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Preface'

If this research could be more, could show more, could own more, this research

would have sounds...

The sounds of two voices rising and falling passionately, now so earnestly,

arguing the what if's the f only 's and the possibilities as the windows of one Honda

Passport becomes damp with condensation - too many words, dancing like wet drops, in

the collected moisture of time and place. The high voice would careen and drop over

telephone lines and the low voice would pursue and push and press the compromise and

both voices would sound a kind of harmony of learning and growing and becoming. And

there would be the multiple voices of transcending pitches, voices huddled in groups of

five, angry, sad, frustrated, then laughing, joking, soothing, voices searching and finding

even while lost; voices singing a kind of orchestrated impromptu of songs learned from

other languages, fine tuned by each singer, dancer, creating a cacophony of notes and

visions, hopes and dreams.

But research can't have sound.

If research could be more and own more and give more, this research would have

light. Oh, it would have soft, gold light of autumn tracing through the lace, seeping

slowly across the keyboard of a lone writer, surrounded by the company of so many

ghosts, typing in languages not quite her own. It would have the grey light of damp

winters filtered through the glass of a commuting car, playing through the mutterings of

words, always words, forming the new thoughts, the old thoughts, trying to make the

'The form for this piece is adapted from the chapter, "Tuning" in Gary Paulsen's (1989)
novel, The Winter Room.



connections trying to get outside, to peer in, but hopelessly caught inside the movement

of 0-70 m.p.h. There would be the filtered light tantalizing ice in a semi-sweet mocha,

swirling in plastic, recording the words again, trying to grasp, trying to reach, trying to

find what cannot be grasped, reached, or found. There would be the manufactured light,

the light of flourescent bulbs, beaming down, illuminating the bent heads of so many

students, bouncing definitions of male and female, learning and teaching, the

complications of being. There would be light, the kind of light that transcends the trapped

essence of a tinted carafe, corked by fingers of time, light that escapes and brilliantly

leaps over partiality and into a fullness, but the mirror is dim; we do not see face to face.

Research can't have light.

If research could be more, own more and give more, this research would have

Truth. It would have the hydrangea frozen in dusty rose, trapped in bark of time, waiting,

waiting, for another chance, another season, when new buds will form again. It would

have the lone call of one goose, flying low, searching, mournful, then joined by others,

flying with imagination, outside of bodies, to join the flight south, then north, east, then

west, and finally, beyond this atmosphere, this gravity, this universe of force. And there

would be enough voices, enough to fill the spaces, the questions, the statements that float

alone in the spaces between the typed words, breathing, alive, complete, but it can't.

Research can't capture Truth.

If research could have more, give more, be more, show more, it still would need

readers to question, hope, ponder, and to bring more sounds, light, and truths and all the

rest that can't be in these typed pages.

What this research needs, many times over, is you.



PLAYING AT TWILIGHT: SUBJECTIVITY, DISCOURSES,
AND PRESERVICE TEACHERS' TALK

Chapter 1:

Introductions

Introducing the Subject of Study through Metaphor

Twilight, in autumn, is a wonderfully mysterious time. The changing season is

mirrored by the long shadows found in brief moments between the sun's zenith and its

descent into apparent obscurity. The reflecting light plays against objects that no longer

seem as familiar as they did earlier in the day. I cannot necessarily depend on my senses

to determine what golden light first illuminates and then quickly transforms into soft and

illusive shades of grey. There is a sense of urgency in the twilight of fall. The onslaught

of winter hovers and the day is shortened; sunlight is coveted. Yet at the same time, there

is a need to linger, to study the oak-leafed hydrangea, to wonder at the call of geese flying

low, to imagine the reflection found in the silence of a backyard pond to be something

quite different than what is seen at first glance. However, if I am lulled into complacency

by such reflections, surely I am surprised, even jolted, by shadows that seem to lurk and

dance in twilight. For this reason, I play differently during the waning moments of fall's

twilight. The rules of simple games such as Hide and Seek become more complicated

when it is not quite dark, yet no longer day. Play, too, is urgent, for soon cold will change



the nature of play. At the same time, play is more imaginative and deceptive. Twilight in

this season holds these kinds of tensions - tensions between beginnings and endings, the

pull of planets and moon, what might be lost and what might be gained, that which can be

sensed and that which cannot. It is difficult to capture these moments, almost impossible

to paint, and even the camera's lens cannot accurately depict what is not the "essence" of

twilight but rather the fluid, changing realities of season and moment.

"Playing at Twilight" then becomes a fitting metaphor for this study. For this is a

study about subjectivity and the nature of subjectivity, like shadows and light, continually

moves and changes. Subjectivity, the site of the contentious self, is difficult to be

captured, but re-framing subjectivity may be a critical, if too often ignored, element of

teacher education. Subjectivity is seen through our use of language at "play." Within

language is the play of discourses, tensions, and selves. Twilight symbolize transition.

We live in such a time of transition. Lather (1991) describes our current postmodern era

as the "boundary between the not yet and the no longer" (p. 87). Caught in this time of

transition, this dissertation expands the theory of subjectivity as defined by poststructural

feminists by examining how discourses behave. Of particular intent here is the

subjectivity of preservice teachers.' The language of preservice teachers is analyzed so

that we as teacher educators might challenge our own assumptions about teaching and

learning to teach.

'A preservice teacher is one who has not yet been licensed by a state governing board.



Setting the Context

This "twilight" is not the age-old wisdom of Descartes: "I think, therefore, I am."

Postmodernism as described by Linn (1996) questions the long and laborious search for a

single foundational, essential self Postmodernism further calls into suspicion the status of

reason, rational science and the belief that all humans share the same rational mind. The

shadows are deepened across centuries of philosophy as postmodernists re-frame ideas

about language. The linguistic theory of Saussure and the philosophy of Wittgenstein in

the twentieth century contributed greatly to postmodem views, particularly as they relate

to the meaning of language. The theories and philosophies both men developed later in

their careers define language as a game "that human beings play, a self-contained game

with rules which allow some moves but not others, like chess" (Linn, 1996, p.22). In this

later view, the world of conceptual thought develops under the "guidance of language"

(p.23). A famous quote by Wittgenstein (1974) says, "When I think in language, there

aren't meanings going through my mind in addition to the verbal expression; the language

itself is the vehicle of thought" (p. 161). Saussure (1983) furthers the image, "Just as it is

impossible to take a pair of scissors and cut one side of a paper without at the same time

cutting the other, so it is impossible in a language to separate sound from thought, or

thought from sound" (p.155).

What seemed so obvious in the light of earlier philosophers now appears

deceptive, for the interdependence of language and thought has several profound

implications forming the center of postmodernist philosophy: 1) without language there is
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no organized conceptual thought, and 2) no longer is Descartes' isolated self-sufficient

thinker, the isolated "I" (Linn, 1996). Such implications dramatically alter the landscape

of teaching and research. Lather (1991) writes, "...poststructuralism demands radical

reflection on our interpretive frames as we enter the Foucauldian shift from paradigm to

discourse, from a focus on researcher ontology and epistemology in the shaping of

paradigmatic choice, to a focus on the producti'c'ity of language in the construction of the

objects of investigation" (p. 111). Why this dramatic shift now? The twilight is suspect

when viewed in the larger context of cultural and historical occurrences (Cherryholmes,

1988; Lather, 1991): the Holocaust, Chernobyl, My Lai, Three Mile Island, the collapse

of communism, and growing destructive forces of consumer capitalism force us to doubt

centuries of foundational beliefs based upon the rational human being, science, and the

human ability to change and control our destinies. Kurt Vonnegut (1989) captures the

feeling when he writes, "Scientific truth was going to make us so happy and

comfortable.. .What actually happened when I was twenty-one was that we dropped

scientific truth on Hiroshima" (p. 161). We are caught in a changing of seasons; we can

no longer believe what our senses tell us. No wonder Noddings (1995) writes that

"Postmodemism is more a mood, than a movement.. .a mood that shakes the whole

structure of modern thought. It challenges cherished assumptions, methods, modes of

thought, and values" (p. 72, 75).

