienced as a teacher, the lack of professional
         status, did not leave room for other options.
      

      
      Consider this: Providing preservice teachers with the power of imagination to envision
         the as if (Greene, 2001), to envision the possibility of enacting their personal and professional
         identity in their pedagogy, without providing them the tools to resist contemporary
         hegemonic practices in schools is to perpetuate the power imbalance between teacher
         and institution. Consider Torres’s (2002) comments on her “awakening”:
      

      
      
         I had naively believed that I was free to talk openly on educational perspectives
            according to my beliefs, convictions, and commitments. . . . To awaken to one’s own
            reality is painful and overwhelming. I became overwhelmed with cautious postawakenings;
            it is better to be silent rather than to speak up, it is better to avoid terms that
            identify one as a radical, it is better to appear cold rather than passionate. . .
            . This led me to embrace silence as the easiest way to cope with the situation. (p.
            82)
         

         
      

      Embedded in teacher identity development needs to the be the what if. Empowering teachers’ vision and personal pedagogy must be coupled with the understanding
         that enacting personal pedagogy could result in power struggles. Failing to prepare
         teachers for this confrontation could result in a pendulum reaction, as evident in
         Torres’s (2002) comments, silencing an otherwise “awakened” teacher in their traumatic
         “postawakening.”
      

      
      bell hooks (1999), referring to the university but with her statement equally
         applicable to public schooling, argued, “Feminist pedagogy can only be liberatory
         if it
         is truly revolutionary because the mechanisms of appropriation within white supremacist,
         capitalist patriarchy are able to co-opt with tremendous ease that which merely appears
         radical or subversive” (p. 50–51). It is quite easy for teachers to be co-opted into
         silence and submission when they exhibit resistance to pedagogical machinery (Jones,
         1990). I would not have considered—and still do not consider—my pedagogy “radical.”
         I
         consider it ethical and equitable.
      

      
      However, when it is reflected in the “looking glass” (Woolf, 1929/1991, p. 35) of
         the patriarchal pedagogy of institutionalized schooling, it is considered radical.
         It is radical because it does not reflect “the figure of [the school] at twice its
         natural size” (p. 35) but reflects the inequity present in the power distribution.
         Woolf argued:
      

      
      
         For if she begins to tell the truth, the figure in the looking-glass shrinks. . .
            . How is he to go on giving judgement, civilizing natives, making laws, writing books,
            dressing up and speechifying at banquets, unless he can see himself . . . at least
            twice the size he really is? (p. 36)
         

         
      

      Refusing to appropriate and participate in the perpetuation of unequal power distributions
         is considered a disruptive act of subversion and insubordination.
      

      
      After my preservice teaching experiences, I naïvely believed any ethical expressions
         of my understanding of equity and social justice would be accepted. In my third year
         of teaching, I was discussing textbooks with the administrator in charge of distribution.
         He was holding a science text in his hands that featured a photograph of a raccoon
         on the front. The principal entered the conversation and made a racial slur about
         the “coon” on the cover. The other administrator laughed. I stood shocked. I shared
         that the comment was inappropriate and the principal said, “Oh sweetie, you just don’t
         know.” This was the same principal that had sent two boys back to my class after I
         sent them to the office for using tobacco in class. I practically never sent students
         to the office, but the school maintained a “no tolerance” policy for tobacco.
      

      
      In addition, the two boys had been spitting the chewing tobacco inside the student
         desks, spreading spit and tobacco on other students’ items as they placed them inside
         throughout the day. The boys were sent back to me within minutes. Later the principal
         told me, “Boys will be boys and there’s nothing you can do about that.” Evident in
         these two experiences was an inequity that permeated the campus. Many teachers expressed
         dissatisfaction with their experiences, but did nothing.  
      

      
      Had I been prepared to understand that refusal to engage and perpetuate inequity could
         render me more and more powerless in the school system, I might have engaged the power
         struggle differently. Instead, the more I refused, the more I was punished until I
         left the teaching assignment. I ultimately left teaching for three years, returning
         after completing graduate school, and experienced many experiences similar to the
         ones I had had in my first three years. However, my experience had taught me the inverse
         relationship between attempts to disrupt inequity and maintaining a professional status
         of power.
      

      
      Interrogating Agency: The Professional Influence of Teachers

      
      
         Life for both sexes—and I looked at them, shouldering their way along the pavement—is
            arduous, difficult, a perpetual struggle. It calls for gigantic courage and strength.
            More than anything, perhaps, creatures of illusion as we are, it calls for confidence
            in oneself. Without self-confidence we are as babes in the cradle. (Woolf, 1929/1991,
            pp. 34–35)
         

         
      

      Reentering teaching, six years after my induction, with an MA in my content area,
         gave me slightly more status, at least in my department. I had gained self-confidence
         and more readily stood against inequity because I had a better understanding of how
         to
         discern and engage power relationships. I also had a better understanding of leveraging
         my power to initiate and maintain agency. I lacked mentors and had to learn—like Torres
         (2002)—that I had allowed myself to fall victim to inequity. While I did experience
         situations in which I had little power, I permitted myself to be silenced into inaction,
         solidifying my role in a low professional status. I realized I allowed this partly
         because the experience and “postawakening” (Torres, 2002, p. 82) were unanticipated.
      

      
      Woolf (1929/1991) noted that one way to gain status is by gaining self-confidence.
         Unfortunately, self-confidence is sometimes gained at the expense of another:
      

      
      
         And how can we generate this imponderable quality, which is yet so invaluable, most
            quickly? By thinking that other people are inferior to one self. By feeling that one
            has some innate superiority . . . over other people. Hence the enormous importance
            to a patriarch who has to conquer, who has to rule, of feeling that great numbers
            of people, half the human race indeed, are by nature inferior to himself. It must
            indeed be one of the chief sources of his power. (Woolf, 1929/1991, p. 35)
         

         
      

      In the interim, I learned that my submission and self-removal from teaching was a
         result of allowing others in education to gain self-confidence at my expense.
      

      
      When I returned to the classroom, four years after my induction year, I had worked
         in environments that did not exhibit the same institutionalized systems of educational
         patriarchy and I had developed self-confidence after small achievements in agency.
         I
         reflected on my experiences in my own public schooling and in preservice preparation.
         I
         realized that much of my professional socialization had taken place within a
         “shrug-your-shoulders” and “what-are-you-gonna-do” attitude. This was the same attitude
         the principal had with the boys spitting tobacco. Failing to address the inequity
         is to
         give the appearance that the inequity exists in some kind of “originary state”
         (Malewski, 2007, p. 322)—it’s just the way it is. 

      
      There was little that was actually done—by anyone—in my previous experiences. In my
         preservice experience, enacting equitable pedagogy of social justice was not met with
         resistance—this stance seemed to exist in an originary state in the academy. In my
         schooling experience, injustice was the just the way it is. Never was the agency required to transform from status quo to equity addressed.
         In reflection, I believed that either some transition had taken place while I was
         in university or the inequity I experienced in my public schooling had been an exception.
         In reality, there was a gap in my preparation because things had not changed and,
         unfortunately, my experiences as a student had not been an exception.
      

      
      Back in teaching, I enacted a critical pedagogy based on my previous experiences with
         agency—“doing something” had bred self-confidence which in turn made me more likely
         to “do something” again. In reflection, if I had had experience with agency as a preservice
         teacher, I would have understood this.
      

      
      As Greene (2001) notes, “So much depends upon our—the teachers’—own recognition that
         meanings must be achieved by those with a sense of agency; they do not preexist, to
         be dug up like nuggets of coal or even lumps of gold” (p. 124). The meaning I previously
         constructed of my status as a teacher did appear to preexist because it was written
         by those who inhabited the space before I entered. I walked into it. While I did not
         accept it, I did not readily challenge it—partly because I did not know how to challenge
         it. Through agency, I was able to create new meanings rather than accept those that
         already existed.
      

      
      In addition, I was able to create new meanings that were the result of my agency.
         Prior to my exit from teaching, I believed that the only outcomes of actions that
         I took to promote equity would result in my being labeled “subversive” and in a lowering
         of my professional status. However, as I built my agency—even through acts considered
         subversive and radical—my professional influence grew because my students began achieving
         and my influence in the community outside traditional pedagogical hierarchies grew.
         I began to operate outside the traditional space of school. While I was sometimes
         labeled subversive by those inside the traditional space, my status was not as such
         outside the traditional space.
      

      
      Preservice experience with agency and activism in the community would have better
         prepared me for this lesson. I was able to deconstruct phallologocentric paradigms
         of power and agency by operating with the students, family, and community in spaces
         outside schooling. Intersubjective and responsive paradigms of mutual power and agency
         then began to infiltrate the traditional spaces of school.
      

      
      While I was not shielded from labels of subversion and radicalism, those meanings
         did not have the same currency as in my previous teaching experiences. I was able
         to resist the currency by building currency outside school. This was still a delicate,
         sometimes dangerous, act; however, because my actions had proven “successful”—even
         in the false constructs of accountability and standardized testing—I was left to continue
         my work. Had my students not had success on standardized tests, I most likely would
         not have been allowed to continue to operate in the manner I had, and most likely
         would have been expected to normalize or leave.
      

      
      Without the self-confidence to attempt agency and activism and without the result
         of action further fueling future action, I would not have been able to co-construct
         my identity as a teacher, the academic success of my students, or the space of recognition
         which began to grow inside the tradition space of schooling. This lesson, that “action,
         in contrast to behavior, means taking an initiative, embarking on a beginning, setting
         something in motion” (Greene, 2001, p. 119) might have prevented my exit from teaching
         so early in my career and set a path of critical pedagogy upon induction.
      

      
      Interrogating Space: The Professional Creativity of Teachers

      
      
         So long as you write what you wish to write, that is all that matters; and whether
            it matters for ages or only for hours, nobody can say. But to sacrifice a hair of
            the head of your vision, a shade of its colour, in deference to some Headmaster with
            a silver pot in his hand or to some professor with a measuring-rod up his sleeve,
            is the most abject treachery. (Woolf, 1929/1991, p. 106)
         

         
      

      As teachers act within spaces of school, they write themselves and their identities.
         Understanding of the creativity embedded as action within space co-creates self-identification
         and mutual recognition is a necessary precursor to positive teacher identity development
         and enacting critical pedagogy within traditionally patriarchal hierarchies. This
         co-creation is described in John Barth’s (2001) novel Chimera:

      
      
         There’s a kind of snail in the Maryland marshes—perhaps I invented him—that makes
            his shell as he goes along out of whatever he comes across, cementing it with his
            own juices, and at the same time makes his path instinctively toward the best available
            material for his shell; he carries his history on his back, living in it, adding new
            and larger spirals to it from the present as he grows. (Barth, 2001, p. 10)
         

         
      

      Changing educational landscapes requires understanding that new metaphorical shells
         cannot be created from only the materials of the landscapes we wish to change. Teachers
         wishing to change the public perception of teacher identity and striving to enact
         critical and equitable pedagogies must address teacher position in education in concert
         with student recognition and equitable practice. The same forces of privilege that
         create opportunity gaps for diverse students create opportunity confinements for teachers.
      

      
       Teacher resistance to appropriating these systems of privilege must be engaged with
         a creative approach, carefully constructed to subvert the foundations of inequity
         without destroying teachers’ professional status or agency. Without professional status
         and agency, the desired changes will have no system for implementation.
      

      
       Redefinition of the spaces of education is necessary for these transformations. Upon
         reentry to teaching, I derived my professional status and agency from the students,
         their families, and our community. Much of this action took place with school and
         county social workers. Upon reflection, I saw that interdisciplinary internship partnerships
         at the preservice level would have provided rich opportunities to begin to develop
         this aspect of my teacher identity and would have guided my work toward authentic
         agency. How will new paradigms be achieved if internship and preservice teaching experience
         is gained only in the classroom? How will preservice teachers engage a creative pedagogy
         if experience is only within traditional educational spaces?
      

      
       In my experience, opening spaces outside the traditional school walls allowed me
         to develop a professional identity imbricated in my personal identity. Tamboukou (2000)
         recognized “the difficulty women face in attempting to fashion a self that transcends
         restrictions and limitations of both the private and public spheres and ultimately
         creates patterns of an autonomous existence, beyond imposed space boundaries” (p.
         470).
      

      
       A teacher-self identified only by public and institutional expectations and experiences
         of “teacher” is created within the structure that limits the identification and recognition
         in the first place. Such a teacher-self risks having been othered into justateacher. There is little room for significant status and agency in this position.
      

      
       Greene (2001) argued for the need to open “spaces in our classrooms, more and more
         spaces where people can appear as who they are and not what they are, spaces for action on the part of all those involved” (p. 118, author’s
         emphasis). Justateacher is what a teacher is—not who she or he is. Teachers do need to operate as if (Greene, 2001) the change they wish is possible; however, this is not enough. Embedded
         in the as if must also be the what if: What if the majority of teachers operated from an authentic sense of self, empowered
         with the status and agency to enact the as if?
      

      
      Interrogating Self: The Identity of Teachers

      
      
         Here I would stop, but the pressure of convention decrees that every speech must end
            with a peroration. And a peroration addressed to women should have something, you
            will agree, particularly exalting and ennobling about it. I should implore you to
            remember your responsibilities, to be higher, more spiritual; I should remind you
            how much depends upon you, and what an influence you can exert upon the future. .
            . . When I rummage in my own mind I find no noble sentiments about being companions
            and equals and influencing the world to higher ends. I find myself saying briefly
            and prosaically that it is much more important to be oneself than anything else. (Woolf,
            1929/1991, p. 110–111)
         

         
      

       Indeed, it is more important than anything else. To be oneself rather than the expectation
         of teacher. The most important lesson I learned—somewhere between teaching Thanatopsis (Bryant, 1912) and The Sound and Fury (Faulkner, 1924/1994) in the eighth year after my induction year—was that I could
         not enact the critical pedagogy I had embraced in preservice teaching if I myself
         was entrenched in the systems that so desperately needed critical voices. I also could
         not enact this critical pedagogy if I exited the systems. However, just as I refused
         to accept the oppositional dyad of student need and administrator will, I refused
         to accept this paradox of position.
      

      
      Above all else, I had to remain vigilant to the purpose I had embedded in my identity—ethical,
         equitable, and critical pedagogical practice as a precursor to a more ethical, equitable,
         and critical society. This was the essence of my teacher-self; not femininity, normalization, or compliance.
         Within my imposed identity of justateacher, the ability to work within patriarchal systems of education for change was a paradox,
         but in my self-identification of teacher, it was not.
      

      
      Working within these systems was necessary to procure a position of praxis while I
         worked with and for students to co-create spaces of recognition—for ourselves and
         for each other. This was how I made sense of myself and my choice to remain in schools
         where, as one superintendent told me, I was “not only well-qualified, [I] sure did
         ‘pretty up’ the place.” Greene (2001) summarized this:
      

      
      
         Thinking about the restless search for meanings that keeps so many of us alive, I
            want to remind you how important it is to stay in touch with our own narratives,
            what we feel to be authentic in our addresses to the world around. It is so easy to
            give way to what is taken for granted as efficient and acceptable. It is so easy to
            set aside our particular modes of sense-making, our dreams of what out to be. (p.
            125)
         

         
      

      Woolf (1929/1991) lamented that because these women lacked resources to write, women
         generally did not write fiction; therefore, the “true nature of woman and the true
         nature of fiction” (p. 4) remain unknown.
      

      
       Similarly, I lament that as a collective profession, teachers lack autonomy and democratic
         space within which to co-create identity and recognition. Because of this, the true
         nature of teachers and education has yet to be realized. In this way, educators and
         education is unfinished until we “turn inward and look at the current structures of
         schooling, working to create schools of recognition” (Jenlink, 2009, p. 24).
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      
         Call me Mary Beton, Mary Seton, Mary Carmichael or any other name you please—it is
            not a matter of importance. (Woolf, 1929/1991, p. 5)
         

         
      

      While I have used portions of my narrative to elaborate on the importance of recognizing
         the feminized teaching profession as context for teacher identity development, it
         is imperative to recognize that, while the details of my story are perhaps unique,
         the grand narrative that defines the parameters within which I make sense of my experience
         is not. I could have easily spoken from the position of Mary Beton, Mary Seton, or
         Mary Carmichael. The specifics of examples are “not a matter of importance” as are
         the implications.
      

      
      The foremost implication is that almost 100 years after Woolf (1929/1991) argued for
         recognition of “intellectual freedom” (p. 108) of women, teachers have had power,
         agency, and space in decreasing amounts and the profession of teaching has further
         solidified woman’s “place” in the intellectual world as an acceptable profession.
         In this place, professional women are acceptably controlled and normalized within
         the patriarchal system of education. Woolf (1929/1991) made the prediction that:
      

      
      
         in a hundred years . . . women will have ceased to be the protected sex. Logically
            they will take part in all activities and exertions that were once denied them. .
            .
            . All assumptions founded on the facts observed when women were the protected sex
            will have disappeared . . . Anything may happen when womanhood has ceased to be a
            protected occupation. (p. 40)
         

         
      

      Preservice teachers should be prepared to face a system in which women are, in many
         ways, indoctrinated into systems of pedagogical machinery designed at a time when
         women were the “protected sex.” This belief still haunts the beliefs and actions in
         schools.
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      Chapter 12

      Personal, Professional, and Political Identities of Lesbian Teachers
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      The personal, professional, and political identities of lesbian teachers are so intertwined
         that it is difficult to discuss one without intersection with the others. There is
         the irony of lesbian teachers entering the profession of teaching in order to meet
         the personal needs of belonging, power, and security, only to be met with the reality
         that those very needs of belonging, power, and security are threatened by that choice
         of profession. The professional image of lesbian teachers is shaped by the public/private
         dichotomy of having to manage the public life by hiding the private life. Public space
         is structured by the assumption of heterosexuality, which forces lesbian teachers
         into a pattern of living and relating to others that is centered on hiding, remaining
         invisible.
      

      
      
         Teachers, in general, are hired to conform to set values of the community which hires
            them. They are expected to reflect conventions which correspond with an ideological
            model of behavior sanctioned by the state and by the community in which they work.
            In a publicly funded educational system, not only are teachers expected to transmit
            dominant ideologies, but, as representatives of the state, they are assumed to embody
            the dominant values of the society which hires them. The notion of lesbian teachers
            inevitably contradicts mainstream assumptions about female teachers—women whose image
            stereotypically corresponds with and implicitly conveys traditional female “virtues”
            of purity, dedication, and nurturance. (Khayatt, 1992, p. 5)
         

         
      

      The institutionalization of heterosexism and homophobia makes it necessary to structure
         lives in accordance with heterosexual norms and expectations. Maintaining constant
         vigilance to not depart from this norm, lesbian teachers must dissimulate who they
         are in order to avoid rejection and to maintain professional status. According to
         Bensimon (1992), teachers’ “lives are shaped by not only the content of their labor
         but also the context within which their labor is carried out” (p. 11). That context
         includes the current public eye, the historical evolution of the feminization of teaching,
         and the relationship of social structures to the female body.
      

      
      Implications for schools as a force for social justice will be explored through this
         examination of the personal, professional, and political identities of lesbian teachers.
         Those implications will not only be addressed for the teachers themselves, but also
         for all minorities, both faculty and students. Further examination will encompass
         the effect of “breaking the silence” and how that has the potential to meet the needs
         of all children in an increasingly diverse society. Narrative voice will add to the
         humanity of the lesbian teachers who struggle to balance their personal, professional,
         and political identities.
      

      
      The Feminization of Teaching

      
      Women joined the teaching profession in large numbers during the mid 19th century.
         Once a male-dominated profession, teaching became associated with the female face
         of the schoolmarm (Rury, 1989). The change was precipitated by the Common School Movement
         spearheaded by Horace Mann, secretary of the Massachusetts Board of Education from
         1837–1848 (Sugg, 1978).
      

      
      Women’s transition from the private sphere of home into the more public area of school
         had mixed reactions. However, proponents such as Horace Mann, Catharine Beecher, and
         others argued that women were superior in virtue and morals, more patient, and naturally
         suited to tend to the needs of young children and saw reward in the selfless task
         of teaching. Mann commented in a lecture on the special preparation of teachers in
         1838:
      

      
      
         Is there not an obvious, constitutional difference of temperament between the sexes,
            indicative of a prearranged fitness and adaptation, and making known to us, as by
            a heaven-imparted sign, that woman, by her livelier sensibility and her quicker sympathies,
            is the fore chosen guide and guardian of children of a tender age? (Mann, 1969, p.
            73)
         

         
      

      In Mann’s (1841) Fourth Annual Report, he argued that women would teach as well as men for a smaller salary. He supported
         women as teachers because of their so-called natural aptitudes and advertised their
         inexpensiveness so that communities might seize the opportunity to hire them.
      

      
      Catharine Beecher (1846) enthusiastically supported teaching as women’s natural profession.
         In an “Address on the Evils suffered by American Women and American Children” she
         argued that educating children is the “true and noble profession of a woman” (p. 10).
         Beecher wanted women “possessed of missionary zeal and benevolence” to “instruct in
         morals and piety and to teach the domestic arts and virtues” (p. 13). Like Mann, Beecher
         also contributed to the rationalization of low wages by exalting the missionary qualities
         of teaching. She gave such a convincing argument of teaching being so natural, hence
         so easy, that it was natural to pay women less.
      

      
      Enforcing Traditional Gender Ideology

      
      The feminization of teaching brought new perspectives and expectations of educators
         (Arnot, 1988). Traditional gender role expectations for women became entangled with
         how teachers were supposed to behave and appear. The transition from the private sphere
         of the home to the public sphere of school also brought with it notions of teachers
         as pure, moral, virginal, and motherly. Furthermore, this Bible-based persona of a
         teacher was asexual and heterosexual, the virgin/whore dichotomy that persists to
         this day. Bars to marriage, dress codes, and behavioral expectations served to perpetuate
         images of the ideal teacher and the ideal woman.
      

      
      Tyack and Strober (1981) point out, “women teachers were expected to exemplify and
         preach abstinence while community males smoked and drank, to create the impression
         that
         teachers reproduced by budding while seeing their sisters and brothers produce families
         by other means” (p. 24). Some school rules revealed paranoia that women would be spoiled
         or tainted by men. Some of the rules included: (a) Keeping company with men was
         forbidden, (b) Teachers should be home after dark unless attending a school function
         (c)
         Teachers may not ride in an automobile or carriage with any man with the exception
         of a
         relative (specifically their fathers or brothers) and (d) Teachers could not dye their
         hair and had to wear a certain number of petticoats (Wyman, 1997).
      

      
      Women were expected to teach for a few years and then retire and marry. In fact, Beecher
         claimed that teaching was excellent preparation for marriage and motherhood. The mandatory
         spinsterhood in many areas was also used as an excuse not to pay teachers higher salaries,
         given that they didn’t have families to support. Another result of the large numbers
         of single teachers is that they formed tight-knit communities where they developed
         close relationships and shared living quarters.
      

      
      Given some financial and social independence, many women chose to remain single.
         Ironically, this created a backlash in which some critics accused single women of
         contributing to the “demise of the (White) race” (Blount, 1996, p. 322). Single teachers
         were characterized as unnatural and suspicions of possible lesbianism arose. Blount
         (1996) calls this the so-called “Spinster/Lesbian Threat” (p. 324) in education. Whereas
         at the turn of the century it was expected that teachers remain single, by the third
         or
         fourth decade of the 20th century, spinsterhood was perceived as deviant.
      

      
       The leading psychologist at the time, G. Stanley Hall, was concerned that the
         massive numbers of women teachers and the absence of men would create effeminate boys.
         This created an urgent “need” for male teachers, but teaching had become so associated
         with women that males who pursued this profession had their masculinity questioned
         (Blount, 1999). Gradually, men carved out a “masculine” space in principalships and
         superintendencies.
      

      
       Tyack (1974) associates the 19th century bureaucratization of schools with the hiring
         of women and notes that the hierarchy required subordination and management in which
         the male administrators took a paternalistic role with their female employees. Just
         as women were subordinate to men inside the home, they were also subordinate outside
         the home, and this hierarchy reproduced and maintained this power division among the
         sexes.
      

      
       Thus, teachers were expected to embody popular gender ideology and any deviation
         of such was punished. Blount (2005) extensively documents how perceptions of gender
         deviance by educators were received in Fit to Teach: Same-Sex Desire, Gender, and School Work in the Twentieth Century. After World War II and Kinsey’s (Kinsey, Pomeroy, & Martin, 1948; Kinsey, Pomeroy,
         Martin, & Gebhard, 1953) landmark studies of human sexuality, public awareness of
         homosexuality was heightened. The suspicion of same-sex desire which was often attributed
         to nongender conforming characteristics such as dress, appearance, or mannerisms could
         have devastating consequences for teachers.
      

      
       Teachers merely rumored to be gay were dismissed. Lewis (as cited in Blount 2005)
         recounts the story of a student who dropped in at her teacher’s house and noticed
         that there was only one bedroom to accommodate her teacher and her roommate. After
         the student gave her mother this information, rumors eventually spread to the school
         board and the teacher was fired on suspicion of lesbianism.
      

      
       Fears of homosexual recruitment were also common during this time. Blount (2005)
         points out that Caprio, author of a 1954 study on lesbianism, cautioned that lesbian
         teachers regularly sought out their students and would influence them into having
         “immoral relationships.” In 1963, Florida’s legislature created a committee to search
         and suspend any individual suspected of homosexuality. Fifty-four teachers lost their
         certificates on “morals charges” (Report of the Florida Legislative Investigation
         Committee, 1964 as cited in Blount, 2000).
      

      
       Sexual prejudice toward individuals perceived as gay or lesbian continues to result
         in employment loss, physical and verbal attacks, and general marginalization. Coach
         Merry Stephens of Bloomberg, Texas, was a target of antigay prejudice. Despite the
         fact that she was an outstanding teacher and coach, as evidenced by many awards, in
         December of 2004 the school board took measures to dismiss Stephens on grounds of
         “insubordination.” In April 2005 they settled out of court after the president of
         the school board admitted that the decision to fire Coach Stephens was precipitated
         by the sexual prejudice of several board members who said that she didn’t “deserve
         to work” because she was a lesbian (NCLR Press Release, 2005).
      

      
       Psychology teacher and volleyball coach Wendy Weaver was removed from her athletic
         training duties in 1997 when the school administration found out she was a lesbian.
         She sued the school district and won but later suffered through accusations that she
         was not a good role model because her sexual orientation conflicted with state laws
         prohibiting sodomy (Bennett, 1997). Community members attempting to remove Weaver
         from her job took matters up to the Utah Supreme Court, which ruled in Weaver’s favor
         in 1998, stating that it was up to education officials whether or not to fire someone
         because of their sexual orientation.
      

      
       While the ruling was in Weaver’s favor, the fact that firing someone because of
         his or her sexual orientation was not the central issue, but discussion of who had
         the
         power to do so is disturbing. Weaver commented, “What bothers me . . . is I’m not
         Wendy
         Weaver anymore. I’m ‘the lesbian teacher.’ It’s not who I am. I’m a teacher, a mother,
         and I was a coach. . . . The gay issue has become a focal point, but it shouldn’t
         be. I
         wish I would be judged on being a teacher, by my performance on the job like anyone
         else
         would be” (Paragraph 70).
      

      
      Indeed, lesbian teachers continue to face devastating consequences from coming out.
         Even in those cases in which teachers are victorious, the emotional toll of having
         to go through the legal system and fight harassment for years cannot be ignored. Thus,
         schools continue to serve as training grounds for gender-appropriate behavior, where
         to be female is to be heterosexual.
      

      
      Maintaining an “Acceptable” Professional Image at a Cost to Personal Self-Esteem

      
      The literature (Bensimon, 1992; Khayatt, 1992; Rich, 1988) emphasizes that in order
         for lesbians to maintain an “acceptable” professional image within the teaching profession,
         they must wage a struggle between public and private. This public versus private dichotomy
         is created as a result of having to construct lives within a public space that is
         structured by ideologically and culturally compulsory heterosexuality. Within a heterosexual
         norm, lesbians are under strong demands to remain closeted regardless of the damage
         to their self-esteem. Lesbian teachers build their lives around the public mandate
         of heterosexuality.
      

      
      The unspoken rules of public versus private make it necessary for lesbian teachers
         to reveal only parts of themselves to colleagues. Public interactions must be restricted
         by focusing on others and revealing only “safe” information about one’s self. Great
         effort is expended in order to blend into the expected norms of heterosexuality. In
         order to survive in the educational system, lesbian teachers worry about being fired,
         harassed, rejected, or at the very least, ostracized. As a form of self-defense, lesbian
         teachers deny who they are and avoid self-disclosure in the name of self-preservation.
      

      
      Living compartmentalized lives is very difficult and comes with a personal price to
         the self-esteem of lesbian teachers. Social survival in the educational system often
         depends on the skills of hiding, deflecting, and omitting. Some live double lives,
         terrified of being found out; some develop self-loathing and self-doubt. Even those
         who are self-accepting and self-confident must be vigilant to use caution when identifying
         themselves:
      

      
      
         The ways in which invisibility was embodied in the very structure of the daily lives
            of the lesbian teachers I interviewed produced feelings of both safety and worthlessness.
            There was safety in the fact that who they were was invisible to the structures within
            which they acted—structures that were mostly hostile to their existence. . . . Feelings
            of worthlessness inevitably surfaced in such a context of denial. (Khayatt, 1992,
            p. 108)
         

         
      

      There are personal and professional consequences for the self-denial of lesbian teachers.
         Alcoholism is one of the many personal consequences that are prevalent for many lesbians
         who have to cope with the public/private dichotomy that is necessary for survival
         in the profession of education. Khayatt (1992) describes it as one avenue “for many
         lesbians to overcome the negative feelings about themselves and those attributed to
         them by society” and a way “to cope with the hostility of society toward our existence,
         and to accept the contradiction between the negative prevailing images of lesbians
         and our own knowledge and interpretation of our way of life” (p. 134).
      

      
      On the professional level, many lesbians are hesitant to take positions of leadership
         within the schools, fearing that further public exposure may mean an increase in the
         danger of personal exposure. Thus, career opportunities are limited by fears of “being
         found out.”
      

      
      Implications for Social Justice

      
      Acknowledging and addressing the marginalization of lesbian teachers is advantageous
         not only for the cause of lesbian teachers, but also for the opportunity to awaken
         our consciousness about how others may be forced to remain silent about their own
         victimizations. An awareness of the harassment of others due to race, culture, or
         religion can be promoted by addressing the issues of lesbian teachers. This development
         of awareness and commitment to make changes within the educational system has potential
         for benefiting faculty, students, and the community as a whole.
      

      
      As reported by Snorton (2004), the 2003 National School Climate Survey conducted by
         the Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network (GLSEN) reveals that lesbian, gay,
         bisexual and transgender (LGBT) students feel safer and more included when they know
         of an out or supportive teacher at their school. According to a recent national poll,
         5% of America’s high school students identify as gay or lesbian—that’s over three-quarters
         of a million students nationwide.
      

      
      Nearly one-third of all LGBT students report skipping at least one day of class in
         the last month out of fear. Students say their feelings of security and belonging
         increase with the presence of a supportive faculty, and a number of schools have mandated
         in-service tolerance training for teachers. Making schools safer for lesbian teachers
         will make schools safer for sexual minority students.
      

      
      Learning about the diversity of humankind is an essential part of education in a democratic
         society. Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (2005) works to “increase the
         visible presence of student and adult allies who can help to shape a school culture
         that is accepting of all people regardless of sexual orientation, gender identity/expression
         or any other difference.” Their educator workshops provide allies in education with
         an in-depth understanding of how to make schools more inclusive and safe for all students.
      

      
      By learning to address bullying of GLBT students, teachers can then take action to
         provide safe learning environments for all students. Educational activities aimed
         at creating safer and more affirming schools for all students are presented in GLSEN’s
         No Name-Calling Week and the Safe Space program.
      

      
      Survival Techniques

      
      In order to not only survive but thrive in the educational system, lesbian teachers
         must develop personal, professional, and social coping skills. On the personal level,
         positive self-esteem must be fostered by developing a self-image separate from and
         at odds with the public’s view of the lesbian teacher. A self-affirming attitude can
         be fostered by participating in psychotherapy, reading self-help books, or surrounding
         oneself with healthy lesbian and straight friends who reflect back their positive
         image of the lesbian teacher.
      

      
      In choosing a psychotherapist it is first necessary to locate an affirming therapist
         who accepts and values the lesbian teacher and who is trained in cognitive behavioral
         techniques such as modifying self-talk, self-nurturing and self-forgiveness. Referrals
         to an affirming therapist may come from other lesbians or affirming churches.
      

      
      A useful self-help book is The Gay and Lesbian Self-Esteem Book: A Guide to Loving Ourselves (Hardin, 1992). This text addresses such issues as origins of gay and lesbian self-esteem
         and how career and lifestyle choices can be affected by feelings of inadequacy. A
         variety of healing strategies and exercises are provided to help readers change, begin
         to recognize their real strengths, and develop new directions for self-growth.
      

      
      Another self-help technique involves reading about the experiences of others in order
         to not feel so alone and to develop a sense of community among other lesbian teachers,
         known or unknown. Suggested readings include: One Teacher in 10: Gay and Lesbian Educators Tell Their Stories (Jennings, 1994), which details the pressures to remain closeted and Coming Out of the Classroom Closet: Gay and Lesbian Students, Teachers, and Curricula (Harbeck, 1992), which empowers educators to become visible, positive influences
         and role models for gay and lesbian students. As most homosexual educators and students
         remain invisible due to possible hostilities from “coming out,” the latter book, a
         landmark, presents research to help gay and lesbian teachers break their silence.
         It encourages them to speak out on issues of homosexuality where curricula, civil
         rights, personal freedoms, and social entitlements are concerned and promotes the
         development of school-based intervention for gay, lesbian, and bisexual students.
         
      

      
      Topics covered include: a history of treatment of gay and lesbian educators and their
         legal rights; effects of internalized homophobia on homosexual educators; gay and
         lesbian students’ perceptions of their counselors’ and teachers’ ability to understand
         and help; beliefs,  lack of knowledge, and lack of training of counselors and teachers
         about the needs of gay and lesbian youth. 
      

      
       Developing a positive, affirming support network is necessary not only on the personal
         level, but also on the professional level. Suggestions at the professional level include
         associating with The Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (GLSEN), the largest
         national network of parents, students, educators and others working to create safe
         schools for lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender students and staff. More information
         is available at www.glsen.org.
      

      
      Griffin’s (1999) “Four R’s for LGBT Coaches and Teachers” lists rights, resources,
         responsibilities, and resolve, which provide structure for professional survival:
      

      
      
         (a) Rights: Know your rights. Before you have problems, find out what kinds of
            legal protections you have from harassment or discrimination because of your sexual
            orientation, gender identity, and/or gender expression. Does your union contract
            prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity/expression?
            Do you have tenure? Are there local or state laws that prohibit employment
            discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity/expression? Are
            educators protected under these laws? Does your school have a non-discrimination and
            anti-harassment policy that includes sexual orientation and gender
            identity/expression? Does your school, community, or state have a commission against
            discrimination that investigates complaints regarding anti-LGBT bias? Does your
            school, community, or state have “hate speech” or "hate crime" laws or policies that
            include sexual orientation and gender identity/expression?
         

         

         
         (b) Resources: Find out what resources you have available if you believe you are being
            discriminated against or harassed because of your sexual orientation and gender identity/expression.
            What colleagues and parents can you count on for personal and public support? What
            kind of personal support network do you have out of school (family and friends) to
            whom you are out and can count on to stand by you? What kind of support will your
            local, state, or national union or teacher's association provide? What kind of support
            will national professional organizations provide? What gay and lesbian legal resource
            organizations or lawyers do you have in your community? What lesbian and gay educator
            organizations in your community can provide support and information (GLSEN, etc.)?
            What national organizations do you have access to who can provide legal advise and
            support (ACLU, NEA, AFT, NGLTF, Lambda Legal, GLAAD)?
         

         

         
         (c) Responsibilities: Be clear about your responsibilities to establish and maintain
            a sound professional reputation. Keep records of all formal evaluations of your teaching
            or coaching performance (by administrators and students). Keep all thank you letters
            and other letters of appreciation from parents, colleagues, administrators, students.
            Keep records of your participation in professional conferences and other professional
            development activities. Maintain warm, but professional relationships with students
            or athletes. Carry out all of your assigned professional responsibilities as well
            as you can. Establish and maintain good working relationships with administrators,
            colleagues, students and parents.
         

         

         
         (d) Resolve: Believe in your right to coach or teach. Believe in your right to be
            as open about your sexual orientation as heterosexual colleagues are about theirs.
            Do not allow others to count on your silence and fear as a way to help them discriminate
            against you. Learn to understand and change the ways that you have internalized negative
            feelings about yourself and other lesbians, gay men, or bisexual people. Learn to
            differentiate situations in which your own fear is your biggest obstacle from situations
            that are genuinely unsafe. Expect heterosexual allies to be publicly outspoken against
            anti-LGBT bias. Speak up against anti-LGBT bias in your school, on your team, or in
            your classroom. Ask for LGBT sensitivity training for administrators, teachers, and
            coaches. Check the library for good reference material for adults and students. Come
            out whenever you can. Silence will not protect you and can be used against you. If
            you are harassed or discriminated against because of your sexual orientation and/or
            gender identity/expression, stand up for your rights. If you have done nothing wrong,
            don't accept unfair treatment.
         

         
      

      Bonauto’s (1999) Overview of the Rights of Gay, Lesbian and Bisexual Teachers addresses the major legal principles governing the employment of GLBT teachers in
         public and private schools, based on examination of federal and state statues as well
         as labor union policies. However, it does not provide a comprehensive analysis of
         each state’s law and cannot substitute for an assessment of an actual problem by an
         attorney working with the local laws.
      

      
      Lipkin (1999) presents strategies to manage discussion of gay and lesbian issues in
         the classroom. He points out that when gay and lesbian issues are raised in the classroom,
         some students respond with intellectual curiosity, but often the consequences are
         less positive. Some students become embarrassed, uncomfortable, and hostile; question
         the teacher's sexuality; make homophobic accusations against other students and staff;
         and report the class activity to administration/parents. Lipkin provides concrete,
         effective suggestions to prevent or minimize these potentially negative consequences.
      

      
      The Journal of Gay and Lesbian Issues in Education, published by Haworth Press, publishes research studies, scholarly papers, and practitioner-oriented
         essays directly related to educational policy, professional practice, curriculum development,
         and pedagogy. The journal’s mission is to disseminate findings/ideas to an intellectually
         minded community and draw implications to educational policy and practice. Reading
         this journal has the potential to raise the self-esteem of lesbian teachers as their
         issues are seen in publication, as well as for the teachers to be provided vicarious
         support by an extended community of educators that is in tune with and working for
         the day-to-day issues of lesbian teachers.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
       In reviewing the personal, professional, and political identities of lesbian teachers,
         we see that each identity is intertwined with the other identities in such a way that
         the influences of each is borne out in the dichotomy of the personal and the private,
         due to the necessity of working within a public space that is structured by the assumption
         and expectation of heterosexuality. The historical evolution of the feminization of
         teaching and the relationship of social structures to the female body have been traced
         to the dilemma of today’s lesbian teachers as they attempt to survive and thrive in
         a school system that makes it necessary to structure lives in accordance with heterosexual
         norms and expectations.
      