This postmodern era creates a tension, a sense of urgency, and yet demands us to

slow down and to reflect deeply about our ways of thinking and doing. Education is a

changing field within such shadows. The play of light is like the play of power between



5

the competing discourses telling us first that educators must be more accountable, yet

more caring; must teach to the individual, yet be responsible to the whole; must teach

character, yet ignore values; must raise standards, yet leave no one out of the educational

process. How does one learn to teach in such a mysterious and deceptive time? If there is

no "right" way to do education, then where does one turn? Teaching, like playing Hide

and Seek, becomes complicated for much is hidden in waning light. There are moments

of golden promise, but the light fades quickly with subtle shifts of the earth.

Identifying the Framework

Such a time, a place, a season requires us to ask hard questions. How shall we

approach teacher education? What will guide our inquiry when the rules appear to have

changed? How do we as teacher educators view our students? Feminists in teacher

education invite us to consider poststructural theory as a multi-faceted option. Although

there are varying definitions of how postmodernism and poststructuralism are actually

defined, Lather (1991), as both a feminist and teacher educator, provides a general

framework suitable for this discussion. Postmodern will refer to the cultural shifts of our

current era; poststructuralism as the 'working out of those shifts within the arenas of

academic theory" (p.4). The "working out" of academic theory is exploratory, an

adventure in the twilight, raising issues of power-knowledge -- and questioning the

traditions of teacher education (Cherryholmes, 1988; Gore, 1993; Lather, 1986, 1991,

1 992a, I 992b; Noddings, 1995; Spivak, 1993). Lather (1991) declares that "feminism is



the quantum physics of postmodernism" (p.32). There are several reasons for this

statement. Theory and practice have been consistently integrated in work by feminists as

the movement has, and still is, striving to hear and include voices from others outside the

white middle class leadership. Contemporary feminism is disruptive, forcing differences

to be analyzed on many levels, including an open debate on the question of essentialism

versus socially constructed selves. Furthermore, feminists have enjoyed a long-standing

tradition of practicing reflexivity, as well as rendering problematic the assumptions of

society. As such, the theory of poststructuralism allows feminists in teacher education to

continue the passionate pursuits for equity while refusing the comfortable, the "true," or

the assumed (Gore, 1993; Luke & Gore, 1992).

The combination of poststructural2 and feminist theory is the marriage of two

powerful ways of thinking about that which is considered "normal." Together, the theory

questions authority, the taken for granted, and assumed "truths" of education. Research

done within poststructural feminist theory seeks to de-center the subject, giving particular

attention to the social construction of selves and analysis of power/knowledge as it works

2j have carefully situated this study within the limits of poststructural feminist theory.
These limits signal the acceptance of this discourse as a framework for my
discussions. The very idea of limits sets up a contradiction within the theory and
thus creates a binary even within this work for deconstruction. The "limits" are
fluid boundaries held in flux within the space created by these words as they
intersect upon the maps of the lives of researchers, researched, and readers. I can
claim no control within these created, moving spaces of between. This small place
of poststructural feminist theory is but one among many competing discourses of
psotmodernism. It does not seek to re-present postmodern feminists, a much
broader place to be. Nor ,as is argued later, is the intent to establish at theory of
the truth, but to introduce a way of re-framing the taken for granted - only to begin
the process over again.
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upon the individual of a specific time and place. Thus the theory of subjectivity, as re-

framed by poststructural feminists, views the self as elaborate, complex, and a site of

"selves" formed by multiple discourses of power/knowledge. In this way, the theory de-

centers the subject by rejecting the notion of a single unitary self. In teacher education,

this re-framing of the concept of subjectivity asks us to consider again the way we view

our students.

This concept of subjectivity is much different than traditional positions often

taken in teacher education. Liston and Zeichner (1991) describe four such traditional

approaches: academic, social efficiency, developmental, and social-reconstructionist.

Each of these traditions is challenged by a poststructural feminist position. The academic

tradition argues for a "good" liberal education. They promote the teacher as scholar and

"expert" in a given subject area. Those advocating social-efficiency hope to elevate the

status of education by embracing scientific inquiry. Competency-based and performance-

based teaching promise a more educated citizenry. Developmentalists view teachers as

naturalists, artists, and researchers. Learning to teach in this tradition emphasizes direct

experience and effective communication. The publication of Counts' (1932) Dare the

School Build a New Social Order? ushered in the concept of education as a vehicle for

correcting social injustice. Later writers such as Giroux and McLaren (1986) have coined

the term "transformative intellectuals" to describe the teacher as a champion of justice.

All of these traditions or foundations in teacher education, however, base their

beliefs on the teacher as an outcome or a product. Whether they advocate that a teacher

ought to be educated, developed, modified, or transformed, all of these theoretical



8

frameworks assume an essential, single self able to "arrive" at the desired destination. In

this way, they resemble Friere's (1970) classic banking metaphor of ineffective education.

In this description, students are like bank accounts, waiting for deposits from their

teachers. They are empty, waiting to be filled, developed, or changed. The shadows, from

such perspectives, are static. If we can only find the right light or a strong enough light to

shine upon these shadows, truth will be discovered. Therefore, language of preservice

teachers studied from any of these traditions is viewed as a mirror of an essential self.

For example, a study by Sue Johnston (1992) explores preservice teachers'

dialogue from a humanistic/deveiopmentalist framework. Her study seeks to understand

how the words of these students can be interpreted to demonstrate their basic needs and

assumptions. Here, language, in the form of dialogue, is a tool for meeting needs,

changing thought, and interpreting internal conflicts of the self Cochran-Smith's (1995)

study of preservice teachers is an example of work done from a social reconstructionist

framework. The stated reason for the study was for student teachers and teacher educators

to "reconsider their assumptions," again indicating an essential self that needed changing.

Conic's (1996) research, using a technique she terms "resonance," comes closer to

identifying language as socially constructed, but still relies upon the narrative as a tool to

connect experience as an essential inward happening, rather than socially construed

through language. These studies and others that examine preservice teacher

developmental learning (Cintorino, 1994; Dysthe, 1996; Emery, 1996; Fernandez-Balboa

& Marshall, 1994; Gallas, Oldenburg, Ballenger, Beseler, Grifin, Papphenheimer, Swaim,

1996; Kagen, 1992; McMahon, 1997; Maher & Tetreault, 1994; Marshal, 1989;



Nystrand, 1991; Roe & Staliman, 1994) fail to address issues of power, a changing notion

of self, or language as a social construct of societal and cultural discourses. Therefore,

they are marginal to the pursuit of a poststructural analysis of the discourse of preservice

teachers. Poststructural feminist theory asks us to view from the inside, knowing we are

unable to escape the inside, yet to view from a different peak, from under the tree, to

scoop the earth more deeply and watch the ground we stand upon move in the changing

light. It ask us to play on terrain posted, "No trespassing."

But what happens when we use a poststructural feminist lens to understand how

people learn to teach? How does the study of dialogue change when language

conceptualized as socially constructed becomes the focal point? What if we allow such

language to play publicly? Could we even begin to hear all the voices? First we would

have to allow the opportunity for students to talk and to explore all of their changing

selves as constructed by language. As researchers, we would need to learn to listen with

new ears. LeGuin (1989) describes the difficulty of this task:

Our schools and colleges, institutions of patriarchy, generally teach us to
listen to people in power, men or women speaking the father tongue;
and so they teach us not to listen to the mother tongue, to what the
powerless say, poor men, women, children: not to hear that as valid
discourse.

I am trying to unlearn these lessons, along with other lessons I was taught by
society, particularly lessons concerning the minds, work, words, and being of
women. I am a slow unlearner. (p. 151)
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Rationale for a Poststructural Feminist Theoretical Framework

Left without assumed foundations, what are we to do? Poststructural feminists

ask us to play among "the ruins," (Lather, 1997) and to "reassemble" (Gore, 1993)

ourselves as educators. This involves taking time to see how we are using language to

describe ourselves, our professions, and our students. It means taking the analysis further

to see how our words are borrowed languages of discourses around us. Rather than

looking for a "new way," it is the process of re-envisioning the old. The invitation is

enticing, the need is urgent, and it is why I am lured into following this path of the

unfamiliar.

My own years in and around "school" have left me searching for another way in

which to view education. I have traveled far, both physically and philosophically, from

my growing-up years as a white working class female in Eastern Oregon, and, still, the

dominant discourses have not given me language to tell my stories of education

adequately. Relying upon the language of science and structuralism has given those of us

in education definitions and standards of what is "good" and "right," but in each such

definition, someone or something is routinely left out without question (Gore, 1993).

Structures provided by dominant discourses of education have influenced all areas of

curriculum, resulting in "fixed" assumptions that also go untested (Cherryholmes, 1988;

Popkewitz; 1997). Furthermore, education has been stratified, with ranking positions

from university and curriculum "experts" down to the regular classroom teacher, creating

rifts and divisions. The science of behaviorism along with education's embracing of



scientific research methods has further served to categorize, normalize, and valorize the

complex. As a teacher, I have found these discourses lacking. Although I recognize my

own entrenchment within these languages, I have often found myself seeking for other

ways to describe the process of learning and teaching. Poststructural feminist theory has

given me a different discourse to explore conventional wisdom. This does not come

without sacrifice for within poststructural feminist theory, I sense both a loss of my ideals

to "save the world" and a resurrection of re-envisioned hope.

The Parameters for the Study

This is what this dissertation is about: it is a small effort to re-envision teacher

education by beginning with the light and shadows of who preservice teachers are as

viewed through the theory of subjectivity and re-framed by poststructural feminists. By

doing so, the study will dc-center the subject of preservice teachers, re-framing them apart

from teacher education traditions of the academic, social efficiency, developmental and

social-reconstructionist, all of which assume a single, foundational essential self. Many

questions will emerge in different forms and in different places. This study will not

produce five step solutions or general principles for application. Rather the goal is to

consider the implications of poststructural feminist theory, particularly as it relates to

subjectivity and to teacher education.

The questions raised will cluster around the talk of preservice teachers. The talk

will be like captured moments, forcing the twilight, and changing as quickly as light.
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Such language will demonstrate complexities; it will cause us to reflect and see ourselves.

As the researcher, I will take the language of participants and re-tell their stories through

a poststructural feminist lens. The stories presented in this way may be very different than

the moment when the participants spoke the words. This is the changing and shifting light

of subjectivity. I consider the language of the preservice teachers involved in this study a

gift, and, as such, I hope to honor it well, painting the intricacies of selves as something

for the reader to ponder with respect.

There are limits to this study, for I am bound by my own "conceptual horizon"

(Bakhtin, 1981, p. 385). The circle of my own vision limits me so that "what I see can

never be what you see, if only because I can see what is behind your head" (p. 425).

Poststructural feminist theory as applied to teacher education is the bronze autumn light

through which the study is viewed. The color is tinted even more by my inability to be

outside of education and study the contents thereof. From the age of six, I have

continuously been in and around schools as a student, student-teacher, and teacher. I

identify with Jean Clandinin (1993): "It is difficult to construct new stories of teacher

education, bounded as we are by the personal, institutional, and cultural stories in which

we find ourselves" (p. 185). In poststructural terms, I am entrapped by the discourses of

education. Linn (1996) describes the "therapy" of philosopher Wittgenstein, which further

illustrates this phenomenon.
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Since we are all flies trapped inside a fly-bottle,3 our problems stem from
the nature of our fly-bottles, i.e., from the descriptions of the world that we
think in and live under. And if this is the case, what we need to worry
about isn't whether the descriptions are true - which, since we can never
break out of the fly-bottle, we can never know anyway - but rather what
the descriptions are like, how they influence our thought and behavior,
and how they should be changed to solve our problems. (italics added; p.
27)

Lather (1991) reminds us that all research is a form of "knowledge and discourse

that we have invented about ourselves; all define, categorize and classify us. All elicit the

Foucauldian question: How do practices to discover the truth about ourselves impact on

our lives?" (p.1 10-112). lii heeding these reminders, this study is about my descriptions of

preservice teachers' talk and about how that talk influences my thought and behavior as a

teacher educator.

Key elements of poststructural feminist theory will be explored in Chapter Two,

developing connections between theory and teacher education. The literature review is

included in this chapter as well, so the theoretical framework of each study can be used to

demonstrate principles of poststructural feminist theory. Chapter Three will be a review

of methodology, and Chapter Four will present the data as interpreted through

3While Linn (1996) uses the term "fly-bottle," not all philosophers would agree with this
description of Wittgenstein' s concept of a "fly in the bottle" (personal communication,
Dr. Lani Roberts, April 21, 1998). The bottle does not have to be a "fly-bottle." Rather,
the bottle can be any bottle created by philosophical problems arising from the struggle
with the metaphysical belief that language has an essential nature. The fly in the bottle
refers to philosophers, trapped in the bottle, dealing with questions that are unsolvable.
In this study, I am using the metaphor of "fly-bottle" not as a literal Wittgenstein
interpretation, but to illustrate the idea of being trapped by the discourses of education. I
refer to myself being "trapped" in this bottle, a bottle created by the problems created
from educational discourses based upon a single, foundational, and essential self and
practices rooted in notions of objective science.
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poststructural feminist theory. The final chapter cannot bear the title "conclusion" or

"recommendations" for what is said there is not "truth" or "final" but an invitation to

deconstruction4 as we continue to think deeply about what it means to learn to teach.

Risks Identified: The Challenge and Invitation

There is a certain risk in traveling at twilight. On narrow and twisted trails

meandering through densely wooded ways, the shadows appear opaque. Secure footing is

elusive. What if the traveler has gone lacking in preparation? What if she is dabbling in a

brook that only appears shallow? What will happen if she is distracted, stops to play, in

the fading evening light? Speaking a different language, such a traveler may be

misunderstood, even within a "known" path like education.

Writing in the language of poststructuralism, using a non-traditional voice, relying

upon sketches of methodology rather than those tried and true, my goal is not "clarity" as

is traditionally assigned to research. This is a risk I invite. To begin with, I concur with

Elam (1994) who says, "I have no pretensions that I have told the entire story.. .or even

that there is an entire story to tell" (p.3). Furthermore, the goal of poststructural feminist

work is to de-center and to disrupt the assumed (Gore; 1993; Lather, 1991, 1992b; 1994;

1996; Popkewitz & Brennan, 1998; Popkewitz, 1997; Spivak, 1993). Some may be

inclined to say such work is not "academic" since it does not meet traditional tests of

4Barbara Johnson (in Crowley, 1989) says of Derrida' s deconstructive reading, it ". .. .does
not point out the flaws or weaknesses or stupidities of an author, but the necessity with
which what he (sic) does see is systematically related to what he (sic) does not see" (p. 7).
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validity and reliability, but this criticism is the risk of de-centering. The role of "clarity"

also changes in a work framed by poststructuralism. In such a work, the reader is invited

to interpret and critique as she or he reads. Lather (1996) writes extensively on the subject

of clarity. Drawing upon a number of theorist and philosophers, she asserts that a

poststructural feminist text seeks to entice, evade and seduce the reader. It should be a

text that sends out multiple messages of possibilities; furthermore, the reader is not

necessarily required to understand. Such writing is a risk. A risk taken when "...the old

stories will not do" (Lather, 1996, p. 541). It is a risk of this study for the "old stories"

will no longer do in the examination of teacher education.

Poststructural feminist theory, and any study done within its framework, is not a

call to relativism (Cherryholmes, 1988; Crowley, I 989; Gore, 1993; Lather, 1991; Linn,

1996), but a challenge to risk boundaries. In fact the game is Risk, the players, all ofus

in education, the setting, the changing season of our own twilight.