      
      The personal and professional price of this compartmentalization takes its toll, but
         survival techniques that involve alignment with personal mental health and healthy
         professional alliances are proposed. Acknowledging and addressing the inequities experienced
         by lesbian teachers holds promise for, not only those teachers, but for all faculty
         and students who differ from the norm, as well as for the community at large. Learning
         to accept and value the diversity of humankind is an essential part of education in
         a democratic society and has the potential to produce an extended community culture
         that is accepting of all people regardless of any differences.
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      Part IV

      Identity Formation—Writing and Reading Teacher Identity

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         Reading the world always precedes reading the word, and reading the word implies continually
            reading the world. As I suggested earlier, this movement from the world to the word
            and from the word to the world is always present; even the spoken word flows from
            our reading of the world. In a way, however, we can go further, and say that reading
            the word is not preceded merely by reading the world, but a certain form of writing it or re-writing it, that is, of transforming it by means of conscious practical work. . . . Words
            should be laden with the meaning of the people’s existential experience, and not of
            the teacher’s experience. Surveying what I call the word universe thus gives us the
            people’s words, pregnant with the world, words from the people’s reading of the world.
            (Freire, 1983, pp. 10–11)
         

         
      

      Identity formation is a process of becoming; identity is not something that is finally
         achieved; rather, it is continually created with one’s ever-shifting circumstances,
         life experiences, and decisions made by or for one. Teacher identity in a student
         develops over time through his or her own educational experiences, as the student
         matriculates in public school, college, and teacher preparation program, enters the
         classroom as practitioner, and moves through life. And, becoming a teacher is about
         reading and writing identity.
      

      
       Freire believed that reading the world preceded reading the word. For the student
         of teaching, understanding the world of teaching is important to understanding the
         nature of one’s identity as teacher. He linked that experience to his own beginnings
         as a young teacher who “lived intensely the importance of the act of reading and writing”
         (p. 8) with his own students. He was trying to make clear, as any of us might, the
         consonance between the procedures he later chose to use and “my way of being and .
         . . what I am cable of doing” (p. 8).
      

      
        Importantly, in learning to read the world of teaching as preparation for reading
         the word of “identity,” the teacher learns to create and take advantage of conditions
         that facilitate the necessary transitions in identity formation, over a teacher’s
         lifetime. Danielewicz (2001), in relation to reading the world, stated:
      

      
      
         The world has an efficacy of its own. Selves are made unwittingly in moments of convergence,
            when there is a strong confluence of forces, or a crossing-over of disparate vectors
            of experience. We are not in charge. There is great freedom and power in acknowledging
            our lack of control and in relinquishing that desire. Instead, we can hold on to and
            exercise our agency, the ability to act. (Danielewicz, 2001, p. 197)
         

         
      

      Becoming a teacher, reading the world, then reading the word, is an identity-forming
         process whereby individuals, just a Freire did, define themselves and are viewed by
         others as teachers.
      

      
       In reading and writing identity, Danielewicz identified two questions that are
         instructive: “How does ‘becoming’ happen and how can it be encouraged?” (2001, p.
         3).
         She further stated: “A good teacher . . . is an invested teacher, someone who identifies
         him- or herself as a teacher. . . . To be effective, to be really good, . . . one
         must
         be a teacher, not just act like one” (p. 3). Freire understood this level of
         commitment in becoming a teacher. Reading and writing identity helps us understand
         that
         teaching is a complex and delicate set of actions, over time; there is no shortcut
         to
         becoming a teacher any more than there is a shortcut to teacher identity.
      

      
       Writing and reading identity is concerned with owning and taking responsibility for
         one’s profession, one’s identity. As a process of becoming, one’s identity as teacher
         is never unified or fixed; one’s identity is always in flux, always multiple, and
         continually evolving. When one reads and writes with identity as the focus, one engages
         in evolving the self of the teacher, taking one’s practice as teacher to a new level,
         and at the same time the individual’s identity as teacher is writ large in life’s
         experiences.
      

      
       Teacher preparation that encompasses a pedagogy concerned with writing and reading
         identity understands that identity, the individual’s self, is shaped through processes
         enacted with others. It understands that the individuals, the teacher educator and
         the teacher practitioner alike, create their identity through activities that engage
         the individual in self-critical introspection and in giving voice to one’s experience
         and struggles of becoming a teacher.
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      Chapter 13

      Content Area Teachers, Writing, and Identity: The Great Void
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      A room full of secondary teachers and teacher candidates from all disciplines prepare
         for participation in a graduate writing workshop. Except for a few, they do not know
         what to expect, as this particular pedagogical practice is new to them. They have
         in hand their latest assignment for class, a research paper reviewing the benefits
         and drawbacks of particular curriculum trends. Asked to candidly reveal opinions regarding
         their assumptions about a workshop format, they are blatantly honest: nervous, skeptical,
         curious, embarrassed, doubtful.
      

      
      A few who have participated in writing workshops in high school and undergraduate
         classes make comments about the uselessness and futility of the exercise. However,
         an English teacher and two social studies candidates, self-identified strong writers,
         contradict the general flow of the discussion and share positive views about their
         workshop experiences while their classmates listen skeptically.
      

      
      Making one’s writing public seems to touch a nerve. Why? Of what importance is writer
         identity to teacher candidates and practicing teachers? What role will their self-understanding
         play in terms of their practice, curriculum decisions and ability to meet the needs
         of their own students in this increasingly diverse society? It is important for teacher
         educators to ask what can be done to foster a writing pedagogy that moves all learners
         forward in a challenging, socially just and equitable manner.
      

      
      Many teachers across the United States are entering educational settings where diversity
         is the norm. Discourses of identity, including writer identity, are often constructed
         in terms of “less than” and “better than,” rather than “different from,” and that
         judgment is too often accepted as a “truth” rather than a perspective. The sociocultural
         and political context of school, the place where a large portion of one’s writer identity
         is formed, has long favored a formality of language and style common in some groups
         and somewhat exclusive of others. In the culture of the academy, “good” writers may
         be rewarded through advanced placement programs, high grades, and assumptions of talent
         by many of the gatekeepers.
      

      
       Teachers are often assumed to be good writers, able to write in an acceptable discourse,
         without the “negative” influences of ethnic, racial or class dialects. So how is it
         that so many, contradictorily, come to identify as “bad writers”? The socially imbued
         discourses of composition “correctness” are deeply embedded, both culturally and politically,
         in the academy’s practices and beliefs about writing. The hegemonic effects of “correction,”
         often parlayed by educators who never actually teach writing, have become the legacy of writing in content area classes. 
      

      
      For educators unsure about how to introduce content writing, yet charged with the
         task of knowing it, pointing out how others are doing it incorrectly may seem to lend
         them credibility. Passing judgment on others’ writing can foster the appearance of
         competence, helping to ease the burden of their own negative identities. 
      

      
      How easy it is to conduct the concrete aspects of an error hunt, rather than sharing
         or teaching the subtler forms of more complex aspects of writing? Lack of a substantial
         content area writing pedagogy for teachers and teacher educators can negatively affect
         writer identity, consequently wreaking havoc on the learning possibilities for many.
         Surely the cultural context of writing in the academy, abounding with numerous encounters
         that shape and reshape writer identity, can be improved and reorganized to create
         a more effective outcome for everyone. 
      

      
      Issues of Writing/Writer Identity

      
      For many of our teacher-candidates, group sharing of high stakes writing is akin to
         undressing in public. After all, they are educators (or soon-to-be) and are supposed
         to be literate, competent writers.
      

      
      What about teachers who do not identify as competent writers, however, and what if
         their “failings” are publicly unveiled? Might punctuation, grammar, or spelling errors
         mark them as unskilled? What if their organization is weak or their sentence structure
         and style format far from perfect? What if they do not understand how to develop their
         content genres successfully or they get lost in the writing process? What if they
         feel uncomfortable assessing content writing? There is a disconnect between teacher
         writer identity and expected job performance, and the historic, sociocultural, and
         political dimensions of writing in the academy have not supported or instigated change
         in this area.
      

      
       The link between writer identity and teacher candidates echoes themes of the familiar
         childhood fable about the naked emperor whose subjects all admired his illusionary
         new clothes “created” by the crafty tailor. The emperor assumed the tailor must know
         his trade, even if things did not seem quite right. Our teachers and teacher candidates
         assume that those who accredit them must know what they are doing, even if, when it
         comes to their writing, things may not feel quite right, either. Those who accredit
         educators assume they will be able to teach what needs to be taught.
      

      
      However, if candidates fear their skills are lacking in a particular area, they will
         seek a way around it, keeping private their missing accoutrements, avoiding the emperor-like
         public parade. In the fable, the emperor’s powerless subjects were not about to overtly
         question the emperor’s nakedness, just as high school and college students seldom
         question the lack of writing in content classes or complain about poorly or scantily
         reviewed papers. In the educational field, where is our parallel to the young boy
         who speaks the truth about the emperor? Who will say that writing skills in content
         areas are seldom taught and the emperor, while perhaps not naked, can certainly use
         new clothes?
      

      
      The point of this chapter is not simply that some teacher candidates may lack writing
         skills. Our emphasis is that teachers’ and teacher candidates’ beliefs about writer
         identity, which are complex, layered, and related to the social, cultural, and political
         discourses of school, may keep them from using writing as the vital learning tool
         it is, and that is an area of concern. Teacher educators who do not understand the
         politics of writing for and in the academy run the risk of perpetuating an emperor-like
         intellectual nudity in their students. By sending them out with negative writer identities,
         they, in turn, perpetuate the correct-and-return policies they have lived and continue
         the counterproductive writing and language practices that abound in schools.
      

      
      Background Theory

      
      Writer identity has been analyzed in the literature from different perspectives.
         The deficit model contends that those who have not mastered the needed skills are
         deficient, while the social-cognitive outlook considers the social background of writers
         while still emphasizing acquisition of certain skills believed needed to become a
         “good
         writer” in the academy. While these particular views were historically emphasized
         in the
         1960s and 1970s and even into the 1980s (Berlin, 1987, 1988; Rose, 1988a, 1988b),
         many
         composition theorists moved on from emphasis on deficits theories. Unfortunately,
         many
         of those outside of higher education’s composition departments have not.
      

      
      A third view, which is both sociocultural and poststructural in nature, provides the
         theoretical basis for this discussion. It posits that writing itself, is an act of
         identity that involves writers aligning themselves with socioculturally shaped possibilities
         for selfhood (Ivanic, 1998). Through writing, students reproduce and challenge the
         dominant practices and discourses of the academy. As with other aspects of identity,
         writer identity is formed by social acts that are deeply embedded in one’s sociocultural
         history, a major component of which is the institution of school. Those introduced
         to essayist and formal academic discourses later in their schooling may find their
         work labeled deficient.
      

      
      In addition, well-meaning teachers and professors “correct” language without introducing
         discussion regarding how discourses and language practices work in society. As mentioned
         earlier, many do not even “teach” the different content genres, feeling that teaching
         writing is not their job. Instead, they correct. The circled grammar, spelling, and
         construction errors get interpreted by students as “I must be a bad writer.”
      

      
       Typically, writing in secondary and college level courses is perceived as an individual
         act of creation or discovery. For purposes of this chapter, however, writing will
         be defined as a complex social act that involves forging a variety of home and institutional
         discourses in order to meet the requirements of particular writing tasks. Positive
         writer identities do not come about simply because one has innate ability, but because
         social, cultural, pedagogical and political influences have worked to enable or disallow
         accepted reproduction of the required language tasks.
      

      
      So what does this mean to teacher educators and teacher candidates? What has it to
         do with writing assignments in our classrooms and the writer identity of both students
         and teachers? Research has demonstrated that there is a vital relationship between
         teacher attitudes toward writing and their behavior in classrooms (Florio-Ruane &
         Lensmire, 1990; Kennedy, 1998). Teachers who do not feel particularly competent in
         terms
         of writing are more likely to avoid tasks that involve writing in their classrooms.
         As
         early as 1980, Claypool was reporting that educators who were unsure about their own
         writing assigned fewer writing tasks to their students. Another study done with over
         1,000 African American youngsters demonstrated that teachers who do not engage in
         writing and do not know how to teach writing have a negative impact on how students
         feel
         about and do writing (Mavrogenes & Bezruczko, 1993).
      

      
      In Their Words

      
      Every semester, we teach writing workshop in our classes and every semester content
         area teachers and candidates react by saying teaching writing is not part of their
         job. In the year this survey was conducted, five of twelve mathematics candidates
         believed that 0% of their assessments of students would involve writing, while seven
         of nine science teachers thought between 5% and 30% might involve writing. Perhaps
         not surprisingly, six of ten English teachers mentioned percentages of 60% or more
         and seven of nine social studies teachers figured 50% or more or their assessments
         would involve writing.
      

      
      To investigate teacher writer identity and beliefs about writing, a voluntary group
         of 92 students that included teachers and teacher candidates, most pursuing a masters
         degree in secondary education, were invited to fill out a response sheet regarding
         writing. Twelve were working as teachers, five were fulltime aides or permanent substitutes
         employed by a district, and two were elementary teachers. The rest, those not currently
         working as educators, were career changers who planned to leave their jobs to become
         teachers or students or had just graduated from college and made a decision to teach.
         Participants were in various stages of their programs.
      

      
       Before writing pedagogy was discussed in these classes, the 92 students were invited
         to fill out a survey-type form. They could remain anonymous and list their content
         area specialty or omit it to ensure complete anonymity. Their participation was optional
         and answers were in no way linked to their grade. They were told that the brief questionnaire
         was designed to gain understanding of writer identity and educators’ perceptions of
         writing in the content areas. The survey questions related to the following: concerns
         about teaching writing in their discipline, preparation for teaching writing in their
         discipline, personal writing workshop experience, descriptions of their own writer
         identity, and impact they believed their writer identity might have on their teaching.
      

      
      Of those surveyed, 39 described their writer identity in a negative ways, identifying
         with comments such as the following:
      

      
      
         
         
            
            	
               
               “I hate to write.”

               
            

            
            	
               
               “Not a good writer. Grammar scared.”

               
            

            
            	
               
               “Poor writer.”

               
            

            
            	
               
               “Not a great writer. Would like to improve my writing skills
                  and learn better ways to teach my students how to write unlike the ways that
                  I have been taught.”
               

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      The large percentage of students identifying negatively was similar to the findings
         in a study of undergraduate teacher candidates, where 15 of 21 identified negatively
         as writers, and three-quarters expressed a preference for personal writing as opposed
         to the formal academic assignments required in content area classes (Fernsten, 2005,
         p. 192).
      

      
      Unfortunately, many of the 92 in this study whose identity fell into the categories
         classified as “satisfactory to good” wrote things like the following:
      

      
      
         
         
            
            	
               
               “Mediocre, definitely don’t feel comfortable reading my paper
                  aloud.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “I think I can write well enough to make it seem like I know
                  what I’m talking about.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “Writing doesn’t bother me—however too often my personality
                  shines through.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “Even though I love to write, I find that it is a very
                  intricate process that I sometimes find quite difficult.”
               

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      True to the poststructural ideal that identity is multiple and can be contradictory,
         many said they were good at only a particular type of writing or that they wrote well
         only when they liked, or were knowledgeable about, a topic. Others mentioned problematic
         organization, difficulty understanding grammatical rules, and spelling issues—taking
         up the discourse of correction most students associate with writing for teachers.
      

      
      Teachers are known to replicate their experiences as students with their own students,
         which in the case of writing means an emphasis on critiquing and a tendency toward
         complaining about the general lack of writing skills in their students. Not surprisingly,
         when asked what preparation they had received for teaching writing in their content
         areas, 74 of the 92 mentioned having little to no preparation or cited their own undergraduate
         writing assignments as their only experience. Some typical responses follow:
      

      
      
         
         
            
            	
               
               “Other than going through school myself, nothing else.”

               
            

            
            	
               
               Math teacher—“None, but I have written two papers in
                  mathematics and simply handed them in and never saw them again.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               Business teacher candidate—“My only prep was taking a class in
                  communications that focuses on business writing.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               English teacher candidate—“As an English major, I took several
                  writing/composition classes that were focused on writing but not on learning
                  to teach writing.”
               

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Even those who responded that they felt prepared to teach writing did not cite exposure
         to pedagogy that helped them learn how to think about teaching writing. Instead they
         made comments like the following:
      

      
      
         
         
            
            	
               
               History candidate—“Most of the work I do in history is with
                  writing.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               English candidate—“I am a trained journalist.”

               
            

            
            	
               
               Foreign Language candidate—“I speak Spanish and French fluently
                  and the writing aspects are perfectly alike.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               English candidate—“I have a Masters in English.”

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      We add that in their struggle for acceptance and recognition, it is not unusual, in
         our experience, to find new teachers feel they have to “fake it till they make it.”
         Anyone who has taught adolescents or adults understands the complexity and multiplicity
         of the responsibilities competent teaching requires. The sheer number of tasks, such
         as classroom management, differentiating instruction, inclusion law, mandated high
         stakes exams, and creative delivery of critical content skills can quickly put the
         teaching of content writing to the side. Content area teachers in secondary schools
         often say that teaching writing, then, is the job of the English teacher. 
      

      
      It is our contention, having taught in college and secondary level writing programs,
         that helping students learn how to write is not just a matter of correcting grammar
         or learning isolated skills related to writing. Learning to write is a process, just
         as writing itself is a process. Understanding what a workshop is and how to use it
         effectively for response, not simply editing, is a part of a practice that actually
         teaches writing and encourages responses from wider, authentic audiences that are
         not limited to the monolithic “teacher,” who may well be underprepared to teach writing
         effectively in the content areas.
      

      
      When workshop students were asked if they had experience with writing workshops, the
         number of students reporting they had no experience at all was 56, well over half
         of the students surveyed. This came as a surprise as it meant these students had never
         participated in a writing workshop of any kind, not in grade school, high school,
         as an undergraduate or a graduate. Another 25 reported having very little experience.
         We defined “little” quite generously as can be seen from a sampling of responses in
         this category.
      

      
      
         
         
            
            	
               
               “I had one person edit my paper, that’s about it.”

               
            

            
            	
               
               “I have not been in a writing workshop since high school. In
                  college, we would exchange a paper at most.” (Note: the authors do not
                  consider a simple exchange of papers a writing workshop without training,
                  guidelines, or a rubric.)
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “I am sure I have been involved in some of them at some point,
                  but I cannot recall any.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “Resume workshops, editing at the library.”

               
            

            
            	
               
               “Not much, a few in high school and college. It can be good to
                  get others’ input and ideas.
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “I participated in one in twenty years.”

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Six of the students mentioned having had a variety of workshop experiences. Some of
         their responses follow:
      

      
      
         
         
            
            	
               
               “I’ve held general workshops regarding writing for adult
                  learners.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “I’ve been doing writing workshops since high school, and they
                  have ranged from WOW useful to ICK awful and discouraging.”
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               “I never liked them because I didn’t like writing.”

               
            

            
         

         
      

      
      Four of the five students who reported having substantial experience with writing
         were either English teachers or English teacher candidates. One said that she teaches
         writing workshop every day and another mentioned that her experience with writing
         workshops had been overwhelmingly positive. 
      

      
      Most of these students who were surveyed had not yet participated in the classroom
         workshop, so their concept of having participated in a writing workshop simply by
         exchanging papers or having someone correct grammar mistakes for them is understandable.
         There are many different types of workshops, but for purposes of this chapter a writing
         workshop is defined as follows: a structured peer collaboration that engages participants
         in thoughtful, controlled, discussion of written assignments. 
      

      
      Working in cooperative groups of approximately four, individuals follow preplanned,
         instructor-designed feedback strategies in a reader-response format related to a particular
         project’s standards. The process advances both oral and written forms of discipline-related
         discourse by facilitating interaction and language practice among students. Its cooperative
         nature is especially supportive of those who may have linguistic, cultural, ethnic,
         and skill level differences. Workshops emphasize the process of writing, as opposed
         to simply a final product and, despite some criticism regarding their implementation
         (Delpit 1995; Finders, 1997), have been found effective when done well (Fernsten,
         2007).
      

      
      The use of writing workshops in the classroom has a number of benefits. It teaches
         students that good writing is not a one-attempt situation where they produce writing
         and someone hands it back with correction marks. Professional writers go through any
         number of drafts, get feedback from editors and use a variety of processes to complete
         their work. There are many different ways to conduct a reader-response writing workshop,
         but all of them support rather than discourage writers. If students walk away from
         a workshop feeling they “can’t write” or with a heightened sense of a negative writer
         identity, the teacher would do well to research response strategies for content area
         workshops. 
      

      
      The cultural role of writing in the academy and its hegemonic effects are
         implicated in the construction of teacher and teacher-candidate writer identity. Writing
         has long been used as a gatekeeper and the current trend of using high-stakes writing
         exams continues. Creating winners and losers in the writing game plays on
         teacher/student uncertainties and, in an ironic twist, works to keep the role of writing
         at a minimum in content classes. If teachers feel negative about their own writing,
         as
         well over a third of these students did, how likely is it they will use writing
         extensively or well in their own classrooms?
      

      
      Implications

      
       What are the pedagogical implications regarding teacher-candidate writer identity
         for teacher educator practices and preparation curricula? New approaches to the teaching
         of writing (rather than the “correcting” of writing) can be implemented easily, changing
         future practice for teacher candidates. This will allow candidates to integrate writing
         and thinking-through-writing more fully and confidently into curricula and recognize
         the importance of approaching content writing with their own students in a way that
         supports, rather than discourages, the writing process.
      

      
      Teacher educators can help their students become more thoughtful and reflective about
         their own writing and their teaching of writing. Reflection can assist in understanding
         what is actually happening in the classroom and shine a light on aspects of the writing
         process they might otherwise miss. Reflection can also help create a distanced perspective,
         making it easier to separate what they think they are teaching from what is actually
         being taught (Curtis & Svestay 2005). Helping them reflect on their writer identities
         and on which practices support positive understanding and which discourage or add
         to negative writer identity further clarifies what changes are needed.
      

      
      As teacher educators we can help prepare candidates for the challenges of incorporating
         writing in their content classes. We can enhance their pedagogy by modeling and sharing
         strategies and openly acknowledging that “negative writer identities” are more a part
         of future teachers’ identities than most realize. Teach them that grappling with their
         own writing concerns will prepare them to teach their own students more effectively.
         Both they and their students can critically examine negative writer identities not
         with the words “I am a good writer” but with the idea that all writing genres take
         practice and reflection, and our classrooms are the place to get both. 
      

      
      Altrichter, Posch and Somekh (1993) remind practitioners that past experiences can
         be “a negative force trapping us into pre-determined responses” (p. 26). Teacher writer
         identity, like other aspects of identity, is tied to our home discourses. Those whose
         home dialects do not match those of the academy, especially in terms of the narrow
         focus of traditional academic language, face marginalization and are especially prone
         to the negative writer identities that were so prevalent in those surveyed. With understanding,
         we can stop the recycling of illusionary writing practices and be proactive in our
         use of content writing.
      

      
      In professional development workshops for content educators, when we suggested that
         the “one-draft, correct-and-return” policy does not teach people how to go about writing,
         the most common response has been that there is not enough time for multiple drafts
         or a workshop approach. Are they saying it is easier to punish students than teach
         them? However, if one does not know how to teach content writing, it may appear, fallaciously,
         that punishing through lower grades is a viable option. Like the emperor, we are all
         subject to poor choices.
      

      
      The groups surveyed were all graduate students and are assumed to have written successfully
         in order to have advanced to that level. Charged with ensuring that their own secondary
         students will be able to write in their content areas, how will they fare, especially
         those who feel negatively about their own writing? Without better teacher prep programs,
         they, too, may stint on classroom writing assignments. Will they know how to introduce
         various genres and feel comfortable assessing them? Will they be enthusiastic and
         inspirational in their content writing instruction? Will they assume error hunts mean
         teaching writing? Will they do as many have done before them and omit this content
         responsibility?
      

      
      There are many possibilities for discussion and practice that can enhance teacher
         confidence using writing-to-learn activities in the discipline. Boost student confidence
         in their home discourses, share reading and activities that boost understanding of
         the sociopolitical consequences of language use in society, demonstrate more effective
         writing responses, and provide wider avenues for a dialectic where folks will not
         be judged so superficially. Martin Luther King Jr. said he looked to a time when his
         children would not be judged by the color of their skin but by the content of their
         character. What if our ideas were judged not by surface dialectal differences, but
         by the power of the ideas?
      

      
       As teacher educators, we can help candidates examine the consequences of prevailing
         practices that have not worked in their own lives and are unlikely to work in the
         lives of their students. Not one of the 92 students surveyed mentioned that, given
         time and practice, they would be able to master most genres. Not one student surveyed
         mentioned that a “good” or “bad” writer identity may well be situational or that academic
         writing, itself, is use of a privileged discourse. This discussion of what writing
         in the real world means can have the power to change the discussion from “I’m not
         a good writer” to “I need to work on the skills necessary to perform better in this
         genre or required discourse.”
      

      
      While teacher education programs share many core elements through standards developed
         by professional organizations, language, culture, and identity are part of the package
         of who each teacher is and how they will enact their identities in the context of
         their own classrooms. Without a critical perspective on the institution of school,
         an understanding of the discourses that shape practice, and analysis of one’s own
         identity, teachers run the risk of replicating the status quo whether or not it serves
         their students. The legislation that drives policy issues in our schools also drives
         the high-stakes testing that demands a particular discourses and judges success on
         its use. Ause (1993) claims:
      

      
      
         Our experiences as students and training as teachers often teach us two things about
            student writing: students write it and teachers read it—both, usually in isolation.
            Writing seems to be full of silent suffering on everybody’s part. (p. 162)
         

         
      

      The unexamined life is worth examining! We can work to design pedagogical practices,
         assessments, and curricular models around writing that can better serve all.
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      Chapter 14

      Using Literature-Based Strategies with New Teachers to Complicate What They Know About
         Identity
      

      
         
         
         
         Beth Berghoff and Kerry Hoffman

         
         
      

      
      Preparing to Teach a Unit of Study about Identity

      
       Our work as a teaching team began in the summer as we discussed how we
         could co-teach a unit of study across our two secondary teacher education courses.
         Kerry
         was going to teach Content Area Literacy for the first time and Beth was planning
         Middle School Methods. We were going to share a group of 25 students called
         “interns” in our program. The interns would have class with Kerry on Tuesday afternoons
         and with Beth on Thursdays. All class sessions were scheduled to be taught in an empty
         room at a local middle school where the interns would also be observing in a variety
         of
         classrooms and planning instruction for students in the after-school program.
      

      
       We believed that it was important for us to coteach the unit because we
         wanted the interns to develop an understanding of the “middle school concept,” which
         includes the idea of curriculum integration (Beane, 1997). We also wanted them to
         experience the kind of continuity of learning (Dewey, 1938/1998) that supports the
         transformation of beliefs and identities. We felt that the interns would be best
         prepared to teach from a transformative, social justice orientation if they could
         experience such learning themselves.
      

      
       Our backward planning (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005) began with our own
         explorations of what we wanted the interns to know and be able to do at the end of
         the
         study and led to a decision to use “identity” as the focus of the unit. We started
         reading and sharing articles and books with one another, trying to shore up our own
         background knowledge and frameworks for the unit. We connected to an article by Mary
         Broughton (2002) wherein she studied the response of a group of fourth-grade girls
         to
         literature choices. She showed how the literature provided “lived-through” experiences
         that both emanated from and influenced the identities, or subjectivities, of the
         girls.
      

      
      Broughton (2002) distinguished between the modernist construct of identity
         and the poststructuralist construct of subjectivity. She noted that the modernist
         philosophy of humanism attributes an immutable, essential essence to each individual—a
         core of continuity, an identity; however, poststructuralist theory sees this same
         self
         as constructed and reconstructed through such systems as discourses, social structures,
         memory, values, beliefs, and social behaviors. From this perspective, individuals
         can
         shift among available subject positions, and new subject positions are always a
         possibility. We were interested in seeing whether our students had a modernist (fixed
         identity) or a postmodernist (multiple and flexible identity) view of identity and
         how
         their conceptions changed as a result of our teaching.
      

      
       We also decided to use a book called The Quest for Identity by
         Donald Taylor (2002) because he introduced the idea that collective identities play
         a
         very significant role in the quality of life. Based on studies done with aboriginal
         and
         disadvantaged social groups, he concluded that individuals who are members of cultural
         groups that are losing their “collective identity” are the most challenged in societies.
         He explains how these groups have to straddle the gap between a “mainstream” collective
         identity and their “heritage” collective identity, having a foot in two worlds and
         little clarity on either side of the chasm about how they are supposed to live.
      

      
      In this postmodern era when society offers so many choices about how to
         live, these groups do not share a clear schema for any collective identity and as
         a
         result end up living in a shared state of demotivation. Taylor points out how important
         it is for kids to develop strong ties to a collective identity that provides them
         with a
         blueprint for living. According to Taylor, this is more important than a healthy
         individual self-esteem, something schools spend a lot of time and energy trying to
         promote.
      

      
      Taylor’s perspective meshed with John Ogbu’s notion (in Noguera, 2003) of
         oppositional identities. Ogbu explains that Black students from all socioeconomic
         backgrounds develop “oppositional identities” that lead to viewing schooling as a
         form
         of forced assimilation to White cultural values. The students equate academic success
         with acting White.
      

      
       Since most of the 25 interns were White, middle-class students with very
         little experience in urban schools, we also resonated with teacher educator Lea (2004)
         who pointed out that “cultural whiteness is the educational and social waters we swim
         in
         within the dominant institutions of the United States.” We selected chapters from
         multiculturalists Nieto (2003), Gay (2000), and Howard and Nieto (2006) so that our
         interns would be confronted with their privileged social positions. We hoped they
         would
         develop a passion for using their strengths to promote democracy and equity.
      

      
       Finally, we discovered that we were not the first to see this issue of
         identity as central to school success. In his edited book Adolescents at School,
         Sadowski (2003) writes, “it is as important for middle and high school educators to
         understand identity as it is for them to understand pedagogy” (p. 2). He identifies
         at
         least five aspects of identity that can have profound effects on adolescents’ lives:
         race and ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, social class, and
         ability/disability.
      

      
       We realized that in 12 class sessions, we were going to be challenged to
         do justice to the complexity of this concept, so we focused our teaching by using
         a
         planning tool called a “cognitive ladder” that helped us decide which important
         information, concepts, and principles we would be teaching (see Appendix A), and we
         formulated an essential question (Cushman, 1989) that we would ask the interns
         throughout the unit of study and at the end as an assessment of their learning. We
         wanted the interns to have a rich answer to the question, “As teachers, how should
         we
         think about the identities of our students and ourselves?”
      

      
      Planning the Instruction

      
       Much of what we decided to do instructionally was familiar college fare.
         To build background knowledge, the interns were given reading assignments from the
         books
         discussed above and asked to write responses and discuss their comprehension and
         questions in class. But our pedagogy also reflected our interest in reader response
         theory (Rosenblatt, 2005) that sees reading as a transaction between a reader and
         a
         text. The meaning and significance of a text is dependent on who the reader is at
         the
         moment of transaction with the text as well as the reader’s subjective response to
         the
         text.
      

      
       We understand that a text that evokes a strong emotional response in one
         reader may leave another reader unaffected. The quality of the reading experience
         always
         depends on the reader as well as the text.
      

      
      According to Sumara (2002a), as one reads a piece of literature he or she
         traverses between the existing world and the imagined world. It is this journey back
         and
         forth between these dimensions that gives a reader a unique opportunity to interpret
         and
         reinterpret a text based on his or her own cultural, social, biological, and
         geographical histories. According to Sumara, this interpretive work organizes the
         experience of self-identity. Through reading, the reader comes to know him- or herself
         in new and deeper ways.
      

      
      In planning the instruction for the interns, we each decided to try a
         literature engagement strategy that was new to us. We wanted to see if we could create
         reader response experiences for the interns that would deepen their conceptualizations
         of identity and move them from unexamined modernist viewpoints to poststructuralist
         understandings of identity.
      

      
      In Beth’s class, the strategy was based on the idea of “literacy
         anthropology” (Sumara, 2002b) and involved “critical literacy” picture books (Leland,
         Harste, & Huber, 2005) and repeated readings. Kerry assigned adolescent novels for
         reading and asked the interns to do a “transmediation” of the meaning of the novels
         (Short, Harste, & Burke, 1996).
      

      
      Because we wanted to understand what the interns gained from these
         literature-based strategies, we tape-recorded book discussions and collected artwork
         responses and journals. We also analyzed interns’ written reflections and response
         projects. In our analysis of these data we coded transcripts and written reflections
         for
         categories and looked for juxtapositions of perspectives. We examined how interns
         thought and talked about meanings in groups that were discussing the same books and
         how
         different groups compared to one another. In the end, we created profiles of the class,
         describing their insights about identity.
      

      
      The Literary Anthropology Strategy—The Picture Book
         Assignment
      

      
      This strategy has a “thirdness” about it that makes it different from many
         literature engagements. Instead of reading and responding once to a piece of literature,
         the interns read and responded three times to the same picture book and then reflected
         across their different journal entries. This strategy was invented after our study
         group
         discussed Sumara’s (2002b) book Why We Still Need Literature in Schools.
            Of special interest to us was Sumara’s description of his own involvement with the
         research methodology of “literary anthropology” first detailed by Iser (1989, 1993).
      

      
      This research perspective attempts to show the complex relations of
         language, history, and memory. It focuses on the use of “literary commonplaces,” texts
         created from multiple readings and rereadings over time that resymbolize the
         researcher’s critical conclusions and interpretations. We found this research
         methodology fascinating because it mirrors what we try to do as teachers when we involve
         our students in the “process of creating interpreted relationships among remembered,
         currently perceived, and imagined pieces” (Sumara, 2002b, p. 247). In other words,
         it
         adds a third dimension to the reflection process. Students are seeing their own thinking
         from the past as well as their current thinking and what they see in the book.
      

      
      The strategy went like this. On the first day of class, Beth did a brief
         book talk and asked the interns to choose one of four critical literacy picture books:
         Sister Anne’s Hands (Lorbiecki, 1998); Your Move (Bunting, 1998);
         Piggybook (Browne, 1986); or Families (Tax, 1981). These books were
         chosen because the authors and illustrators raise questions about social structures
         that
         serve some constituents of the culture differently than others. They encourage readers
         to be more observant and aware of how people are positioned by norms and systems of
         power and privilege.
      

      
      Each group chose one person to read the book aloud while the other group
         members listened. When the book was finished, the interns completed a simple T-chart.
         On
         the left side of the chart, they noted specific things that caught their attention.
         On
         the right side, they noted what they were thinking about as they made each observation.
         These personal responses were dated, collected, and set aside.
      

      
      About a month later, the interns were asked to read the same picture books
         again. This time, they took a copy of the book home and read it on their own. They
         again
         filled out the personal response T-charts. This reading and responding was repeated
         one
         more time toward the end of the semester. The final step in the process involved the
         interns reflecting on what they had written on all three journal entries. They were
         given a set of questions to guide this reflection (see Picture Book Assignment Sheet:
         Appendix B).
      

      
      Mona’s three journal entries are provided here as an example of a typical
         set of reflections (see Table 14.1). The interns moved from their observations to
         personal thoughts. As they became more immersed in the identity unit, they became
         more
         thoughtful about the ways the social structures described in the books could impact
         identities. During her third reading, Mona even noticed that the book brings out the
         idea that identities are socially constructed and thought about what that meant to
         her
         as a teacher. She warned that as a teacher she must remain alert to the complexity
         of
         family life and its likely impact on a child’s school performance.
      

      
      
         
         Table 14.1. Mona’s Personal Response Journal

         
         

         

         
      

      
      When we analyzed the interns’ response logs and reflections, we noted that
         some of the picture books worked better than others and that only two out of the four
         seemed to really work well with every intern in the group. The triple reading of
         Families and Your Move seemed to lead to every intern thinking
         consciously about the themes of the book and about connections to other texts,
         discussions from the unit, and his or her own life. These two books successfully opened
         spaces for intertextual work connected to the unit of study. Sister Anne’s Hands,
         which is a story about racism in the 1960s, did this for some readers but not others.
         For example, Liz wrote:
      

      
      
         
         I also read Monster and I do think there is a direct correlation
            between the messages of these two books. I never thought about it until now, but
            actually this book is an excellent example of some of the principles that came out
            of our literature circles, transmediations, and identity presentations.
         

         
      

      
      Liz goes on to explain these insights. Brett, on the other hand, said
         “racism and prejudice are ridiculous.” He thought it was self-evident that no one
         should
         be judged by the color of their skin and felt that the book Sister Anne’s Hands
         and the unit of study itself was just a reiteration of the obvious:
      

      
      
         
         Everything we discussed in the Identity Unit I already knew about,
            nothing was new for me as far as information. What we discussed did not help me at
            all in the reading, but it did help me look at things from a different perspective
            and to look deeper into the story than just the words and pictures. But I already
            had learned these things about identity in previous classes.
         

         
      

      
      Piggybook, which focuses on male and female roles and gender stereotypes,
         was even harder for interns to connect to the unit, making it the least successful
         picture book in this “literary anthropology” text set. 
      

      
      Because the “literary anthropology” strategy was so unfamiliar to the
         interns, some of them struggled to make sense of it. In his final reflection, one
         career
         changer in his 50s wrote about his discomfort in not knowing how the strategy was
         supposed to work:
      

      
      
         
         As a learner I must have answers to very fundamental questions before I
            can comfortably complete any assignment. As I completed the journal entries, I could
            never crowd out the basic questions that kept popping into my head and sometimes
            irritating me as well. Why are we doing this? What is the purpose? What am I
            supposed to notice? Am I supposed to notice anything in particular? These and other
            questions dominated my thinking as I completed the journals.
         

         
      

      
      But in the next paragraph, he concludes:

      
      
         
         Maybe I was supposed to simply discover what I notice and to think
            about why I notice it in the first place. . . . The biggest change in the quality
            of
            my thinking seems to have occurred between the first and second journal entries.
            Instead of focusing on racism in the second entry, I focused on Sister Anne’s
            teaching methods and her interpersonal relationship with Anna. I recall especially
            dreading completing the journal entry again since I wasn’t sure what I was looking
            for in the first place. For whatever reason, the elements of Sister Anne’s teaching
            methods related to this semester’s course themes of constructivist teaching and
            multiple literacies seemed to “jump” off the page. I’m not sure why the elements of
            Sister Anne’s teaching seemed to draw my attention in the second journal entry. I
            certainly didn’t go looking for them. I read the book again and wondered why I had
            not noticed those teaching elements in the first journal entry. After all, they were
            so clearly obvious to me. I suppose it was just a matter of connecting the ideas
            discussed in class this semester to the content of the story.
         

         
      

      
      In his closing paragraph, he wrote:

      
      
         
         It is astonishing and somewhat embarrassing that I never gave a thought
            to issues of identity while reading the story. It’s as if virtually nothing from the
            identity unit impacted my reading of the story. I can’t really explain this. If I
            had been told to look for identity issues, I probably would have noticed, but why
            didn’t I notice identity issues in the story? After all, we spoke less about
            constructivist teaching methods and multiple literacies during the semester than
            about identity, and I noticed those things in the story. I can only assume that I
            simply didn’t gain an adequate understanding of identity during the unit. On the
            other hand, I really enjoyed certain parts of the identity unit and felt that I
            learned a great deal about the topic, (especially reading Breaking Rank,
            participating in literature circles, and completing the transmediation).
         

         
      

      
      The strategy worked to the extent that it gave the intern an experience
         with the sort of abduction that this kind of work supports (Berghoff, Borgmann, &
         Parr, 2005)—he did see things in the book that triggered connections to the course,
         and
         he did gain a new perspective for thinking about the meaning of the book. But his
         schema
         for teaching and learning—his belief that the directions for learning engagements
         have
         to come from the teacher, not himself as the learner—do not allow him to relax into
         the
         engagement. Rather than valuing his final position, even though he has evidence that
         he
         did learn about identity, he concludes that he missed the point. 
      

      
      The final reflections, guided by specific questions, gave the interns a
         framework, an organizer for thinking that helped them to pull their thoughts together
         so
         the bigger picture could come into view. Some of the interns gained insight into their
         own learning processes that they could imagine incorporating into their teaching.
         Jeff
         wrote:
      

      
      
         
         Before trying to think of responses to these questions I was having a
            hard time trying to figure out what this was all about. To be honest I was getting
            a
            little upset completing the third journal entry, as I stated earlier I have a habit
            of looking on the surface first. When I started answering these questions, I began
            to notice even more from the story than I did in the first three journals. This
            method allows you to use shorter stories, which many students will appreciate, and
            it will also make them think more than they realize at first. In addition to
            stories, pictures and artwork would make good items for use in this format.
         

         
      

      
      All but one intern reported and showed evidence of experiencing a deeper
         insight over time due to the “literary anthropology” strategy. Molly wrote:
      

      
      
         
         If I were to characterize my own thinking I’d have to summarize in one
            word: “gradual.” These journal entries tell me that as a learner, I’m not “deep” the
            first time I do something. It wasn’t until the final reflection when I noticed how
            reading this book affected me personally.
         

         
      

      
      And Clarissa put it this way:

      
      
         
         I would characterize my thinking in the picture book reflections as
            starting out as very basic and moving more towards deeper, more meaningful thoughts.
            . . . I think that, as a learner, my entries tell me that I can always find some new
            point to consider, even in a children’s book. I thought I would run out of
            observations, but I didn’t.
         

         
      

      
      The strategy encouraged intertextual and contextual connections. The
         interns drew on the other books they were reading in class and what they were learning
         about the lives of the children in the middle school where they were interacting each
         week. The book Your Move prompted Mary to write:
      

      
      
         
         At the beginning of the notebook I was thinking about the children and
            the trouble they could get themselves into by being part of gangs. . . . I was
            thinking that James’ identity in the book was created by good and very responsible
            role models. . . . James’ identity is strong and he sees that he does not need the
            group to feel stronger. . . . I understand better now about identity construction
            and young adolescents. I think that the experience with the children at [urban
            middle school] gave me a lot to think about. I became aware of their lives and the
            community around them. That helped me to see and analyze the picture book in a
            different way every time I read it.
         

         
      

      
      Finally, the strategy allowed the interns to see their own learning over
         time and gave them more insight into their personal proclivities as learners. For
         instance, many interns noticed that they went from the details to the big picture
         while
         others said they started with the big picture and broke it down. Allison noted that
         she
         was aware of doing it both ways. One of the more artistic interns commented that he
         was
         far more interested in the illustrations than the words, while two of the male English
         teachers reported that they felt more comfortable reading the words than using the
         pictures. 
      

      
      Tom noted that he learned that it would be best to reread things or go over
         them a couple of times because that is when he pulled out the most information and
         learned the most. Amanda saw the potential for the strategy to be used in the secondary
         classroom: 
      

      
      
         
         As a future English teacher, this is definitely an activity I would try
            in my own classroom. It is so important for students to critically think about what
            they read and a journal would be an excellent way to put those thoughts on paper.
            I
            like the idea of the students assessing their own engagement and what they
            understand from the text. There is no right or wrong answer, just evidence that
            shows there was some thinking going on.
         

         
      

      
      Transmediations—Getting Beyond the Words

      
      According to Sumara (2002b), “identity emerges from relationships,
         including relationships people have with books and other communicative technologies
         based on language” (p. 9). In order to provide the interns with this kind of
         relationship-building opportunity as well as to show them the power of recasting meaning
         across sign systems, Kerry employed the strategy of “transmediation.”
      

      
      She conducted “book talks” on three young adult novels, including
         Monster by Walter Dean Myers (2001), Perks of Being a Wallflower by
         Stephen Chbosky (1999), and Breaking Rank by Kristin D. Randle (1999). Each of
         these books involves the notion of identity and the social and personal implications
         of
         socially assigned identity and attempts at self-constructed identity. After reading
         the
         book of their choice, interns were put in groups with others who read the same book
         and
         discussed their particular novel.
      

      
      Kerry provided some ideas for discussion in the form of guiding questions,
         and many groups chose to concentrate on one of those ideas, but others chose to talk
         about something completely different. Her goal was not to help them prepare for an
         exam
         on the book or any kind of objective assessment, but simply to spend time talking
         about
         what interested them or struck them in some personal way. She wanted them to have
         the
         opportunity to talk about the book with others, to not only discover the truths within
         the texts themselves, but to also create new truths through their connections with
         and
         to the text (Sumara, 2002b).
      

      
      Following the book discussions and some other readings about identity
         construction, interns also read selections from Kinderculture (Steinberg &
         Kincheloe, 1998) and Stealing Innocence (Giroux, 2000), books that explore how
         society, capitalism, and the media work to construct identities for individuals. Interns
         discussed the ideas presented in these readings in mixed groups in which every member
         read a different selection from these two texts.
      

      
      These discussions were fueled by the interns’ own interpretations and
         experiences related to the topic in each chapter of the books (e.g., playing with
         Barbie
         dolls or video games, reactions to media campaigns, how each person has been influenced
         by the media, etc.) and the connections interns made between these readings and the
         characters in the adolescent literature selection that each group member read. These
         personal and textual connections served as an effective segue into the transmediation
         activity.
      

      
      Interns were asked to create a transmediation project that captured not
         only their understanding of the novel they chose to read, but also demonstrated their
         understandings of identity that were constructed through various readings and classroom
         discussions. Transmediation has been the subject of much theorizing and research
         (Seigel, 1995; Short, Kauffman, & Kahn, 2000).
      

      
      Seigel (1995), while summarizing earlier work with multiple sign systems,
         states that transmediation is “grounded in the idea . . . that alternative sign systems
         (linguistic, gestural, pictorial, musical, constructive, and so on) are available
         for
         making sense of human experience” (p. 460) and defines transmediation as “taking
         understandings from one system and moving them into another sign system.”
      

      
      Segiel goes on to state, “Learners must rotate the content and expression
         planes of two different sign systems such that the expression plane of the new sign
         system conveys the content of the initial system” (p. 463). The transmediation activity
         requires both “reflective and generative thinking” (p. 463). So, not only did the
         activity support multiple literacies as it afforded students the opportunity to make
         sense and convey understanding of the novel and concept of identity in multiple ways,
         but it also required higher levels of thinking.
      

      
      The interns had to produce something that illustrated their
         conceptualization of identity and the connections among the readings and discussions.
         They were not to produce any traditional pieces of writing, but other options included
         art, music, or other products that capitalized on notions of multiple literacy. Interns
         chose to produce pieces of two-dimensional and three-dimensional art, original music
         compositions, or compilations of musical segments that were pieced together to tell
         the
         stories of their understandings and insights about identity. These projects proved
         to be
         important learning opportunities on a number of levels.
      

      
      Bustle (2004) describes the use of transmediation in assessing learning. In
         her study teachers are comfortable with the idea that learning may take place along
         a
         continuum and that, to best understand whether a student has learned, they often have
         to
         look at several forms of representation, such as language, to assess learning. Often
         learning is not confined to one modality; rather, it occurs through transmediation
         (p.
         419).
      

      
      Moreover, the use of transmediation as a way of both making sense of and
         representing knowledge about the novels and the concept of identity supports the notion
         of multiple literacies (O’Brien, 1998) and values the different abilities and
         preferences that prospective teachers have when attempting to learn or show that they
         have constructed understandings. The interns’ transmediations were products of multiple
         literacies and were evidence of powerful learning experiences that we believe were
         enriched by the requirement to move beyond the traditional and to think critically
         about
         what product might best capture and illustrate their learning about identity.
      

      
      Moreover, as interns met and talked through their transmediation projects,
         they were required to talk through their thinking about the novel and concept of
         identity with others, capitalizing on metacognitive activity as well (Seigel, 1995).
         The
         act of presenting their projects to the class also offered opportunity for a separate
         but related transmediation because interns were utilizing a third sign system to
         represent the first and second systems (Short et al., 2000). Furthermore, this third
         sign system allowed for an interaction among peers who questioned, discussed, and
         challenged notions of identity presented in the individual group presentations, which
         produced yet another opportunity for reflection and learning.
      

      
      Interns brought in these transmediations and presented them in small
         groups, showing the connections between their projects, the novels, and the concept
         of
         identity. We tape-recorded each group. In addition, interns wrote a final reflection
         paper in which they were asked to tie the concept of identity to their experiences
         in
         the after-school program. We analyzed all these data to understand how the interns
         made
         sense of and constructed understandings about identity and how they saw this concept
         manifested in their own “real world” experiences.
      

      
      Findings Related to the Transmediation Activity

      
      First, interns used the characters and events in the novels to relive their
         past experiences as adolescents and to make personal connections. For example, Josh,
         a
         social studies preservice teacher, stated in his taped group discussion:
      

      
      
         
         When I started reading this book, I had a picture of what Charlie
            looked like, and as I read more, I saw myself as him. I became the character because
            I had similar experiences in high school.
         

         
      

      
      A variety of connections were made by other interns. Tina, a physical
         education preservice teacher, stated:
      

      
      
         
         Actually, in high school, I was considered one of them—the jocks, the
            ones that were okay with the deans and the principal. They’d see us walking down the
            hall and say “Hi guys! How you doin’?” and they wouldn’t ask for a pass. They’d see
            the Goths or the non-traditional students and they’d ask “Where’s your pass? Where
            are you supposed to be?”
         

         
      

      
      These interns, and others, used the novels to create a situation in which
         personal connections were made and empathy or sympathy was apparent. They saw their
         own
         identities become evident and the impact of those identities on their own experiences
         as
         young adults. Sumara (2002b) discusses this aspect of the literature experience. He
         states, “Language does not exist as a veil between subjects and objects, but, rather,
         functions to connect one’s experience of identity” (p. 85).
      

      
       A second theme relates to negotiation of discourse related to membership
         in or interaction with particular groups. As a part of the content literacy course,
         we
         spent a great deal of time examining the concept of discourse (Gee, 1996) and discourse
         communities (Wenger, 1998). Interns worked to explore how one becomes part of a
         discourse community by joining other members of the community in sharing the values,
         beliefs, and underlying motivations, as well as the practices associated with particular
         discourse communities.
      

      
      This notion of belonging to different communities and the inherent power
         associated with belonging or degrees of belonging to particular communities (Gee,
         1996)
         is the key to understanding identity as well. According to Gee, discourses are “ways
         of
         thinking, feeling, believing, valuing and acting” (p. 313) and are used “to identify
         . .
         . with particular social groups and also to position themselves and others within
         or
         outside of groups” (Dillon, 2000, p. 175).
      

      
      As we explored the concept of identity, it was necessary to examine how
         characters in the novels were positioned and what identities were constructed for
         them
         in various situations by different characters and how our own identities are constructed
         by and for us through media and other societal influences. Subsequently, interns made
         connections to these concepts as they worked to understand identity. For example,
         Constance, a science preservice teacher, stated in her final reflection:
      

      
      
         
         Students at this age are in one of two identity crises. The first . . .
            [involves] inferiority. The second . . . identity versus identity confusion. The
            collective identities of the [school] populace attribute to student behavior in many
            ways. The Latino students are struggling with culture shock . . . the African
            American students are trying to overcome the silent message of inferiority. For
            instance, recall the lunchroom. In a school whose students are primarily [African
            American] the only images hung are those of white celebrities.
         

         
      

      
      It appears that while Constance is pulling from her readings and
         experiences from previous coursework, she is also making the case for how the discourse
         of the school impacts identity and positionings. Another example shows how one group
         works to negotiate their place within a group:
      

      
      
         
         “There’s hierarchy in those groups (Jocks, etc.)”

         
         “There’s hierarchy in this classroom.”

         
         “Absolutely.”

         
         “Oh yea.”

         
         “In this group even. Look how much you guys have talked compared to
            us!”
         

         
         “Okay, we’ll shut up now.”

         
         “No, I was just pointing out that that is the way it is.”

         
         “It happens that way in everyday life too.”

         
         “And a lot of it is just because once people give you kind of a role,
            you are stuck there. And I think on Day One that a lot of people thought I was like
            really shy and I think I’ve been stuck with that role.”
         

         
         “I agree with that.”

         
      

      
      This group’s discussion shows that they are aware of their own positionings
         within the group and how their identities impact their ability to contribute equally.
         A
         final example supporting the theme of negotiation is from Shawnita, a foreign language
         preservice teacher. She states:
      

      
      
         
         We see people through different lenses . . . at the end of the book he
            asks, “What did she see?” . . . I discussed how America views young black men in our
            society and I think that is a prime example because before he even got to go to
            trial, [the defense lawyer] already thought he was guilty. I wondered, “If she
            already thinks he is guilty, how well is she going to represent him? It is hard to
            give it 100% when you have doubts in the back of your mind. Even though she had an
            obligation to represent him, did she represent him to her fullest potential?”
         

         
      

      
      After reading the book Monster (Meyers, 2001), Shawnita becomes
         keenly aware of how the dominant discourse defines interactions with and perceptions
         of
         particular people or groups. She also clearly indicated that she understood the serious
         implications of these perceptions when she referred to the lawyer’s inability to
         represent her client wholeheartedly.
      

      
      Another pattern that became evident involved recognizing conflicting
         identities. Dillon and Moje (1998) explore the various roles of one high school science
         student and how these roles come into conflict with each other. In their study, Carolyn,
         a key participant, enjoys heightened status within a cooperative learning group as
         she
         shares her answers and is positioned as the group content expert; but she quickly
         loses
         that status when her enrollment in a basic English class changes her positioning within
         her group, and she is relegated to lower status because positioning as a struggling
         English student is a different identity that was previously unknown to the group.
      

      
      Our university students were readily able to see how different roles and
         identities can work against each other in many different situations that played out
         in
         the novels and in their current and future work as educators. Tina, a physical education
         preservice teacher who was quoted earlier, stated:
      

      
      
         
         He’s trying to fit . . . he’s undergoing a transformation from being a
            Clan member . . . to actually putting some effort into his academics. . . . He’s
            being pushed and pulled in both directions. He really wants to succeed in academics
            but then he really wants to have friends and it just had to be really really hard
            for him.
         

         
      

      
      This quote also shows Tina’s empathy for this character from Breaking
            Rank.
      

      
      Interns overwhelmingly stated that their original views and understandings
         to varying degrees about identity, positionings, and people or groups of people had
         changed, and that they would take this new knowledge into their classrooms to better
         understand their students’ motivations, behaviors and attitudes. Justin, a social
         studies preservice teacher, stated:
      

      
      
         
         Initially, we held the belief that students from urban schools would
            not perform to our expectations. Our primary reason for making such an assumption
            was that we assumed these students were inferior. We cannot keep doing “business as
            usual.” Urban schools must do everything they can to discount any assumptions made
            about their teaching and learning practices and show how they are truly making great
            strides toward success.
         

         
      

      
       This experience involving transmediations, we believe, opened up a space
         where our interns could explore and construct understandings about identity and how
         identity plays out in classrooms. They were able to better confront differences that
         arose due to group/individual identity and they were given the opportunity to rethink
         or
         examine beliefs that caused them to position individuals in particular ways.
      

      
      As a result of this study of preservice teachers’ developing understandings
         of identity, we saw several possibilities that can work to positively impact the
         teaching and learning in their future classrooms. These preservice teachers became
         more
         aware of their own beliefs and identity constructions. They became more sensitive
         to
         students as individuals and were better able to recognize positionings within the
         classroom and their impact on students’ performance. This should help these prospective
         teachers become more adept at creating classroom communities that can meet the needs
         of
         all learners and support each student to succeed. In her essay, Ginger reflected:
      

      
      
         
         I must consider what beliefs (about me, about themselves, about the
            texts and about literacy) my learners have and how those beliefs impact their
            learning. All of these things must be taken into account if I am to create an
            environment where the student feels valued and motivated to learn.
         

         
      

      
      Greg also saw the connection between identity and learning. He stated, “I
         understand that both my students and I will bring multiple identities [to the
         classroom]. We each come from discourse communities that further shape the meanings
         we
         derive from texts.” Ginger and Greg, both social studies majors, clearly see the impact
         of positioning by and of the self and how these are played out in the classroom and
         were
         influenced by the beliefs of the teacher and the student. Joyce, an art major, goes
         even
         further in her reflection:
      

      
      
         
         If I ask my students to draw a new superhero and I have one or two tell
            me, “I can’t draw that,” then perhaps I have not chosen a form of literacy that
            gives this child the opportunity to express the creative ideas he has. Perhaps one
            of the things that makes up the identity of this student is that he has only felt
            discouragement in the past when doing this kind of work and has never received any
            positive feedback . . . and therefore truly believes that he can’t do it.
         

         
      

      
      Joyce saw that identity has real implications for teaching and learning.
         She saw that failure and the lack of support for students have potential to become
         part
         of a learner’s “identity kit” (Gee, 1990). The transmediation activity, we believe,
         effectively facilitated this critical thinking and reflection that is crucial in all
         classroom teaching, and particularly in urban settings where test scores and other
         detached factors work to create identities for students and teachers that hinder or
         discourage attempts at learning.
      

      
      In the End

      
      Urban preservice teachers need to have pedagogical experiences that
         promote identity work so they can do similar work with their urban students. Literature
         and strategies that promote “third space” (Berghoff & Borgmann, in press) and
         “abduction”—like repeated readings and transmediations—can be used to provide such
         pedagogical experiences. When the textual and contextual experiences are rich enough,
         students can shift philosophically from a modernist to poststructural view of identity.
         We saw this happen when we analyzed the projects and reflections from our cotaught
         unit
         about identity.
      

      
      We were also reminded that context has everything to do with how
         preservice teachers come to understand the identities of the students that they are
         going to teach. While the theoretical books and carefully chosen literature gave our
         interns access to complicated ways of thinking about identity, it was their actual
         involvement with one another and with students in a school where the demographics
         and
         life experiences were significantly different from their own that really helped them
         to
         make sense of the important role identity plays in education.
      

      
      Appendix A

      
      Cognitive Ladder

      
      
         
         
         
         
         
            
               
            
            
               
            
            
               
               
                  	
                     
                     Theme

                  
                  
                  	
                     Culture and Identity

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Principles

                  
                  
                  	
                     Identities are always in flux

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                     Youth can take a “both/and” perspective rather than an “either/or” perspective about
                        identifications.
                     

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Concepts

                  
                  
                  	
                     identity

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                     culture

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                     The self is the pivotal human cognitive process that orients the individual toward
                        meeting his or her needs. (Taylor, p. 1.)
                     

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                      

                  
                  
                  	
                     Culture is ultimately information that members of a culture, through prolonged commerce
                        in and with that culture, carry around in their heads. (Taylor, p. 5)
                     

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Identities are multiple, complex, and impacted by context.

                  
                  
                  	
                     Youth experiment, take risks, and identify with different groups.

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Schools need to catch up to the fast-changing identification being created and recreated
                        as today’s students make their way through complicated social contexts.
                     

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     social groups

                  
                  
                  	
                     identifying

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     perspective

                  
                  
                  	
                     in flux

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     The stereotypical images we hold of certain groups are powerful in influencing what
                        people see and expect of students. (Noguera, p. 25)
                     

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

               
               
                  	
                     
                     Students receive implicit messages all the time.

                  
                  
                  	
                      

                  
               

            
         

         

         
      

      
      Appendix B

      
      The Picture Book Assignment

      
      
         
         
         
         
         Day 1

         

         
         Divided the class into four groups and gave a book to each group.
            One student read the book aloud to the group. Each group member filled out a personal
            response journal entry using the T-chart format below.
         

         

         
         Midway through semester

         
         
            
            	
               
               Each student was given a personal copy of the book and asked to
                  complete a second journal entry.
               

               
            

            
            	
               
               Toward end of semester

               
            

            
            	
               
               Students completed a third journal entry.

               
            

            
            	
               
               Final reflection looking across all three journal entries

               
            

            
         

         
         
            	
               
               How would you characterize your thinking in these reflections if you were assessing
                     these journal entries? What do they tell about you as a learner? What do you attend to? What beliefs show
                  through your entries? What insights? What understandings are evident in your entries?
                  What questions do you have? Are you connecting to prior experiences in your life?
                  Other observations? 
               

               
            

            
            	
               Describe any change in the quality of your thinking from one entry to another. If you can observe change, how do you account for this change? If there is no observable
                  change, how do you account for its absence?
               

               
            

            
            	
               Sum up the author’s message in the book. What is your response to this message? Is your response a typical response? Why or
                  why not?
               

               
            

            
            	
               Make connections between what you understand from reading this book and the principles
                     you identified in the Identity Unit. Did you learn anything in the identity unit that changed the quality of your comprehension
                  of the message in the book? If you answer yes, what is your evidence? If you answer
                  no, why do you think those connections did not impact your comprehension? 
               

               
            

            
            	
               Think about what this learning engagement and the answers to these questions have to do
                  with you as a teacher of art, physical education, social studies, science, mathematics,
                  English, or foreign language. Try to articulate your thoughts. 
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      Chapter 15

      Gaining Ideological Clarity: Constructing Positions on Race and Class in Teacher Preparation

      
         
         
         
         Jane Murray Agee

         
         
      

      
      The research literature on preparing new teachers for diverse classrooms reveals several
         problems. One problem is that teacher educators often encounter resistance as a result
         of challenging closely held beliefs of White preservice teachers about appropriate
         content and approaches to teaching diverse learners (e.g., Agee, 2000b, 2004; Fecho,
         Commeryras, Bauer, & Font, 2000). Another problem is that many teacher education studies
         and texts focus on middle-class White teachers in discussions on diversity. The presence
         of teachers of color or teachers from other cultures or ethnicities in classrooms
         is underrepresented in teacher education texts. However, some recent research on minority
         teachers has opened the door for more discussion on how their views can be understood
         (Agee, 2004; Atiyat, 2006; Ramanathan, 2006). A third problem is that education literature
         addressing strategies teacher educators might use to help beginning teachers gain
         insights into race and class that can inform their teaching practices is lacking.
      

      
      This chapter focuses on a diverse group of preservice and early career English teachers
         in a graduate class on teaching literature in the secondary school. In particular,
         the focus is on how they negotiated positions on issues of race and class as they
         constructed their teaching identities. In this process of identity construction, critical
         questions on race and class forced them to consider their own beliefs as well as those
         of others. This discussion is framed by postmodern identity theory to explain how
         they took up particular positions and how they used reflexive spaces for negotiating
         issues on race and class.
      

      
      Bringing a Critical Lens to Teacher Education

      
      Beginning teachers bring their unique identities to their pedagogy (Agee, 1998; 2000a,
         2000b; Britzman, 1991; Smagorinsky et al., 2004a, 2004b). This master’s class of beginning
         teachers was no exception. Yet, they were able to consider critical questions about
         race and class as they read and discussed a variety of texts. These discussions, both
         online and face-to-face, provided spaces where they negotiated and renegotiated their
         positions on ideological issues and who they wanted to be as teachers. Over the semester,
         it was clear that identity was a crucial aspect of their positioning.
      

      
      Postmodern scholars such as Gergen (1989) describe the self as constructed among shifting
         social contexts that make demands upon an individual’s agency, social responsibility,
         and ethical positioning. Ethical and social dimensions of identity are crucial factors
         in determining individual actions.
      

      
      Schotter (1998), for example, saw the Self as constructed in response to a sense of
         Other: “I act not simply ‘out of’ my own plans and desires, unrestricted by the social
         circumstances of my performances. . . . My action in being thus ‘situated’ takes on
         an
         ethical or moral quality” (p. 144). This ethical positioning accounts for “communally
         shared ways of . . . making-sense [that] are deeply constitutive of people’s social
         and
         psychological being in quite a deep way” (1989, p. 142). This definition of self,
         applied to the construction of self as teacher, was central to the ways in which these
         teachers’ developing teacher identities intersected with the positions they articulated
         in class discussions.
      

      
      Ladson-Billings (2000) argued that one problem in education is the reliance on generic,
         supposedly culturally neutral models of pedagogy that do little to address students’
         racial or ethnic differences. Part of this problem, as Bartolomé and Trueba (2000)
         noted, is that in the literature on teacher knowledge and beliefs, there are “few
         systematic attempts to examine the political and ideological dimensions of teachers’
         ‘beliefs’ and ‘attitudes’ and how these worldviews are part of a particular ideological
         orientation” (p. 280). They also pointed out that teachers are generally prepared
         for teaching in schools of education that, in spite of their good intentions, neglect
         to offer the means to gain “ideological clarity” on teaching as a political act (p.
         287).
      

      
      Thus, beginning teachers may enter their first classrooms having had few or no discussions
         on the ideologies implicit in curriculum or what strategies they might use to encourage
         such discussions in test-driven schools. Without such preparation, novice teachers
         have few tools for helping their students to gain the “ideological clarity” necessary
         to teaching in the United States today where classrooms are more diverse than ever.
      

      
      Freire (1993) was an early proponent of addressing ideology along with subject matter,
         arguing that it is essential for teachers to do more than teach content. In teaching
         Brazilian peasants how to read, he focused on the responsibility of their teachers
         to infuse teaching with the idea that learners can be active participants in larger
         conversations on issues affecting their lives: “Teaching the purely technical aspect
         of the procedure is not difficult; the difficulty lies rather in the creation of a
         new attitude—that of dialogue, so absent in our own upbringing and education” (p.
         52).
      

      
      Knowledge, according to Freire, is “built up in the relations between human beings
         and the world” (p. 109). This view is echoed by Lave and Wenger (1991) who theorized
         about a social process, which they called “legitimate peripheral participation,” through
         which people learn not only a craft or skill but also how to gain entry into a community
         of expertise through social interactions with others who possess higher levels of
         skill
         and specialized knowledge.
      

      
      Online technologies have added new dimensions to the relational aspects of identity
         and to the ways in which people learn. Gergen (2000) observed that the traditional
         conceptions of identity, once determined by a small community and by institutions
         like the church, have eroded as technology and mobility have changed the ways many
         people live their lives. The effects of this erosion, according to Gergen, have been
         met with alternatives that give individuals new ways of constructing relationships
         and conceptions of self: “One of the most fascinating alternatives on the cultural
         horizon represents a shift toward the relational . . . turning away from the concepts
         of a self or a group in favor of such concepts as interdependence, conjoint construction
         of meaning, mutually interacting entities, and systemic process” (p. 212).
      

      
      This shift, he maintained, is a result of positions taken up in virtual communities:
         “Most significant is that these [virtual] relationships proceed not on the basis of
         ‘real selves’ . . . but on the basis of positionings within the conversations or the
         discursive flow” (p. 212). Such positionings take on significance in examining and
         discussing the effects of ideologies on identities, and in this case, on teachers’
         understandings of connections between ideology and pedagogy.
      

      
      Ideological clarity, as Bartoleme and Trueba (2000) and Freire (1993) defined it,
         has to evolve within the social relations of people and within the “discursive flow”
         of their social contexts. A teacher cannot just tell students about racism; the students
         have to have the language and the space to grapple with issues of inequity and social
         justice. The teacher must facilitate and encourage such discussions. In many classrooms
         I have observed over the years, I have seen English teachers “teach” novels such as
         To Kill a Mockingbird without ever dealing with race or social justice; rather their focus was on literary
         craft such as character development.
      

      
      In an effort to help beginning teachers gain a broader understanding of literature,
         I designed the course so that students would have opportunities to examine their assumptions
         about teaching literature and to develop critical perspectives on their roles as teachers
         and on teaching literary texts. The course included a variety of dialogic spaces,
         both face-to-face and virtual, for student-led conversations that would help them
         gain ideological clarity as they constructed their teaching identities.
      

      
      In this class, even though the books on their middle and high school reading lists
         all dealt with race and class, as noted above, some students initially ignored ideology
         and focused solely on “transmission pedagogy.” This kind of pedagogy focuses on delivering
         skills and identifying structural elements and ignores ideological positions. However,
         as they encountered questions on race and class in their book groups and in the online
         forums, they began to talk about their own identities in relation to these topics
         and to consider the potential impact of their positions on their pedagogy and their
         relationships with students.
      

      
      Foregrounding Identities

      
      The class members included 6 males and 14 females. Of the 24, 3 were Black, 1
         Hispanic, and 20 White. They represented a range of communities, from rural to large
         urban centers. In the first week of the semester, I asked the students to post a brief
         description of who they wanted to be as teachers on our online discussion board. In
         articulating their identities as teachers in a public venue, they began a shared
         reflective process that would feed into other discussions during the semester. In
         these
         first responses, most of these beginning teachers focused on attributes of their
         personalities, goals for their students, and how they would handle relationships with
         their students. All names used here are pseudonyms.
      

      
      Personality Attributes

      
      In thinking about who they were, or were going to be, as teachers, many initially
         focused on their personalities and how their perceived strengths or weaknesses might
         shape their roles as teachers. Chris’s post showed that he was already trying to figure
         out how he could integrate this new role into his existing self:
      

      
      
         I don’t want to be something I’m not. I want to find a way to fit my personality into
            the classroom. I don’t believe in assigned seating (except as a tool to get to know
            students’ names in the beginning). I like a circular, open forum. I like to be at
            the level of my students, not just intellectually, but physically—I don’t want to
            stand in front of them, I want to sit down among them.
         

         
      

      He already has a clear sense not only of his role but also of how he will establish
         a relational image that will fit with his ideas on pedagogy as well as with his identity.
      

      
      Lisa began by talking about her background as a swimming instructor and as a tutor,
         but she quickly focused on her personality:
      

      
      
         I am real (meaning that I am able to take my guard down) I am funny (usually sarcastic,
            but the sarcasm is able to alleviate most situations), I am a no-nonsense person (I’ve
            always been a strong minded girl/woman. . . . what are you at 22? Girl? Woman?) I
            am strict, but almost always able to defend my authoritative actions with caring intentions
            and finally I am creative and resourceful.
         

         
      

      She felt that these attributes would help her become a more “accessible” teacher,
         an attribute she said made students feel a teacher “truly cared.” These beginning
         teachers were constructing their teaching identities by focusing on their unique personal
         qualities and how they could use them in their roles as teachers.
      

      
      Goals for Students

      
      Some also articulated larger goals for what they hoped to accomplish with their students.
         Jill, an older student with adolescent children of her own, said, “Students will develop
         an appreciation for their own unique value and will, in turn, place high regard on
         the value of others in our society.” Tina wanted to “incorporate my students’ ideas
         and interests into the subject matter, and take into account at all times their values
         and needs.” John said, “I expect my class to be difficult and challenging for my students.
         I want my students to read and write.” Susan, another older student, wanted to “inspire
         my students to find their passion and follow their dreams possibly by reaching beyond
         their current environment and learning through the experience of others.”
      

      
      Relationships with Students

      
      Almost all of the students were concerned with the kind of relationships they would
         establish with their students. Matt, an African American student, characterized himself
         as “playful, funny, and engaging,” but he worried about how he would manage relationships
         with students: “Sometimes I can be too friendly with the kids and too playful resulting
         in a lack of work being accomplished. Finding this medium ground between teacher and
         friend is something I have to work on.” Jill, a White student, described herself as
         caring and said, “An important quality I will carry forward will be that of a caring
         teacher. . . . Students need to know they can talk with you if they have to.” Betsy
         hoped that she would be “an open-minded” teacher who was “responsive to my students’
         views.”
      

      
      Out of all these responses, only two focused initially on how they might use their
         roles to help students become critical thinkers. Grace wanted students to “feel comfortable
         around her,” but she also expressed a desire to “be someone who is willing to take
         risks and step outside the norm.” Maria, a Hispanic student, saw teaching as a risky
         but important enterprise in a democracy:
      

      
      
         I envision myself to be the kind of teacher that provokes thought in students and
            encourages them to challenge and respect my thinking as well as that of their peers.
            I want to create the kind of environment where they are not afraid to voice their
            opinions and try new ways to express their views about the world in relation to
            literary texts. I’m sure that if I become this kind of teacher, I will often find
            myself in risky situations that may even jeopardize my career. I only hope I have
            the courage to follow through in the defense of my students and their rights to an
            education that prepares them to stand up for what they believe their roles are in
            a
            democratic society.
         

         
      

      Although Grace is moving toward positioning herself as a risk taker, Maria’s way of
         thinking about her role as a teacher in this first week of class offers a bold commitment
         to the kind of pedagogy advocated by Freire (1993). At this point in the semester,
         she was the only student who spoke on such issues.
      

      
      Sharing Ideological Positions and Teaching Identities

      
      Some of the discussions of race and class occurred in discussions of literary texts
         the reading groups selected to read together and in student-generated online forums.
         These discussions show how intensely they negotiated the topics of race and class
         and how these conversations allowed them, as they considered a variety of perspectives,
         to reflect on the effects of ideological positioning on their roles as teachers.
      

      
      Confronting “Disturbing” Stories

      
      Although face-to-face discussions in class framed some of the issues on race and class
         in the teaching of literature, online discussions of the reading groups provided a
         space for students to extend those discussions around books they were reading together.
         Reading stories about racial or social injustices prompted students to speak about
         their own experiences and to think about how teachers should address such topics.
         After reading Honky (Conley, 2000) with his group, Chris recalled the pain of learning of the racism
         in his hometown and began thinking about how books that deal with racism were central
         to his identity as a teacher:
      

      
      
         The book provides such a rare perspective on urban neighborhoods; I wouldn’t
            hesitate to teach it in any classroom. However, I think it would be especially
            valuable in a community like the one in which I was raised. I have a clear memory
            of
            first realizing many of the adults I grew influenced by and respecting were racist.
            It was at a Christmas Eve holiday party. I've never forgotten the sick feeling in
            my
            stomach, knowing so many ignorant, racist people. Thankfully, both my parents raised
            me to believe in equality, but not everyone in such places is so lucky. Conley's
            description of the Pennsylvania town and its people is a pretty similar situation
            and forced me to recall and reflect on my own experiences growing up. What if I'd
            been born a house or two over, where racist speech seeps into everyday talk? I worry
            that in my small town, like many small towns, parents and other family influences
            encourage the future of racism. Teachers must do their part to combat such a bogus
            tradition. Conley's book would certainly be a valuable aid.
         

         
      

      Sandra, an African American student in this same reading group, immediately questioned
         Chris about the specifics of using a book like Honky in a suburban classroom:
      

      
      
         Very interesting response coming from your background. I agree that you are fortunate
            to have had parents who clearly knew better, and did better. How do you think the
            students in your hometown would react to this book? I agree with you that this is
            the kind of book that will broaden the world view of such students. How would you
            go about even introducing the title of the book? Would you prepare a rationale for
            teaching this book (fear of censorship)?
         

         
      

      Although Chris did not answer Sandra in the online discussion, she took the lead with
         her next posting and suggested that her ideas might help Chris and others create strategies
         for addressing race in their classrooms:
      

      
      
         Before reading the memoir, students can be asked to give a written response in their
            journal to thought provoking questions about race issues. For example, in regards
            to racial diversity, what constitutes as the ideal environment (home, school, etc.)
            to raise sensitive, informed adolescents who are open to issues of race? Must this
            environment reflect a variety of races or does it matter? These questions can open
            the door to personal reflection and rich discussion.
         

         
      

      Although Sandra presented some wonderful questions for others in her group to use
         with students, no one followed up on her posting at this point in the semester.
      

      
      Although Chris found that reading Honky resurrected painful memories, some students confessed they usually avoided reading
         books they found disturbing. Kathy began her posting on Roll of Thunder, Hear My Cry (Taylor, 1997) by describing her reluctance to read this book:
      

      
      
         I did NOT want to read it, most likely because I was petrified of the contents that
            would lay within. My perception is such that even though I recognize the course of
            human suffering and cruelty intellectually, and understand the causes of fear and
            ignorance, I still can't comprehend it. This story angered me.
         

         
      

      Liz, an older White student, echoed what Kathy said, “I am always disturbed when I
         read of the massive abuse and discrimination that African-Americans were forced to
         endure, and I am sure that this novel is not as explicit as was the real world.” Her
         closing comment was, “I only read books of this type when I am required to, so I don't
         have much to compare it to.” These positions—not wanting to read books that focus
         on social or racial inequities because they are too painful—reflected a troubling
         perspective, especially in those who planned to teach literature.
      

      
      In contrast, Tanya, an African American student, found herself identifying deeply
         with the same stories and finding resonance with her life and her awareness of continuing
         racial tensions. After reading Roll of Thunder, she said, “We are still haunted and plagued by racism, especially today as racism
         insists on stretching its long, powerful arms into every aspect of society. Look at
         the trouble in Toledo, Ohio.” Her identity as an African American positioned her in
         relation to these characters and their struggles:
      

      
      
         I really related to this story. The issue of land is important in the lives of many
            minority groups. My own family is having issues with their land, and I see why the
            fight is more important now than ever. As a descendant, the stakes are high. Like
            Cassie, I, too, learned a valuable lesson about land and the family bond that it creates.
         

         
      

       One of the most divisive book discussions occurred in one group that read The Misfits (Howe, 2001). This young-adult novel focuses on a group of middle school students
         who are not popular in their school and represent different marginalized groups. One
         character is homosexual, one African American, one overweight, and others just do
         not fit in for various reasons.
      

      
      Matt, an African American, was out of the country during the face-to-face discussion
         of the book in his group, but joined in for the online discussion that occurred afterward.
         He was dismayed that the group had focused primarily on the lack of literary qualities
         of the book rather than on the story itself. Maria, in particular, had rejected the
         book because the narrator’s voice seemed to her to be “that of a middle-aged man trapped
         in a young boy’s body.” Although she went on to talk about the strengths of the novel
         and concluded that the novel “is definitely worth reading,” she said, “I cannot get
         past my personal aversion for the author’s representation of adolescent discourse.”
      

      
      Others in the group followed Maria’s lead and added their critiques. Allen objected
         to the representation of a “Darwinian social structure of a contemporary American
         middle school” with the kids “on the lowest link of the food chain [toppling] the
         entire structure.” Most in the group, though, focused on Howe’s portrayal of a homosexual
         character, Joe. Grace liked the fact that Howe addressed race and sexual orientation,
         but felt that Joe’s character was unrealistically portrayed: “While we liked the idea
         of his acceptance of his sexuality and even how his friends accepted him, we doubted
         how realistic it was.” When Matt read these critiques, he posted a response that reflected
         his anger and frustration with the focus of the critiques.
      

      
      
         All of my groupmates noted that some of the narration seemed inconsistent with the
            type of character portrayed especially in light of their ages. I did not find this
            to be a problem in the least bit. Surely the torture that these kids might receive
            in an actual public school may have been worse but how will we ever know that?
            Issues of narration were not what stuck out to me when I read this book. What I
            found was a text that had the ability to empower kids who are generally outcasts
            from the main flow of school society. How they can make a real difference in a
            significant way and gain the respect of those very same kids who were initially
            terrorizing them. This was a story of triumph, and I can't help but say that it was
            probably the most rewarding reading that I have done in this class all semester. I
            wish I had been there.
         

         
      

      Matt, unlike the others in his group, positioned himself deeply within the struggles
         of these characters. His position was not that of literary critic but of someone who
         understood these experiences and how they might be meaningful to adolescents who felt
         they were “outcasts.” His parting comment, though, suggests that not only did he feel
         his view would have been important for the group to hear but also that he might have
         had some influence on their thinking.
      

      
      What is striking in the discussions of the reading groups is how these beginning teachers
         positioned themselves in the flow of discourse. Matt, Tanya, and Sandra, as African
         Americans, brought different understandings and views to the discussions of race and
         class. Their comments revealed positionings of resonance and identity. These stories
         were not just literary artifacts that required a dispassionate appraisal of literary
         craft; as African Americans, they were positioned in these narratives in such a way that their considerations on teaching them were doubly
         problematic.
      