With these introductions made, the invitation is for readers to join in this study, to

risk the read, and to bring other perspectives to the following stories that are told.
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Chapter 2

Understanding the Context of the Study:
Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

Language and Poststructural Feminist Theory

Language is central to any discussion of poststructural theory, for it is the

common factor in the "analysis of social organizations, social meaning, power, and

individual consciousness" (Weedon, 1987. p. 21). Language, according to poststructural

feminists, is socially constructed and full of contradictions (Britzman, 1991; Gore, 1993;

Lather, 1991; Weedon, 1987). Where structuralism is premised on efforts to "scientize

language" (Cherryholmes, 1988; Lather, 1992; Weddon, 1987), the poststructural focus is

'on the remainder; all that is left over after the systematic categorizations have been

made" (Lather, 1 992a, p. 90). The study of language, then, is the study of the "gaps,

discontinuities and suspensions of dictated meaning in which difference, plurality,

multiplicity and the coexistence of opposites are allowed free play" (Bannet, 1989, as

cited in Lather, 1992, p. 90). Language no longer represents a premeditated thought or an

essential self. Rather language becomes the reflection of the larger social and cultural

context, meaning that no language can transcend history and social relations of power

(Britzman, 1994). Bakhtin (1981) argues that "...verbal discourse is a social phenomenon

- social throughout its entire range and in each and every of its factors, from the sound
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image to the furthest reaches of abstract reasoning" (p.259). He coins the term

"heteroglossia" to express the variety and diversity of language. Derived from the Greek,

hetero meaning other or different and glossa, meaning tongue, the term begins to explore

the depth of language as a social construct, as a variety of "tongues" present in every

human being (Cuddon, 1993, p. 409). In this way, "Language is seen as both carrier and

creator of a culture's epistemological codes. The ways we speak and write are held to

influence our conceptual boundaries and to create areas of silence as language organizes

meaning in terms or pre-established categories" (Lather, 1991, p. 111). The picture drawn

here is one of language being created by a number of external artists, painting as it were,

the "souls" of the human being. The metaphor used here is not meant to be deceptive.

This is not a community of artists working together to form a coherent mural. Rather,

language is the source of tension, a constant power struggle over the individual. It must

be viewed in light of competing social, cultural, and historical discourses (Weddon,

1987). "Every.concrete utterance of a speaking subject," Bakhtin (1981) writes, "serves

as a point where centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are brought to bear" (p. 272).

Centrifugal forces are the social, cultural, and historical discourses working upon the

individual. Centripetal forces are resisting voices speaking against the centrifugal

discourses. Play with the idea of centrifugal and centripetal forces pushing and pulling

against one another, and the image of language begins to be more clear. It is in language,

then, that meaning and consciousness exist.

Consider for a moment the implications of such statements. We are who we are

not because of an innate self, but because we are created by social discourses, by the
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languages of our society, culture, and ultimately, our place in history. From the time we

are born, we are formed by these discourses that tell us how to behave, what to value, and

what our roles in life will be. Language is the way we think, speak and assign meaning to

our world (Weedon, 1987).

Imagine the 20 year old who has just declared "education" as her major. The

discourses of her time and place have already impressed upon her a definition of

"teacher" and "school." She may believe that her definitions of "teacher" and "school"

are unique and created from her own experiences, but a poststructural interpretation

would challenge this thought. Crowley (1989) provides Derridian insight in writing,

"What a culture, or an individual, 'knows' at any given moment is available only because

its configurations differ from, and yet depend on, what preceded it" (p. 10). She has been

given these definitions, but so insidious are the discourses around her, so softly do they

tread, she may not know her very ability to think of these concepts is due to language,

language that is only half her own (Bakhtin, 1981). If these definitions are not owned by

an essential self, but "borrowed" from her society, then they must be seen as unstable,

contradictory, and vulnerable to change.

Discourse and Power

If our language-selves are formed by these socially competing discourses, then the

power of such discourses must be further explored. First, there is a need to clarif' the

difference between language and discourse as used in poststructural feminist theory and

in this study. Language, as earlier described, is the way we think and speak and interpret
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social groups use to interpret events and to make sense of self and the Other" ( p.73).

Discourses become powerful, Foucault (1972) teaches, when they are sanctioned by

institutions. Bakhtin (1981) eloquently describes these as authoritative discourses that

"demands our unconditional allegiance" (p.343):

The authoritative word demands that we acknowledge it, that we make it
our own; it binds us, quite independent of any power it might have to
persuade us internally; we encounter it with its authority already fused to
it. The authoritative word is located in a distanced zone, organically
connected with a past that is felt to be hierarchically higher. It is, so to
speak, the word of the fathers. Its authority was already acknowledged in
the past. It is a prior discourse. It is therefore not a question of choosing it
from among other possible dIscourses that are its equal. It is given (it
sounds) in lofty spheres, not those of familiar contact. Its language is a
special (as it were, hieratic) language. It can be profaned. It is akin to
taboo, i.e., a name that must not be taken in vain. (p. 342)

Furthermore, authoritative discourses are "... indissolubly fused with.. .po!itical power, an

institution, a person and it stands and falls together with the authority" (p. 343).

Discourses are much more powerful than language alone, for they "...constitute the

'nature' of the body, unconscious and conscious mind and emotional life of subject which

they seek to govern" (p. 108). A discourse has the ability to authorize what can be said

andlor thought and who can speak and when and with what authority. Discourses do not

represent political or social unity; they are antagonistic to one another (Ball, 1990).

Foucault (1972) writes that a discursive practice is " ..... a body of anonymous,

historical rules, always determined in the time and space that have defined a given period,

and for a given social, economic, geographical or linguistic area, the conditions of
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operation of the enunciative function" (p. 117). The discursive playing field is one where

social organizations and institutions compete to give their version of truth and meaning to

individuals (Weedon, 1987). Again, Foucault explains (1980):

Truth is a thing of this world: it is produced only by virtue of multiple
forms of constraint. And it induces regular effects of power. Each society
has its regime of truth, its "general politics" of truth: that is, the types of
discourse which it accepts and makes function as means by which each is
sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the
acquisition of truth; the status of those who are charged with saying what
counts astrue.(p. 131)

What emerges is something about the nature of power, its relationship to knowledge, and

ultimately, the individual. Power, as a relation, is not owned, nor is it necessarily

repressive since "it incites, induces, seduces, makes easier or more difficult, enlarges or

limits, makes more or less probable and so on" (Gore, 1993, p.52). A key point here is

how power and knowledge in this description are inseparable. They form a kind of

circular motion creating connections between and with systems of power-knowledge,

produced and sustained by the disciplinary nature of the relationship. This kind of power-

knowledge can produce a form of "truth." Truth, in this instance, is not necessarily

substantiated; indeed, it is primarily based upon assumptions (Ball, 1990). Recall the

earlier description of individuals trapped inside a fly bottle. Since one cannot get out of

the fly bottle, one can never know whether or not something is really true. So the "truth"

promoted by the discourse may represent a misguided explanatory effort. Neither "truth"

nor "fact" can really exist; these concepts are products the discourse sells and promotes as

such. These two words, truth and fact, as products of a dominant discourse, are concepts
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we have come to believe deeply in but only exist within the historical context where they

reside. Given this definition of truth and fact, the argument is made that truth and fact are

never theory-dependent; they are as much social constructions as are themes and values

(Lather, 1991). Theories, too, are social constructions and have no "truth" outside of the

discourse within which they are declared. For it is the discourse that proclaims truths and

these truths becomes "regimes" and are able to "rule" over subjugated individuals (Gore,

1993, Linn, 1996).

Go back for a moment to our 20 year old preservice teacher. What discourses

might she be subjected to in her educational pursuits? An analysis by Debra Britzman

(1991) provides insights into the havoc created by discourses in education. In her study,

Britzman describes and analyzes narratives of two student teachers, Jamie Owl and Jack

August, as well as the discourses of cooperating teachers, a principal, and a university

supervisor. Britzman held two hour weekly interviews with Jamie and Jack during their

four month required internships. These interviews were lengthy and in-depth. The

emerging narratives reflect three powerful discourses. Britzman refers to these discourses

as "myths" because, as she explains, "myths provide a semblance of order, control, and

certainty in the face of the uncertainty and vulnerability of the teacher's world" (p. 222).

As Foucault (1980) taught, it is difficult to determine the "authors" of such discourses.

They rise to power with knowledge and authority, promoting the impossible. Often these

discourses reflect ideologies that summon people to choose their identity to align with

them (Althusser, 1971; Hall, 1985). Britzman describes the student-teachers she

interviewed as "summoned" by these three dominant cultural myths: everything depends
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upon the teacher, the teacher is the expert, and teachers are self-made. Each one of these

cultural myths set up a discourse on power and knowledge. Each one assumes the

impossible by predicating an essential self capable of asserting control based upon the

individual's ability to accept the authority of the discourse (Britzman, 1991). As is the

nature of discourses, the authors of these cultural myths are impossible to find, but traces

of the myths abound throughout education. The assumptions of the myths cannot be

substantiated, but within the time and place of our current society, they are accepted as

the norm, so they are rarely questioned.

Mc Williams (1994) conducted a similar study, only her research spanned the

education of preservice teachers over a three year period. Each year students were

involved in the teacher education program, McWilliams gathered data through interviews,

journal prompts, and written assignments. Using an analysis like Britzman, she examined

discourses present in students' talk. Several themes emerged, including the discourse of

therapy and the teacher as actor/performer. Again, each of these discourses set up the

impossible (such as the teacher must know everything), relied upon a humanistic or

essential view of self, and reduced the complexities of life to a neat category or formula

(Britzman, 1991). McWilliams notes how these discourses are maintained by the teacher

education program and fostered in school settings. Original "sources" of the discourses,

however, are impossible to trace and reflect a larger societal belief in objectivity and

scientific method. They are not grounded in "fact," since as Foucault (1980) said, fact or

truth is simply something "produced" by the world where we live, (p.131).
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If such claims are mere assumptions and cannot be substantiated, how do

discourses maintain such power? Foucault presents a powerful image of "the rational

eye," the all-knowing vision of the modern day expert (Linn, 1996). "The rational eye" of

an authoritative discourse maintains its power through surveillance, professional

knowledge, experts in "the norm," and examinations. Such surveillance serves to

"normalize" and to keep "in-check" the perceived delinquencies of society. Fear is the

discourse's strongest weapon. Fear, according to Foucault, causes modern human beings

to give up freedoms and to set up an Other as a scapegoat (Linn, 1996).

In teacher education, authoritative discourses demonstrate these Foucauldian

principles. There is an entire body of "professional knowledge" that a teacher must know

from a number of disciplines. Experts in these specialized fields constantly review and

research this body of knowledge, resulting in more knowledge-claims concerning

education. Because this knowledge is so "specialized," it is studied by experts who then

filter essential principles down to regular classroom teachers. Examinations required of

those learning to teach strengthens the esteem of such knowledge. All such knowledge,

however, must conform to the norms and set assumptions about education. There is fear

that leaving these norms might result in chaos so there is acceptance of them even if those

concepts and ideas have not been effective or consistently leave certain people on the

outside of education.

Return to the 20 year old woman learning to teach as an example. The rational eye

of education mandates constant surveillance of her performances as a teacher. Teacher

education programs require students to be observed in micro-teaching situations, teaching
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practicums, and internships or during student-teaching. It is no wonder that Mc Williams

(1994) found reflected in preservice teachers' talk the concept of teacher-as-performer.

This performer is an actor, often one belonging to a circus, who must "balance" her career

and life between competing individual and institutional needs, all of which she is to meet.

The constant observations reinforce this discourse as "truth" thereby maintaining the

power and authority of the discourse. Fear returns to these student-teachers, fear that they

may not survive such a tight-rope experience. Returning to the Britzman (1991) study, the

cultural myth of "teacher as expert," reinforces that there is a body of professional

knowledge that must be learned and memorized by the preservice teacher. This discourse

also promotes fear. Britzman (1991) quotes the words of two student teachers, Jamie Owl

and Jack August, to illustrate this:

The pressure is there to know, whether it's from yourself, or the students,
or other teachers. I mean there's a category on the teacher certification
evaluation form: Is this person knowledgeable in her field? But when
you're in the classroom, initially you're trying to prove yourself, and you
want to know. Then someone asks a question. There is that tug. "Gee, why
don't I know? I should know that." (Jamie Owl as cited in Britzman, p.
228)

I didn't have much of a background in history and felt just a few pages
ahead of the students. It was kind of strange to be put into a position where
I'm supposed to know something to teach people and I don't know it
myself and I have to hurry up and learn it so I could teach them." (Jack
August as cited in Britzman, p. 228)

In the words of these preservice teachers, Britzman is able to demonstrate how the

rational eye of education uses fear and professional knowledge to keep the discourse of

"teacher as the expert" in play. Both preservice teachers fear not knowing enough and not
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knowing how to teach (Britzman, 1991). Additionally, the discourse "normalizes" by

keeping these student-teachers from questioning the expert stance or stepping outside the

perceived boundaries of "teacher," even though their desire many be to act as an agent of

change. So "normal" does the expert role appear, it is not easily questioned. McWilliams'

(1994) study over a three year period demonstrates how the longer students are in the

educational program, the more they move towards this "norm," the stance of the

discourse.

Also seen in the words of Jamie Owl is the role examinations play in keeping a

discourse in power. Jamie refers to the "teacher certification form" and categories relating

to professional and subject matter and her fear of meeting these standards. Such fear is

integral to teacher education programs. For example, teacher licensure in Oregon requires

a number of examinations that can serve to normalize and keep in check "delinquencies"

of thought beyond the accepted discourses. President Clinton currently is proposing a

National Teacher's Exam to set high "standards" for educators. This again illustrates the

Foucauldian principle of how a discourse maintains power through surveillance,

professional knowledge, normalization, and examinations.

Elizabeth Ellsworth's case study, "Why Doesn't this Feel Empowering? Working

Through the Repressive Myths of Critical Pedagogy" (in Luke & Gore, 1992) is yet

another demonstration of the powerftil role of discourses. The study was situated during

national eruptions of racist violence in communities and campuses during 1987-88.

Specifically, she describes the University of Wisconsin-Madison's racial crisis and the

plan she implemented in a university course that would "empower" students of Color as
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well as other students in the struggle for equality. As she describes the course

proceedings, she interprets the incidents by questioning the roles of discourses including

that of the university, critical pedagogy, and her own as the instructor. She documents

self-reflexivity by examining her own syllabus, the role critical pedagogy asks students of

Color to assume, the politics of partial narratives, the partiality of knowledge, and the

concept of student voice. She analyzes what was dangerous and contradictory about the

course. For example, she concludes in the middle of the semester, that despite her efforts,

the classroom was not a "safe space for students to speak out or talk about their

experiences of oppression..." (p. 107). Despite Ellsworth's effort to "share power," there

was fear among members of the class of being misunderstood or disclosing too much.

There was fear of creating resentment and guilt for feeling resentment and there was

confusion about the levels of trust and commitment within the class towards the "cause"

of working against racism. Note how fear, the primary weapon of discourses to normalize

and to keep societies "in-check," works within a class when it was intended to

"empower" students. Also of importance is the number of antagonistic discourses present,

all competing for allegiance from individuals involved.

Foucault might ask these questions when analyzing a discourse (Lunsford & Ede,

1992): How does the discourse exist? Where does it reside? Where has it been used?

How does the discourse circulate as power? Who are the possible subjects? What are the

subject-functions? Ellsworth does this in her analysis by viewing the text of both her

students and herself as a contested site, a site with political, cultural, economical, and

ideological forces vying for the self. She is able to name the discourses at work, analyze
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how the discourses are used, theorize about the way the discourses circulate and control,

and ponder the ramifications of discourses as they work on both the students and herself.

At the end of her study, she writes, "The experience of Coalition 607 has left me wanting

to think through the implications of confronting unknowability. What would it mean to

recognize not the way difference has been used to structure social relations inside and

outside the classroom, but that these knowledges are contradictory, partial, and

irreducible?" (p. 112).

The question posed here is one that those of us in teacher education must ponder

as well. What would it mean for us to teach "confronting unknowability?" How would

this change the presentation of theory and pedagogy? What would it mean for us to

recognize difference in the multiple forms of knowledge as "contradictory, partial and

irreducible?" Would it not change the focus and methodology of our research, our

teaching, the way we view ourselves and our students, and the situations in which we

work?

Subjectivity

Studies by Britzman (1991), McWilliams (1994), and Ellsworth (1992) begin the

continual search for partial understandings of these questions. They further clarify how

language is a "social phenomenon" handing preservice teachers not only the terms of

education, but the ways to think about education. Their research denotes how discourses

become powerful when institutionally sanctioned and how this power is maintained.
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The second major implication of poststructuralism is the denial of a coherent,

rationale, or unitary self. Having analyzed how discourses perform, we can now examine

more closely how discourses work on the individual and what the implications are for

teacher education. How does this multi-faceted self appear? In postructuralist analysis,

"I" becomes a plural pronoun, reflecting competing discourses at work on the individual.

Derrida (1995) has much to say on this point. " 'I' constitutes the very form of resistance.

Every time this identity proclaims itself, every time I am bound by belonging to a

context...someone or something cries out: watch out, there's a trap, you are caught. Get

free..." (p. 274).