      
      The subtext in Sandra’s questions to Chris was, how does a Black teacher teach a book
         like Honky in an all-White school district like the one in which Chris was enrolled? Other students,
         although sympathetic to racial and social inequities, began by working outside the
         discourse, either avoiding such narratives or subjecting them to literary analysis.
         As the semester progressed, the conversations on race grew more intense.
      

      
      Forum on Rap: “We’re as racist as any other part of the country”

      
       Race and racism became the central topics for the entire class in an online forum
         on rap as poetry. For the forum assignment, a group developed an online discussion.
         They selected a single article on a topic relevant to the teaching of literature,
         and each person in the group posted a short position paper on the article that ended
         with a question that would prompt a discussion. After the forum article and position
         papers were posted, others in the class participated in a week-long discussion that
         grew out of the article and position papers. This particular group used “The Aesthetics
         of Rap” (Cook, 2000), an article that suggested rap had been rejected as serious poetry.
         One of the position papers ended with these questions:
      

      
      
         The author states that “the American public is reluctant to pay rap its poetic props.”
            Why do you think there is so much reluctance to include rap lyrics in the poetry genre?
            Do you feel there is merit to the question that this reluctance may be racially motivated
            as some in the African American community have argued?”
         

         
      

      A second question pushed the issue even further: “Using music lyrics in poetry lessons
         has become popular today among ‘hip’ teachers. Do you feel incorporating rap into
         the ELA curriculum is beneficial?”
      

      
      These questions and others provoked a rich discussion on racism in the United States
         and revealed how these beginning teachers were positioning themselves, not only in
         terms of making curricular decisions but also in terms of their teaching identities.
         Matt rejected the idea that race was an issue in teaching rap: “I do not think that
         there is any merit with relation to the race issue and it having a part to play in
         the exclusion of rap from the world of poetry in the classroom. Maybe in a very small
         number of cases, but by and large I think that it has more to do with the lyric content
         of most popular rap songs and the language that they contain.”
      

      
      In answering the second question, Matt brought his identity to the fore: “I would
         just embrace the culture with the kids by the way I spoke and the way I carried myself.
         Now, this is not to say that I would dress like a gangster and swear and degrade women
         in class, but I would be professional without losing my edge that I got from growing
         up in a similar environment to most of these kids. Kids want someone that they can
         relate to.” Here, Matt positioned himself by drawing on his own experiences and then
         linking this position to his developing identity as a teacher.
      

      
      Tina, a White student, also addressed the question of racial bias in considering the
         value of rap as poetry within the larger issues of what is valued and who makes those
         decisions:
      

      
      
         I think that this is at times, a question of who is in power, who is in the position
            to make the choices of what falls into the category or high culture or popular culture.
            . . . Society’s views on race and more importantly, class, are so deeply ingrained
            in us that we find it difficult to stray from associating high class culture with
            anything other that trips to European museums, listening to Mozart, and reading Shakespeare
            and the poetry of writers like Keats and Wordsworth. I do not think it is a coincidence
            that these “credible” texts are European based, and written by whites, in particular,
            men. But I am not sure that some devious in person (undoubtedly part of that intangible
            “they” we always refer to) is making racially motivated choices as to what is considered
            credible and not.
         

         

         
          It is our entire society as a whole’s perspective on who “may speak” and who can’t—or
            who can speak but be ignored. Until the perspective of African Americans is given
            as much value as what white people have to say, when the African American experience
            is not left in a category all its own, but is in a way seen as part of the American
            Experience, texts produced by African American people unfortunately will have much
            difficulty in gaining credibility and an equal standing with our old friends Keats,
            Shakespeare, and Wordsworth. Even the way we study literature in schools is representative
            of this separation—we have a unit on Poetry, and then a short one-day unit on African
            American poetry—as if to say it does not somehow qualify to be in the Capital P Poetry
            unit.
         

         
      

      Chris had a different view that explored the perspectives of adolescents. He positioned
         himself in the debate as an analyzer of the sociology of popular music and poetry,
         “While I respect rappers like Eminem and Tupac as enormous poetic talents, most Americans
         are not willing to listen to one of their songs and find the same aesthetic they find
         in a Walt Whitman poem.” He then offered his view on rap as poetry: “I don’t think
         there is a racial motivation to that; most Americans are just reluctant to accept
         violent rap lyrics as works worthy of the classroom. MTV and the radio aren’t going
         to make that distinction for them.”
      

      
      However, he understood the appeal of rap artists for students: “As the author of the
         article pointed out, kids listen when they read Tupac or Biggie; they respect them
         as their own voices, a dynamic inner city youth will probably never find in the poetry
         of Wordsworth or Keats.” Both Tina and Chris offer well considered positions on rap
         and racial bias and understood the complexity of the issue; however, their own positions
         on rap in the classroom were less clear.
      

      
       In contrast to those who believed race was not a factor in the status of rap, Tanya
         posted a searing rebuttal. She focused in particular on how the history of popular
         music is not only inaccurate but oppressive in its silencing of other voices and histories:
      

      
      
         I do believe it is a racial issue. People have been discrediting rap since its conception.
            In this country, you don’t have to look farther than the prison system to see how
            America values the inputs of African-Americans. And to quote Sanchez “Hip-Hop is a
            very important battlefield.” And it is in this battle that these young Black poets
            bring to the forefront contemporary issues. The article referenced Mos Def, who is
            one my favorite artists. He has a song called “Rock N Roll,” in which he flatly states,
            “Elvis Presley ain’t got no soul. Little Richard is rock n roll. You may dig on the
            Rolling Stones, but they didn’t come up with that shit on they own.” I love this song
            becomes it challenges the origins of rock. Ike Turner is credited with the first rock
            n roll song and yet it took Presley to take it to a white audience, to make it a viable
            art and commercial success. Eminem is in my eyes suburbia’s White Rap Messiah. Many
            kids who listen to him have never heard of the originators such as Rakim and Eric
            B. or KRS-One. And they are far more talented artists. Artists like Mos Def, Kweli,
            and Hill go unnoticed. Again, maybe we need more white artists to make it a well regarded
            form.
         

         
      

      Tanya’s idea of appropriating legitimacy for the genre through White artists seems
         ironic, but offers the kind of subversive thinking defined by DuBois (1969) and other
         Black scholars who understood the dual consciousness that is part of being Black in
         the United States of America.
      

      
      Others in the class attributed the lack of respect for rap lyrics as poetic to American’s
         ignorance and their lack of consideration of other cultures and perspectives. Audrey
         grappled with her own musical preferences, as a middle-class White, as she considered
         the importance of rap and other genres in an English classroom:
      

      
      
         For me, Bob Dylan has some of the most incredible poetry embedded into the stanzas
            of his songs; some people find Jewel to be inspirational; and I don’t believe that
            there is anyone who took social studies in middle school without listening to Billy
            Joel’s “We Didn’t Start the Fire.” And yet, these artists are all Caucasians; where
            among these “poets” is there any ethnicity? Where is the young Black American female
            supposed to find connection to music of Joni Mitchell? There needs to be a balance.
            . . . People’s lives are different; I live a peaceful sheltered life and find inspiration
            in the words of Norah Jones. My peer living across the river in [a poor, urban neighborhood],
            however, probably finds more in common with Missy Elliot. Thus, these differences
            in our lives transpire into what appeals to us in tastes.
         

         
      

      Audrey concluded by saying: “If a teacher has an intense desire to reach her students
         by providing them with poetry that speaks to each one’s soul, then it is important
         for her not to neglect this genre.” Although she acknowledged the importance of taking
         this position, her reference to “a teacher” positioned her outside the flow of an
         authentic discourse on race. At this point, she is not saying she has this “intense desire”; however, she clearly knows the discourse. In the rest
         of her response, she talked about how she might use rap as part of a unit on performing
         arts. She, like others in the class, was still trying to figure out not only how to
         position herself in relation to these topics but also in relation to future pedagogical
         decisions.
      

      
      Positionings in the Flow of Discourse and Gaining Ideological Clarity

      
      Gaining ideological clarity involves more than reading and discussing issues of race
         and class. As Freire (1993) noted, the difficulty lies “in the creation of a new attitude”
         (p. 52). Freire, Bartolemé and Trueba (2000), and Gergen (1989; 2000) all point to
         the importance of working through positionings of self in relational structures. Over
         the semester, the work on ideological issues occurred in the “discursive flow” of
         relational structures of the reading groups and in the virtual and face-to-face discussions
         in which students took the lead in questioning assumptions about self and other.
      

      
      In the online discussions of these beginning teachers, in particular, there were startling
         differences among them in how they positioned themselves in relation to narratives
         that dealt with race and class. All these students, as English majors and graduate
         students in English Education, knew and understood critical theory and its vocabulary.
         However, many of them were not positioned in this discourse. Critical discourse was another tool for analyzing literature. The
         most striking examples of positioning occurred in some students’ admitting their aversion
         for any narratives that focused on painful events such as slavery, the Holocaust,
         or war.
      

      
      On the other end of this continuum of positions were students whose own experiences
         resonated with such narratives. Matt, Tanya, and Sandra were positioned within the discourse of difference. They worked from positions inside that discourse to
         reveal hidden or silenced stories, their own and those of the fictionalized worlds
         they read about in their groups.
      

      
      At the beginning of the semester, many of these beginning teachers possessed fairly
         narrow conceptions of themselves as teachers that centered on personality and control
         as Chris noted when he said, “I want to find a way to fit my personality into the
         classroom.” Their discussions of books and topics that dealt with race and class helped
         some of them move beyond a teacher identity based on personality—“I am a no-nonsense
         person” (Lisa)—to more complex conception of teaching. At the end of the semester,
         Randy listed among his goals, “To challenge students to look harder at their world
         . . . look closer . . . look for the cracks in the Mona Lisa and to provide an environment
         in which the students are able to address issues that are not addressed by other classes.”
      

      
      The discussions these beginning teachers engaged in online and in our face-to-face
         class gave them spaces for constructing a range of positions on race and class that
         informed their developing identities as teachers. At the end of the course, Audrey
         who wanted to be a “fun and engaging” teacher at the beginning of the semester, considered
         the complexity, excitement, and risk of taking a “progressive” position:
      

      
      
         We have focused a great deal on the question of what type of educators we want to
            be. Do we want to maintain the status quo or be agents of change? . . . The fact of
            the matter is that enacting our idealism can many times be met with resistance on
            the part of contextual factors . . . and our own willingness to “put ourselves out
            there” in a way that might jeopardize our employment status as well as crush our idealism
            into subservience to the system. I want to be a progressive teacher no matter what
            the demands that might be placed on me by those outside forces.
         

         
      

      Maria said her goals had not changed but that she had “a clearer view of what it [being
         a progressive teacher] might entail and how I might actually make it happen.” She
         ended by commenting on her original goal to prepare students “to stand up for what
         they believe their roles are in a democratic society.” She said quite simply, “I feel
         better equipped to take the risk.” In the end, these beginning teachers understood
         that positioning themselves as teachers who were willing to engage students in discussions
         on race and class entailed risk, whether they were Black, White, or Hispanic.
      

      
      Finding Positions in the Flow of Discourse

      
      For their final projects, a collaborative multimedia plan in which each group member
         designed one week on teaching literature, the semester-long discussions on race and
         class emerged as key elements in many of their plans. One group created a unit titled
         “Social Belonging and Alienation” and used The Misfits as a key text. Tina’s rationale for her week on race and ethnicity in this unit reveals
         a carefully considered position concerning the inclusion of these topics in the curriculum:
      

      
      
         It is vital that adolescents who are beginning to form their own opinions, beliefs,
            and value systems, understand that we as individuals and also a society must practice
            tolerance and acceptance while making an active effort to learn about and value cultures,
            races, and ethnicities that differ from our own. This lesson will help . . . adolescents
            confront the developmental tasks of achieving social responsibility and acquiring
            a personal ideology, two points outlined in Using Young Adult Literature in the Classroom.

         
      

      This statement shows how Tina now positioned herself as a beginning teacher. She has
         moved into the flow of the professional discourse of a teacher and, importantly, included
         in that discourse not just academic approaches to ideological issues, but an understanding
         that ethical pedagogy involved a responsibility for both content and attitudes about
         others. Her point echoes that of Freire (1993).
      

      
      Matt’s group created a unit titled “Heroes.” His week focused on superheroes, but
         he went far beyond a simple focus on entertainment. In his plans, he called for a
         more critical look at our culture’s superheroes and how a superhero might be defined.
         In one writing activity he created, students “place themselves in the role of a superhero”
         and “write about what kind of superhero they think they would be based on their own
         lives and circumstances.” Matt explained in his rationale:
      

      
      
         In this assignment, the student will have to identify a group of people that they
            would fight for or protect. I feel this is important because it forces students to
            think about the larger world in which they live and the problems it holds. They will
            be forced to think about the “social worlds” that Richard Beach talks about. This
            will cause an elevated level of social consciousness on the part of the students.
            . . . An awareness of the social ills of society is definitely something I want to
            get the kids to think about for themselves.
         

         
      

      Here, Matt is also able to bring together his passion for social justice with his
         developing identity as a teacher and his understanding about the importance of creating
         a curriculum that will enlarge his students’ perspectives on the human condition.
      

      
       Although not all students focused on ideology or social justice in their final projects,
         those who did, like Tina and Matt, indicated they understood that teachers cannot
         treat race and class as no more than topics for dispassionate academic analysis. Gaining
         ideological clarity in teacher education classes must begin with student-generated
         discussions in spaces where beginning teachers can safely negotiate their evolving
         positions. In these spaces, they had opportunities to gain a degree of clarity on
         how their roles as educators entailed more than transmitting content or constructing
         a teaching identity around personality. Tina and Matt, for example, grasped the importance
         of fostering their students’ consciousness of the larger world and its diversity so
         their students could become active participants in working toward a more democratic
         society.
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      Part V

      Contextualizing Teacher Identity—Situating the Teacher Self

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         There is no way, it seems to me, in which people of the world can act, can speak,
            can create, can come in from the margins and talk, can begin to reflect on their own
            experience unless they come from some place, they come from some history, they inherit
            certain cultural traditions. What we’ve learned about the theory of enunciation is
            that there’s no enunciation without positionality. You have to position yourself somewhere
            in order to say anything at all . . . the relation that peoples of the world now have
            to their own past is, of course, part of the discovery of their own ethnicity. They
            need to honor the hidden histories from which they come. They need to understand the
            languages which they’ve been taught not to speak. They need to understand and revalue
            the traditions and inheritances of cultural expression and creativity. And in that
            sense, the past is not only a position from which to speak, but it is also an absolutely
            necessary resource in what one has to say. (Hall, 1990, p. 19)
         

         
      

      The issue of racial identity can be linked to what Stuart Hall (1996) has called the
         “new ethnicity.” In this sense, racial identities can be understood through the notion
         of ethnicity, but not the old notion of ethnicity that depended in part on the suppression
         of cultural difference and a separatist notion of White identity. Within the discourse
         of the “old identity,” identity was seen as fixed and self-contained as opposed to
         open, complex, and unfinished. Consequently, the “old ethnicity” was often defined
         as an essence that had to be protected against other forms of cultural differences
         in which it found itself embroiled.
      

      
       Contextualizing teacher identity is concerned with acknowledging the place of history,
         language, and culture in the construction of subjectivity and identity, as well as
         the fact that all discourse is placed, positioned, situated and all knowledge is contextual
         (Giroux, 1997). Situating the self is to understand one’s history, language and cultural
         origin, each an essential step in the process of how the subjective self is formed
         and how one’s identity is shaped and reshaped over a lifetime.
      

      
       Preparing teachers who understand the formation of their own identities will, in
         turn, prepare them to understand the importance of the formation of their students’
         identities. This is in the sense that teachers, including ethnic minority teachers,
         must
         learn to examine the consequences that prevailing social practices have jointly had
         in
         the creation of their own lives and the lives of their students (Monteninos, 1995,
         p.
         297).
      

      
       As teacher educators concerned with identity formation, it is important to engage
         students in examining their participation (or nonparticipation) in their cultural
         community of origin. Situating identity as a teacher, both in the preparation program
         and in the place of practice, concerns understanding not only one’s origins, but it
         also requires understanding that cultural identity is influenced by individual efforts
         to contend with the social tensions that are inherent in conditions of historical
         and cultural origins.
      

      
       Finally, as Alsup (2006) has argued, as teacher educators we need to understand that
         the ways we choose to render our identities in turn provide constraints and
         possibilities for the prospective teachers with whom we work as well as the children
         who
         will inhabit their future classrooms. In contextualizing teacher identity, it is
         important to “recognize the discourses that permeate our speech and actions, then
         we can
         begin to make choices actively and responsibly about the pedagogy that we enact in
         our
         teacher education programs” (Alsup, 2006, p. 154).
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      Chapter 16

      The Challenge to Care: Personal Reflections of a Black Woman Teacher Educator’s Struggle
         to Establish Legitimacy in the College Classroom
      

      
         
         
         
         Marlene Munn Joseph

         
         
      

      
      I open this chapter with my growing understanding of what it means to care pedagogically
         as a Black female teacher educator who integrates themes of social justice into her
         course content at a predominantly White college setting. This discussion will raise
         many more questions than answers because it is my personal reflection of my experience
         as a beginning teacher educator in the area of general methods and multicultural education.
      

      
      This reflection serves as a tool to assist me in my professional development as an
         academician. I share the same sentiment that Bell, Washington, Weinstein, and Love
         (2003) suggest: “content as cognitively complex and socially and emotionally charged
         as social justice is inevitably challenging at both personal and intellectual levels”
         (p. 464).
      

      
       In this discussion I engage with the theoretical frameworks of caring (Noddings,
         2005) and authority (Pace & Hemmings, 2006) in the classroom. I also engage womanist
         perspectives (Beauboeuf-Lafontant, 2002) to situate my pedagogical practice and to
         also
         raise questions related to Black women’s professional identity in the academy when
         they
         choose to engage students in topics concerning race, class, and gender.
      

      
       As Bell et al. (2003) assert, “in the social justice classroom where social identity
         is central to the content the significance of who we are often takes center stage”
         (p. 465). The centralization of social identity requires an examination of what Isenbarger
         and Zembylas (2006) describe as emotional labor: “efforts to modify and control negative
         emotions for the purpose of expressing only those emotions that are socially acceptable”
         (p. 123). If my social identities take center stage, how do I negotiate emotional
         labor? It is my hope to contribute to the preparation of future generations of Black
         women in the academy by exploring the complexity of their teaching identities.
      

      
      As a general methods and multicultural teacher educator I often find myself at odds
         with how and what I teach to my predominately White middle-class students. I am faced
         with the tension that Scott (2003) suggests befalls many teacher educators of color:
         presenting only that aspect of my identity Whites expect to see (colorblind approach
         to the world) and raising student awareness around issues related to diversity so
         that they can be adequately prepared to teach other people’s children (Delpit, 1995).
      

      
      Care as I have come to conceptualize it is inextricably linked to issues of authority
         and how one enacts that authority in the classroom. In this chapter, I will discuss
         why caring pedagogically involves issues of authority and how this might pose challenges
         for Black women in the academy. I share three separate incidents that occurred during
         my first year as a university professor to illustrate how my ideas around these issues
         evolved.
      

      
      The First Year

      
      In the first semester, in both my general methods of teaching and multicultural curriculum
         and teaching courses, I designed an assignment in an attempt to have students engage
         using other perspectives in their content area. I based this assignment on the ideas
         Banks (1993) presented in the article “Canon Debate, Knowledge Construction and Multicultural
         Education.” Typically, students are expected to understand how teachers plan and to
         understand lesson plan design in both of these courses.
      

      
      This assignment was to design a lesson plan that incorporated various perspectives
         of their topics. I wanted students to see how the content could be used as engagement
         in larger social questions and as a bridge to connect what the state says teachers
         have to teach with the knowledge that students bring into the classroom.
      

      
      One of the examples that I provided for the students was an article by Eric Gutstein
         (2001) that describes a lesson in math class for which he used the different map projections—Mercator
         and Peters—to have students question why land masses are drawn at different scales
         in each and how the Mercator projection is a distortion of the actual sizes of Europe,
         Africa, and Latin America.
      

      
      Responses from students in both courses varied. It was, however, my general methods
         course that had the most problems with the article. Comments like, “this is garbage”
         summed up about half of the class’s reactions to the article. They saw a problem with
         social studies being taught in a math class. Only 25% of my students (6 out of 24)
         thought that the activity that Gutstein did with his students was a legitimate learning
         activity. At least 50% of the students thought that the author went beyond the role
         of a teacher, and the remaining 25% were conspicuously silent.
      

      
      My response to my students was very cautious. I allowed them to express their ideas,
         but I didn’t go beyond that pedagogically. I did not challenge them to engage in why
         this lesson disturbed them, nor did I require them to critically explore the bases
         for their reactions, their beliefs, or their assumptions of what was sound educational
         practice.
      

      
      In my multicultural education course, I had my students read Valenzuela’s (1999)
         work, Subtractive Schooling, to explore in depth the experiences of Latino youth
         and the concept of care in their pedagogies. Before we read the text, students were
         asked to describe how a teacher cares, whether they had memories in their K–12
         experience of teachers who cared for them, and what that caring looked like.
      

      
      Many of my students spoke of teachers who took a personal interest in them,
         teachers who attended their sports or extracurricular activities. None of my students
         indicated the relational aspect of caring (Noddings, 2005). They did not mention how
         caring was enacted through the teacher’s pedagogy during classroom instruction. Reading
         Valenzuela’s (1999) work challenged their beliefs about caring, but many did not see
         that they should go beyond their linear conception of caring.
      

      
      After these two incidents, I wondered if care was central to being a social-justice
         educator and how I was enacting care with my students on the college level. At the
         conclusion of this semester I began to think about what caring means. Does it mean
         being sensitive to students? Is it part of one’s pedagogical approach and instructional
         strategy? I tried to use the term “caring” through the content to help myself to see
         that caring was not just about being sensitive to kids’ needs, but that it should
         also be incorporated into one’s pedagogical practice. It was Cynthia, my student teacher
         in my second semester, who made me push my thinking further on caring, as a Black
         woman teaching predominantly White students.
      

      
      Cynthia was an African American female student majoring in English education who was
         placed in an all-White high school setting for the first seven weeks of her student
         teaching experience. After the third week in her placement she came to me very disturbed
         by her progress. Cynthia shared that her cooperating teacher was constantly commenting
         that she was not connecting with the students and that the lack of connection was
         affecting her teaching performance. Cynthia described the atmosphere at the school
         as isolating. She shared that most of the students did not speak to her outside of
         class. Cynthia was in distress because she wanted to teach but felt that perhaps this
         population was not where she should be.
      

      
      She described her motivation to teach in part as stemming from her viewing the television
         show Boston Public. This show highlighted the tensions, conflicts, and rewards of teaching in an integrated
         school, and focused on the dynamics of the varied relationships within schools (i.e.,
         teacher–student, teacher–administrative, teacher–teacher, teacher–parent, and student–student
         relations).
      

      
      Literature on Caring

      
      “Caring” is one of those terms that takes on a commonsense meaning. Of course “teachers
         should care about their students” is a prevalent saying. However, there are limits
         to this commonsense notion of caring because it usually is challenged in the day-to-day
         life of the classroom. Teachers newly entering the field may sincerely believe that
         they are capable of caring for their students, but far too few recognize that caring
         is relational. Many of my preservice teacher candidates are shocked when we discuss
         the possibility that if their students don’t feel that they are being cared for, then
         the teachers probably have not done the real work of caring, despite the their best
         intentions.
      

      
      Noddings (1984) introduced the concept that caring is a relationship central to
         educational practice with three essential elements: engrossment, receptivity, and
         reciprocity. Engrossment involves the carer being wholly attentive to the needs of
         the
         cared-for. Noddings (2005) asserts that engrossment
      

      
      
         . . . opens the carer to motivational displacement. When I care, my motive energy
            begins to flow toward the needs and wants of the cared-for. This does not mean that
            I will always approve of what the other wants, nor does it mean that I will never
            try to lead him or her to a better set of values, but I must take into account the
            feelings and desires that are actually there and respond as positively as my values
            and capacities allow. (p. 4)
         

         
      

      Engrossment requires receptivity. The carer not only has to have knowledge of the
         cared-for’s values, but those values should also be the guidepost for the carers’
         actions in relation to the cared-for. Reciprocity is the cared-for’s acknowledgment
         of the carer’s action.
      

      
      The Challenge to Care

      
      As others have noted before (Thompson, 1998), despite Nodding’s (1984) instrumental
         contribution to the educational practice of generations of educators, her framework,
         though centered on the notion of caring as a relation, fails to acknowledge racialized
         social and class relations prevalent in our society. Thompson (1998) illustrates that
         Nodding’s framework is based on the perspective of White, middle-class experience,
         which in this case is positioned as the normative or universal experience for all
         people.
      

      
      Important to the work in multicultural and critical discourses centered on teaching
         and learning is the importance of caring for our students (Pang, Rivera, & Mora,
         1999). Not only do I have to help shape students’ teaching identities, I also struggle
         to form my own based on what I believe to be my mission. I share a similar experience
         to
         James (1998). She described her apprehension and hesitation as she moved from teaching
         middle-aged, Black seminary students to teaching White undergraduate students.
      

      
      Similarly, my experience consisted of exploring issues of race with Black youth. I
         had never before taught the current demographic group (White middle class) that I
         was now responsible for. As a graduate student, I shared the same hesitancy to teach
         White students due to what I believed was my purpose as an educator (to provide quality
         teaching to Black youth) and the numerous accounts of student resistance I heard from
         graduate student colleagues who taught courses such as multicultural education. I
         did not want to look down on my White students because of their resistance. I wanted
         to explore issues of race and racism in conjunction with how they came to understand
         themselves, but instead I was confronted with the methods fetish that Bartholome (2003)
         discusses. This occurs when preservice teacher candidates focus more on the learning
         of technical instructional methods and strategies without the examination of their
         values, beliefs, and their overall personal and educational philosophy that will drive
         their pedagogy.
      

      
      So, as a beginning teacher educator I was confronted with the following question during
         my first year of teaching at the university level: What does it mean to care for undergraduate
         and graduate students whose backgrounds are different, not only in geography but also
         in class and identity? How do I negotiate the emotional dissonance that leaves me
         feeling disconnected from my students?
      

      
      Though my students and I are from immigrant homes (the majority of my students are
         of Irish and Italian backgrounds), I am the first generation child of Jamaican parents,
         whose social position in their home country was at a lower socioeconomic status. My
         parents could move up the economic ladder once in the United States, but they could
         not change their physical characteristics. The majority of my youth experiences were
         in predominately Black neighborhoods and elementary and middle schools, and my family’s
         social networks were all Caribbean.
      

      
      Initially, when I first conceived the topic for this chapter my questions were: How
         does one care when one is met with silence, indifference, or outright contempt for
         the issues and ideas related to race, class, and gender brought into the classroom?
         How can I use the students’ values to guide me pedagogically when most of my students
         embrace colorblind approaches in the classroom, and here I was advocating that issues
         of race, class, and gender be considered? How can I, as an African American woman
         of Caribbean heritage, establish connections with my White students and at the same
         time teach them about issues of race that will impact their pedagogical practice?
      

      
      Drawing from Britzman’s (2003) work on student teachers, I wanted to document that
         aspect of my teaching identity that leaves me feeling vulnerable and my credibility
         threatened. As Britzman states,
      

      
      
         Teaching concerns coming to terms with one’s intentions and values, as well as one’s
            views of knowing, being, and acting in a setting characterized by contradictory realities,
            negotiation, and dependency and struggle. (p. 31)
         

         
      

       As my ideas unfolded, I began to connect my ability to care pedagogically to the
         authority I enacted in the classroom. I recognized that I was afraid. Buzzelli and
         Johnston (2001), using Peter’s (1966) distinction of being in authority and being
         an authority, resonated with me. The knowledge that I had worked to develop with regard
         to race, class, and gender issues in education would not be looked upon favorably
         by the majority of my White students.
      

      
      Discussion and learning activities designed around these issues would challenge my
         authority in the classroom. In my attempt to hide my fears—my vulnerability, the perceived
         illegitimacy I felt within my self and from my students—I disconnected pedagogically.
         I succumbed to the demands that the methods fetish (Bartholome, 2003) imposes. I became
         hesitant to have my students engage in critical analysis.
      

      
      This enacted great emotional labor because I lost authority both in my classroom practice
         and as an expert in my field. The experiences and knowledge I bring to my teaching
         did not have much value to my students, most of whom did not see themselves teaching
         in locations where I had taught as a secondary social studies educator.
      

      
      I had yet to be exposed to the work of Palmer (1998) who discusses the significance
         of vulnerability in one’s teaching. I also had not read Henry’s (1994) discussion
         on the classroom as an unsafe place. In my effort to connect with students (which
         I ultimately failed to do) and to hide my vulnerabilities, I resorted to what Leonardo
         (2002) describes as the pedagogy of politeness.
      

      
      Leonardo gives an example of a White student crying when issues of race are discussed
         in the classroom. He argues that the student’s reaction deflects attention from the
         issue raised and instead focuses the classroom energy on the White student’s reaction.
         I shied away from confronting those ideas that were too uncomfortable for my students;
         I tried to engage my students in being open to differing perspectives without confronting
         their own social identities. I was not yet ready to model the sharing of social identities
         required to make the classroom a more productive space. When I read Palmer’s idea
         regarding the importance of identity and integrity in one’s teaching I used it to
         reflect on my pedagogy and realized that it was lacking these two crucial elements.
         He links good teaching to identity and integrity. Identity is
      

      
      
         . . . an evolving nexus where all the forces that constitute my life converge in
            the mystery of self: my genetic makeup, the nature of man and woman who gave me
            life, the culture in which I was raised, people who have sustained me and people who
            have done me harm, the good and ill I have done to others and to myself, the
            experience of love and suffering—and much, much more. (Palmer, 1998, p. 13)
         

         
      

      Background

      
      My goals as a teacher educator are to improve the educational experiences of
         students of color by examining how issues of race, class, and gender affect their
         schooling. I locate myself in the tradition of intellectuals who advocate for equity
         and
         justice for Black communities. These goals become further complicated in part because
         of
         my status as a Black woman in our society and a Black women academic. I understand
         intellectually the barriers and obstacles I will face (Brown, Cervero, &
         Johnson-Bailey, 2000). But how to negotiate these is quite messy.
      

      
      Elsewhere others have discussed their pedagogy as a multicultural educator (Henry,
         1994; Ladson-Billings, 1996; Obidah, 2000). For example Obidah (2000) reflects that
         her
         challenge as a first-year teacher developing a multicultural pedagogy was creating
         a
         pedagogical space where both she and her students would be able to challenge their
         beliefs.
      

      
      Like many teacher educators I was first a teacher in the K–12 setting. I taught
         secondary social studies in a major metropolitan area to a population of Black students.
         As a teacher in the secondary setting, I found that I was alarmed by the lack of caring
         for students. My approach to teaching at that time resembled what Beauboeuf-Lafontant
         (2002) has termed a ‘womanist experience of caring and politically relevant teaching.’
         The womanist orientation to teaching is represented by three crucial interrelated
         elements a) embrace of the maternal, b) political clarity, c) an ethic of risk.
      

      
      My understanding of embracing the maternal with my students was rooted in my conviction
         that I cared about the lives of Black children and held myself and other school actors
         accountable for their failures and successes. Caring in this context is what Beauboeuf-Lafontant
         argues is the ability of her sample of African American woman teachers to see mothering
         beyond the western structure of the patriarchal family, but as a community relationship.
      

      
      The maternal was “a profound commitment to the well-being and survival of black children
         and black people [which] connected their personal relationships with students to an
         active engagement with social reality” (Beauboeuf-Lafontant, 2002, p. 76). I saw too
         many examples of teachers distancing themselves from the possibility to affect student’s
         lives, and instead relying on deficit views to explain student’s failures.
      

      
      The second feature that guided my pedagogical practice at this time is what Beauboeuf-Lafontant
         (1999) describes as politically relevant teaching. I entered the teaching profession
         with an acute sense of my social position as a Black woman in American society. As
         an undergraduate I was exposed to the field of African American studies and began
         to voice the frustration and resentment that my K–12 schooling had not provided me
         with any knowledge of the Black diasporic experience. Here I was, a Black American
         with both African and Caribbean ancestry, and I knew nothing about the historical
         experiences of struggle and achievement in the face of social injustices. Though my
         father was a natural historian, I only knew his perspective of the fight for nationalism
         in Jamaica.
      

      
      My decision to become a teacher was primarily based on my desire to share the historical
         Black diasporic experience with Black youth. At the time, I had yet to understand
         the pervasive negative educational experiences that too many Black youth were subjected
         to that affected their academic achievement and therefore many of life’s opportunities.
         It was when I entered the teaching profession that I was struck by the level of academic
         disengagement among students, even when I was attempting to teach them their history.
      

      
      My pedagogy grew into politically relevant teaching as I tried, with my students,
         to connect the political struggle for inclusion to American society by Blacks, to
         the conditions of their schooling, and also their lived experiences in their various
         communities. I specifically focused on the Black struggle for education in America
         as a way to motivate students to continue to work toward the struggle for human rights
         for the Black community. I became steeped in examining the complexities of the political
         realities of Blacks and used that as way to enhance my pedagogy with the aim of raising
         student’s critical consciousness.
      

      
       I share my background because part of what made me an effective teacher with this
         particular population was the fact that I cared. I use the word “care” to illustrate
         that I committed myself to my students through the content I chose and my pedagogical
         practices. My students understood that I cared, and felt cared for because I was both
         in authority and an authority in the classroom (Buzzelli & Johnston, 2001).
      

      
       My authority was grounded in the interactions with both students and their parents
         because pedagogically I was invested in their interests. My students came to value
         what I brought to the classroom, and I was seen by them and their families as having
         and adding value to their educational experience. I was legitimate. Now this legitimacy
         was not just given, but it was earned. I had to demonstrate to my students that I
         cared and my caring would ultimately benefit them.
      

      
      In the college setting, the enactment of caring is slightly different. I not only
         have to demonstrate that I care, but I have to do so in the face of negative perceptions
         of the group to which I belong. In the secondary classroom my students did not automatically
         give me respect, but together we engaged in a reciprocal relationship where they viewed
         my contributions as enhancing their future lives, even when topics challenged previously
         held beliefs about the Black diasporic experience.
      

      
      My secondary students and I knew that the classroom was a place where they would be
         nurtured. I have found that on the college level, though I try to nurture my students
         in the sense that I endeavor to create with them a classroom environment and experiences
         that will help them become the best teacher that they can be, my efforts fall short.
      

      
      I have had to contend with Henry’s (1994) assertion that the classroom is not a
         safe place when issues of race and racism are discussed with predominantly White
         middle-class students. It is not safe for them but it’s also not safe for a Black
         woman
         teacher educator. My status as an effective teacher educator is challenged because
         there
         is a disconnection between myself and the students, and the classroom dynamics reflect
         the social relations prevalent in our society. However, I ask the same question Lee
         and
         Johnson-Bailey (2004) ask, “Can a teacher within a classroom environment confront
         and
         examine oppressive power structures while simultaneously providing a caring atmosphere
         for her students who may benefit, however unwittingly or unwillingly, from those
         oppressive structures?” (p. 58)
      

      
      Establishing Legitimacy in the Classroom

      
      
         Speak so you can speak again. (Line from “Mother Catherine” by Zora
            Neale Hurston)
         

         
      

      
         . . . I use it as a mantra to remind myself not to let others silence me. There have
            been times I have been afraid to speak, didn’t raise my voice so I wouldn’t upset
            other people. This line, I think, addresses very powerfully and directly that kind
            of silence. It says that if you let others stifle your voice, you may never speak
            again. (Edwidge Danticat, on what Zora Neale Hurston meant to her as a writer [“Essence,”
            2000])
         

         
      

      I use these quotes now to remind myself of the danger of not asserting and instead
         silencing myself in my teaching. I have wondered too often, if I am to show care for
         my students must I silence myself when it comes to issues of race, class, and gender?
         I have challenged myself, however, to try to establish a legitimate presence in the
         classroom—if only for my sanity. I have reflected continually on the nature of my
         relationships with my students and how it creates (or not) conditions for the enactment
         of my authority within the classroom.
      

      
      I have asked the following question to guide my introspection: If classroom authority
         is a social relationship negotiated between teacher and students, just as caring is
         a social relation, what was the nature of the relationship occurring between myself
         and my students? Was I to act and behave as if my social identity (in this case, my
         racial, class, and gender identity) did not matter in how I presented myself as the
         professor? But it did matter because as hooks (1994) suggests,
      

      
      
         . . . as a black woman, I have always been acutely aware of the presence of my body
            in those settings that, in fact, invite us to invest, so deeply in a mind/body split
            so that, in a sense, you’re almost always at odds with the existing structure,
            whether you are a black woman student or professor. But if you want to remain,
            you’ve got, in a sense, to remember yourself—because to remember yourself is to see
            yourself always as a body in a system that has not become accustomed to your
            presence or to your physicality. (p. 135)
         

         
      

       So, instead, I have had to learn to see myself as counter hegemonic text in my pedagogical
         practice. I am attempting to work through what Bazille (2003) advises might be more
         useful for a Black woman committed to social justice in her teaching. She asserts:
      

      
      
         I could choose not to incorporate my experiences as part of the curriculum, to, in
            other words, feign an objective stance. But if I choose to do so, I would be working
            against one of the basic premises of the course: racism is not only an institutional
            phenomena, it is also an inter/intra personal one. To act as if my experiences are
            irrelevant is to allow too many students to remain too comfortable, to obfuscate my
            complexity as a person and to reinforce the idea that race and racism is simply about
            respecting difference. The question, for me, then is not whether to include my experiences,
            but how do I engage students critically and responsibly. Knowing that I am first and
            for many the only encounter with a Black female professor, I have come to understand
            that I am myself as counter hegemonic text, a living oppositional framework and as
            such a subject of study by the students. (p. 31)
         

         
      

      This means that the classroom is on a collision course of reified stereotypical
         images held by both myself and my students. Obidah (2000) raises the point that both
         teachers and students from different social locations may not have an understanding
         of
         how the other has lived, but use their experiences to interpret the realities of others.
         She challenges herself not to assume that she has an informed understanding of her
         students’ lives, but uses the classroom as an opportunity to learn about experiences
         different from her own.
      

      
      The lesson I have taken from Obidah’s account is that this might be the first step
         in caring in the antiracist classroom. This means, however, that I have to ask myself,
         “Do I carry the burden of understanding my White students’ positionality with the
         hope
         that it creates a bridge for them to open themselves to engage with another
         perspective?” This is potentially limiting because I wonder to myself again, “Am I
         now
         the stereotypical mammy or do I become the superwoman who is self-sacrificing for
         the
         sake of the community?”
      

      
      Similarly, this has to be carefully negotiated with Leonardo’s (2002) notion of pedagogy
         of politeness especially if the classroom is diverse and White students who are afraid
         to engage in critical analysis of their assumptions puts both the student and teacher
         of color in what Westfield (2004) describes as the position of servitude. She states:
      

      
      
         As a Black woman teaching White people, I am still resentful when White students
            use their racist woundedness in an attempt to dominate me, pulling me from my
            servanthood role as professor into a role of servitude and domesticity. I learned
            from teachers such as Alice Walker that Black women, if we are to maintain our
            resilience, we must continue our tradition of acting and being grown up. As a grown
            Black woman I reserve the right to call my White students into adult relationships
            where I am their professor and they are my students, and together we endeavor to
            learn. (p. 81)
         

         
      

      Not engaging my students despite the threat of servitude is what Maher (1998)
         refers to when she suggests that the challenge of enacting authority (in this case
         she
         is a White woman teaching feminism) is the reluctance to fully engage with students
         as
         learner and knower. I take this to mean that I have to expose my vulnerability in
         order
         to create legitimacy in the classroom. However this is a real challenge for Blacks
         (not
         only women) in the academy because many studies have reported that students already
         don’t see Black faculty having the requisite qualification to teach at the university
         setting.
      

      
      I am faced with the challenge to use my authority to care for my students—to connect.
         However, my authority cannot be seen as how it is currently conceptualized. I more
         than likely will not gain students’ willing consent to engage in the topics and issues
         that I will raise in relation to social justice in educational practice. My students
         most likely won’t see the compatibility of my course goals with that of the organizational
         goals with their teacher education program (Scott, 2003) or benefiting their self-interest.
         Rather, my authority may have to be enacted through another possible frame where I
         will be able to combine the ethic of care with justice.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      As an educator my pedagogical lens is now also informed by bell hook’s notion of engaged
         pedagogy. Engaged pedagogy not only focuses on empowering one’s students, but also
         helps the teacher to work toward the process of self-actualization. I believe firmly
         that to adopt this lens means living with vulnerability as a part of one’s teaching
         identity. My teaching identity is part of how I speak to the world professionally.
         Speaking, then, is my opportunity to engage in both pleasure and release.
      

      
      I find pleasure in my agency; the power that I inhabit gives me the courage to address
         issues of systematic exclusion and oppression and the multiple Black experiences that
         demonstrate not only resiliency but also joy. Doing this is also a psychic release—my
         therapy, knowing that I might be in some small way contributing to the betterment
         of children by debunking prevalent deficit thinking surrounding minority achievement
         in schools. However, this stance is not without its challenges and limitations. I
         am faced with the fracturing of the student/teacher relationship paramount to effective
         teaching: I find it a challenge to model the care that I know minority children will
         need.
      

      
      Teaching must be situated in relationship to one’s biography, present circumstances,
         deep commitments, affective investments, social context, and conflicting discourses
         about what it means to learn to become a teacher. With this dialogic understanding,
         teaching can be reconceptualized as a struggle for voices, lived experiences, and
         available practices. The tensions among what has preceded, what is confronted, and
         what one desires shape the contradictory realities of learning to teach.
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         I want to make a difference about what kind of people will lead this
            world in the future and what kind of people will decide about the future things. .
            .
            . I want them to know where they are from and who their ancestors are. (Novice
            teacher, Erika[1] )
         

         
      

      
       In colleges and universities today there is much talk about educational
         reform. The dominant paradigm in higher education (i.e., “traditional scholarship”)
         is
         being reshaped as the academic community questions fundamental beliefs about the nature
         of knowledge and how it is created (Kasl & Yorks, 2002; Lampert, 2000; Putnam &
         Borko, 2000; Sfard, 1998). Beliefs about the relationships between schools and
         communities, teachers and learners, homes and classrooms and a blurring of the
         distinction between these often disconnected dyads have caused many to reexamine the
         educational process and its assumptions. 
      

      
      In colleges of education, for example, typical undergraduate
         teacher-training programs have traditionally offered little or no coursework in
         relational skill building; most require future teachers to concentrate their time
         and
         attention on learning how to transmit appropriate academic content material to meet
         high
         standards in the core subject areas. Scholarly research findings on schools–community
         partnerships (Anderson, 2000; Epstein, 2000; Tsai, 2002), however, claim that truly
         effective teachers must be prepared to reflectively examine individual learners,
         schools, and teacher practices (their own and others’) in relation to larger systems
         (e.g., families, communities, culture, and language).
      

      
      That is, rather than discounting students’ lived experiences outside of the
         school, and encountering community members exclusively within the context of the often
         unidirectional open house or parent–teacher conferences, teacher education programs
         should help future educators learn to see personal/social/academic development as
         a
         continuum. A continuum with mutual sharing of lives that connects teachers, families
         and
         community members as they learn from and with one another, affirming each one’s unique
         identity and cultural knowledge.
      

      
       In the binational context of the U.S./Mexico border, educators have long
         been aware that schools spanning more than one cultural–linguistic community impact
         personal and professional identity development in complex ways. Becoming a teacher
         requires more than acquisition of a set of technical skills; effective teachers have
         a
         deep appreciation and understanding of the diverse histories, narratives, and languages
         that impact children and families in this community and beyond (Varghese, &
         Stritikus, 2005). 
      

      
      Identities are the convergence of the social relations in which humans
         participate, and “each human individual stands at a unique intersection of discourses
         and relationships: a position embedded in historical, political, cultural, social,
         and
         interpersonal contexts” (Corson, 1995, p. 3). When preservice teachers participate
         in
         school life, they are at the unique intersection of new discourses and relationships,
         which oftentimes are not congruent with their embedded interpersonal contexts (Gommers
         & Hermans, 2003). School personnel’s devaluation of young children’s cultural and
         social selves may lead to concurrent devaluation of the novice teacher’s sense of
         identity; forging connections between classrooms and families can be critical
         experiences in the early years of teaching (Cummins, 1996, 2000).
      

      
      Key questions framing the work of teacher educators at the University of
         Texas at El Paso (UTEP) look specifically at the ways in which border politics,
         language, and ethnicity simultaneously unite and divide people from their roots, their
         families, their histories. How is the identity development of the preservice/novice
         teacher shaped by his or her connections with two different nations/cultures/languages?
         In what ways can university faculty members work with local schools and communities
         to
         support beginning teachers’ processes of personal/professional identity development?
         What short- and long-term impacts do teachers’ beliefs and values have on their actions
         as educators? In what ways is teacher identity development linked to improving
         educational opportunities and achievement for Latino (and other) immigrant pupils,
         including large numbers who live in poverty? We explore each of these questions in
         this
         chapter, providing excerpts taken from interviews with teachers and students with
         whom
         we interact daily and preliminary analysis of some of the implications for teacher
         educators in diverse communities on the border and throughout the nation. 
      

      
       In practice and theory, UTEP’s program of teacher education is grounded in
         the assertion that the most effective teachers possess knowledge, skills, and
         dispositions that are conducive to the success of all students; this includes cultural
         mediation, identity affirmation, and recognition of the dignity of each individual
         (Igoa, 2003; Major, 2006; Nieto, 2002). The teacher-preparation curriculum is focused
         on
         a deep understanding of relevant content knowledge, grounded in a critical pedagogy
         of
         place embracing
      

      
      
         
         the link between the classroom and cultural politics, and . . .
            explicitly making the limits of the classroom problematic. . . . It insists that
            students and teachers actually experience and interrogate the places outside of
            school—as part of the school curriculum—that are that local context of shared
            cultural politics. (Gruenewald, 2003, p. 9; Tai, 1999)
         

         
      

      
      The development of our bilingual/bicultural students as 21st century
         educators and leaders can best be recognized by affirming the borderlands (Anzaldúa,
         1999) as a site for envisioning and implementing new models of education that are
         key to
         a sustainable future (Kennedy, 2006). Beginning teachers’ developing understanding
         of
         their own and others’ identity formation in a cultural community plays a critical
         role
         in transforming schools into public institutions that connect the artistic with the
         functional, acknowledging inherent linkages among current knowledge, history, and
         traditions, affirming the rich cultural legacies of diverse individuals who call the
         borderlands their home. 
      

      
      High performing schools create spaces for dialogue and collaboration with
         significant others in children’s lives, especially their extended families and cultural
         communities (Bingham, 2001; Fleischer, 2005; Ndura, 2004; Souto-Manning, 2006). Building
         on “place-based pedagogies” (Gruenewald, 2003), teachers in the most effective schools
         in diverse communities have learned to abandon linear models of teaching/learning
         that
         focus on transmission of information (i.e., a standardized curriculum) to students
         who
         are viewed as passive “blank slates,” moving toward a contextualized approach to
         teaching and learning.
      

      
      From this perspective, effective educators in the 21st century play a
         critical role in helping schools to develop a sense of identity that takes into account
         the funds of knowledge (Moll et al., 2005; Velez-Ibanez & Greenberg, 2005)
         characterizing the lived experiences and histories of the communities in which schools
         are embedded.
      

      
      In the El Paso, Texas, community parents and extended families on both
         sides of the border are partners in school improvement teams. As they collaborate
         with
         preservice/in-service teachers, they too frequently take on new identities, working
         with
         policy makers as active decision makers on issues such as curricular content, policy
         development, and classroom management. Parent and community participation frequently
         change school climate in other ways as family members and neighborhood partners
         contribute directly and indirectly to children’s social/personal/academic development,
         acquiring a stronger sense of bonding and association with the school itself, its
         staff,
         and its mission.
      

      
      For many future teachers, the experience of partnering with families and
         communities is pivotal in the development of their own professional identities. The
         literature on non-English-speaking parents and their influence on their children’s
         intellectual development is generally relegated to footnotes about the “other.” In
         many
         respects, immigrant parents have been invisible in school improvement planning in
         the
         United States (Delgado-Gaitan, 2004; Nieto, 2002). 
      

      
      Yet, on the U.S./Mexico border, highly qualified novice and experienced
         teachers recount the process of development of their professional identities in terms
         of
         integral connections to the extended family unit, characterizing their own parents
         as a
         primary force in moving them toward recognition of the values of language, culture,
         and
         history. The majority of these (primarily Mexican or Mexican American) teachers are
         cognizant of the critical roles that families and communities continue to play in
         the
         lives of pupils in the classrooms where they teach today. 
      

      
      This chapter is coauthored by a team of professors at UTEP’s College of
         Education with a graduate student/researcher, each one of whom has participated in
         field-based studies at the undergraduate level and graduate levels in El Paso and
         in
         neighboring border communities. Each one provides a unique perspective on the chapter’s
         central theme, enriching the discussion of contextualized teacher identities in the
         border context.
      

      
      Theoretical Framework

      
      While numerous studies (e.g., Atkinson, 2004; Genor & Goodwin, 2005;
         Jones, 2004; Sloan, 2006; Walkington, 2005) have been conducted on the complexities
         of
         the preparation/induction phases during the early years of a teacher’s career, further
         research is needed to examine the ways in which professional identity is continually
         renewed and reconstructed as teachers’ beliefs, values, and perspectives are revisited
         and challenged against the powerful influences of the workplace (Flores, 2006, p.
         2023).
      

      
      The beliefs underlying this approach to viewing school culture and
         teachers’ professional identities, as engaged in dynamic processes of change and
         inextricably linked to context and community, are rooted in a set of assumptions that
         explicitly counter the deficit model—the idea that there is a single prototype of
         the
         “ideal” cultural background and any deviation from this model must be defined in terms
         of needs (Ajayi, 2006; Frank, 2002; Souto-Manning, 2006; Valencia, 1997). 
      

      
      Alternative perspectives, in contrast, view diverse contexts and
         communities in terms of assets and strengths—not just mainstream “family values,”
         or
         Caucasian, English-dominant, middle-class communities. Each teacher/learner, with
         his or
         her own unique background and history, comes into the classroom with unique experiences,
         linguistic skills, and a rich storehouse of knowledge that can contribute to the
         creation of a culturally responsive learner-centered curriculum (Gay, 2000; Matczynski
         et al., 2000). Linked to this belief is the conviction that much of the most useful
         knowledge about the educational and social development of children can be found in
         local
         communities and the families of the community in question (Jewett, 2006; Sloan, 2006).
         
      

      
      This perspective challenges the common assumption that linguistically and
         culturally diverse students emerge from households with few or nonexistent social
         and
         intellectual resources. Building on the notion that diverse families and cultures
         can be
         reconceptualized in terms of funds of knowledge (Buck & Sylvester, 2005; Messing,
         2005), culturally responsive teachers have stimulated interest in tapping into the
         community’s rich bodies of knowledge and historically developed, culturally grounded
         understandings.
      

      
      Teachers’ narratives in the sections that follow provide ample evidence
         that the language, history and knowledge that have developed and sustained the health
         and vitality of family units and communities over generations in this border region
         can
         enhance learning for both students and teachers, defying the static notion of
         teaching/learning as a passive transmission model in these times of rapid change.
      

      
      On the UTEP campus as well as in field-based classrooms, preservice
         teachers engage with classrooms and communities in contextual, situational processes
         that engage the whole person. This kind of deep engagement brings to light the novice
         teachers’ beliefs, values, and assumptions about language, race, and culture. Here
         in
         the borderlands, this interconnection highlights the unique, ecological factors, which
         are part of the everyday existence of all members of the educational community who
         embrace the cultures that characterize this unique geopolitical region. 
      

      
       New teachers in schools/communities learn much from experiences with
         culturally, linguistically diverse children and families. Growing numbers of children
         in
         American society today come to school having experienced life circumstances that do
         not
         correspond to dominant beliefs and views; their values and beliefs are mediated by
         these
         unique cultural circumstances. Ethnically diverse children may experience cultural
         clashes when what they are taught at home is in conflict with what they are learning
         at
         school.
      

      
      Culture shapes how we see the world and interpret experience, and
         “conflicts between teachers and students may arise from cultural misunderstandings
         that
         could be resolved through communication, allowing for better understanding of self
         and
         others” (Ndura, 2004, p. 10). When families and households are viewed in terms of
         assets
         (i.e., cohesive social networks and systems of knowledge), novice teachers learn to
         understand and value the dynamic processes and historical forces that have contributed
         to the vitality of their students’ lives in vibrant, diverse communities (Barrett,
         2005;
         Miller-Marsh, 2002).
      

      
      Context and Setting: The Borderlands

      
      The City of El Paso, only minutes from Ciudad Juárez by foot, experiences
         thousands of Mexican and U.S. citizens transmigrating daily between these two cities.
         The growing urban center is part of a rapidly growing binational, bicultural community
         of nearly 700,000 people, more than 75% of whom are Mexican in origin. It is the fifth
         largest city in Texas and rural areas surrounding the municipal center are among the
         state’s fastest growing areas.
      

      
      Located in the furthest west-southwest region of Texas, El Paso’s
         geographic isolation from Texas urban centers, its intimate proximity to Mexico, and
         the
         large proportion of its population made up of Latinos with immigrant roots have combined
         to set it apart from the rest of the United States; the history of this unique community
         and its integral connections to two nations, cultures, and languages provide the setting
         and framework for teachers at various stages in the process of developing contextualized
         personal/professional identities (Anzaldúa, 1999; Doyle & Carter, 2003; Suro, 1998;
         Vila, 2005).
      

      
      El Paso County and nearby border communities are also among the poorest in
         Texas and the nation. The unemployment rate is twice the state and national average,
         and
         per capita income is three times lower than the national rate. Almost 28% of El Paso
         County residents live below the federal poverty line; for children the figure is worse.
         About 36% of the children in El Paso County live in poverty, compared to 23% in Texas
         and 18% nationwide (National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP), 2006). 
      

      
      The University’s student population of 18,918 closely mirrors the
         demographics of the region, from which UTEP draws more than 90% of its students. Located
         in the world’s largest binational metropolitan area on the U.S./Mexico border conjoining
         El Paso, Texas, and Ciudad Juárez, Chihuahua, UTEP ranks second in the nation for
         awarding undergraduate degrees to Hispanics/Latina(o)s and is among the top ten
         universities that award bachelor’s degrees to Hispanics in the fields of business,
         engineering, and health sciences.
      

      
      Of the 85% percent of the students who come from El Paso County and commute
         to the university campus to attend classes daily, 69% are Hispanic, 15% Anglo, 2%
         African American, 1% Asian, and 0.3% Native American and 9% are Mexican nationals.
         The
         1,700 plus Mexican students currently enrolled at UTEP represent approximately 15%
         of
         all Mexicans enrolled in U.S. colleges and universities (University of Texas at El
         Paso,
         2006).
      

      
       Over the past two decades, UTEP’s College of Education has developed an
         innovative reform-driven teacher preparation program, responsive to the region’s
         sociocultural identity that has directly impacted the recruitment, development, and
         induction of highly qualified bilingual teachers. The development of the university’s
         field-based approach to teacher education, based on combining experience with learning
         and theory with practice, has been characterized (Patterson et al., 1999) as both
         an
         innovation for teacher preparation/induction and a philosophical tradition in the
         history of American schooling.
      

      
      Building on theories of “experiential learning,” this active pedagogy
         represents a longstanding movement in progressive schools and universities going back
         to
         the work of Dewey (1938), Lewin (1951), and Kolb (1984). While definitions of
         experiential education vary widely, most scholars and practitioners agree on its basic
         principles: active engagement; reflection; the exploration of questions that learners
         find relevant and meaningful; and trust of intuition (as well as rational deductive
         thinking) as a conduit to knowledge (Hoffman, 2006, Kuh, 2005; Saddington, 2000).
      

      
       Advocates of experiential education have long claimed that active modes of
         learning enrich, broaden, and deepen the knowledge base, which is gained from readings
         and class lectures (Howard, 2000; Weil & McGill, 1989; Westheimer et al., 1992),
         while enhancing learners’ reflective and critical thinking skills. Learning through
         doing is the generally accepted model for advocates of experiential education programs.
         The common denominator in the different kinds of activities categorized under this
         rubric is the integration of active involvement with critical reflection (Frank, 2002;
         Palmer, 2003).
      

      
      The emphasis is on the process of learning rather than on prespecified,
         measurable behavioral outcomes. The assumption underlying this approach to teaching
         recognizes learners as active, responsible agents who understand that “there is no
         knowledge of the world that is not knowledge of our own experience and our relation
         to
         it” (Gouldner, 1970, p. 493).
      

      
       This theoretical framework provides the grounding for UTEP’s field-based
         program of studies. The following section provides a window into some of the unique
         opportunities for reflective practice with preliminary analysis of data collected
         in
         both campus and community settings and discussion of implications for development
         of
         teacher identity in the settings of schools and communities.
      

      
      Voices from the Field

      
      The section that follows here examines the place of local history, story,
         and narrative voice (Doyle & Carter, 2003; Geertz, 2000) in the development of a
         contextualized teacher identity and the struggle for recognition that teachers face
         daily. The reflective essays were collected from a variety of students enrolled in
         teacher education classes we have learned from and within courses/internship experiences
         over the past five years. 
      

      
      The courses these students were enrolled in ranged from first-year
         foundational classes to upper division courses in educational psychology, culture,
         and
         pedagogy. For many of these preservice teachers, the field-based experience provided
         contextual grounding for experiencing the practice of an increasingly popular form
         of
         experiential education, service-learning. For others, the active learning experiences
         provided encounters with diversity in previously unfamiliar contexts, a kind of career
         preparation (i.e., internship) experience, allowing college students to practice job
         skills that would be essential in their future roles as professional educators. 
      

      
      Students in these classes have been invited to communicate in online
         dialogue groups with peers, presenting observations and findings through reflective
         commentaries in written journals and oral interviews and sharing their perspectives
         on
         the outcomes of their experiences through final class projects. Some of these students
         have granted permission to us for dissemination of their words. Excerpts from their
         reflections have been coded, analyzed, and included in the section that follows,
         interspersed with brief discussions of the implications for scholars and practitioners
         who are engaged in designing a continuum to strengthen and sustain teaching
         (Feiman-Nemser, 2001). 
      

      
      The purpose of doing collaborative research with these students and their
         community counterparts has been to encourage the involvement of all stakeholders in
         this
         collective process as co-researchers throughout the project. The use of qualitative
         methods that are readily understandable and accessible (such as participant observation
         and focus group interviewing) has facilitated the engagement of participants in the
         process of this research project. The sections that follow attempt to explore some
         of
         the deeper meanings behind the speakers’ comments, identifying the emerging patterns
         and
         linking them together thematically.
      

      
      In Our Own Voices: The Teachers’ Words

      
      
         
         I am the first of my twelve siblings to go to college and earn a
            degree. I get a lot of encouragement from them and in a way, my goal to graduate has
            become their goal as well . . . they want to see me graduate! (JT, preservice
            teacher)
         

         
      

      
      Many of our students are Hispanic women raising children of their own while
         enrolled in programs of study to become fully certified teachers in public schools.
         Having grown up in the borderlands, these preservice teachers speak with passion and
         eloquence about their previous experiences in schools, illustrating the ways in which
         school personnel, policies, programs, and practices have changed their lives, with
         far-reaching consequences on their personal and professional identity development.
         Commitment to making a difference, buffering their own (and others’) children from
         the
         oppressive pedagogies that they experienced in schools in their own childhood, has
         been
         foundational to the development of personal/professional goals espoused by these
         teachers. 
      

      
      Politics and Power in the Borderlands

      
      Eliana (a nontraditional college student, in her mid-40s) described
         critical moments in the evolution of her own cultural politics and her professional
         identity formation:
      

      
      
         
         When I was in elementary school, my family moved from Mexico to Texas.
            I did not yet speak English, and the teacher told me (and all the children in my
            classroom) that we were not allowed to use any Spanish. If she caught us speaking
            or
            writing notes in our native language, even during recess, she’d make us stand in the
            corner with a dunce cap on our heads. She would put paper with Spanish words in our
            mouths and make us chew it. From that young age, I began to resist the authority of
            the school and its curriculum. My friends and I knew a lot! Teachers like the one
            in
            this story did not know how to recognize us as fully human; she denied the realities
            of our history, language, culture. Today, I am preparing to become a bilingual
            teacher so that I can affirm children’s knowledge and history. Their native language
            (Spanish or others) will always be welcomed in my bilingual classroom.
         

         
      

      
       Language, ethnicity, and race are not abstractions in the development of
         identity for these new teachers. While scholars have frequently framed inequality
         in
         schools as stemming primarily from conflicted race relations (e.g., Giroux, 2003;
         Sleeter, 2007; Tatum, 1997) examination of identity development in schools calls into
         question the large body of literature that focuses on underachievement of
         culturally/linguistically diverse students as a problem that teachers should be able
         to
         solve, while only marginally discussing issues of power.
      

      
       The study of teacher identity development belies the notion that the
         complex issues confronted by students from immigrant (and other) backgrounds in schools
         can be resolved through the introduction of culturally relevant curriculum and
         materials; this theoretical framework begins by examining the impacts of racialized
         inequality and class position on identity and individual formations (Darder &
         Torres, 1999, p. 179).
      

      
      The voices that follow here illustrate student/teacher responses to school
         conditions and how these are shaped by the economic and political limitations, which
         determine the material conditions under which students are expected to achieve. These
         educators have a unique vantage point, an insider’s perspective on the narrow-minded
         policies that disadvantage English language learners when they first start school
         in the
         U.S. public school system.
      

      
      Affirming Identities: Our Language, Roots and History

      
      
         
         I think teaching is hard, it’s challenging, but I think it’s a great
            field, it’s a great profession. Just today a parent asked me “Are you a teacher, a
            substitute or an aide or something?” And I turn [sic] and I say [sic]
            “I’m a teacher.” “You look so young!” I think when she say [sic] that I kind
            of felt like. . . “OK, I’m young and I’m making a difference,” so you know I see
            myself doing a lot of stuff, a lot of good things for the community. I don’t know
            what it is exactly, but I have that vision. (Novice bilingual teacher in first
            semester of teaching, Francisca)
         

         
      

      
      Educators like Francisca have described experiences with parents and school
         administrators ranging from the very positive comments of this parent, commenting
         on her
         youthfulness and talent, to the troubling account shared by Mariela. This novice
         teacher’s narrative highlighted the remarkable determination and personal strengths
         that
         characterize many novice teachers who have experienced unequal treatment in schools.
      

      
      Her accent, still thick with Spanish vowels, her halting search for the
         right words to use to express her thoughts, and the inconsistent use of tense, are
         a
         testament to her determination to speak English throughout the discussion. She related
         a
         story about how, as a young child crossing the international border, even though she
         had
         a Permanent Resident card (green card) that enabled her to cross as a U.S. resident,
         she
         refused to show it, because she did not want to have the agent ask her anything that
         would force her to respond in her broken English. She stated that as she matured,
         she
         realized that her previous behavior had kept her from feeling strong, and today she
         no
         longer shuns English. 
      

      
      As a result of her resolve, she participated in several extracurricular
         activities in both middle and high school, something she says was neither encouraged
         by
         her parents in Juárez, or by the Mexican nationals with whom she attended school in
         El
         Paso. In the personalist tradition (Burke, 2002), this student found relevance in
         transforming herself in her hybridity; she is a creation of the border identity, a
         part
         of each, Mexico and the United States, and yet not the whole of either one. Thus,
         she
         has constructed and reconstructed herself into a hybrid identity as a result of
         negotiating her education on the border. 
      

      
      La Familia: Embracing Our Students’ Identities

      
      Another novice teacher, Mario, spoke about his own family’s commitment to
         strengthening connections with language and history:
      

      
      
         
         Both my parents have always believed that it is essential that we
            retain what is our family culture. In order to accomplish this, my parents enrolled
            me in the dual language program at H. Elementary School. When classes were out for
            the summer, I went to school in Ciudad Juarez and enrolled at R. Z. School where all
            classes were in Spanish. By the time I was in eighth grade, my parents had made sure
            I was completed immersed in Spanish. I learned one from school and the other from
            family, and I consider myself lucky to be able to function in both cultures.
         

         
      

      
      Other teachers talked about the ways in which their own parents and family
         members had instilled in them a commitment to making a difference for children in
         low-income, high-need urban schools. Family members and familial relationships are
         a
         definitive influence on students’ subject positioning. A number of student dialogues
         included the support of family through more than monetary resources. Comments like
         “I
         have two wonderful parents who taught me exemplary values and hard work” were frequently
         expressed among the respondents in this study.
      

      
      Many spoke of the sacrifices made by parents and families who were eager to
         provide support, especially in the case of respondents who would become the first
         member
         of the family to enroll in college. At UTEP, 54% of the enrolled students are
         first-generation university students (University of Texas at El Paso, 2006). For many
         of
         these first-generation students, it is fulfilling to follow a distinct path in the
         constitution of a valued identity.
      

      
      Yvonne talked about the importance of her own mother in her academic
         development throughout her life:
      

      
      
         
         My family was always involved in my education. The most influential
            person was my mother. She was always a pillar of strength for me and my
            accomplishments. When I ask my mom (today) about how she felt when it came to my
            education and the years of being so involved, she smiles. Mother’s words . . .
                “I graduated from high school twice in life. Once in 1972 at High School B. and
            the second time in 1993, at High School Y. with my daughter.”
         

         
      

      
      Hybrid Identities: Who We Are Today

      
      As novice teachers living in the borderlands, discussions of identity and
         language development reflect the daily experiences of a large percentage of the
         undergraduate students who attend the University of Texas at El Paso (UTEP), who are
         members of a mestizaje, or mixed community, in both a figurative and literal
         sense. These students, like so many others, are physical manifestations of how the
         borderlands or frontera, establish the mezclas or mixtures that
         characterize the identities of those who call the current U.S./Mexico border home.
         
      

      
      The very meaning of the word frontera suggests a sociopolitical
         contrast, which has come to be a mixture of the English word frontier and the Spanish
         word frontera. The term frontera in Mexico refers to a political
         limitation to contiguity as well as a separation, a protection as it were to fend
         off
         the expansion of the United States into its borders. On the U.S. side, the frontier
         is
         envisioned as a site that is ripe for expansion that constitutes the foundation of
         development of the country. The word frontera is fraught with the mixture of
         meaning, the mezcla that positions the students at UTEP on the borderlands; their
         agency is a mixture, a sociopolitical contrast, a new agency. 
      

      
      Guadalupe, a recent graduate in her second year of teaching wrote:

      
      
         
         I looked back on my own childhood education, reflecting on my
            educational experiences. I remember having a difficult time as a young child in
            school because of my language barrier. As a bilingual teacher and former bilingual
            student, I am personally familiar with the experiences ELL children have to deal
            with in an English-speaking environment. My own personal experiences have led me to
            look more deeply into ways of facilitating the academic success of ELL students in
            my classroom. What changes can I put in place to accommodate all of my learners? How
            can other teachers (monolingual and bilingual) help ELL students in their
            classrooms? I want to conduct research in my classroom to give other teachers a
            taste of how it feels to be a second language learner in a monolingual school
            setting. Through my research, I will describe the struggles bilingual students go
            through in an English academic environment. I want to help teachers know more about
            the experiences of ELL children, so I will tell them how children feel today and how
            I felt when I was a child in a monolingual classroom, where language and content
            were introduced in a meaningless and unappealing way.
         

         
      

      
      Developing Identities: Continuous Change in Context

      
      Teacher identity is contextual, it is bound by borders. “Borders
         simultaneously divide and unite, repel and attract, separate and integrate” (Martinez
         cited in Nevins, 2002, p. 99). 
      

      
      One of the important lessons learned from working with teachers to collect
         stories about identity development is that language, culture, and ethnicity are bound
         inextricably together in the development of beliefs and values vis-à-vis each
         individual’s personal, professional, and ethical development. The task of using
         students’/teachers’ narratives about the self supports the premise that social
         occurrences are constructed as experiences not only in relation to the discourses
         that
         give them meaning, but also as coherent, organized identities. 
      

      
      The dialogic methodology encouraged students and teachers to consider the
         narrative character of their identities (Tierney, 2000), affirming one another’s life
         stories, and expanding the construction of hybridity. Through conscious and unconscious
         processes, they renamed experiences from their personal/professional lives,
         acknowledging the multifaceted character of their identities based on contextual factors
         and sociopolitical realities that span two cultural/linguistic/national identities.
      

      
       On the U.S./Mexico border, context and community play an integral role in
         the development of teacher identity. When both cultures intersect and reinvent a new
         positionality in their hybridity, they work to transform one another in ways that
         enrich
         their particular identities. They form what Burke (2002) refers to as “moving beyond
         the
         either/or of unum v. pluribus” (p. 5); the new positionality moves beyond the
         unity of presumed assimilation and the separatism of diversity to create a collaboration
         within and across borders.
      

      
      This collaboration exists when individuals acknowledge their personal
         selves and bring that identity which contributes to their hybridity and the hybridity
         of
         the border community and the university. Their focus on “personalism makes the personal
         issues important and . . . includes both limitations and possibilities” (Staudt &
         Coronado, 2002, p. 20) that exist within their university lives as well as their lives
         outside, as educators, students, family and community members, relational beings,
         and
         border citizens. 
      

      
       Because teaching is a contextual and situational process, (Gay, 2000)
         students’ and teachers’ prior experiences include the context of their cultural
         backgrounds, ethnic identities, socioeconomic, and family/community factors. González
         (2005) alludes to the development of a dual identity taken on by culturally and
         linguistically diverse learners, which opens up spaces for moving beyond the notion
         of a
         “unilineal heritage,” and portrays their lived experience as a complex web of
         multifaceted realities, including “school life” (the academic identity) and “community
         life” (a neighborhood identity). 
      

      
      This duality can enable them to assimilate their cultural identity to
         perform academically but retain their cultural identity to function within their
         community and with their families. Vila (2005) does not stop at a dual identity, but
         states that “the social construction of the border . . . is complexly intertwined
         with .
         . . those different identities [which] mediate each other and the way people experience
         the border” (p. 237).
      

      
      Our work with groups of preservice and novice teachers in this study
         underlines the connections among the various phases of teacher development and the
         critical role of reflective practice as the teacher constructs and reconstructs a
         personal/professional identity. It is our contention that a broad perspective of
         professional development for teachers needs to span the entire continuum, taking into
         account the role of identity development and reflection and going beyond mere technical
         advice and socialization processes; it should include opportunities for self-questioning
         and reflection on teachers’ practice as well as on the values and norms underlying
         the
         educational settings in which they work. 
      

      
      Affirmation of such an identity for college students and novice teachers on
         the U.S./Mexico border is not considered an uncritical process, in that there are
         many
         contradictions that exist as a result of their hybridity. Culturally and linguistically
         diverse preservice teachers experience a daily negotiation of relatedness to
         instructors/professors while maintaining their familial and community ties. Their
         identity negotiation is less problematic when there is a cultural, linguistic, and
         social class match between students and their new discourses and relationships. When
         the
         match is not present, and there are incongruencies between language, culture, and
         class,
         the “cultural invasion” (Freire, 1981) that internalizes a sense of inferiority is
         “frequently replicated in the interpersonal power relations” (Cummins, 1996, p. 13).
         
      

      
      Patricia’s reflections on the development of her identity as a novice
         teacher summarize some of the hope and potential for next steps. Her words epitomize
         the
         potential and challenges of her first semester as a schoolteacher, her first experience
         in graduate school, and the new identities and roles yet to be explored:
      

      
      
         
         Through readings and dialogue with other teachers about bilingual
            education, I relived and remembered chapters of my childhood, reflected on the
            present, and planned for the future. It was not what I learned in college about
            education theories that enriched my learning, it was stimulating the process of
            research in my own elementary classroom. Taking this new road has opened many other
            endless avenues. My goal is to think like a teacher-scholar and to become one.
            Action research is the means to finding solutions to new burning questions. Which
            mathematical curriculum will meet the needs of students who are English learners?
            What role can I play in helping bilingual students connect, retain, transfer and
            apply their new knowledge to prior and future learning? I hope that in the near
            future I can address these questions. Engaging as a reflective practitioner/scholar
            is the beginning of another stage in my career. It is the birth of the researcher
            in
            me.
         

         
      

      
      Note
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      Enseñanza de la Otro: Engaging Mexican-Origin Students as an African American Outsider
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      This substance for this chapter began as a study in the fall of 2004. The
         impetus for the study began as I, an African American female college professor, observed
         the difficulties my students and I encountered in trying to cross the linguistic,
         cultural, and experiential borders our different backgrounds and language roots created.
         As I observed this phenomenon, I decided to study teacher discourse (both mine and
         my
         participants) that emerged in this unique setting where I asserted a strong
         Black[1] identity among Mexican-origin students. Participants in this study included
         graduate K–12 literacy/biliteracy educators and undergraduate K–12 teacher candidates
         in
         all content areas.
      

      
      In order to prevent coercive pressure on students, I distributed consent
         forms (in Spanish and English), but I did not read the forms or know who had consented
         until after final grades were posted. Some comments cited in the article were made
         during class discussions, while others were collected from journals and other papers
         submitted by participants.
      

      
      Participants

      
      Approximately 206 graduate and 315 undergraduate students participated in
         the study. The study comprised approximately 87% Mexican-origin students; this included
         Mexican American, U.S. citizens, and students who are Mexican citizens. The remainder
         included approximately 10% European-descent students (including two German students)
         and
         approximately 3% African American students. The number of females in these course
         was
         slightly higher (approximately 60%) than males.
      

      
      Research Site

      
      The site of this research is a large, primarily “Hispanic-serving”[2] university along the border between the United States and Mexico. I
         collected all undergraduate data during content literacy courses. I also included
         data
         collected from graduate students who participated in supervision of literacy programs,
         language studies, scholarly writing, content literacy, and the politics of literacy
         courses. All of the graduate students planned to return to teaching after completion
         of
         their degree and a few planned to continue on to doctoral programs.
      

      
      Reflection, Subjectivity, Resistance, and Discourse: A Review
         of the Literature:
      

      
      Learning and Teaching How to “Bend Back” on Oneself

      
      This study comprises autoethnographic (Ellis & Bochner, 2003), reflexive
         (Chaudhry, 1997; Foley, 2002; Mruck & Breuer, 2003), subjective (Ellsworth, 1989;
         Freundlieb, 2000), and discursive (Derrida, 1967/1978; Doel, 1999; Gee, 1989;
         Harootaunian, 1988) analyses. Concerning autoethnography, I used what Ellis and Bochner
         (2003) call “reflexive ethnographies” (p. 211).
      

      
      Ellis and Bochner emphasize that reflexive ethnographies “focus on a culture
         or subculture” in which “authors use their own experiences in the culture reflexively
         to
         bend back on self and look more deeply at self-other interactions” (p. 211). In this
         case, I used reflexive ethnography to deconstruct and critique my role as an educator,
         outsider, and co-learner with my students. I also examined ways in which my students
         learned to recognize their subjectivities and become reflective practitioners.
      

      
      In this “bending back” process, I also acknowledge how discourse operates
         on both functional and symbolic levels. I acknowledge both the power/representational
         definition provided by Gee (1989) and Harootaunian’s (1988) assertion that some
         discourses have been excluded from history. Therefore, my effort at discursive analysis
         reiterates “the move to resituate the Other, and to propose that discourse permits
         the
         articulation of a field consisting of a variety of subject positions, questions, [and]
         narrative's claim to representation” (Harootaunian, 1988, p. 112).
      

      
      In other words, this research strives to continue the narration of the
         subject positions represented in the participant group and continue their inauguration
         (Derrida, 1967/1978) back into the history from which both my students and I have
         been
         excluded. These subject positions include Mexican-origin Americans, Mexican
         international students, native Spanish speakers, African American educators, ethnic
         and
         cultural outsiders, and those who the dominant society have “raced” and linguicized
         (Pérez & McCarty, 2004).
      

      
       In addition to rehistorizing our various subject positions, I also
         emphasized critical reflection as well as awareness of one’s subjectivity in all of
         the
         classes in this study. In this analysis, I cannot discuss one idea without the other.
         Specifically, Foley (2002) discusses four types of reflexivity: confessional,
         theoretical, textual, and deconstructive. According to Foley, “the self is a multiple,
         constructed self that is always becoming and never quite fixed, and the ethnographic
         productions of such a self and the `cultural other’ are always historically and
         culturally contingent” (p. 473).
      

      
      The cultural contingent in this study include issues such as the pressure
         to assimilate, the potential for conflict between African American and Mexican American
         epistemologies, and the conflict among students to be both Mexican and American. Our
         situation was historically contingent on several factors. These include the paucity
         of
         African American professors in predominately Hispanic-serving universities and the
         recent immigration debate that exerts pressure on both immigrant Mexicans and
         Mexican-origin U.S. citizens. Hence, I analyze teacher reflection based on oral and
         written data in this situation, searching for and documenting instances of change,
         moments of self-recognition, or the inauguration of what Freire (2000) describes as
         “conscientizaçao” (p. 36).
      

      
       As I stated earlier, reflection cannot be severed from subjectivity. For
         example, Mruck and Breuer’s (2003) assertion that subjectivity must “attempt to
         understand the mediated nature of activity operating at the different levels, or the
         mediated nature of the relations.” In other words subjectivity “move[s] beyond the
         stance of knowing how others make sense and toward a consideration of how reflexivity
         can be practiced when making sense of oneself “ (Britzman, 2000, p. 29).
      

      
       I posed subjectivity to students in the following way: When we operate in
         the world, most of the time we occupy one of two positions—either we are acted upon
         (object) and we have no agency (the knowledge and awareness to act on one’s world)—or
         we
         act on our world (subject). As actors we take responsibility for what we do, and we
         assume agency and responsibility for how we are in the world.
      

      
      Carrying the Outsider Baggage: An Analysis of My Subjectivity
         and the Beginning of Reflection
      

      
      It would be unethical for me to ask my students to do something that I have
         not done myself. Therefore, my first act begins and continues with an analysis of
         my
         subjectivity. This analysis helps me understand the difficulty teachers experience
         when
         asked to examine these sensitive issues. My subjectivity as it relates to teaching
         begins with the fact that I am an African American female with a PhD from a
         research-intensive university in the southeast United States. I am also the only Black
         female tenure-track professor at this university.
      

      
      I am 49 years old, and since I grew up in the Deep South during Jim Crow
         and civil rights eras, I have experienced firsthand racist treatment prevalent during
         this historical period. I also originate from a poor family and have memories of living
         with no indoor plumbing, no ready access to medical care, and lack of what are now
         considered basic necessities.
      