The "I" as described by Derrida is in a constant struggle with discourses trying to

command allegiance. Derrida continues to develop the entangled "I" by declaring," 'I'

does not exist, it is not present to itself until what involves it in this way, and which is not

it" (p. 279). Until the "I" is engaged with discourses, it simply does not exist. Again, it is

language that constitutes the very way we think, speak, and interpret the world (Weedon,

1987). This is a radical departure from the discourse of the essential self, a discourse

proclaimed by philosophers for centuries (Linn, 1996).

Many of the words used to describe subjectivity are violent in nature, such as

"conflict" (Weedon, 1987) "struggle" (Lather, 1991) "battle site" (Weedon, 1987) and

"collide" (Britzman, 1991). Antagonistic discourses clashing among themselves clash

upon the individual, creating a violent landscape. As discourses, like waves crash and

wash around us, we find multiple identities either consciously taken upon us or

unconsciously placed upon us. These identities "overdetermined by history, place, and
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society are lived and imagined through discourses or knowledge we employ to make

sense of who we are, who we are not, and who we become," (Britzman, 1991, p. 58).

Lather (1991) emphasizes that our subjectivities are "mapped and remapped" as "multiple

representations" of class, race, gender, language, and social relations (p.1 18). How these

representations appear as subjectivity varies even within one individual, and in alignment

with the metaphor of a struggle, are continually displaced and replaced as discourses ebb

and flow with new authorities.

Mc Williams (1994) writes that the concept of subjectivity is "highly significant"

for educational researchers for it "signals a shift from understanding 'persons' as

coherent, rational, and unitary individuals to understanding them as fragmented,

contradictory, and multiple subjects" (p.26). This re-framing of subjectivity is confirmed

in both Mc Williams and Britzman's research. Student-teachers in both studies are caught

between what they hope to be and what the discourse tells them they can be. For some of

the students involved in this struggle, the dualism between discourses becomes

unreconcilable. The binaries of content/pedagogy, knowledge/interests,

objectivity/subjectivity, student-teaching/teaching, and theory/practice are too

problematic. Students must choose to either become subjected to the discourses, which

are impossible to maintain, or find new discourses to adopt, or they leave education

altogether, since they lack the language to frame and thus give meaning to alternative

ways of knowing. The privatization of these problems which are socially constructed

becomes the only available discourse to students who hope to build identities outside of

the dominant discourses in education. Britzman draws upon Bakhtin's metaphor of
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normative voice of the discourse which defines what a teacher is and does; the centrifugal

force is the resisting voice, speaking to one's deep desires. The tensions created through

competing discourses as reflected in the words of those learning to teach is a poignant

narrative of the impossible.

Bakhtin (1981) would further describe these student teachers' struggle with

authoritative discourses as "internally persuasive discourse" (p. 342). The key principle

Bakhtin emphasizes is that we are simultaneously many discourses. This is why

subjectivity is the "ideological becoming of a human being..." (p. 34 1-343). This denotes

that the individual, while subjected to discourses, also can struggle with such discourses

and make limited choices in the becoming of ever-changing selves. For this reason,

feminist writers (Alcoff, 1988; Britzman, 1991 ;- Gore, 1993; Lather, 1991; McNay, 1992;

Weedon, 1987) delve thoroughly into this concept, for the site of self, or subjectivity, is

not only a place of contradictions but as Bakhtin points out, it is also a place for potential

change.

Ethics of the Self

But how is change possible at the embattled site of the self? How can there ever

be an ideological "becoming" when we are simultaneously the target of many powerful

discourses? Foucault's concepts are used by feminist theorists to describe a possibility

for change (Gore, 1993; McNay, 1990; Weedon, 1987). The site of change is within the
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site of competing discourses. The matter of individual choice within the bedlam of

competing and dominating discourses is a hazy theme in Foucault's later writings

(Foucault, 1984; Gore, 1993; McNay, 1990). "....what Foucault retains from the

Enlightenment is the notion of autonomy which is regarded as essential to a state of

positive liberty, defined as the individual being able to exercise his critical judgement free

from the influence of dominant beliefs and desires" (McNay, 1990, p. 90). This notion is

not bound with the Enlightenment's theory of universal rationality. "Foucault intends to

unhitch a principle of autonomous critique from such overarching notions of rationality,

whilst preserving, at the level of the individual, some notion of transcendence in the sense

of being able to go beyond the limits that have been imposed on us" (McNay, 1990, p.90).

This critique is based upon a local and historical understanding of ourselves and is always

partial in its conclusions (Foucault, 1984; Gore, 1993). It is a historical re-assembling of

the self based upon an analysis of what and how discourses subject us, how we subject

others, and how this influences our behavior as a moral agent (Focault, 1984; Gore, 1993;

McNay, 1990). However, this is not to say that an individual canfind the limits. "....we

have to give up hope of ever acceding to a point of view that could give us access to any

complete and definitive knowledge of what may constitute our historical limits...thus we

are always in the position of beginning again" (Foucault, 1984, p.47). In other words, we

need to give up the fruitless search of "finding ourselves."

The implications for those of us in teacher education is that neither we nor our

students are left as helpless victims to powerful discourses. There are many discourses of

education. These impossible standards may attempt to subject us, but there is an
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individual ability to choose the discourse with which we align ourselves. This process is

not a universal process. It is not the same for each teacher. It is an individual inquiry, a

historical analysis of self.

This critique of self Foucault develops around the Greek concept of

hypomnemata. According to Foucault, this is a process wherein "the point is not to pursue

the indescribable, not to reveal the hidden, not to say the nonsaid, but on the contrary, to

collect the already-said, to reassemble that which one could hear or read, and this to an

end which is nothing less than the constitution of oneself" (p. 247). The object of such

inquiry is to "establish as adequate and as perfect a relationship of oneself as possible" (p.

247). Foucault refers to this as "care of the self' and it is the process of reinventing

oneself (Foucault, 1 983a). To understand this concept more completely, Foucault defines

ethics and morals as two separate concepts. Morals are codes of behaviors imposed from

the outside. Ethics is the relationship one has with oneself. As McNay (1992) explains,

"A Foucauldean ethics of the self is not based upon adherence to an externally imposed

moral obligation, but rather upon an ethic of who we are said to be and what, therefore, it

is possible to become" (p. 90). This reflects Bakhtin's (1981) "internal persuasive

discourse," (p.342) or "ideological becoming" (p. 341). This "ethics of the self' is an

attitude of self-critique and the "exploration of new modes of subjectivity" (McNay,

1992, p. 90). Foucault (1983b) cautions that this is a difficult process:

First, the techniques of the self do not require the same material apparatus
as the production of objects, therefore, they are often invisible techniques.
Second, they are frequently linked to the techniques for the direction of
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others. For example, if we take educational institutions, we realize that one
is managing others and teaching them to manage themselves. (p. 250)

Techniques of the self are those processes or ways we establish a relationship with

ourselves. There are complications with this process in teacher education (Gore, 1993).

We spend a great deal of time instructing preservice teachers to manage others, but we

devote very little time towards the instruction of "managing themselves" in a Foucauldian

sense. Gore (1993) further theorizes this may be due to the "minimal articulation"

available within the discourses of most teacher education programs. In other words, most

teacher education programs do not teach alternative languages to form the stories of

school. They do not teach ways of establishing a relationship with oneself by

understanding the discourses working upon an individual.

If we remember Jamie Owl in Britzman's (1991) study, this becomes more

obvious. Jamie Owl lacked the language to frame her own need for resistance to the

traditional role of teacher. While student teachers are versed in how to "control" students,

there is little room in education at any level to consider how these techniques are placed

within the broader realm of morals and how they. relate to the individual. Foucault (as

cited in Gore, 1993) was concerned "...with models proposed for setting up and

developing relationships with the self, for self-reflection, self-knowledge, self-

examination, for the decipherment of the self by oneself, for the transformations that one

seeks to accomplish with oneself as object" (p. 128). Jamie Owl did not have such a

model; most teacher education programs do not.
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This is not to say that reflection in teacher education has been ignored. Much has

been written in recent years on "reflective processes" (Gore, 1993; Liston & Zeiclmer,

1987; Lovin, 1988; O'Donoghue & Brooker, 1996). The nature of these reflective

processes often implicitly asked that teachers come to certain "right" conclusions about

their practices. This kind of reflection is more like the Foucauldian principle of "morals"

since the "right answer" is an obligation imposed from the outside. For example, we often

ask students to write in journals. What we hope to see written on the page, is an

outpouring of how our lessons have influenced the way they will teach (Gore, 1993). This

kind of "confessional language" (Gore, 1993) is like that of a parishioner confessing to a

priest. It is the required language given to one in authority. This is not the kind of

reflection Foucault was talking about. He was proposing an inquiry to "decipher"

ourselves in light of ethics, knowledge, and power (Foucault, 1984).