      
      During this study, my Blackness heavily influenced my praxis. In other
         words, I used African American Vernacular English (AAVE), I dealt with people in the
         ways that I felt encouraged me to be authentic and nurtured me during my undergraduate
         education, but I also had beliefs about school, work, and family that did not mirror
         those of the students I taught. Most of my students have never taken a course from
         a
         Black professor, and when they first encountered me, it took them a while to understand
         my subjective, cultural, and epistemological beliefs.
      

      
      The reverse was also true regarding my understanding of my students.
         Although my students and I reflected on many issues, here I will focus on four that
         consistently prevailed in most of my classes. I will focus on family views, identity
         and
         assimilation, teacher resistance, and discourse.
      

      
      Familias in the Village: Reflecting on Assumptions
         about Traditional Mexican Family Values
      

      
      One way in which I misunderstood my students was in the way families
         operate in the traditional Mexican epistemology. When I realized that we differed
         in our
         approach to family, I again revisited my upbringing. For instance, as a child, my
         father
         was not a major presence in my life, even though he and my mother did not separate
         until
         I was about 10 years old. I was raised and nurtured by the village; as a child in
         the
         village, I had many brothers and sisters, both by blood kinship and by proximity kinship
         (Mbiti, 1990).
      

      
      Early in my life, my mother, along with my grandmother, my
         great-grandmother, my aunts, and other women and men in the village worked, cleaning
         the
         homes of local people of European descent.[3] Later many of them obtained employment at the local cotton mill. No one in
         this village went to college during that time and most adults did not graduate from
         high
         school.
      

      
      For my mother and her peers, obtaining an hourly job in the cotton factory
         was a step up from cleaning homes. Consequently, when one of their children became
         ill,
         they did not dare miss work or they risked being fired. My people were rural people—very
         close to the pine lumber, the cotton, and the clean white sheets in the homes of their
         employers. The village took care of sick children. When the parents had to work, the
         elder villagers babysat, disciplined, and provided what Mexican people call
         educación (Valenzuela, 1999) and what Black people call “mother wit” for the
         children.
      

      
      Because the village imbued these ideals in me, I could not understand why a
         student would miss class to care for a child with a simple cold or to take a relative,
         who was perfectly capable of driving themselves, to the doctor. My initial assumption
         was that the students just wanted an excuse to miss class or work. My assumptions
         required both reflection and critique, not only in terms of my subjectivity, but also
         in
         regard to the ways in which they mirrored beliefs held by the dominant culture about
         minorities in general.
      

      
      I did not initially reflect on my erroneous assumptions until I made my
         first visit to a doctor’s office in this area. I noticed that many times a spouse,
         a
         daughter, a son, a sibling, and sometimes a grandchild accompanied a family member
         to
         the doctor’s office. Usually, not just one family member, but two or more were present
         with the patient. This observation coupled with the anger students expressed when
         I
         insisted they come to class when a family member was ill caused me to look at myself
         and
         view the love inherent in the Mexican tradition of caring for their blood kin.
      

      
      After I reflected on how African American families handled these issues
         when I was younger and how some continued them even after gaining a degree of affluence,
         I realized that most Black people acted out of necessity and fear during those times.
         I
         also realized that in most traditional Mexican families, blood kinship was not
         equivalent to village kinship as it was in my home community. In other words, most
         of my
         students thought it unconscionable to leave a sick child with anyone who was not a
         blood
         relative; even when a mother or sister cared for the child, the parent expressed guilt
         at not being with the child or other family member who was ill.
      

      
      Reflection does nothing if it does not change the way one acts in the
         world. Consequently, I had to apply the knowledge I had gained through reflection
         on
         this issue and change the way I dealt with students whose family members were ill.
         Although I continued to believe in the village as a family, I was not in the village.
         Because I am not in the village, I could not impose the epistemology of the village
         on
         this community of learners in which I am an outsider. This is just one of many instances
         where I required reflection regarding my subjectivity, my difference, and my
         positionality as an outsider in this community.
      

      
      Identity and Assimilation

      
      I continued to first reflect on my subjectivity and that of my students,
         specifically their attitudes regarding language, ethnicity, and pedagogy. I focused
         on
         these issues because they directly affected the way educators deal with students and
         literacy. Similarly, I continued to examine my evolving subjectivity with regard to
         the
         previous issues and others as well. At the beginning of each semester in almost every
         course I taught, I required students to write a subjectivity essay.
      

      
      The question I asked them to address varied according to the course, but
         generally I asked students to describe how their past had affected their current
         attitudes regarding education, language, discourse, ethnicity, and any other issues
         they
         considered important. As I stated earlier and will examine more fully later in this
         chapter, I engaged students in discussions of my changing subjectivity, hoping that
         my
         confession would open the discursive door and free them to become more reflective
         practitioners.
      

      
      Even though I knew that many ethnic groups’ members succumbed to the
         pressure to assimilate into a Eurocentric model, I was not aware of the way identity
         was
         imbedded in my students and of the variety of conflicting ethnic discourses among
         Mexican-origin students. One exception to this observation is students who are Mexican
         citizens. Most international students from Mexico, unlike their American counterparts,
         have no issue with self-identifying as “Mexican.” Although this article does not focus
         on this issue, I have also observed similar identity issues in African American students
         who wish to assimilate into the Eurocentric model at this university.
      

      
      As I wondered why the question of self-identity preoccupied me so much, I
         began to think about my ancestry and its relationship to how I act as an agent in
         the
         world. I realized that when a person chose an ethnic label that avoided mention of
         Mexican ancestry, it was similar to me avoiding any mention of my African ancestry.
         Although these issues are similar, in many ways they are not. The difference is that
         most people of Mexican origin along the border can, if the choose, trace their ancestral
         roots. I, on the other hand, cannot.
      

      
      It seemed to me that those who knew their roots often took this for granted
         and dismissed the importance of acknowledging their ethnic and national origins. Perhaps
         many of my students believed that their national, linguistic, and ethnic origins were
         inconsequential to their present situation and that of their students.
      

      
      What seemed to me to be an effort to blur authentic ethnic and national
         identity through the use of ethnic labels like “Latina/o,” and “Hispanic,”—terms which
         say nothing about the person’s true national and ethnic identity—troubled me. It seemed
         similar to an American of African descent who did not want to self-identify as “African
         American.” I interpreted it as a lack of pride and an extreme effort to assimilate
         and
         become more “American.”
      

      
      Because I did not understand the heuristic different groups of
         Mexican-origin students used to determine their ethnic identity, and also because
         this
         issue directly affected how teachers relate to their students, I entered dialogue
         about
         the issue with my students. Again, I hoped that students would use this opportunity
         to
         reflect on what the choice of ethnic labels does in terms of pedagogy and praxis.
      

      
      In other words, when Mexican-origin teachers teach students who share their
         ethnicity, the teachers have a unique opportunity to facilitate ethnic and linguistic
         pride and agency in the young people they teach. If, on the other hand, educators
         have
         allowed their identity to be conflated into a verbal blur by assimilating and using
         ambiguous terminology to define their ethnicity, they may have had no resources to
         help
         students become proud of who they were.
      

      
      The need to address this issue was unequivocal because many middle and high
         school teacher candidates only had two or three classes that address multiculturalism
         and multilingualism during their program of study. Even though I knew that as an
         outsider I might elicit criticism for addressing an insider issue, I felt the need
         outweighed the criticism.
      

      
      I first confronted this issue during my second semester at the university
         in the undergraduate courses. I quickly discovered that one of the primary ways
         Mexican-origin students begin to submerge their identity is through Anglicizing their
         given names. For instance, during this semester I developed a relationship with a
         student who introduced himself to the class as “Eddie” Rodriguez.[4] When “Eddie” introduced himself, I noticed that that name was not on my
         roster. I made no initial comment because I thought perhaps “Eddie’s” name was absent
         because he had registered late.
      

      
      During the first few weeks of this course, we read the first two chapters
         of Pedagogy of the Oppressed (Freire, 2000),[5] “Teaching New Worlds/New Words,” from Teaching to Transgress (hooks,
         1994), “How to Tame a Wild Tongue” from Borderlands-La frontera (Anzaldúa,
         1999), and “Unity and Resistance to Schooling” from Subtractive Schooling: U.S.
            Mexican Youth and the Politics of Caring (Valenzuela, 1999). I chose these
         challenging texts because they allowed me an opportunity to give students access to
         devices they can use in the classroom to help their students while engaging
         sociocultural issues that are relevant in all U.S. school settings (Allen, 2004; Wolpow
         & Tonjes, 2006).
      

      
      The first journal was due after these readings and the discussion of them
         in class. The journal had to include four sections: reflections on classroom
         discussions; synthesis of readings (both those discussed in class and other assigned
         texts); discussion of internship experiences; and a glossary of key terms from both
         readings and class discussion. In his first journal, “Eddie” wrote:
      

      
      
         
         The first three weeks have gone really fast. I remember walking out of
            your class saying to myself “this class is going to be tough,” however I also
            thought that it was about time for me to be in a class where I will constantly be
            required to think about issues that really matter, issues that not only help me
            become a good educator but a good human being as well. Talking about racism, social
            inequalities and language differentials have really gotten me thinking about my own
            life. I have been thinking about how I go by the name of Eddie and not Eduardo. I
            have also been thinking that the only time I speak Spanish (my native language) is
            when I talk to my mother or other family members that don’t speak English. I think
            that I have come very far from the little seventh grader enrolled in an ESL class
            into a senior student a few months away from graduating college. I also think it is
            time for me to stop being Eddie and start being Eduardo, The problem is that I feel
            like I’m trapped in the middle, I only hope that future reading assignments and
            class discussions can help me find the true me.
         

         
      

      
      This was a pivotal moment for both Eduardo and me. Eduardo realized how he
         had allowed others to act on him—how he became the object—simply by letting them
         Anglicize his name. I realized that names not only tie one to family, but to identity
         and ethnic pride.
      

      
       After this revelation, I emphasized what these seemingly harmless types of
         assimilation do to the young people we served. Again, I began by discussing my own
         subjectivity as a segue into identity issues. I tried to connect their experiences
         with
         my own. I sometimes would have a conversation with my students that went something
         like
         this:
      

      
      
         
         Many Black people all over North, Central, and South America as well as
            the Caribbean islands cannot tell you the village or nation in Africa from which
            their ancestors were taken into slavery. Most black people have certain physical
            characteristics that are distinguishable from other African-Americans. For instance,
            look at this large mole on my chin. My mother and most members of my family have one
            just like it. Look at the small hole in my upper ear. I was born with this hole.
            Almost every member of my family has one; but I have noticed many black people with
            this hole in their upper ear. I have never met anyone who did not have African
            ancestry with a hole like this in their ear. My guess is that there is a village
            somewhere in Africa where almost every inhabitant has a mole on their chin and a
            hole in their upper ear; but I do not know where they are, what language they speak,
            the nation to which they belong, or any other information that many of you know
            about your ancestors or your ancestral homeland.
         

         
      

      
      As I drove down the freeway after class and mused over the things students
         said and believed, these are the thoughts that occurred to me. I realized that to
         some
         degree I was jealous of the Mexican-origin people who surrounded me. This jealousy
         stemmed from the realization that whether they chose to take advantage of it or not,
         they had access to their roots and I did not. I also realized that I was angry when
         students had this access but did not take advantage of it. As I often say in class,
         I
         spent the first 30 years of my life trying to learn how to be White; and I have spent
         the last twenty trying to relearn how to be Black.
      

      
      Teaching as an Act of Resistance

      
      The second finding engages the reluctance of teachers to act as agents of
         resistance against practices that harm students. In every class, I reminded my students
         that teachers are easily one of the most powerful groups in the world, even if they
         are
         generally undervalued by our citizenry and government (Freire, 1998). In
         Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other Writings, 1972–1977 (Foucault,
         1972/1980), Foucault provides a unique deconstruction of power and how it works within
         societies and other apparatuses (e.g., government agencies, labor unions, corporations,
         social organizations, etc.).
      

      
      According to Foucault, power “induces pleasure, forms knowledge, [and]
         produces discourse. It needs to be considered as a productive network which runs through
         the whole social body, much more than as a negative instance whose function is
         repression” (p. 119).
      

      
      Operating in this poststructural figuration of power, I consider power as a
         form of agency—what Toni Morrison describes as “an act with consequences” (Morrison,
         1994). Teachers can choose to have power and agency, and when the teacher uses his
         or
         her power to support students in their quest for authentic ethnic pride, the students
         they teach and learn with will also have access to agency. If, on the other hand,
         a
         teacher chooses not to act on his or her teaching world and supports the status quo,
         students may be affected in negative ways.
      

      
      Teachers possess power because of their exponential effect on future
         generations. As an example, I will use my past experiences as a high school
         literature/language arts teacher. The first high school, where I taught for two years,
         was in the southwestern United States, and the student body comprised approximately
         95%
         Mexican-origin students. The second position that I held for over 10 years was at
         a high
         school in the southeastern United States, where the student body comprised approximately
         99% African American students. I usually taught about 150 students in any given
         semester.
      

      
      Most of the time, my supervisors determined that I should focus on the
         so-called canon— literature primarily produced by Europeans and their American
         counterparts between the 11th and 20th centuries. Because I feared reprisal from my
         supervisor and peers and because I shared their belief that this literature was
         important for students’ success, I considered strictly following these directives
         without any alterations.
      

      
      Despite the pressure to conform, I determined to do what was required, but
         to also include culturally relevant literature in the courses I taught. On my part,
         this
         was an act of resistance and some of my peers considered it an act of rebellion. I
         felt
         that I was following the sage advice given to me by my doctoral mentor, Dr. E. St.
         Pierre, that we “do it while troubling it” (personal communication, 2002).
      

      
      Although I appreciate the value of works written by Shakespeare, Dickens,
         Twain, and Faulkner, I felt a moral mandate to resist because I knew that I needed
         to
         create a cultural connection between literature and the lived experiences of African
         American and Mexican-origin students in my classes. I also knew that I needed to include
         literature written by people with whom my students could identify.
      

      
      Needless to say, I experienced much adversity during my career as a high
         school teacher, but my actions and the way they increased my students’ willingness
         to
         read and write made it difficult for my superiors to demand that I change. The main
         reason I survived in spite of my resistance was that my pedagogy produced results;
         in
         other words, my students generally obtained high marks on benchmark tests, even though
         they were not taught the traditional canon using the prepackaged curriculum designed
         by
         textbook writers.
      

      
      When I began teaching at the university level, my graduate students
         expressed reluctance to resist the standard curriculum because of the pressures
         generated by the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), which frequently mandated standardized
         tests, and pressures to conform to a strict standard curriculum (Valencia et al.,
         2001;
         Valenzuela, 2001, 2004). These teachers found it difficult to tailor activities to
         the
         differences students bring to the community of learners.
      

      
      Additionally, many considered the form of praxis I advocated antithetical
         to the goals of lawmakers and school administrators. Despite student reluctance, I
         continued to advocate teaching as an act of resistance. Resistance is not rebellion;
         instead, it is responding to student needs by blending the mandated curriculum with
         what
         we know students need to become literate and develop a love of reading, writing, and
         learning. This resistance also avoids the apathy that inevitably leads to failure.
      

      
      In other words, I believed that the originators of the American legal ethos
         vis-à-vis the Bill of Rights intended to facilitate lawful resistance without fear
         of
         reprisal. Even the writers of the Declaration of Independence and the Bill of Rights
         committed acts of resistance against British rule in the Colonies. Lawful resistance
         is
         our heritage and the legacy left by our founders. Therefore, teachers who incorporate
         curriculum that appeals to diverse students as resistance to curricular guidelines
         commit acts of resistance that I believe are necessary for student success. In regard
         to
         disciplinary action, it would be hard for an administrator to discipline a teacher
         if
         students are successful on mandated measurements. Therefore, I believe the act of
         resistance must be carefully thought out in terms of its contribution to student
         success.
      

      
       An act of resistance also carries other consequences and responsibilities
         that educators must accept. First, the educator may face disdain, ostracism, or even
         disciplinary actions from peers and administrators. I believe that any faculty should
         be
         comprised of educators with different views and methods; homogeneous environments
         often
         foster conditions where peers choose to ostracize a teacher because he or she is
         different or thinks differently. bell hooks comments that, “excitement is generated
         through collective effort” (1994, p. 8) in which acting on one’s beliefs becomes even
         more critical. These kinds of acts facilitate an atmosphere where conflict creates
         new
         opportunities and new knowledge among practitioners.
      

      
      The acts of resistance mentioned above, along with other efforts to enable
         student agency, demonstrate the exponential power of teachers. Most of the students
         we
         teach will or do have children, contact with impressionable young family members,
         and
         friends who respect their views as educators. What and how we teach them will directly
         influence the way they teach their own children as well as how they deal with members
         of
         their community in general.
      

      
      Also, if a teacher is visionary toward his or her students and if he or she
         disavows what Valenzuela (1999) calls “aesthetic caring” and instead treats all students
         as equally unique and fully human regardless of economic situation, ethnicity, or
         social
         status, this praxis will translate into the way students treat those with whom they
         have
         influence. More importantly, it gives their students the confidence to reach higher
         and
         envision themselves as productive and educated members of their communities.
      

      
       Blanca, a former graduate student, aptly exemplifies how faculty as a
         corporate entity can enable student resistance to dominant ideology as well and methods
         for embracing ethnic identity. Blanca teaches fourth grade mathematics in a small
         district whose student population comprises mostly members of poor migrant families.
         In
         Blanca’s case, not only has she resisted the status quo, but she is fortunate because
         her peers and administrators embrace a praxis that privileges their native culture.
         Blanca explained:
      

      
      
         
         The first time that I entered this school, I felt a pleasant
            atmosphere. I was greeted by the staff. I remember looking at them and feeling their
            excitement for being at their school. Being at this place felt different, it was as
            if everybody was welcome to come in and engage in the school community. As I walked
            down to the cafeteria, I noticed that the hallways had names. Right now I am located
            at 301 Gorilla Street! One of the things that impacted me the most were four huge
            murals, a botanical garden, and a galleria. The murals represent the four
            colors/races of the world.
         

         
      

      
      As a teenager, Blanca was a Mexican immigrant and non-English speaker who
         lived in the area where she taught. Therefore, she had a special understanding and
         connection to her students who were English language learners. This teacher and several
         of her colleagues have committed what I believe is an act of resistance against the
         standard practices for similar schools in this area.
      

      
      Blanca expressed the faculty ethos thusly:

      
      
         
         According to the Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS), . . . 95%
            of our students are Hispanics. . . . The Principal at our school makes sure that our
            students know about their ethnic roots. One of the lower grade teachers instructs
            students about the Aztecs. Every year, we celebrate the New Aztec Year. Our students
            grow up learning about their cultural background. They know where they come from and
            discover how to be proud of it.
         

         
      

      
       As an educator of teacher candidates, many who were schooled in
         environments where teachers and administrators prohibited use of their native language
         and discouraged them from being “too Mexican,” acknowledgment of their subjectivities
         and reflections on the impact of their newfound revelations and how it should affect
         their praxis is imperative. Again, I feel a moral mandate to facilitate this reflection
         because colonized minds who do not realize how they have been colonized throughout
         their
         education will only reproduce those beliefs in the students they engage (Bourdieu
         &
         Passeron, 1977; Fránquiz & del Carmen Salazar, 2004; Smith, 2002; Smitherman &
         van Dijk, 1988; Weiler, 1987).
      

      
       My use of literature by Valenzuela (1999), Anzaldâua (1999), hooks (1994),
         and others in both undergraduate and graduate classes has demonstrated how change
         occurs
         through reading, subjective analysis, and reflection. For instance, after reading
         and
         reflecting on these selections, Anabel, a kinesiology major, explained: “I’ve had
         students tell me that some of their teachers do know Spanish, but they refuse to teach
         the students in anything but English. This is extremely damaging to a student’s self
         esteem. “
      

      
       One high school student told me that he once got reprimanded for trying to
         help a student who had just moved to the United States from Mexico and who did not
         know
         a word of English. Having gone before through the same experience as the new student,
         the student I was talking to felt that some teachers were just too insensitive when
         it
         came to teaching students unfamiliar with the language. Joshua, another undergraduate
         teacher candidate, reflected how the reading of hooks (1994) directly affected his
         thinking on the subject when he wrote:
      

      
      
         
         The idea of “bad grammar” is a powerful tool in the hands of
            oppressors. Hooks stated that, “The rupture of standard English enabled and enables
            rebellion and resistance. By transforming the oppressor's language, making a culture
            of resistance, black people created an intimate speech that could say far more than
            was permissible within the boundaries of Standard English” (hooks, 1994, p. 171).
            But this transformation is quickly labeled “bad grammar” and is ordered to be
            eradicated in the nation's English classrooms.
         

         
      

      
      This never entirely succeeds, of course, but it is questionable why
         academia seems to always consider this sort of eradication necessary and good. It
         should
         be possible to teach standard English’s “good grammar” without trying to rid students
         of
         their own vernacular.
      

      
      Perhaps Blanca, Anabel, and Joshua had reflected on the damaging effects of
         the hegemony of English, but based on other student reflections, many students, both
         Mexican-origin and other ethnicities did not think about what this prejudicial practice
         did to students until they read the selections mentioned and experienced the reflexive
         “bending back” that Ellis and Bochner (2003) describe. This process is difficult for
         me
         as an honorary White person who is trying not to duplicate colonization. It also
         challenges my students who sincerely desire to be agents of change in their
         communities.
      

      
      Engaging Differences in Discourse

      
      The final group of issues that confronted me as an outsider in this
         community of learners was discourse and language. Again in this situation, I had to
         face
         my assumptions and figure out how to help students reflect on these issues without
         “banking” (Freire, 2000) or colonizing them (Villenas, 1996). Before I explain how
         I
         came to this subject position regarding language, I must reflect on issues from my
         past.
         I first began to question how my discourse races my students when I taught English
         at a
         predominately African American high school in the southeastern United States. In
         addition to teaching English, I coached the academic and debate teams.
      

      
      In November 1997 I accompanied seven team members on an overnight trip to a
         neighboring southern state. We stayed the night at a major hotel in an affluent area
         of
         this large city in the Deep South. About nine o’clock, five of the students were
         standing outside the hotel pool entrance, when a white hotel security guard accosted
         them. When the group of 14-, 15-, and 16-year-olds ran from the guard, he shot at
         them
         several times. Thankfully, none of the students was physically injured; but the psychic
         injury was immense. Later that evening, the guard proudly told me that he had shot
         at my
         students because “whenever we see a group of black kids together, we know they must
         be
         doing drugs or something else illegal” (Jones, 2004, 2007).
      

      
      Six years after this incident, as I worried over the topic for my doctoral
         dissertation, my advisors convinced me that if I did not write about this event, it
         would haunt me forever. I was able to contact three of the five students and all agreed
         to participate in the study. Several issues that were related to the aftermath of
         the
         incident had perplexed me for years, and this was my opportunity to address them.
         I will
         give one example, but many more emerged during the study.
      

      
      All five students ran when the guard began shooting; but he caught two of
         the five students standing outside the hotel. Both students were Black, female, and
         15
         years old. The guard forced these two young women to kneel on the wet parking lot
         pavement while he handcuffed them. Afterward, he escorted them to the lobby where
         they
         sat handcuffed for everyone in the lobby to view. Eventually, the hotel clerk called
         my
         room and asked me to come to the desk. By the time I arrived, they had removed the
         handcuffs, but both girls were visibly shaken. This is a portion of the interviews
         from
         that study:
      

      
      
         
         Vj: Why didn’t you give him my name first?

         

         
         Stephanie: Because we were like, ‘uh uh. No ma’am.’ Because we didn’t
            want to get into trouble. And we were like, ‘the other people probably made it safe
            upstairs. Nobody knows what’s goin’ on. We didn’t want to get everybody in trouble
            .
            . . Have you mad at us while we were on this away trip. Because it was like
            competitive to go. And we were selected to go. And we didn’t want to mess it up. So
            I said, ‘check under Jones.’ And he said, ‘there are like eight Joneses.’ And we
            said, ‘Violet Jones.’ He called the room.
         

         
      

      
      Michelle also expresses the concern they felt about getting into
         trouble:
      

      
      
         
         Michelle: He still didn’t tell you anything [after Mrs. Jones arrived
            at the desk]. When we went up to the room, we were like ‘don’t say anything.’ We
            were tellin’ everybody not to say anything. ‘Cause we thought we were gonna' get in
            more trouble than anything.
         

         

         
         Vj: Why did you think I would get mad at you?

         

         
         Michelle: Because we just looked like we were in the wrong. Stephanie
            and I were like, ‘Ms. Jones gonna’ be mad at us and we didn’t even do anything
            wrong.’ And then finally once we had said we weren’t going to say anything, I was
            like, ‘I don’t care ya’ll. We gotta tell somebody. This man just shootin’ at us.’
            So
            that was when we were like ‘we gon' tell.’ So Josh and Amari went and took showers
            and everything. They were ready for bed. Roseanna was sitting in the bathtub in our
            room crying. She was sitting there fully clothed crying. We did not know how to take
            it. All of us grabbed the bible and sat in the bathroom and started reading bible
            scriptures. We didn’t know what to do. (Jones, 2004)
         

         
      

      
      Abuse of Discourse by the Black Teacher in White face

      
      Two issues emerged during my reexamination of this incident. First, when I
         arrived in the lobby and saw my students, I immediately assumed they had caused a
         disturbance. Also, during the course of the interviews, I realized that the two female
         students did not give the desk clerk my name when he asked them who their adult sponsor
         was. I did not discover this until six years later when I conducted the interviews
         for
         my dissertation. Although I interviewed them separately, both women admitted that
         at the
         time the shooting occurred, they did not want me to know about the incident. Based
         on
         the transcripts above, these students were more concerned about my opinion than they
         were about the violation they had experienced.
      

      
      When I realized what these women were thinking during the crisis, I
         realized that I had some issues of my own related to the discourse I used with my
         students. I examined how I, the well-intentioned teacher, used discourse to coerce
         students into assimilation. I realized that my acts constituted what Bakhtin (1975/1998)
         describes a “ventriliquating” of Eurocentric discourse. In other words, I mimicked
         the
         voices who desired to shape all of our students into one mold that would be acceptable
         in the dominant society. I also realized that in this situation I was the Black teacher
         in whiteface and that my subjectivity was especially pernicious because of the
         considerable influence I had over these students. During the study described in this
         article, I again found myself in the role as leader and mentor of students whose voices
         have been silenced by the dominant society. I hoped that in this university setting
         I
         knew better, therefore, I would do better.
      

      
      James Gee (1989) defines discourse as, “saying
            (writing)—doing—being—valuing—believing combinations” (p. 6).
         Consequently, I view discourse as not only what I say, but how I say it—as not only
         what
         I do, but when, how, and why I do it. I also believe that discourse and code-switching
         between what Gee describes as the primary and the secondary discourses applies not
         only
         to our language, but to our dress, behavior, and other measures of representation.
      

      
      As a high school teacher, I wanted my students to have the skills to
         negotiate the dominant society, but I went about it in ways that instilled fear, not
         agency in those students. I continue to believe that students must know the dominant
         discourse, and that most ethnic minorities are not imbued with this knowledge in the
         home setting because often our parents do not possess it. Yet, I believe that we can
         teach it in a way that brackets it and recognizes what it is and what it does. This
         way,
         when students use the dominant discourse, they know what they are doing and continue
         to
         be actors on their world (Bhabha, 1994; Ellsworth, 1989).
      

      
      On the first day of any undergraduate class, I introduced Gee’s article and
         we examined its impact as a community. Since the first written assignment was a
         subjectivity statement, this article gave students a catalyst through which they could
         think more fully about their subjectivities. In our initial discussion of discourse,
         I
         explained why I spoke, dressed, and believed as I do. For instance, I regularly used
         African American Vernacular English (AAVE) in class discussions (Delpit & Dowdy,
         2002; hooks, 1994).
      

      
      Initially, I explained that my use of AAVE was a personal act of resistance
         that kept me from losing connection to my roots. I also explained that although I
         often
         code-switched to AAVE during class, using this vernacular was not as important as
         speaking so that they understood what I was saying. Consequently, when I felt it was
         not
         appropriate in given discursive situations, I would code-switch to standard American
         English.
      

      
      Not only did I demonstrate Africanist attributes in my speech, but in my
         teaching method as well. Although many students found my use of AAVE amusing, I believe
         that my teaching style is often harder to digest. For instance, I tended to be more
         confrontational than most professors my students had encountered. If a student made
         a
         statement that I did not believe was carefully thought out, I usually followed up
         with a
         question that challenged them to articulate it more thoroughly.
      

      
      Similarly, I did not tolerate stereotypes and prejudices. I could write
         another article based solely on how my beliefs and praxis created discomfort in the
         classroom when we dealt with issues of gender and sexuality. If it were in the scope
         of
         this chapter, I could especially describe how students squirmed at the mention of
         the
         words “gay” or “lesbian” and the shock they exhibited when I stated that they had
         no
         choice but to accept gay/lesbian/transgender students in their classes and to protect
         them from harassment because the law mandated that they do this.
      

      
      When students make prejudicial or stereotypical remarks, I usually ask them
         to examine how they came to these assumptions, and I also ask them to examine what
         these
         assumptions do to the students they will teach. For example, I try my best to help
         students demonstrate sensitivity to the beliefs of people who are indigenous to this
         area.
      

      
      Since I have a limited repertoire of examples related to Mexican belief
         systems, I often use the example of the “evil eye,” or what Mexican people call mal
            de ojo. I first came to know about the evil eye as I stood in line at stores and
         admired someone’s baby. Usually, if I look at the child any length of time, the parent
         will ask me to touch the child. When I ask the parent why, he or she explains that
         my
         touching protects the child from evil spirits. Even though I was not an adherent to
         this
         belief, I did what the parent asked because it did not cause me any harm.
      

      
      During one class, I mentioned this example and Emilio, a middle-aged
         pre-service student, responded to our discussion by writing this in his journal:
      

      
      
         
         I remember we were talking about, El OJO and how it’s polite to show
            respect on what people believe. I think that it’s all made up stuff. Why should I
            touch someone’s baby when I don’t believe what they believe. I shouldn’t have to,
            even out of courtesy. For me it’s like asking to pray for a stone god that I don’t
            believe in. Should I do it out of courtesy? I believe we should do what we want to
            do not out of courtesy or because people are asking us to do it, but because it’s
            something that we want to do. It’s what we believe.
         

         
      

      
      I responded to Emilio’s journal with these comments:

      
      
         
         If you felt you had to do it, it wouldn’t be courtesy. You do it out of
            respect for another’s beliefs, not because you have to. I think we missed the point
            on this one. Praying to a god is a personal act and very important. Touching a baby
            only has significance for the one who wishes you to touch them. It costs you
            nothing, but means a lot to them. Standing up in a synagogue or mosque during a
            certain part of the ceremony, or covering your head when you visit a church of a
            certain religion would be similar to touching the baby. We do it out of respect for
            others.
         

         
      

      
      Facilitating Resistance to Linguicism as an Outsider

      
      I do not believe that the linguicism I experience when I speak AAVE is
         nearly as pervasive or as harsh as the overt oppression Spanish-language speakers
         experience in this country. Oddly, my issue with the linguicism experienced by
         Spanish-speakers created conflict in my classroom. This conflict occurred because
         many
         of my students, some who were Mexican-descendant, disavowed the need to build on
         students’ ethnic pride by reinforcing their need to maintain the native language.
      

      
      Additionally, many students adamantly disagreed with the idea that they
         should code-switch to a secondary discourse other than standard English during
         instruction. Sadly, many students admitted that they intentionally forgot the Spanish
         they learned as a child and decided that their children would speak only English.
         Because this issue is critical to content literacy, much of our reading and discussion
         focuses on this issue. For instance, Anabel, a kinesiology major, explains:
      

      
      
         
         I’ve had students tell me that some of their teachers do know Spanish,
            but they refuse to teach the students in anything but English. This is extremely
            damaging to a student’s self esteem. One student at ____ high school told me that
            he
            once got reprimanded for trying to help a student who had just moved to the United
            States from Mexico and who did not know a word of English. Having gone before
            through the same experience as the new student, the student I was talking to felt
            that some teachers were just too insensitive when it came to teaching students
            unfamiliar with the language.
         

         
      

      
      Acting on their reflections about code-switching to vernacular Spanish may
         also constitute an act of resistance not just in the school environment, but in their
         homes and communities as well. Nevertheless, I believe that code-switching creates
         comfort among students in K–12 settings and facilitates a community where students
         are
         freer to ask questions, problematize the status quo, and learn with each other.
      

      
      Conclusion: The Journey Continues

      
       Reflection is not a onetime cure because our subjectivity is fluid and as
         people and circumstances around us change, we must reflect again and act accordingly.
         The portion of this study presented herein is just anecdotal evidence of the impact
         educators who are outsiders can have on the effectiveness of teachers. This area of
         study would be enhanced if an insider conducted similar research using the key
         components described herein. Additionally, university administrators could shorten
         the
         cultural and linguistic divide by appointing more professors from other ethnic groups
         in
         colleges of education. Ultimately, I only hope that the participants in this study
         learned to do more when they knew more.
      

      
      Notes
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            1. I use the term “Black” to refer to the intersectionality of my ethnicity (African
                  American) and my subjectivity which is strongly rooted in Africanist
                  epistemology. This term is decidedly sociopolitical, while the term “African
                  American” generically specifies my ethnic origin but reveals nothing about my
                  belief systems. I use the term “Black” in the same way Latin-American people in
                  the United States employ the terms “Latino/a” or “Chicana/o.”
               

            

         

         
            2. Although the term “Hispanic” is often used in reference to Spanish-speaking
                  people in the United States, I have chosen to use more culturally specific terms
                  that honor the native heritage of participants. Therefore, I use the term
                  “Mexican-origin” to describe U.S. students whose ancestral background is
                  Mexican, “Mexican” to describe students who are currently Mexican citizens. This
                  is consistent with my use of the terms “African American” and “European
                  descendant” to describe what some scholars might describe as “Black” and “White”
                  students. The term “Hispanic-serving” is the most common term used in scholarly
                  circles to describe universities whose student body is comprised primarily of
                  Spanish-speaking students from Latin American or Caribbean countries.
               

            

         

         
            3. I distinguish Whiteness from European ancestry because the two terms carry
                  different linguistic baggage. European ancestry avoids identity by skin color or
                  “race,” an idea that I believe deserves erasure. When I identify those who are
                  usually called “White,” simply because of their skin as “European-descendent” I
                  equate them to other ethnicities who self-identify according to their origins
                  (e.g. African American, Mexican American, and Chinese American). In other words,
                  they are no more or less American, and no assumption is made about their belief
                  systems simply because they are of European descent. “Whiteness,” on the other
                  hand, is a construct that carries with it a position of privilege assumed by
                  those who accept this identity. When I use the description “White,” I am
                  speaking of the way a specific group of European descendants position themselves
                  as national subjects who take full advantage of the privileged position their
                  skin color offers and assumes superior status based on it.
               

            

         

         
            4. All names except my own are pseudonyms.

            

         

         
            5. Unlike many content literacy classes that primarily use the types of texts that
                  middle and high school students would be assigned, I have chosen to use texts
                  like Friere’s—difficult texts for undergraduates so that they can related
                  metacognitively with what their students experience when reading challenging
                  material. This has been a very effective method for helping teacher candidates
                  empathize with the students they will teach while engaging sociocultural issues
                  relevant to literacy instruction.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 19

      Bilingual Preservice Teachers’  Conocimientos : Shifting and Evolving Consciousness

      
         
         
         
         Lilliana P. Saldaña and Josephine Méndez-Negrete

         
         
      

      
      Latinos, particularly those of Mexican origin, are the largest and fastest
         growing student groups in U.S. public schools (Téllez, 2005; Valencia, 2002). While
         most
         students of Mexican origin continue to live in states such as Texas, California, and
         Arizona—states that have been historically Mexican—many are living in nontraditional
         states such as Wisconsin, Georgia, and North Carolina, as part of a “new Latino
         diaspora” (Wortham, Murillo, & Hamann, 2002).
      

      
      The National Center for Educational Statistics indicates that Mexican-origin
         students are 16% of the total student population. Of these, many are immigrants,
         monolingual Spanish speakers, and “low-income” students who attend public schools.
         Unfortunately, despite educational reforms in the past 30 years, Mexican immigrants
         and
         Chicano students continue to have one of the highest dropout rates in the country
         (30%),
         tend to score lower on achievement tests compared to their white counterparts, and
         often
         face a number of schooling conditions related to school failure (Baker, 1997; Crawford,
         1999; U.S. Census Bureau, 2004; Valencia, 2002).
      

      
      Such schooling conditions and outcomes reflect a history of pervasive
         educational inequality and oppression experienced by Mexican and Chicano families
         and
         communities (Gonzalez, 1997; Valencia, 2002). As some teacher educators note, Latino
         teachers are believed to have an advantage in teaching Latino students (Au & Blake,
         2003; Darder, 1997; Sleeter, 2001; Téllez, 2005; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). They
         report that their shared experiences and identities make them preferred candidates
         for
         maintaining students’ community languages as they create a culture of knowledge through
         an academically challenging curricula. According to them, Latino teachers bridge the
         distance between school, families, and communities as they incorporate sociopolitical
         consciousness into their pedagogical practices (Au & Blake, 2003; Trumbull,
         Rothstein-Fisch, Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2001).
      

      
      However, teacher preparation programs are not necessarily designed to
         prepare Mexican and Mexican American preservice teachers to teach culturally diverse
         students. These programs are “[developing] the attitudes and multicultural knowledge
         base of predominantly White cohorts of pre-service students and thus differ in what
         they
         emphasize” (Sleeter, 2001, p. 96).
      

      
      Language Ideology and the Schooling of Mexicans in the United
         States
      

      
      Historically, Mexicans have endured educational inequality that dates back
         to the race and class formation of Texas (Montejano, 1987).[1] Since the Mexican–American War and the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe
         Hidalgo of 1848, in which the United States appropriated and colonized half of Mexico’s
         territory, people of Mexican origin have experienced racism and economic oppression.
      

      
      These structural inequalities have been expressed through language
         oppression, a form of racism that derides and devalues the Spanish language as it
         undermines communicative and academic practice. This is also the case with the
         organization of the labor market, which relegates workers from this group into a Mexican
         dual-wage economy that forfeits their cultural citizenship (Montejano, 1987; Ruiz,
         2000).
      

      
      Throughout history, exclusionary practices couched in theories of cultural
         deficit and cultural deprivation have justified “poor” education for Mexican people
         (Gould, 1984; Montejano, 1987; Ruiz, 2000). In regard to the Texas experience, Montejano
         (1987) claims that through the process of annexation and incorporation, Mexicans were
         relegated to second-class citizenship through the denial of their language and culture.
         Still, despite these practices, Mexicans have maintained and modified the Spanish
         language as a form of resistance to segregated schooling and English-only practices.
      

      
      By the early 20th century, Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico, and
         Texas formalized and institutionalized “English only” policies (Montejano, 1987;
         Valencia, 2002). For Mexican children in Texas, this meant the endurance of corporal
         punishment, school fines, and “detention classes.” These policies reinforced English,
         privileging the language and culture of the dominant group (Gonzalez, 1997; Valencia,
         2002). Delgado Bernal (1999) adds that censorship of “Spanish-language use among Mexican
         schoolchildren was a social philosophy and a political tool used by local and state
         officials to justify school segregation and to maintain a colonized relationship between
         Mexicans and the dominant society” (p. 261). This “language restrictive” period, as
         language scholar Colin Baker (1997) calls it, continued, more or less, into the 1960s,
         with the advent of the civil rights and Chicano movements.
      

      
      Still, Mexican Americans resisted assimilationist agendas by establishing
         school projects that enhanced the academic success of Spanish-speaking children in
         their
         local communities (San Miguel, 1987). In San Antonio, Texas, Mexican educators and
         activists created “escuelitas” or barrio schools that focused on reading and
         writing instruction in Spanish (Rodriguez, n.d.).
      

      
      With the arrival of Cuban exiles in the 1960s, institutional strategies for
         language acquisition were implemented through the Bilingual Education Act (Crawford,
         1999). According to Crawford (2004), these programs were “a leap of faith, an experiment
         based more on good intentions than good pedagogy” (p. 12). Although not in agreement
         with its policies, Mexican American educators and grassroots organizations supported
         bilingual education as a means to increase “educational achievement and higher
         self-concept among language minority children” (p. 193).
      

      
      Since then, Chicanas/os have advocated language maintenance and culturally
         enriched programs, yet the federal government continues to emphasize the “disadvantaged”
         and “mastery of English-language skills as the main purpose of the bill” (Ovando,
         Collier, & Combs, 2003, p. 58). Thus, the government prescribes and funds early-exit
         programs that transition students into mainstream classrooms. Today, the Department
         of
         Education continues to support English-first or English-only agendas.
      

      
      Culture in the Context of Bilingual Education

      
      Culture, Learning, and Academic Achievement

      
      Language and learning are central to the research agenda of sociocultural
         scholars when it comes to Latino education as they pave the way for culturally informed
         teacher practice (Echiburu Berzins & Lopez, 2001; Gonzalez, Moll, Floyd-Tenery,
         Rivera, Rendon, Gonzalez, & Amanti, 1993; Moll et al., 1992; Trueba, 1989). Among
         them, Trueba (1989) found that Latino children are more likely to succeed academically
         in “learning environments that encourage the use of the native language and culture
         as a
         means to continue the learning process started at home” (p. 25), thus validating
         students’ lived experiences and the social networks in which they interact.
      

      
      Gonzalez et al. (1993) and Moll et al. (1992), through “funds of
         knowledge,” whereby teachers capitalize on household and other community resources
         to
         organize learning, found that education that includes home culture “far exceeds in
         quality the rote-like instruction these children commonly encounter in schools” (p.
         132). With teacher activation of funds of knowledge, they gain a better understanding
         of
         their students’ cultural and intellectual resources. Thus, they obtain a fluid view
         of
         culture as opposed to its expressive quality—often represented as a “bag of tamales,
         quinceañera, and Cinco de Mayo celebrations” (Gonzalez, et al., 1993, p. 8).
      

      
      Others advance that the hybridity of the Mexican American experiences
         become a greater asset when incorporating mixed-codes, which are often the linguistic
         reality of Mexican communities, providing another resource for English–Spanish
         biliteracy (Gutierrez, Baquedano-Lopez, & Alvarez, 2001). Their approach provides
         a
         context for social and cultural development, creating a “linguistic third space” as
         a
         site for literacy. This, along with shared languages, cultures, histories, and
         experiences, builds a sense of confianza for students of color, availing them a
         cultural and linguistic mirror in which to see themselves.
      

      
       Monzo and Rueda (2003) found that relationships built on confianza
            (trust) and cariño (care) play a vital role for Latinos. They suggest that
         nonacademic experiences and the skills these children bring to the classroom can be
         critical in the learning of new concepts. However, they emphasize that this alone
         does
         not promote student success, unless it is grounded in quality of relationships and
         the
         activation of “funds of knowledge.” However, Rueda, Monzo, and Higareda (2004) argue
         that Latina/o teachers do not always tap into students’ experiences.
      

      
       On the other hand perceiving para-educators as a resource, these authors
         contend that they have the flexibility to discuss issues of poverty, immigration,
         language oppression, and cultural ambiguity, as para-educators enrich the classroom
         environment. Rueda, Monzo, and Higareda underscore the importance of preparing Mexican
         and Mexican American teachers to tap into their students “funds of knowledge,” urging
         the development of culturally responsive pedagogies based on confianza and
         cariño, which presupposes a relational interaction among teachers and
         students, albeit not always critical and reflexive.
         
      

      
      Is It Sufficient to Speak Spanish and Be “Brown”?

      
      Critical scholars of color argue that it is not enough for teachers to be
         of the same linguistic, cultural, or racial background as their students, particularly
         if they are to address student learning, community empowerment, and social change
         (Berta-Avila, 2004; Darder 1997; Téllez, 2005). They suggest that self-conscious
         teachers, who instruct from a critically informed reflexive approach, are more likely
         to
         draw student culture into learning that empowers while making culture visible in the
         curriculum. Also, Darder (1997) argues, “simply utilizing a students’ primary
         language—Spanish, Ebonics, etcetera—[does not] guarantee that a student’s emancipatory
         interests are being addressed” (p. 333).
      

      
      In support of this, Berta-Avila (2004) indicates that teachers of color,
         particularly Chicana/o teachers, need to position themselves beyond that of a role
         model, in order to counteract structures of inequality. According to her, Chicana/o
         teachers must be reflexive about their experiences with racism, because this unfolds
         the
         students’ worldviews and sociopolitical consciousness in their learning, facilitating
         empowerment and social transformation.
      

      
       In our research (Saldaña & Méndez-Negrete, 2005), we have learned that
         bilingual teachers and their students actively shape a consciousness continuum, whereby
         their knowledge of culture and language facilitates evolving pedagogies of empowerment.
         It is not enough to be Mexican to teach Mexican students. Teachers have to be aware
         of
         their social location and positionality to address the educational needs of Mexican
         students.
      

      
      The Need for Mexican and Chicano Educators

      
      Many scholars have noted a disproportionate number of teachers of color,
         including Chicana/o and other Latina/o teachers, who can bridge social, cultural,
         and
         linguistic mismatches between teachers (who are mostly white, middle-class and
         monolingual English speaking) and students of color (Villegas & Lucas, 2002;
         Trumbull, et al., 2001; Gay, 2000). In particular, Villegas and Lucas (2002) offer
         that
         teachers are often not prepared to think critically about issues of race, culture,
         class, and gender.
      

      
      Thus, teachers of color are not often prepared to include student culture
         and the nuances of structural inequalities. Still, there are efforts to prepare
         Euro-American teachers but few are developing teacher preparation programs that focus
         on
         the needs of teachers of color and their nuanced experiences (Gay 2000; Sleeter, 2001;
         Trumbull, et al., 2001; Villegas and Lucas, 2002).
      

      
      While scholars claim that teachers do not have to have a common heritage
         with students, they recognize that the presence of Latina/o teachers enhances learning
         because of their shared backgrounds, knowledge, and experiences with discrimination
         and
         prejudice (Darder, 1997; Rueda, Monzo, & Higareda, 2004; Monzo & Rueda, 2003;
         Téllez, 2005; Valencia, 2002). Still, others argue that Chicana/o and Latina/o teachers
         are “more aware of the elements of racism embedded within schooling, more willing
         to
         name them, and more willing to enact a socially just agenda for society (generally)
         and
         schooling (specifically)” (Quiocho & Rios, 2000, p. 488), although these scholars
         do
         not always account for the sociopsychological impact of internalized oppression and
         domination.
      

      
       In our research (Saldaña & Méndez-Negrete, 2006), we have learned that
         bilingual teachers are actively carving a consciousness continuum whereby their
         knowledge of culture and language facilitates evolving pedagogies of empowerment.
         We
         have also learned that it is not enough to be Mexican to teach Mexican students and
         that
         it is not sufficient to use translators to teach language.
      

      
      Self-Reflexive and Critical Knowledge in Bilingual–Bicultural
         Education
      

      
      While the sociocultural perspective in bilingual–bicultural education
         emphasizes student learning through linguistic and cultural “funds of knowledge,”
         the
         critical perspectives explicitly emphasize the importance of maintaining students’
         cultural and linguistic identities, as the development of a sociopolitical consciousness
         (Darder, 1991, Berta-Avila, 2004). This perspective challenges notions of “academic
         success” as measured by test scores and banking approaches to education (Freire,
         1970/2000), instead proposing to transform the learner, schooling conditions, and
         society.
      

      
      This is where Darder’s (1997) “critical bicultural pedagogy” is salient. In
         Darder, Baltodano, and Torres (2003), the authors define this as the link to “democratic
         principles of society and to transformative social action in the interests of oppressed
         communities” (p. 3).
      

      
      Saldaña and Méndez-Negrete (2005) and Josephine Arce (2004) examined
         teacher beliefs and practices. Arce found that, “programs that focus exclusively on
         culture and language issues may work within the established hegemonic power structures
         since they do not seek to challenge the institution” (p. 232). Likewise, Saldaña and
         Méndez-Negrete (2006) alerted us to the teaching practices of Chicana/o teachers who
         incorporate a critical perspective when they teach Mexican Americans students,
         ascertaining that education remains a liberatory process for all invested
         stakeholders—including teachers.
      

      
      Chicana Feminist Epistemologies

      
      Chicana feminists have linked “living” theories to issues about children,
         families, schools, and communities. They have examined class, cultural, and sexual
         differences among Mexican Americans and the ways in which these shape consciousness,
         identity, worldviews, and pedagogies (Anzaldúa, 1999; Delgado Bernal, Elenes, Godinez,
         & Villenas, 2006; Galindo & Gonzalez, 1999; Ruiz, 1998; Trujillo, 1998). Their
         work informs the ways in which language, culture, class, race/ethnicity, and gender
         experiences shape the knowledge and worldviews of Chicanas and the ways in which they
         theorize from their lived experience.
      

      
      While Chicana feminists have not focused on bilingual education pedagogy
         per se, their epistemologies are useful for the study of culture in the context of
         schooling. They provide a worldview for understanding preservice teachers’ notions
         of
         bilingual education and culture as central in the education and educación of
         Mexican American children and as active agents of empowerment and change in their
         communities of practice.
      

      
      For example, Vicki Ruiz (1998) offers the concept of cultural coalescence
         as a continuum for understanding culture. She theorizes about multiple cultural
         practices among Mexican women who “pick, borrow, retain, and create distinctive cultural
         forms,” as they resist institutional and cultural structures of inequality (p. 45).
         Her
         concept is useful in understanding the teaching practices and philosophies of preservice
         teachers, while still being able to challenge the dominant meaning of teaching bilingual
         education.
      

      
      Delgado Bernal (1998), in her Chicana feminist epistemology, “places
         Chicanas as central subjects,” where gender alone does not “determine the allocation
         of
         power and the nature of any individual’s identity, status, and circumstance” (p. 556).
         She argues that race, class, immigration, bilingualism, labor exploitation, and
         Catholicism contribute to the unique experiences of Chicanas. Therefore, a Chicana
         feminist epistemology in education research “provides a forum in which Chicanas speak
         and analyze their stories” of schooling, resistance, empowerment, and transformation
         (p.
         556).
      

      
      Complementarily, Torres (2003) studies the dialectic of internalized
         oppression as she interrogates dominance in her analysis of the power dynamics of
         language and culture in bilingual education. According to her, dominance “creates
         unintentional and unconscious acts of racism, classism, sexism and homophobia” (p.
         4)
         when disregarded as the opposing quality of internalized and institutional oppressions.
         This concept is useful for understanding power relations and the uncritical consumption
         of assimilationist educational agendas, given that these “everyday acts of oppression
         become normalized as they become the standards” (p. 85).
      

      
      Additionally, Gloria Anzaldúa (1999) provides her concept of
         intersticios, where psychological, sexual, geographical, cultural, and
         spiritual borderlands shape the experiences and identities of Chicanas, expanding
         the
         cultural foundation upon which teachers may rely. Because Chicana/o identities are
         complex and fluid, for Anzaldúa, this tension creates a mestiza consciousness—a
         confluence of indigenous, mestiza, U.S. dominant, and European (Spanish) cultures—that
         empowers and promotes critical knowledge. This notion is most clear in her
         conocimientos—a concept that “questions conventional knowledge’s current
         categories, classifications, and contents” (p. 541).
      

      
      In Anzaldúa’s view, Chicanas assert their culture as they come to
         understand oppression—gender, language, racial, ethnic, and cultural locations. Thus,
         she offers options for teachers’ own reflexivity to learn about their Indian/mestiza
         agency in the empowerment of Mexican families, schools, and communities.
      

      
      Culture, Language, Work and Education Legacies: A Study of
         Bilingual Teaching Philosophies
      

      
      In this chapter, we examine the ways in which Mexican American preservice
         teachers express their knowledge about culture and language. As we analyzed their
         work
         and education legacies, as well as their teaching philosophies to understand their
         respective ethnic/cultural locations, we learned that the professionalization of
         bilingual teachers must necessarily be framed within bicultural knowledge. Also, their
         understanding of their experiences with language, culture, ethnicity/race, and the
         politics that those identities implicated have provided insight about knowledge that
         empowers.
      

      
      Methodology and Study Design

      
      In this study, we designed a pre- and post-group research project to learn
         about the ways preservice teachers come to appreciate the origins of their teaching
         philosophies as well as their commitment to bilingual education. We devised
         teaching/learning instruction to facilitate the retrieval of their respective social
         histories and family legacies in relationship to their schooling and socioeconomic
         positions. Toward this end, we collected the employment and educational legacies of
         four
         generations in their maternal and paternal lines of descent.
      

      
      Also, these preservice teachers provided critical essays about bilingualism
         and bicultural education, family histories, their relationship to schooling, their
         perceptions of the communities’ relationships to the schooling of children, and analyses
         of texts. With this data, we have analyzed the participants’ family and community
         interactions, their past and current relationships with educational institutions,
         and
         their own lived experiences as a means to understand their relationship to teaching.
         We
         also have considered their experiences with language as most were not products of
         bilingual education.
      

      
      Who are they? Where are their origins?

      
      Of the 39 participants, 36 are females, with 3 males seeking
         interdisciplinary degrees and preparing to become bilingual educators. Most of the
         participants in this study are first-generation college students. They traced their
         origins to Mexico, San Antonio, and other regions of Texas. We begin with an analysis
         of
         their legacies.
      

      
      Work and Employment Legacies

      
      Over the generations, most of the participants’ ancestors were employed in
         agriculture and ranching, with a few small-business owners. With some exceptions,
         the
         women descendants were housewives and their counterparts were employed in agriculture
         or
         as laborers.
      

      
      When reviewing their work history legacy over four generations, all
         great-grandmothers were identified as housewives, with some doing agricultural work
         alongside their family. On the great-grandfathers’ sides, most were linked to the
         land,
         working in agriculture or ranching, although a few small-business owners persisted,
         with
         one grocer. There was only one teacher among all the generations.
      

      
      The grandmothers, who were identified as homemakers, continued the gender
         pattern. Still, they also worked alongside their families in agriculture or were
         employed in domestic-related fields, such as childcare, restaurant work, sewing,
         canning, and teaching. By this generation, the grandfathers were still tied to
         agricultural or ranching work, although there was an increase in migrant work for
         both
         males and females. Those who moved out of agriculture or ranching secured employment
         as
         blue-collar workers—truck drivers, mechanics, and quarry and factory work.
      

      
      Less than a handful within this generation obtained professional employment
         as a professor, a botanist, a politician, and a border patrol agent. The small-business
         tradition continued, however, with jewelry, restaurant, and grocery businesses. We
         have
         concluded that this is a reflection of the racialized dual-wage economy to which
         Mexicans have been relegated in the southwestern part of the United States (Montejano,
         1987).
      

      
      Although half remained primarily as housewives, mothers became employed in
         the service sector as housekeepers, nurse’s aides, secretaries, and sales people,
         with
         only one professional who worked as an administrator. With the fathers, employment
         in
         agriculture ended. Most were employed in construction or as laborers, with a few
         self-employed as small-business owners. Those employed in professional fields included
         a
         border patrol chief, a researcher, an accountant, and several managers and supervisors.
         This illustrates Montejano’s (1987) argument of the change from commercial agriculture
         to urban industrialization.
      

      
      Their Educational Origins

      
      As already stated, most preservice teachers were first generation college
         students, with ancestors who had from no to limited schooling, and parents who, while
         advancing in educational attainment, did not go as far as high school. Only one mother
         took some college courses.
      

      
      The data show that this population experienced limited mobility in
         education. For example, only 2% of the great-grandparents attended some college, while
         most lacked formal education. Four percent of the grandparents attended college, but
         still the majority only attended elementary and middle school, and a few went to high
         school. With the parents, the rate of college attendance increased to 22%. However,
         there is no evidence that any of the parents graduated from college.
      

      
      Still, their ancestors paved the way for the participants in the study to
         seek degrees. (Table 19.1 illustrates the distribution of schooling completed by four
         generations.)
      

      
      
         
         
         
         
         Table 19.1

         
         Formal Education by Maternal and Paternal Generations Among All
               Participants
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         *Total number of possible ancestors, according to reported data. With the great-grandparents,
            2% of the respondents did not providing data on some of their ancestors because they
            did not know it, and one participant did not have data for a grandparent.
         

         
         ‡Out of seventeen parents who attended college, eleven or 65% of
            those who attended college completed their undergraduate degree.
         

         
         
      

      
      This educational pattern illustrates the schooling experience of
         Mexican-descent children, supporting the notion that access to education was limited
         for
         earlier generations (Montejano, 1987; Ruiz, 2000; San Miguel, 1987). Still, despite
         laws
         that regulated language and schooling, each generation made incremental changes, showing
         that education remained integral to their lives.
      

      
      Couched within a review of the literature on teacher practices and
         identity, this project relies on Chicana feminists’ ways of knowing. Thus, it frames
         our
         analyses of their experiences and provides an understanding of language; of culture,
         work, and education legacies; and of teaching philosophies, which also served as
         analytic categories.
      

      
      The preservice teachers taught us that the more insight they gain on the
         institutional imperative for bilingual education, the more likely they are to be
         reflexive in their preparation and about the culture of schooling for Mexican Americans.
         The more aware and conscious preservice teachers become about their personal and
         historical legacies, schooling experiences, and parent–community relationships, the
         more
         likely they are to implement a bicultural–bilingual philosophy that’s inclusive of
         all
         stakeholders.
      

      
      Their midterm essays and our review of their reflexive papers yielded four
         qualitative typologies—traditional, ambivalent, aware, and conscious. These were not
         pure typologies but express the emerging consciousness of the participants. Only one
         San
         Antonio participant displayed traditionalist notions across the four analytic
         categories. Other patterns we observed included preservice teachers who were ambivalent
         about culture and teaching philosophy, but were traditional around issues of language,
         work, and education legacies.
      

      
      Those who were ambivalent about culture and language expressed
         traditionalist notions about their work and historical legacies, as well as their
         teaching philosophies. Most who were aware could be traditionalist in work and education
         legacies and ambivalent about culture and language. The conscious types still expressed
         awareness about their work and education legacies, but had not made the connection
         to
         how these informed their teaching philosophies. Although those who were conscious
         seldom
         occupied traditionalist notions, one participant expressed these qualities regarding
         language and work legacies. Otherwise the conscious preservice teachers were ambivalent
         or aware in their understanding of the analytic categories.
      

      
      While we present ideal types that capture qualities assigned to each of the
         categories, this project has reaffirmed that achieving consciousness is a lifelong
         process whereby self-reflection and the willingness to entertain divergent ways of
         thinking and solutions are life lasting. In the following narrative we elaborate on
         the
         typologies.
      

      
      Traditional—This type promotes standard notions of bilingual education and
         subscribes to a transitional phase into English dominance. They advocate normative
         notions of schooling and are more likely to consume instructional material and reproduce
         it in a prescriptive manner. More often than not, these preservice teachers fail to
         interrogate the assumptions or arguments embedded in the texts.
      

      
      Often, they expressed more concern with what they had to do to get an “A”
         or to pass the course. Also, these preservice teachers believed that they were in
         charge
         of teaching “deficient” parents how to “become involved” in their children’s education,
         seeing themselves as experts in a dependent relationship whereby teachers set the
         norms,
         standards, and expectations for instructional support and the family’s
         participation.
      

      
      One preservice teacher, in addition to expressing a male-centered
         narrative, spoke about culture and language. She said, “The child will feel proud
         that
         children are learning about his culture, values, and traditions. And he will want
         to
         share out loud in front of class.”
      

      
      Even though she recognized the value of the child and community’s
         linguistic and cultural funds of knowledge (González & Moll, 1995), this preservice
         teacher focuses on male children and their schooling competence, thus failing to
         interrogate mainstream discourses, particularly about the genderization of language.
         At
         best, traditionalists understood the importance of language and culture, however only
         for the “opportunity to learn at least a little bit about a child’s culture [so that]
         the child will be able to be less afraid and participate in class.”
      

      
      Ambivalent—These preservice teachers also reproduce the expectations of
         educational institutions. Although they do not critically or reflexively interrogate
         their part in the process of schooling, they cast doubts in the institutional
         approaches. While they articulate fluid notions of culture and language, they voice
         traditionalist assumptions about bilingual education and schooling. These preservice
         teachers are in-between ideas and convey conflicting notions of their nascent teaching
         philosophy. For example, when talking about culture, language, and parent–teacher
         interactions, one expressed:
      

      
      
         
         Language and culture are important because [I believe that] . . .
            parents and teachers communicate . . . in a way that will be meaningful to the child
            . . . understanding [this provides me] a perspective of what parents need to know
            and how I can help them to feel comfortable in establishing a relationship.
         

         
      

      
      This preservice teacher reproduces traditionalist notions of the culture of
         schooling, whereby teachers are the experts and parents are the recipients of their
         professional authority in a child-centered approach to bilingual education,
         acknowledging the value of language and culture.
      

      
      To further illustrate this typology, one preservice teacher demonstrated
         her ambivalence by itemizing the way that parent–teacher interactions ought to be
         carried out. In her view, a teacher’s responsibility should be “to help, guide, change,
         and understand,” albeit using a culturally translated approach.
      

      
      Another preservice teacher relies on an additive model, by including Latino
         families into her analysis. She offers, “It is important to understand structural
         and
         cultural differences among Latino families . . . to build conocimiento—help,
         guide, change and understand that person’s culture and traditions.” While modifying
         normative notions of schooling, by adding conocimiento about the Latino
         subculture, this preservice teacher still engages a prescriptive approach to
         schooling.
      

      
      Another preservice teacher, focusing on the child, expands this
         understanding of culture to include parent–community partnership in the schooling
         of
         children. She offers, “It is important to understand the language and the culture
         because in that way parents and teachers can communicate how they can work together
         in a
         way that will be meaningful to the child.”
      

      
      These preservice teachers display ambivalence in teaching outside the
         curriculum, placing emphasis on parent–teacher interactions in the schooling of
         children, recognizing the structural constraints and the ways in which the work and
         education legacies of Mexican and Mexican Americans shape their teaching philosophy.
         They observe that “Latino families often work several jobs just to survive and feed
         their children . . . and [to fit] in society.”
      

      
      While engaging a class analysis of schooling, they note that it is unfair
         to think “that all children should have the same knowledge when different families
         have
         different resources,” linking socioeconomic status to educational mobility. These
         preservice teachers infer that status is associated with miseducation because “Not
         all
         parents have the opportunity to have an education.” They further illustrate this
         inequality with their miseducation in the English language, which creates a “barrier
         for
         them to help their children with their homework.”
      

      
      These participants’ teaching philosophies were most evident in their
         discussion about parent–teacher schooling practices. When speaking about their teaching
         interactions, they displayed a cultural and socioeconomic sensitivity. One offered
         that,
         “schools should invite parent involvement and not demand it. They should work with
         the
         parents and not tell them how to be parents.” Still, believing that learning does
         not
         take place in the home unless teachers intervene by providing educational activities,
         these preservice teachers added that, “families and schools should work together to
         extend education to the home and not just limit it to the school.”
      

      
      Aware—These preservice teachers recognize the different interests involved
         in schooling, distinguishing the stakeholders involved in bilingual education, although
         they do not contemplate alternatives for change. To begin with, for the participants
         who
         reflect this typology, “it is important for educators to understand our society’s
         cultural differences,” as “teachers are linked [to] the child’s [schooling] and the
         parents provide the home-–education link.”
      

      
      They understand the value of home culture, seeing the importance of
         understanding “cultural and structural variances of Latino families because . . .
         [they
         uphold] different beliefs and points of view, distinct levels of educational background,
         and culture.” Still, while they speak to cultural differences, these aware preservice
         teachers begin with the assumption that the culture of schooling is distinct from
         Latino
         notions of learning, adding that they want to “make all people understand and accept
         the
         cultures we have in our schools.”
      

      
      Interestingly, they voice notions of educación, sharing “a sense of
         community that is very important for collaboration among school, parents, and
         community.” Incorporating values of educación, such as “respect and manners that
         [Mexican] parents instill in the children as an asset to our classrooms,” they explain
         that these parents “do not go to their children’s school because it may hinder or
         interrupt their children’s education,” not because it is a reflection of disinvestment.
         They advocate that, “educators should understand our society’s cultural differences,”
         perceiving educación as a form of parent involvement where “families provide
         support . . . and the foundation students need to [achieve their] goals, sharing a
         notion of “family support as critical to the development of students.”
      

      
      Finally, still departing from an educación perspective, they noted
         that, “when a parent does not feel intimidated by their language skills, he or she
         will
         be willing to communicate with others who respect his or her culture.” Even though
         “the
         school may provide a translator, or bilingual meetings to welcome parents from minority
         groups,” for these preservice teachers it is not sufficient to welcome Latino families
         into a mainstream culture of schooling.
      

      
      While expressing clarity about the relationship between culture and
         language, and schooling and educación, these participants seem to still be
         working out their philosophy of teaching. For example, one preservice teacher stated,
         “as members of our community, we have to let them [children and parents] know that
         the
         collaboration between schools and families is important in the education of
         children.”
      

      
      When speaking about Mexican-descent families, they understand time
         constraints due to employment and other responsibilities, recognizing their lack of
         time
         “with their children . . . [whose] job requires much physical effort . . . to support
         the family . . . and barely meet the requirements for school supplies set by the school
         district.” This socioeconomic analysis acknowledges structural limitations that
         working-class families contend with, although the preservice teacher blames the victim
         rather than extracting alternatives for inclusion.
      

      
      Finally, expressing gendered and class nuances, one participant critiqued
         single parents for their lack of accessibility in the schooling of their children.
         “The
         truth is that there are many times that a teacher needs to ‘chase’ a parent,” as she
         spoke about single parents who “work two or three jobs.”
      

      
      Conscious—Preservice teachers who reflect this typology incorporate a
         critical and reflexive examination of bilingual education. Most often, they engage
         a
         complex cultural analysis with the aim of changing institutional practice, while
         reflecting on their everyday interactions with students, families, and colleagues
         as
         integral to the schooling process. They value the reciprocity of language and culture
         and recognize that it frames their understanding of bilingual education from a
         relational perspective, while accounting for and taking ownership of a practice that
         moves beyond language maintenance and acquisition.
      

      
      This group expressed an oppressive and exclusionary view of educational
         institutions. One preservice teacher explained, “Schools’ history of educating Latinos
         is to eradicate the language and oppress our culture.” She offered that preservices
         teachers must “get involved to change the culture of schooling, then Latino children
         will have sense of belonging, acceptance, and feel equally important.”
      

      
      In her view, these changes will benefit society by creating incentives for
         Mexican and Mexican Americans “to continue education beyond high school and into
         college,” thus proposing a shift in the education of Mexican-descent children. Because
         “culture is a part of every student’s life and identity . . . culture and language
         create strong bonds between parents, teachers, and students,” we must not “forget
         about
         culture, because we only harm ourselves.”
      

      
      In addition to having fluid and multicultural notions of schooling,
         conscious preservice teachers understand the legacies informing their own educational
         experiences and how these shape their practice. One student captures this perspective:
         “My parents’ culture about education was that it was the school’s job to teach me
         English and history and math. But as far as customs, discipline, and beliefs, it was
         the
         home’s job.”
      

      
      Her understanding shows the bifurcation between school and home. Because of
         her self-reflexivity and ability to engage her parents’ practices in her schooling,
         this
         preservice teacher is “[starting] a new culture with [her] children . . . I got
         involved, met their teachers and staff, volunteered and asked many questions,” because
         “it is not that Latino families don’t care, it’s the barriers that keep [us] from
         participating.” Another student spoke to the reality that “parents work two jobs,
         and
         most work more than forty hours a week to survive in today’s economy.” This shows
         a
         class consciousness about working class constraints.
      

      
      All in all, these preservice teachers’ philosophies of teaching display a
         complex understanding of family–school relations, as well as sensitivity to culture
         and
         socioeconomic conditions. Conscious participants begin with the assumption that,
         “students come in all forms, shapes, and colors . . . with different needs . . . thus
         we
         must always take into consideration our common culture, history, and legacies as this
         will empower us to become better teachers. Instead of criticizing, [we must] work
         harder
         to ensure that students get the best education possible.”
      

      
      The conscious preservice teachers know that the students “may not have
         ‘ideal families,’ but that they do have the capacity and intelligence to succeed in
         school.” Their thinking reinforces a desire to establish a partnership for social
         change. In the words of one preservice teacher, “we must come together to change our
         society.”
      

      
      Finally, we have learned that as preservice teachers understand themselves,
         examine their work and historical legacies, interrogate the culture of schooling,
         and
         examine the texts to self-reflect on the theory and praxis of their teaching philosophy,
         they amplify their sense of selves and become more conscious about their liberatory
         potential in the instruction of Mexican and Mexican Americans. Departing from a
         coalescing consciousness, where the preservice teachers adopt, adjust, modify, or
         subvert language and cultural practices, these preservice teachers engage the process
         of
         self-empowerment in the teaching/learning relationship that is implicated in bilingual
         education (Ruiz, 2000).
      

      
      From Traditionalist . . . to Consciousness: Transforming the
         Culture of Schooling
      

      
      When education students reclaim and understand the cultural legacies they
         bring into the classroom, however nontraditional the legacies are, they consciously
         draw
         from their own experiences to make education relevant and inclusive. Through this
         process, they link their own lived experiences with those of their students, placing
         value upon their students’ cultural and linguistic practices in the learning process,
         because of what they have personally experienced.
      

      
      One participant who immigrated from Mexico recalled, “It was difficult to
         absorb so much at once. The language, the people, the culture, the weather, the
         structure of buildings, my mother and father working, all resulted in feelings of
         emptiness and confusion.” One can argue that bilingual education might have eased
         the
         transition. However, the shifts she had to make pertained, not only to schooling and
         language, but also to a binational experience that implicates her daily interactions
         in
         a culture not familiar to her.
      

      
      From these preservice teachers, we have learned that bilingual education
         was not limited to academic achievement or language learning. For them, it was most
         important for students to “grow up as whole individuals with knowledge of their
         culture.” Still, there were a few who upheld the perspective that anything can be
         taught
         by anyone so long as there is a curriculum to impart that knowledge. One preservice
         teacher offered,
      

      
      
         
         You do not have to necessarily know another language in order to teach
            bilingual education. What you do have to know are the tools, techniques, etcetera,
            to make the material comprehensible for a child who speaks another language besides
            English.
         

         
      

      
      Even though the analysis does not focus solely on race/ethnicity and class
         differences, most preservice teachers recognized that their own ethnic and cultural
         identity shapes and informs instruction, although not from a critical perspective.
         To
         begin with, while some recognized the complexity of bilingual education “because of
         the
         drastic differences between the Anglicized culture and the true Mexican culture,”
         they
         valued deep culture over the expressive practices of rituals and celebrations that
         are
         often misrepresented as the Mexican way of life.
      

      
      As nascent critics of knowledge, preservice teachers interrogated their own
         misperceptions or misrepresentations of Mexican families. As these preservice teachers
         unpacked their own biases, one observed: “I never knew that Mexican families had such
         different perspectives on education. I knew about some of the existing constraints
         . . .
         but I had no idea that culture and language were so much of a constraint on their
         families.” Without fear of exposing her own lack of awareness, she uncovers the meaning
         of educación and education. That is that the first encompasses social, moral,
         spiritual and cultural learning, while the second refers to schooling.
      

      
      This preservice teacher’s cultural analysis critiques the ways in which
         schools reproduce “correct” and “mainstream” cultural practices that bind students
         to
         normative practices. She learns to see bilingual education as a process that bridges
         language and culture in the schooling of children from a position of strength and
         family
         inclusion, rather than from one that tries to fit students into a normative curriculum
         that excludes. Another preservice teacher adds: “As a teacher, it means to fit the
         curriculum to the students’ conocimientos,” instead of “teaching to the
         mainstream.” Additionally, that “It is ultimately our responsibility to be mediators
         between schools and families, by establishing relationships, respecting cultures,
         and
         being open-minded.”
      

      
       For most who participated in subtractive schooling, their negative
         experiences became practices not to emulate. One, speaking about herself as a future
         teacher offered that, “we present positive attitudes toward the students.” Adding
         that,
         “With patience, understanding, and motivation, the children will be able to cope [as
         they learn] about the American culture and their parent’s culture.”
      

      
       This coalescing view of culture and language allows for the incorporation
         of both home and schooling cultures to promote a bicultural and bilingual environment
         in
         the classroom. This participant’s negative experience captures the desire to create
         positive learning in the classroom, as another wants to incorporate her “experience
         as a
         learning/teaching tool to understand and connect with children who are bilingual and
         experience personal problems as a result.”
      

      
      One participant captured the reciprocal relationship between language and
         culture. Elaborating on the lack of belonging of non-English speakers, she reflected
         on
         her cultural and socioeconomic background and how that informed her language and
         schooling experiences. She said,
      

      
      
         
         In my new school . . . it was a new culture, a new language, and a
            different environment. Everybody would just look at me [as] if I was an alien—my
            clothes, my hairstyle, and shoes were different—I couldn’t adapt to my new life. .
            .
            . There was a language barrier and I did not understand my teachers. It was
            terrible! I did not have a lot of friends.
         

         
      

      
      Inside this cultural ambiguity, the only place of connection for her was
         the ESL classroom, despite the teacher’s subtractive strategies. She explains,
      

      
      
         
         The only class that felt comfortable was ESL . . . most of the ESL
            students were in the same situation as me. My ESL teacher was very insensitive. .
            .
            . She was prejudiced, although I liked class because I could be with my classmates.
            . . . She used to label minority students negatively. Her ways of teaching were not
            motivating and she made us think we were a lost cause. The culture of the school was
            not my culture . . . it is the culture and discourse of the larger society . . .
            where we were expected not to succeed.
         

         
      

      
      In her narrative, she provides us text to draw the hidden injuries of
         race, class, and the cultural dominance that pervaded in her schooling experience.
         While
         becoming aware of the solidarity of language she shared with her peers, this
         participant’s ethnic/racial and socioeconomic background marked her to be set aside
         as a
         sociocultural failure.
      

      
      From One Extreme to the Other—the Binaries of Bilingual
         Education
      

      
      As previously mentioned, we noted shifts in consciousness among the
         preservice teachers. At the start of the project, 39 participants saw bilingual
         instruction as employment opportunities for those who speak two languages, displaying
         an
         instrumentalist understanding of bilingual education. Most of the preservice teachers
         viewed language and culture as mutually exclusive.
      

      
      However, because they were first-generation college students, it was not
         unusual for this to have been the case, given that, with the exception of three students
         whose ancestors were teachers, most were not familiar with the culture of schooling.
         The
         few who participated in ESL and transitional programs learned to conceive of bilingual
         education as a way of learning English, securing employment, and ensuring social
         mobility. Nonetheless, during the period of the course, the preservice teachers
         recognized that they had to draw out and include their own experiences, rather than
         solely rely on instructional guidance and the texts to derive their pedagogies.
      

      
      Through their self-reflection about culture, language, education and work
         legacies, and teaching philosophy, we found these preservice teachers changed their
         views after actively engaging a pedagogy that allows them to incorporate their lived
         experiences. We have learned that they value and wish to incorporate a deep view of
         Mexican American culture in their classrooms, thus disrupting dominant notions of
         bilingual education as only a language learning program.
      

      
      However, not all arrived at this consciousness. Post-conocimiento
         analysis and other data show that some preservice teachers continued to have
         contradictory views about bilingual education. Yet some voiced that it was important
         because bilingual education transitions children to the dominant language and culture,
         while maintaining their home language. Finally, others shared the importance of
         understanding the cultures of school and home, with particular attention to the ways
         in
         which they contribute to student learning, although they still subscribe to transitional
         and assimilationist models.
      

      
      Those preservice teachers who have had a binational schooling experience
         saw bilingual education as a complex “program that requires an understanding of school
         and parent cultures, that validates the—conocimiento, destrezas, y
            habilidades—awareness, skills and abilities of the students.” Their bilingual
         education notions were adaptive and promoted bilingualism as a means of transitioning
         into the mainstream. Their model of bilingual education was a unidirectional bridge
         into
         the English language and culture, showing an immigrant’s desire for Americanization.
      

      
      Those preservice teachers who received their primary and secondary
         education in Mexico brought an additive approach to their understanding of bilingual
         education, which rests on language maintenance as a means of shoring up their own
         language abilities, as they teach the dominant language. These preservice teachers
         conceived of bilingual education as a two-way bridge where learning is directed toward
         student success and to their own linguistic competencies. As most saw it, “bilingual
         education is keeping your culture and learning a new one, without forgetting your
         first
         language.”
      

      
      Moreover, “bilingual education is [creating] a bridge between two
         cultures.” Among those who adhered to an additive philosophy, one participant perceived
         bilingual education within a deficit model, arguing that it is “necessary for the
         benefit of the emotional, social, and cognitive development of minority group children
         who are disadvantaged, compared to mainstream culture children.”
      

      
      Conversely, some preservice teachers shared an integrated view of
         bilingual education where culture and language are linked. They saw the learning process
         as “going beyond teaching our students in two languages.” For them, bilingual education
         “is reaching out to your students by including their culture and interests in the
         classroom.” Bilingual education is a dynamic and collaborative process between families,
         schools, and communities, where the retrieval of history, culture, and language of
         Mexican Americans is at the center of schooling. Finally, among the most conscious
         preservice teachers, bilingual education “is more than just teaching in two languages
         .
         . . it also means to integrate culture into the curriculum.”
      

      
      Those who had been schooled in Mexico and the United States initially
         expressed their understanding of bilingual education as a way of obtaining dual-language
         proficiency and dual-culture citizenship. However, with the post-conocimiento,
         they offered alternative insight about bilingual education. While they continued to
         value students’ language and culture as a resource in the schooling of Mexican students,
         preservice teachers emphasized transitioning learners to the dominant language and
         culture as markers of academic success. Their awareness reflects an assimilationist
         perspective that privileges the dominant language and culture as a way to academic
         and
         economic success.
      

      
      This is not unusual as educational institutions instruct a normative and
         standard curriculum that often does not include nonmainstream cultures. Nonetheless,
         this cohort promoted the retention of the culture of home as a way of maintaining
         a
         sense of self between assimilation and coalescence.
      

      
      While there was a shift in consciousness at divergent levels of
         understanding, those born in Mexico demonstrated a shift toward critical consciousness.
         Initially, this group voiced that bilingual education meant more socioeconomic
         opportunities in two languages and learning and teaching in two languages. However,
         they
         shifted their notions to articulate the importance of bridging competing cultures.
         Given
         cultural hegemony, these preservice teachers sought to create a bridge between both
         for
         student success.
      

      
      Those who originated in San Antonio began with a definition of bilingual
         education as a way of maintaining one’s roots, while adopting English. The remaining
         half perceived bilingual education as learning and teaching in two languages as a
         way of
         becoming bilingual and biliterate. However, their post-conocimiento showed a
         shift in consciousness when they proposed to incorporate culture, as day-to-day
         practices. In their experience, parents and community had been integral in generating
         “pride in [students’] history, culture, and language.”
      