Foucault (as cited in McNay, 1992) creates another image for us in understanding

care of the self. He saw art not just as an object, but able to "give birth" to life. He

philosophized that humans needed to create themselves as art. Imagine educators

planning themselves like an artist might plan a portrait, playing with colors,

experimenting with shades of light. This is not, of course, the pursuit of finding your

"true" self, but of exploring the limits of subjectivity. Foucault speaks of this process as

an obligation and an "endless task" (as cited in McNay, 1992, p.89). We do not finally

arrive as the "master teacher." Rather, we are constantly being subjected and we choose

to subject ourselves to different discourses or alternative modes of subjectivity. Foucault

(1 983b) presents a framework for such self-critique:
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First, an historical ontology of ourselves in relation to truth through which
we constitute ourselves as subjects of knowledge; second, an historical
ontology of ourselves in relation to a field of power through which we
constitute ourselves as subjects acting on others; third, and historical
ontology in relation to ethics through which we constitute ourselves as
moral agents. (p. 237)

Projects in teacher education using a poststructural analysis are projects seeking to

reassemble and collect the identities of those involved in education (Gore, 1993). This is

not an act of self-absorption; rather it is a re-invention or re-constitution of oneself.

Perhaps this process can be most simply defined as 1) recognizing how and what

discourses one is subject to, 2) realizing how one subjects others, and 3) viewing oneself

as able to make choices, that is to act as a moral agent. While I have listed these in

chronological order, I do not want to imply they are steps or developmental phases. As

Foucault (Foucault 1984; Gore, 1993, McNay; 1990) suggests, this is an on-going

process, one that never arrives at a destination, occurring simultaneously as the individual

makes choices and the discourses act upon the individual. Furthermore, this process is

collaborative in nature (Foucault, 1984; Gore, 1993; McNay, 1990). Since subjectivity is

the social construction of self, then it follows that the act of disentanglement involves

engagement with other individuals. Perhaps this is necessary to hear the discourses work

upon ourselves and others. What this process implies is the "possibility for rupture, for

interrupting our current regimes and practices, perhaps even more so than the constant

attempts to innovate beyond what we 'know' "(Gore, 1993, p. 130).
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This process is not to be taken lightly. It can be dangerous, forcing change in

unpredictable directions. Foucault (1983b) writes:

My point is not that everything is bad, but that everything is dangerous,
which is not exactly the same as bad. If everything is dangerous, then we
always have something to do. So my position leads not to apathy but to a
hyper-and pessimistic activism. I think that the ethico-political choice we
have to make every day is to determine which is the main danger. (p. 231-
232)

What are the main dangers of inviting the process upon ourselves or our students? What

risks do we accept if we journey down this road? We are comfortable in teacher education

with our definitions of what a "good" teacher is. While we have variations of the mold,

we feel confident in writing standards to define not only good teachers, but good

programs, and good curricula. What happens if we open up the process of care of the

self? Since this is not a process with universal implications, will it not require us to re-

think our definitions of gate keeping within teacher education? Will it force us to go

beyond the limits in this way? Will it invite wider versions of "good?" How will we react

when our personal definitions of good are challenged?

While there are risks in the unknown of this process, I believe it remains a point

of hope for feminists working in education. We are no longer waiting for the "revolution"

to occur. The prince, so to speak, is not going to arrive and whisk women or students off

into a never-never land of equity and justice. Dominant discourses and the regimes of

truth they promote and enforce are not going to disappear. We live in a certain time and

place, and within our fly bottle, we will remain entrapped. However, there is a kind of
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liberation in naming the regimes and in understanding our work and ourselves through

this lens (Gore, 1993). As educators, we can join Foucault (Gore, 1993) in finding spaces

of freedom where we can challenge boundaries. Recognizing that "everything is

dangerous," including our own work, is a place to begin. From here, we can analyze

regimes of truth in education and recognize they need not be as they are. By identifying

spaces of freedom and moving ourselves into them, we create pressure points, perhaps

cracks, sites where we can "do battle" with the discourses around us. We cannot allow

fear, the powerful force of discourses, to dissuade us from attempting research, practicing

pedagogy, or entertaining ideas beyond what is valued as the norm. But the process must

begin with the individual. We must resist grand narratives or writing books on how to

reach "re-invention." For it is within these tensions, in this space between, where can we

learn to play, create, and constantly "become."

Finding Spaces of Freedom

Caught in the twilight, playing with shadows and light, we find ourselves at one

intersection of discovery. Poststructural feminist theory offers an opportunity for those of

us in education to find a valuable space of freedom. Within this space, we can begin the

process of not only reinventing ourselves as educators, but allowing opportunities for our

students to do so as well. Lather (1991) writes:

While we are not the authors of the ways we understand our lives, while
we are subjected to regimes of meaning, we are involved in discursive
self-production where we attempt to produce some coherence and
continuity. We need a theory of the subject that recognizes both of these
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moments, a theory grounded in the "hunkering down on detail" (p. 118) so
important in what Marcus and Fischer (1986) note as "the ethnographic
task" of reconstructing dominant macroframeworks "from the bottom up,
from the problem of description.. .back to general theory which has grown
out of touch with the world on which it seeks to comment." (p. 118)

This dissertation study, a small piece in the greater work around it, is my attempt to find a

space of freedom in order to add to the growing "theory of the subject." I feel the sense of

urgency, the need for educational research to find a platform where once again the world

of standards, expectations, micro-teaching, assignments and projects, tensions, and

dualism of learning to teach is named and honored.
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Chapter 3:

One Blueprint: Methodology of the Study

"This is both an exciting and dizzying time in which to do social inquiry," Patti

Lather (1991, p. 12) writes. Upon shifting foundations, we find positivist hegemony

wanting and logic and evidence devoid of absolute authority. The "expert-researcher" is

cast in a suspicious role as the light dims to twilight, reducing the part to one of grey

shadows. "Good" research is an open discussion; the rules fluctuate, their rigidity is

found fluid, light playing with realities and fictive moments (see Appendix A for an

additional discussion on this topic). "Exciting" and "dizzying" is one thing for an

"accomplished" and "established" methodologist and researcher, but as one learning to do

research, it is a bit like standing at a confusing intersection, considering options in the

midst of traffic. The black and white text of educational research authorities (Borg, Gall

J.P., Gall, M.D., 1993; Lincoln & Guba, 1985) suddenly seem filled with sub-texts,

floating between the lines of reason and procedure. Caught between the need to write,

study, and produce in the "father-tongue," (Bakhtin, 1981) yet desiring to see and write

and inquire in another language still growing its way upon me, I search for mentors to

create a design flexible enough to co-exist with multiple demands and ambitions.

Foucault (1984) argues for "...an attitude, an ethos, a philosophical life in which the

critique of what we are is at one and the same the historical analysis of the limits that are

imposed on us and an experiment with the possibility of going beyond them" (p. 50).
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But how does one go about the business of developing such an attitude, an ethos,

a critique when conducting educational research? How can the limits of the imposed

criteria for a "dissertation" be analyzed while still experimenting with possibilities? How

does an educational researcher develop a philosopher's ear for distinguishing voices of

discourses so much a part of herself, she speaks, writes, and thinks easily within their

limits? How does one begin to experiment with the theory and complexity of

subjectivity? Mc Williams (1994), herself a doctoral student at the time, writes, "For any

sort of contemporary social inquiry, such challenges would have researchers working in

ways for which there are no methodological blueprints" (p. 26). Although a myriad of

unknowns exists, taking the risk of poststructural feminist research seems the urgent call

of the day. So, based upon the described theoretical framework and the models of Lather

(1991), Britzman (1997), Ellsworth (1992), andMcWilliams (1994), one blueprint unique

to this study emerges.