      
      While the San Antonio group voiced the importance of learning English and
         helping students make the transition to a new language, they also emphasized the
         importance of not “losing their values, culture, or language,” in their unwillingness
         to
         compromise student identity for academic success. Preservice teachers from other regions
         of Texas perceived that bilingual education is not just the teaching in two languages
         but also the practice of creating bridges between worldviews and cultures through
         family, school, and community collaboration. For example, one preservice teacher stated
         that bilingual educators can work toward student success when they understand their
         personal, family, and community value systems.
      

      
      Conclusion

      
      Through this project we have learned that preservice teachers develop
         their teaching identity and consciousness as they become more knowledgeable and
         reflexive about themselves and the students they will instruct. All showed varying
         nuances of change in regard to their understanding about culture, language, work and
         education legacies, and teaching philosophies. Overall, the participants have been
         able
         to become clear about the variant models of bilingual education. They have learned
         to
         accept those that have liberatory possibilities and to reject those that are narrowly
         defined.
      

      
      Although not initially linking language and culture as mutually dependent,
         respondents expressed an understanding of culture, albeit not always in the context
         of
         bilingual education. Many saw culture as important because it constructs, defines,
         and
         maintains students’ identity, as well as their values, practices, expressions, and
         “ways
         of being.” Conscious preservice teachers shared a bicultural outlook, as “culture
         gives
         us a sense of identity, as well as a foundation for us to get the best of two
         worlds.”
      

      
      They identified the importance of everyday life as epistemology. One
         participant illustrated this point by stating that culture “validate[s] our origins
         [and] gives significance to everyday life experiences.” Personal and cultural knowledge
         framed their epistemology for schooling, as they rely on coalescing approaches to
         shape
         their philosophy of teaching. Those who perceived bilingual education as a language
         program gained an understanding of the relationship between culture and language.
      

      
      Initially, while the majority of preservice teachers viewed bilingual
         education as a way of maintaining a student’s first language while adopting English,
         those who supported language maintenance were most likely to state the need for creating
         a bicultural–bilingual environment. Those who were most aware in their philosophy
         of
         teaching saw the importance of cultural infusion as a way to motivate students to
         learn
         and to facilitate academic success.
      

      
      When deeply analyzing their views of culture and language, whether they
         subscribed to a transitional or maintenance model of bilingual education, the preservice
         teachers were able to gain an understanding of culture and language as inseparable.
         According to one student, “culture is the first knowledge an individual has . . .
         everything we learn we apply to our everyday life.”
      

      
      Because they have been able to put into structural context their
         ancestors’ legacy, these developing teachers are becoming invested in the education
         of
         those who come from working-class backgrounds and who share historical similarities
         with
         them. Through their participation in this project, we have learned that when they
         reclaim their work and educational backgrounds, preservice teachers are more likely
         to
         value the culture of their students as well as to contemplate alternatives.
      

      
      One preservice teacher, who was raised by a single mother, offered: “I can
         relate to the importance of exposing children to our heritage, customs, and beliefs
         . .
         . my mother provided me with some cultural experiences and exposed me to my heritage
         without even thinking that she was doing the right thing.”
      

      
      Conscious preservice teachers recognized how sociocultural influences
         shaped their life experiences. “As teachers, we must see all children as hope for
         our
         future regardless of [their type of] families.” While her family experience was not
         a
         normative one, the participant acknowledges that poverty and a nontraditional family
         did
         not interfere with her love for learning. Because of her experience she could understand
         the needs of nontraditional students. This shift from awareness to consciousness,
         as
         preservice teachers take ownership of cultural, work, and educational experiences,
         frames the self-knowledge that avails educational possibilities for those children
         who
         will be in their classrooms.
      

      
      In summary, preservice teachers were cognizant of the link between culture
         and everyday life, identity, consciousness, and the creation of knowledge. Whether
         they
         subscribed to the process of language acquisition as a means to negotiate commerce
         or to
         maintain a connection to their cultural legacy, these preservice teachers began to
         recognize the importance of self-knowledge and cultural awareness in their personal,
         social, culture, and professional identity formation.
      

      
      This study found that preservice teacher awareness expands when
         sociocultural historical, educational, and work legacies, along with everyday lived
         experiences, become infused in the instructional curriculum. As they learn to
         interrogate their assumptions and biases, from an informed and critical perspective,
         they assume ownership about bilingual education as a cultural practice rather than
         just
         a linguistic approach. Moreover, they learn to challenge themselves and those around
         them, by critically examining their pedagogies and professional identity as teachers
         who
         come from Mexican American roots.
      

      
      Note
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            1. Montejano, in his examination of the relationship between Anglos and Mexicans in
                  the making of Texas, uses “Mexican” as an identity to mark the racialization of
                  this ethnic group, regardless of nativity, to expose the power relations that
                  created a racialized and bifurcated working-class group. Because education has
                  had a long history of racist and classist practices, we are choosing to use
                  “Mexican” as the identity marker to show the ways in which this group of
                  students has been miseducated, based on economic and ethnic location, although
                  the students themselves have used a variety of categories—Hispanic, Mexican
                  American, American, and Latino—to name themselves.
               

            

         

      

   
      Part VI

      Being, Becoming a Teacher—Reflections on Teacher Identity

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      
         That, really, is the point: to awaken persons to a sense of presentness, to a critical
            consciousness of what is ordinarily obscured. Without such experiences, we are all
            caught in conventional (often officially defined) constructs in such a fashion that
            we confuse what we have been taught to see with the necessary and the unalterable.
            Even if we grant, as we must, that we come to know the world by means of symbol systems,
            languages, schemata developed over time . . . even if we grant that we could not communicate with one
            another if we were not initiated into existing ways of knowing, the consciousness
            of our own consciousnesses, our own agency, remains important if we are not to be
            submerged. I would stress, however, that such consciousness seldom develops in isolation.
            It is most likely to develop in the context of dialogue, of communication, something
            of great consequence for schools. (Greene, 1984, p. 133)
         

         
      

      John Dewey (1916), wrote that “we grow as we choose the projects by which we create
         our identities” (p. 404). He was concerned about escaping from the “dominion of routine
         habits and blind impulse” and about “the accentuation of consciousness” (p. 404) that
         occurs when we are faced with an interruption in the ordinary flow of things, or when
         we confront novelty or something unexpected and had in mind what he thought education
         should become. Dewey emphasized the “conscious deliberating and desiring” that identified
         the engaged practitioner (p. 408).
      

      
       Indeed it is a matter of interest, Dewey noted, and interest signifies an active
         identification of the self with a certain object or project. Greene, like Dewey, was
         concerned with persons moving into wide-awakeness and with the making of life choices.
         Action, not merely behaving, signifies a sense of agency, an ability to begin something
         new in the light of untapped possibility. Imagining, choosing, people develop a consciousness
         of an enlargement of experience, a making of more and more connections, a tapping
         into funded meanings as new possibilities present themselves.
      

      
       Being, becoming a teacher juxtaposes the existential “becoming” with day-to-day perception
         one holds of “being” in the position of teacher. This is a distinction important for
         teacher educators to instill in students preparing to enter the teaching profession.
         Recognizing that one’s identity as teacher is not fixed, but rather that it is evolving,
         is important to the wide-awakeness to the work of becoming a teacher that we want
         our students to have. This wide-awakeness does not come easily nor without considerable
         effort.
      

      
       Each student, in seeking wide-awakeness in his or her becoming a teacher necessarily
         examines positions he or she has in life, whether it is race/ethnicity, gender, sexual
         orientation, age, etc. It is as important for the student who is studying to become
         a teacher to understand that whether or not they engage in the process of wide-awakeness
         with respect to identity, the world outside is defining their identity as teacher
         or “other,” and not always with the best interest of the student in mind.
      

      
       As a student of teaching, an individual is also a student of his or her self, and
         of his or her identity. Every student exhibits, as Danielewicz (2001) explained,
      

      
      
         gendered behavior which may or may not be conventionally consistent with visible physical
            characteristics; their sexual preferences (while often private) exist nonetheless
            and affect their personas; all have grown up as members of racial and/or ethnic groups
            their relation to which is not reliably observable; many profess religious affiliations;
            each person exists in a matrix of familial connections, immediate or widely branching:
            child, grandchild, sibling, niece or nephew, wife or husband—sometimes parent or even
            grandparent; they have all been shaped by the social class background and economic
            conditions of their families. (p. 23)
         

         
      

      The identities that students enter teacher preparation with, whether they are self-aware
         or not, “affect, influence, interact with, and often conflict with an individual’s
         attempt to become a teacher, to develop a professional identity” (p. 23). The importance
         of enacting a wide-awakeness as to one’s identity is part of the process of identity
         formation.
      

      
       Identity, as Jenkins (2004) explains, is understanding “who we are and . . . who
         other people are, reciprocally” (p. 5). Knowing who we are and who others are, is
         central to our everyday social lives (p. 7). Knowing where we come from is quintessential
         to becoming a teacher. One’s identity as teacher is the result of an ongoing synthesis
         of one’s internal self-definition in relation to one’s external definitions of oneself
         posited by others (p. 8).
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      Chapter 20

      Learning Our Identity as Teacher: A Palimpsest Writ Large in Life

      
         
         
         
         Patrick M. Jenlink

         
         
      

      
      
         
         The student becoming a teacher must carve out an identity space for him-
            or herself. Often this space is in the so-called borderland between identity
            positions or situated discourses, and is a space of continual becoming rather than
            an endpoint culminating in a singular identity construction. (Alsup, 2006, pp.
            6–7)
         

         
      

      
      At the heart of teaching is a fundamental question of who we are, both as a
         person and as a teacher, which revolves uneasily around the notion of a self, a
         coherent, perduring frame of reference that remains constant from one day to the next,
         one year to the next, and the next, and so on. For the teacher, such a conception
         of
         oneself is challenged by everyday experience, which reveals an undeniable mutability—a
         structural permeability to change—within one’s sense of self. The question of who
         we are
         is a question of identity, a question of what it means to be a teacher in the particular
         social, cultural, historical, and political contexts in which schools are situated,
         in
         this particular moment in time.
      

      
      Increasingly, teachers are entering educational settings where difference
         “connotes not equal, better/worse, having more/less power over resources, discourses
         of
         identity and difference are braided at many points with a discourse of racism, both
         interpersonal and structural” (Cohen, 1993, p. 293). Teacher identity is often framed
         by
         difference,[1] understood not as fact but as perspective. What is not defines the
         boundaries of what is. 
      

      
      The social, historical, and cultural contexts in which teachers work and
         live, and from which teachers derive their identity, play a significant role in shaping
         the many different “selfs” that are engaged in the social context of a teacher’s
         practice at particular points in space and time. Teacher identity is partly shaped
         by
         recognition or its absence, often by misrecognition of others (Taylor, 1994). Interwoven
         with individual identity formation is the development of cultural identity. 
      

      
      Recognition as a teacher, the strong and complex identification with one’s
         professional culture and community, is necessary for a positive sense of self and
         for
         the making of an involved and active community member.[2] Teachers must learn to examine the consequences that prevailing social
         practices have jointly had in the creation of their own lives and the lives of their
         students. 
      

      
      The formation of identity process that an individual experiences within
         social-cultural contexts is replete with multiple encounters that shape identity,
         one’s
         own and the identity of others. Recognition takes place within a horizon of socially
         imbued discourses, politically, culturally embedded practices, and normative conditions
         that work to shape identity circumscribed by those discourses.
      

      
      Identity and the Formation of Self as Teacher

      
      As teacher educators we must ask: What does it mean to be a teacher? What
         constitutes a teacher’s identity? Who determines what makes a good teacher? What is
         our
         role in developing teacher identity? For Dewey (1938), experience, education, and
         life
         were one and the same. He saw an individual’s experience as a central lens for
         understanding a person and the keys to educational experience as the principles of
         interaction and continuity.
      

      
      To understand a teacher’s identity, one must understand the teacher’s life.
         Drawing on Isak Dinesen’s (1981) Letters from Africa 1914–1931, we find a glimpse
         into the importance of understanding what constitutes the formation of self and what
         is
         necessary for the teacher in relation to his or her surroundings, and equally important,
         a glimpse into the importance that that understanding of one’s life world holds in
         shaping identity:
      

      
      
         
         What is it then “to be oneself”? It is not as easy as one might think. .
            . . it is not done by “having one’s freedom” to a greater or lesser degree, but that
            one must be in contact with one’s surroundings, —so that a professor of mathematics
            on a desert island or among the Hottentots or la belle Otero among Russian Dukhobors
            with the best will in the world cannot manage to be themselves, or be
            anything at all; first they must go out into other surroundings, and they can
            breathe again and develop their true personality. (Dinesen, 1981, p. 375, emphasis
            in original)
         

         
      

      
      For Dinesen, we must be in contact with our surroundings to be and become
         oneself in relation to the world and human geography that defines our location in
         the
         world at a particular moment. To be a teacher means to be in contact with the
         surroundings of our student, our self, and the community; in contact with the cultural,
         social, political, aesthetic, and emotional in order to develop one’s personality.
      

      
      Dewey’s (1938) belief that we must “understand the teacher’s life” speaks
         to the importance of understanding the surroundings that shape and are shaped by the
         individual’s “self” in becoming a teacher. That we write our identity as a teacher
         as we
         live our life in the classroom, speaks to the biographical nature of the self, that
         is,
         the self is written through experience. And that experience is shaping who we are
         becoming as a teacher, and at the same time our experience is shaping others who are
         in
         our biographical space. Greene (1978a) is helpful when she noted:
      

      
      
         
         All of us achieved contact with the world from a particular vantage
            point, in terms of a particular biography. All of this underlies our present
            perspectives and affects the way we look at things and talk about things and
            structure our realities. To be in touch with our landscapes is to be conscious of
            our evolving experiences, to be aware of the ways in which we encounter our world.
            (Greene, 1978a, p. 2)
         

         
      

      
      Greene’s notion of landscapes interprets into Dinesen’s surroundings, the
         importance of which lies in being conscious of those surroundings and their influence
         in
         the shaping of our self, our identity as a teacher educator or teacher. It is “through
         acts of consciousness that aspects of the world present themselves,” and “bring
         individuals in touch with objects, events, and other human beings; they make it possible
         for individuals to . . . constitute a world” (Greene, 1978a, p. 14).
      

      
       Writing one’s identity as a teacher, Dewey (1916) explained, requires that
         we, as teacher educators and students of teaching, understand that “the self is not
         ready-made, but something in continuous formation through choice of action.” (p. 408).
         He said that if an individual, say, was interested in keeping at his or her work even
         if
         his or her life were endangered, that would be because the individual found his or
         her
         self “in that work” (p. 408). 
      

      
       How students of teaching experience their preparation,[3] or how teachers in the classroom experience their jobs, how they interpret
         their positions, how they understand what they teach, what they know, don’t know,
         and
         don’t try to know—all of these are neither simply individual choices or simply the
         result of belonging to the social category, “teacher.” Instead, they are negotiated
         in
         the course of learning to teach or doing the job, in either case, through interacting
         with others. 
      

      
      Drawing on Dewey’s (1938) theory of experience and education, Connelly and
         Clandinin (1999) approach the issue of teacher identity from the perspective of
         teachers’ experiences and voices. They suggested that, “our identities are composed
         and
         improvised as we go about living our lives embodying knowledge and engaging our
         contexts” (p. 4). Our stories and experiences are the narrative expressions of who
         we
         are in our worlds, whether the world of the teacher education program or the world
         of
         the K–12 school. 
      

      
      We write our identities as teachers, and then rewrite them, often writing
         over earlier experiences that shaped who we are becoming as teacher. In this sense,
         our
         identity as teacher is like a palimpsest, not the product of a single moment, but
         a site
         of ongoing biographical production that fails to erase the traces of earlier social,
         cultural, political, pedagogical, narrative discourses. 
      

      
      Becoming a Teacher—Identity as Palimpsest[4]
         
      

      
      Teacher identity as palimpsest reflects an understanding that one’s
         identity in the present is written over multiple pasts, multiple inscriptions of
         experience. Identity is not something that is finally achieved, rather it is continually
         created, written as one’s biographical experiences shape the nature of who one is
         becoming as a teacher. 
      

      
      That doesn’t mean those pasts are transparently legible or completely
         recoverable; rather, it is that even in their very opacity or inscrutability, the
         most
         archaic inscriptions in the teacher’s identity as palimpsest do work by transforming
         and
         displacing what has been written over them (even as the later equally transform and
         displace their predecessors). As Sumara (1998) explained,
      

      
      
         
         What one remembers must always be reinterpreted in light of new
            knowledge and in the context of new experiences. What and who is remembered, then,
            is not some perfectly preserved fragment of experience or identity from the past
            but, rather, is an image that is newly understood and resymbolized in the present.
            (p. 203)
         

         
      

      
      Just as the palimpsest retains everything written on it from the past, even
         if the legibility of its inscriptions diminishes with more and more overwriting, so
         to
         does the teacher’s identity retain past experiences. But this is in some way a false
         dichotomy: the teacher’s identity, like the palimpsest, resists any fantasy of total
         historical legibility or recovery; that is, we do not see the earlier identity but
         rather the emerging identity, the teacher who is becoming what he or she is meant
         to
         become as a teacher. In this sense, past inscriptions from discourse and practice
         are
         constantly rendered opaque even as their traces remain. 
      

      
      What palimpsest foregrounds, as metaphor for teacher identity, is how this
         process of creating oneself as a teacher is more cultural, relational, and biographical.
         The continual shifts in the relations of our experiences and one’s ongoing sense of
         identity are facilitated by what Merleau-Ponty (1962) called the “cultural objects”
         that
         mediate the relations of our experience (pp. 347-348). Whereas he is referring to
         material objects, we find that pedagogical practice, discourse, and biographical
         experiences culturally shape the teacher’s identity.
      

      
      When teacher identity is understood as “becoming a teacher,” learning how
         to teach is described as a process of transposing teaching skills onto persons who
         have
         the virtues necessary to become a teacher. The self that comes to the enterprise of
         teaching is viewed as the foundation for the skills and behaviors needed for effective
         teaching. Understood in this way, the work of teacher education becomes one of
         transposition rather than transformation. We must, as teacher educators, take into
         consideration the conditions into which students of teaching will enter (i.e., the
         classrooms and schools in which they will be teaching) and the importance of all the
         knowledge derived from life experience, which they bring with them as they learn their
         identity as teacher.
      

      
      Imagining Our Self as Teacher—Fictive Identity

      
      Identity, like the palimpsest is written over time. The preteaching life of
         the teacher reflects but one of many layers of biographical narrative that is written
         over. The dissonance between the preteaching life and the life of teaching is mediated
         by use of a fictive identity. As Dolloff (1999) argued,
      

      
      
         
         We all have very clear images of what teachers look like. After all, we
            have experienced teachers formally and informally for most of our lives. In addition
            to the many teachers that we hold in our memories from our schooling, we have
            accumulated a vast number of fictional teachers—teachers portrayed in art, in film,
            in theatre, and many other areas of popular culture. (p. 191)
         

         
      

      
      Such images serve as a fictive identity of what a teacher is in society,
         and in each individual’s own life world. The importance of this recognition is that
         the
         student of teaching situated in learning-to-teach experiences, must mediate a dissonance
         between his or her preteaching life, and his or her life as experienced teacher. Such
         mediation is accomplished by use of the “fictive identity.” This fictive identity
         of the
         teacher, while created in part by experiences early in life, is fostered as much by
         myth
         as by truth. 
      

      
       Also, the fictive identity of a teacher is composed not only of elements
         of the student of teaching’s already experienced world of understanding, but also
         of the
         various cultural myths associated with the social idea of “teacher.” Fictive identity
         is
         constructed in the culture in which we grow up, including institutionalized schooling,
         our homes and families, and the arts and media (Dolloff, 1999).
      

      
      Creating Commonplaces for Our Self as Teacher—Cultural
         Identity
      

      
      Teacher identity is shaped through experience; over time the biographical
         memory is written as one layer upon another to form the palimpsest of the teacher
         identity. Teacher educators must recognize the importance of creating surroundings
         for
         learning in which the student of teaching may find a commonplace for learning, shaping,
         and critically examining the formation of identity. 
      

      
      Michael Ondaatje’s (1992) The English Patient is instructive in
         understanding the importance of commonplaces of identity. In his novel, Ondaatje
         chronicles the lives of four strangers who come together for a time at the end of
         World
         War II in the abandoned, bombed-out Villa San Girolamo, in the hill town north of
         Florence. One these characters, a pilot who was burned beyond recognition in a plane
         crash, chooses not to reveal his name or any personal details about himself to the
         others; therefore he is assumed to be of English decent and is referred to by the
         others
         as “the English patient.” 
      

      
      The only artifact the English patient salvages from the crash is a worn
         copy of the Greek historian Herodotus’s The Histories (trans. 1954), which he has
         carried with him for over three decades. The book has become the English patient’s
         palimpsest, a rewriting over time of The Histories, each new narrative carefully
         written in the margins of the text, artifacts and clippings from newspapers, other
         books, letters from others, and notes to himself pasted over pages or inserted between
         pages. As the English patient has experienced his surroundings, the book has become
         a
         commonplace for him to write his memories; the book grown to more than twice its
         original thickness over the years is referred to by him as his “commonplace book”
         (Ondaatje, 1992, p. 58).[5]
         
      

      
      Teacher educators are responsible, in part, for mediating learning that
         ensures students of teaching “examine socially and culturally constructed realms of
         interpretations in which particular characters and actors are recognized, significance
         is assigned to certain acts, and particular outcomes are valued over others” (Holland,
         Lachicotte Jr., Skinner, & Cain, 1998, p. 52). The student of teaching has his or
         her “commonplace book” that reflects how the cultural identity of self as teacher
         is
         formed and reformed in relation to the everyday activities and events that are the
         substance and meaning of teacher identity. The teacher-education program serves as
         perhaps a formative space for students of teaching to construct a “commonplace,” where
         the cultural identity of teacher may be examined and understood in relation to the
         work
         of teaching in culturally diverse classrooms. 
      

      
      Writing Our Self as Teacher—Biographical Identity

      
      Struggling to understand the past, the characters in The English
            Patient draw our attention to excerpts of memory, passages from books, fragments
         or ruins, and isolated statues and images of art, and thus the novel’s narrative as
         a
         whole presents a theory of history that replicates the discourse of the patient who
         “speaks in fragments about oasis towns, the later Medicis, the prose style of Kipling,
         the woman who bit into his flesh. And in his commonplace book, his 1890 edition of
         Herodotus’s The Histories, are other fragments—maps, diary entries, writings
         in many languages, paragraphs cut out of other books” (Ondaatje, 1992, p. 96). 
      

      
      The copy of Herodotus’s The Histories the patient carries with him
         operates, in part, as a motif of biographical memory for the English patient. As the
         lives and identities of the four strangers in Ondaajte’s novel intersect, generating
         new
         dimensions to their biographical lives, we find that a commonplace of identity is
         shaped. 
      

      
      Just as the English patient’s book, which he has “added to, cutting and
         gluing in pages from other books or writing in his own observations—so they [the
         strangers] all are cradled within the text of Herodotus,” (Ondaatje, 1992, p. 16),
         and
         the biographical memories offer an understanding of how, just as “poems imbedded in
         diary entries are inserted within Herodotus’s pages” (Novak, 2004, p. 213), just as
         the
         palimpsest is written over, again, and again, “the memories that compose the narrative
         of the patient and the novel’s narrative as a whole create a discontinuous vision
         of
         both past and present by ripping isolated moments and images out of their context
         in one
         narrative and drawing them into connection with one another” (p. 213). 
      

      
      In much the same way, developing teacher identity requires a commonplace
         within which the student of teaching may examine the discourses, the cultural artifacts
         (objects), the experiences, and the memories that work to shape his or her identity.
         It
         is in the commonplaces that that teacher writes and rewrites the biographical identity
         of teacher. Importantly, as Ondaatje (1992) noted, it is through memory, “things are
         smashed, revealed in new light” (p. 97). For the English patient, this image of “things
         smashed, revealed in a new light” reflects both the characters’ and the texts’ encounter
         with the past and reflects a rewriting of the palimpsest of their lives through the
         experiences shared in the abandoned villa. For the teacher, it is the image of “revealed
         in a new light” that holds significance as the palimpsest of identity is written,
         and
         rewritten in and through the social, cultural, political, and pedagogical experiences
         of
         teaching.
      

      
      Questioning our Self as Teacher—Provoked Identity

      
      Greene (1978b), writing in Teaching the Question of Personal
            Reality, noted that memory is what allows us to create a story about ourselves: “We
         identify ourselves by means of memory” and memory helps us “compose the stories of
         our
         lives” (p. 33). Our stories and biographical narratives as teacher are related to
         our
         being-in-the-world because the stories of ourselves arise out of “the patterns and
         schemata” that “we use in the process of sense-making,” and these cultural patterns,
         which are also narratives, have been “made available to us” by previous stories, earlier
         biographical lives, that is, the ones that we read in childhood or studied in school
         and
         that comprised the canon on which our literary and cultural education was based (Greene,
         1978b, p. 24). 
      

      
      Being-in-the-world and participating in the composing of our biographical
         self also implies a social responsibility. Being-in-the-world requires the student
         of
         teaching to understand his or her surroundings, and to be aware of how master narratives
         shape one’s identity as teacher. Such narratives are ideological, serving political
         and
         cultural agendas. Within a world characterized by plurality—that is, the existence
         of
         biographies other than our own—we may not be able to choose the narrative of our origin
         (birth and childhood), but we can choose to attend to and teach stories other than
         “the
         master story” we have been accustomed to hearing (Greene, 1995, p. 118).
      

      
      Teacher educators must assist students of teaching in learning the
         importance of being provoked into a “heightened sense of agency” by being connected
         to
         their life worlds and by being encouraged to “recover their own landscapes” (Greene,
         1995, p. 48). Who or what provides that provocation? Without providing a template,
         Greene explained that, “we have to be there in the first person . . . eager to tell
         our
         stories and listen to others, eager to attend to the changing culture’s story in which
         so many narratives intermesh” (1995, p. 37). 
      

      
      The provocation comes from within the individual, with teacher educators
         providing experiences to understand the work of provocation and the need for a
         “heightened sense of agency.” Provocation in this sense must come from the
         teacher-as-individual aware of others and of the impact of self of the teacher on
         others.
      

      
      Situating Our Self as Teacher—Spatial Identity

      
      Much like the four strangers in Ondaatje’s The English Patient, for
         teacher educators working to develop an identity as teacher in students of teaching,
         it
         is easy to become confused about the beginnings and endings of personal and collective
         identities. It is necessary to examine the surroundings of the student as he or she
         learns to teach, both in the classroom and in the field. Sumara (1998) explained:
      

      
      
         
         Identity is something that co-emerges with one’s ever-shifting
            geographical, interpersonal, and intertextual experiences, and that identity is
            always the product of the interpretative work done around the continual fusing of
            past, present, and projected senses of self. I try to create literary experiences
            that facilitate and support this important work. (p. 206)
         

         
      

      
      Through their ongoing practice of reading and interpreting the English
         patient’s commonplace book the four strangers are able to make sense of the blurred
         relations between beginnings and endings. For teacher educators, we must foster, through
         pedagogical, situational spaces, the commonplaces for understanding and developing
         teacher identity, developing the teacher’s spatial identity as self in the classroom
         and
         in relation with the self of each student. Such pedagogical, situational space as
         commonplace occurs within the cumulative and collective intertextual relations among
         teacher educators, students of teaching, learning activities, biographical narratives,
         cultural and political texts, and contexts of discourse and practice.
      

      
      Developing spatial identity is concerned with learning to teach in
         situated, authentic contexts where the student of teaching is a part of a discourse
         community that includes actual practicing teachers, students, administrators, and
         other
         cultural workers engaged in spatial discourses and practices (de Certeau, 1984) that
         write and rewrite the biographical life of the school. Importantly, students of
         teaching, in all their diversity, must learn to examine the consequences that prevailing
         social discourses and practices have jointly had in the creation of their own life
         worlds and the life worlds of the students they will one day teach, situated in the
         classrooms and schools of urban, suburban, and rural settings. 
      

      
      Teacher educators must understand the spatial nature of learning to teach
         and its relationship to the development of identity as teacher, each inextricable
         from
         the life of the teacher when he or she enters the classroom as teacher for the first
         time, or any time thereafter. Teacher education may be defined, in large part, as
         discourses and practices that transform learning “spaces into places” of identity
         development (de Certeau, 1984, p. 118). 
      

      
      Teacher educators have a professional and social responsibility in
         developing both identity and agency in teachers. Heikkila (2001) is instructive with
         respect to the importance of understanding the nature of space and spatial identity
         when
         he argued that space “matters because it mediates the experiences of people in places,
         and further, it shapes the structure of the opportunity set available to them” (p.
         266).
      

      
      Final Reflections

      
      Learning our identity as teacher is often undermined by alterity, as
         Charles Taylor (1992) reminded us; alterity reveals the dependence of the self on
         an
         other at precisely the time when the social guarantee of another is no longer in place”
         (p. 35). The simultaneous interiorisation of identity (to an interior increasingly
         other) and the rise of the ideal of social equality means that “What has come about
         with
         the modern age is not the need for recognition but the conditions in which the attempt
         to be recognized can fail” (Taylor, 1992, p. 35). The work of teacher educators is
         made
         even more difficult when we consider that the conditions in schools across society
         have
         made it increasingly difficult to become a teacher.
      

      
      The development of a strong sense of identity and agency is more critical
         now that perhaps ever before. We must understand that identity is a palimpsest being
         written each moment of our teaching lives, and that our identity is also being written
         over, that there are cultural, political, ideological forces at work trying to erase
         the
         teacher’s identity. Erasure is just as much an inscription in the identity of teacher
         as
         is any “positive” discourse or practice. Returning to Ondaatje’s (1992) English patient,
         we understand his conviction and his sense of self as he looses himself in the desert,
         which he believes can never be owned or named:
      

      
      
         
         The desert could not be claimed or owned—it was a piece of cloth
            carried by winds, never held down by stones, and given a hundred shifting names long
            before Canterbury existed, long before battles and treaties quilted Europe and the
            East. . . . It was a place of faith. We disappeared into the landscape. (pp.
            138–139)
         

         
      

      
      Our greatest concern as teacher educators should be that the desert can be
         claimed, owned, and that the identity of teacher can be owned by those forces that
         work
         to accomplish their political or ideological agendas at the expense of our children,
         our
         democratic society, our future, and most importantly at the expense of our identity
         as
         teachers.
      

      
      Notes
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            1. I use the word “identity” in the singular here, as a way to talk about how
                  individuals construct who they are in relationship to moments in space, place,
                  and time. Identity does not convey a singular and fixed construction, but rather
                  it is nonunitary, evolving within the multiple, shifting contexts in which we
                  live, and is created within and through social and cultural discourse. The
                  social, historical, and cultural contexts in which we live, and from which we
                  derive our identity, play a significant role in shaping the many different
                  “self’s” that are engaged in the social context of our practice at a particular
                  point in space and time.
               

            

         

         
            2. Appiah (2005) is instructive in understanding the complexity of forming teacher
                  identity in the diverse and pluralistic society that defines the educational
                  surroundings: “The social identities that clamor for recognition are extremely
                  multifarious. Some groups have the names of the earlier ethnicities: Italian,
                  Jewish, Polish. Some correspond to the old races (black, Asian, Indian); or to
                  religions (Baptist, Catholic, Jewish, again). Some are basically regional
                  (Southern, Western, Puerto Rican). Yet others are new groups that meld together
                  people of particular geographic origins (Hispanic, Asia American) or are social
                  categories (woman, gay, bisexual, disabled, Deaf) that are none of these” (p.
                  117). 
               

            

         

         
            3. The “student of teaching” as I use the designation in this text refers generally
                  to the preservice teacher who is preparing to teach. However, because I believe
                  that teacher educators must also be, as Freire (1998) explained, students of
                  learning to teach, I include the teacher educator as a student of teaching. In
                  this sense, “Whoever teaches learns in the act of teaching, and whoever learns
                  teaches in the act of learning” (Freire, 1998a, p. 31). In the context of
                  teacher identity and our role as teacher educator, “The importance of the
                  identity of each one of us as an agent, educator or learner, of the educational
                  practice is clear, as is the importance of our identity as a product of a
                  tension-filled relationship between what we inherit and what we acquire”
                  (Freire, 1998, p. 70).
               

            

         

         
            4. Palimpsest, which in the original Greek word palimpsestos is a compound of palin,
                  “again” and psestos, “rubbed smooth,” is defined as a parchment or other piece
                  of writing material from which one writing had been erased to make room for
                  another, often leaving the first faintly visible, a process to which many
                  ancient manuscripts were subjected. Often the erasing wasn’t altogether
                  successful and the original writing showed through. This is why the word also
                  has the meaning of something that has been changed but which still shows traces
                  of its earlier form, perhaps a building which has been altered but whose
                  original structure is still recognizable. When considering identity as
                  palimpsest, the palimpsest translates not as the product of a single moment, but
                  as a site of ongoing textual, or in the case of the teacher, biographical,
                  production that fails to erase the traces of earlier inscriptions or social,
                  cultural, political, pedagogical, imprints.
               

            

         

         
            5. The English patient’s commonplace book, Herodotus’s The Histories, serves
                  as a “cultural object” (Merleau-Ponty, 1962) and at the same time a palimpsest
                  of the English patient’s identity. As Merleau-Ponty (1962) explains: “In the
                  cultural object, I feel the close presence of others beneath a veil of
                  anonymity. Someone uses the pipe for smoking, the spoon for eating, the bell for
                  summoning, and is through the perception of a human act and another person that
                  the perception of a cultural world could be” (pp. 347-348). By reading the book,
                  the strangers are able to examine the layers of biographical text written over
                  the identity of the English patient, and at the same time, the strangers are
                  able to read the artifacts that surround the human subject and the identity of
                  that subject (in this case each of the strangers, with the English patient as
                  the central figure of discourse), whether material (such as the pipe, the spoon,
                  the bell) or linguistic (the stories we tell of our experiences), become
                  “commonplaces” for these ongoing interpretations of identity.
               

            

         

      

      Chapter 21

      Coda: Needed—A Pedagogy of Identity in Teacher Preparation

      
         
         
         
         Patrick M. Jenlink

         
         
      

      
      
         I regard “becoming a teacher” as an identity forming process whereby individuals define
            themselves and are viewed by others as teachers. Two questions are central: How does
            “becoming” happen and how can it be encouraged? A good teacher (I have no specific
            practices or qualities of teachers in mind here) is an invested teacher, someone who
            identifies him- or herself as a teacher. To be effective, to be really good, to retain
            a vision of success and intellectual development for one’s students in social climates
            not conducive to such endeavors, to persist despite the low regard our culture has
            for such work—then one must be a teacher, not just act like one. (Danielewicz, 2001, p. 3)
         

         
      

      The extent to which teacher educators critically examine and cultivate in students
         of teaching a conception of “self” as racially, socially, and culturally constructed
         texts is critical to understanding identity as teacher. This means that teacher educators
         examine their pedagogical understandings; it means they must examine their own palimpsest
         of identity. As Mullen (1999) argued, teacher educators “must consider how our approaches
         to teacher education can explore “the struggles and rewards of engaging pre-service
         teachers as they construct and critique their own cultural self-identities” (p. 151).
         As well, teacher educators must understand that learning one’s identity is intertwined
         with social agency, and that as such agency is “not simply a matter of places, but
         is more a matter of the spatial relations of places and spaces and the distribution
         of people within them” (Grossberg, 1996, p. 101).
      

      
      A pedagogy of identity is not about engaging only the positionality of our students
         of teaching, it is also about understanding the nature of teacher educators’ own identities
         as they have and are emerging within and between different social, cultural, political,
         and spatial discourses and practices. Teacher educators who understand the formation
         of students’ identities are individuals who also understand the formation of their
         own identities. In this sense, teacher educators must engage in a pedagogy of identity
         that critically examines the consequences that dominant discourses and practices have
         had in the creation of their own lives and the lives of their students.
      

      
       With respect to cultivating a pedagogy of identity in teacher preparation, it is
         important to understand, as Spodek (1974) has argued: “All teacher education is a
         form of ideology. Each program is related to the educational ideology held by a particular
         teacher educator or teacher education institution, even though the relationship may
         not be made explicit” (p. 9). As such, spatial discourses and practices shape the
         identity of both teacher educator and student, often in ways not desired. A pedagogy
         of identity understands that the “embodiment of a teacher identity is an important
         part of learning to teach” (Alsup, 2006, p. 105).
      

      
      Importantly, a pedagogy of identity works to mediate the ideological positioning of
         identity and creates discourses within the preparation program and experiences that
         address the difficulty of developing a professional identity as teacher. Such a pedagogy
         understands that “even under best of circumstances, even though it might be uncomfortable
         for us and such a discussion might mean revealing some of our own perceived weaknesses”
         it is a necessary part of rewriting the palimpsest of identity (Alsup, 2006, p. 7).
      

      
      Teacher educators must necessarily situate the student of teaching within spatial
         discourses as a part of the process of developing a professional identity, drawing
         on
         various discursive genres. As Alsup (2006) argued, situating the student of teaching
         in
         spatial discourses concerned with the social, cultural, political, pedagogical, and
         spatial nature of identity, “and then critically analyzing their relationship to one’s
         developing [a pedagogy of identity], is essential to professional identity formation
         and
         the making of a good teacher” (p. 7).
      

      
       The teacher educator concerned with development of a professional identity of teacher,
         recognizes that a pedagogy of identity requires also creating “curricular experiences
         that facilitate complex interpretation . . . creating these ‘commonplace locations’
         for interpretation involves a deliberate process of creating intertextual and interpersonal
         links among texts, readers, situations, and responses to these” (Sumara, 1998, p.
         206). Such pedagogy and curriculum, purposed with developing a professional identity,
         is continuously calling into question the location of identity, asking the question:
         Where is the essence of “self” located?
      

      
       At the same time, the merging of pedagogy and curriculum as a spatialization of identity
         recognizes that one’s self, one’s identity is somehow circumscribed in one’s relation
         with others within a perceived and contextualized world of significance. Dinesen’s
         (1981) surroundings and Greene’s (1978) landscapes serve as spatial metaphors, spatial
         texts that shape the self and one’s identity.
      

      
       Just as the readers of The English Patient (Ondaatje, 1992) become part of
         the complicated process of understanding identity and self-interpretation, they also
         become involved in a literary anthropology in which their interactions in the
         commonplace, the reading of a literary work, redefine the boundaries of their various
         identities. In teacher preparation, the pedagogy of identity advances an understanding
         of the importance of exploring the fictional as well as the nonfictional world of
         teaching, exploring the many different layers of identity that one takes on during
         his
         or her life as teacher.
      

      
      As teacher educators, it is important that we understand the place of a pedagogy of
         identity, the necessity of providing a space within which one can become the author
         of one’s own interpretations of one’s identity as teacher. These interpretations,
         however, cannot be extricated from one another. The interpretation of the teacher
         educator and that of the student overlap and intertwine within an ever-evolving and
         unstable web of contextualized relations. For the English patient, his copy of The Histories (Herodotus, 1954) becomes a biographical text of his ever-evolving and transforming
         self. Each time he rereads a passage, each time he adds new words, he ritualizes the
         process of self-interpretation.
      

      
      In much the same way, through a pedagogy of identity, a commonplace or space is created
         in which the process of self-interpretation of identity is continued. The palimpsest
         of the teacher’s identity is continually written and rewritten. At the same time,
         like the English patient’s commonplace book, the pedagogy of identity serves as a
         location for communal interpretation. As others read the biographical text of one’s
         life as a teacher, their knowledge about the teacher deepens and, at the same time,
         their understanding of themselves changes. As they interpret themselves, they interpret
         one another and their sense of community.
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