What follows then is a retelling of my risk-taking, of my attempt to move beyond

the structure and comfort of traditional educational research to probe the power-

knowledge discourses found in preservice teachers' talk about gender issues. The

retelling, the storying, is "mine," but what is "mine" is socially constructed from many

other voices for writing as Crowley's (1989) interpretation of Derrida suggests, "...is a

container of a container, the outside of an outside, a pale reflection of the voice which

itself reflects memory-that in-nate (interior and natural) voice which continually tells us

the story of our self-presence" (p.6). The words and images have become their own

rhizome, and although I cite and give credit, I can no longer identify what concepts are
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"mine" as the work of so many have become apart of my own "internal persuasive

discourse" (Bakhtin, 1981).

Lather (1991) argues for "self correcting techniques," one of which is

collaboration. I have followed her advice and this research has been conducted with my

partner, Camille Cammack (1998). We have spent long hours constructing methodology

and interpretations. In the play of those conversations, it is impossible to trace whose

thoughts, later typed and printed, as "my research" and "her research," can be so

identified or privately owned. So, while this dissertation is "my" version of what

happened, it is not "the" version, nor does it hope to be. It is my way of creating, "a

weave of knowing and not knowing which is what knowing is," (Spivak as quoted in

Lather, 1991, p. 49). It begins somewhere on this spiral of knowing with a discussion of

how this study finally came to be, the chosen format and methodology, and later, the

interpretations thereof.

Beginnings

My collaborative research with Camille Cammack began over discussions of

dialogue and gender. Camille was interested in studying preservice teachers' attitudes

towards gender-fair teaching. I was interested in the act of dialogue as a way of learning.

An early proposal stated that in the research, "We will look specifically at the use of

dialogue as a learning strategy to help perspective teachers deconstruct their belief about

gender issues relevant to teaching," (Research Proposal, June 1997). I was uneasy with
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the statement. Already, I had read too much poststructural feminist theory to be

comfortable with this research goal, for such a statement assumed too much before it

began. The term "dialogue" carries social critical baggage (Ellsworth, 1992; Freire, 1984;

Shor, 1992; Shor & Freire, 1987; Wink, 1997) assuming the researcher can somehow

empower those researched. Furthermore, the statement seemed to indicate a need for

preservice teachers to deconstruct, that they could deconstruct, and that, perhaps, there

was a right way to deconstruct. As we analyzed our own intentions, we found blatant

traces of structuralism.

From our beginning conversations and writings, two questions now seem most

pertinent: 1) how does the talk of preservice teachers illustrate subjectivity? and 2) how

does this impact our practice as teacher educators? (See Cammack, 1998, for an

additional question: How do preservice teachers talk about gender issues?) Another,

perhaps more haunting question, surfaced as I began to (simultaneously) collect data and

teach methods courses in another setting: how have I as a teacher educator perpetuated

the myths, the impossible goals of teaching, found in the talk of preservice teachers and

sustained by education's regime of truth? These questions are both descriptive and

interpretative in nature, but unlike traditional ethnography, we do not claim to be outside

of the descriptions or the interpretations. Nor do we assume that the talk would reveal one

or two maj or unified themes, but rather this project will lend itself to demonstrating the

complexities of subjectivity, thus problematizing the act of teacher education.
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Focus on Subjectivity

While reading Mc Williams (1994), the importance of understanding subjectivity

as the site of language-constructed selves became apparent. I wrote in the margins this

comment, "Perhaps the reason why we are disappointed in students'failure to implement

our innovated strategies in classrooms is because we have never recognized subjectivity

as suggested here, the power of the dominant discourse, or the way it works on us as

teacher educators and the way, in turn, we work discourses on our students." The study of

subjectivity appears perched on a pinnacle of importance, but how could we grasp, view,

and analyze without toppling in the process? How could we organize such a study that

would add to our own understanding of the theory of subjectivity? In what ways, might

the "battle site" of selves best be illustrated?

Lather (1991), Britzman (1991), and McWilliams (1994) relied primarily upon

oral text generated through interviews and upon written text produced through journals

andlor specific reflective writing prompts. But if subjectivity is revealed in our socially

constructed language, then it seemed important to create a situation where preservice

teachers could talk, uninterrupted by even the questions and comments of an interviewer.

Time for such uninterrupted talk is not generally a piece of teacher education courses

where there is always a lack of time to cover "necessary" content. We sought to allow

language free-play. And we wondered, if language is the site of exploration for us, will it

not also allow preservice teachers an opportunity to explore their own subjectivity? If we

let them talk among themselves, what discourses of conflicting power-knowledge might
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become apparent? How would these discourses play upon the students? Under what

circumstances would certain discourses become more prevalent? How would we see

ourselves in the discourses? The intent was not to be "detached" as researchers (we are

imposed on all of the research), but to allow time for subjectivity to play itself so that we

might analyze implications for those of us involved in teacher education. We decided

upon a gender-issues seminar with voluntary participation; the details of which are

outlined below.

Introduction to the Participants

We began with an invitation to the entire cohort of Oregon State University

Masters of Arts in Teaching elementary education students during a fall orientation

meeting. We read a letter of invitation (Appendix B) asking them to join us for a series of

sessions to talk about gender issues in teaching. We did not promise that they would learn

how to practice gender-fair teaching, nor did we set out to change our participants into

gender-fair teachers. We wanted to learn what they had to say, to give them the

opportunity to explore what others had said about the topic, their own stories, and the

stories of those in their small group. The goals of the research were clearly stated both

verbally and in the written invitation. The research seminar was offered as a substitute for

another program requirement, a class covering children with special needs.

Our study relied upon the voluntary participation of 18 of these Oregon State

students (Appendix C). During the term, all participants were actively involved in public
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school settings. Each participant was assigned a mentor teacher and classroom where

she/he spent approximately two days a week. In addition, methods courses were taught at

several public school sites and required participants to teach small group lessons two to

three times weekly. Participants were also enrolled in two seminars: one to learn

classroom management techniques and another for gaining strategies in teaching children

with special needs.

During the first seminar, we asked participants why they joined the research

seminar. A number of responses were given. Some joined because a discussion group

seemed like a nice alternative to yet another writtenlresearch project. Others stated they

thought the seminars would be an "interesting experience," and one student listed

"curiosity" as a motivation. A few felt that issues of gender were too often "overlooked"

in education and also represented an area of personal concern. Later, when the actual

special needs project was described, several participants remarked how it was an "easy"

project, but they were already learning and enjoy the research seminar too much to "quit"

and do the "easy route."

During the first seminar, participants self-selected small groups for discussion.

Both written and personal comments lead us to believe some participants found friends to

form a group with while others sought out people they thought would be "interesting." As

a result, some groups became close, enjoying breaks together and volunteering in other

courses to work as a group. Other groups did not have the same experience. One group in

particular included individuals with a number of diverse opinions. Members of this group



told us how on at least one occasion, the tape recorder was turned off, and two group

members were allowed time to talk through their conflict before resuming the recording.

Participants Selected for Case Study Analysis

For the purposes of an in-depth analysis of subjectivity, four participants,'

Courtney, Marilyn, Leah, and Nell, were selected from all those who volunteered. They

were not selected with the intent of creating a sample or cross-representation since

generalization is not a goal of this research. Rather, they were selected because as I

studied their words, I saw illustrated four key behaviors of subjectivity. As they are re-

presented in this study, Courtney demonstrates self as a battle site and Marilyn, the

disciplinary power of a discourse. Leah's words show us the insidious nature of

discourses and Nell teaches us a way to exercise care of the self.

In the data analysis, each participant is introduced using data she provided about

herself. This data, as described in the next section, includes the autobiographical webs

and stories, information given on the demographics sheets, and comments made

throughout the dialogue journals and during audio-taped conversations. This information

is presented in-depth in the data analysis to provide a basis for determining the discourses

working at the self-site of each individual.

All participants have been assigned pseudonyms for the purpose of confidentiality.
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Procedures and Data Collection

The research seminars met four times during fall term for a total of 12 hours.

Following the first all day session, we met on alternate Friday afternoons from 1:00 to

00 p.m. The focus of the seminars was to explore issues of gender in teaching through

the use of dialogue. The format for the seminars included lunch (during the all day

seminar), breaks, and snacks in an effort to be sensitive to the time and day. Two sessions

included mini-lessons by either Camille or me and one included a brief whole group

discussion. At the end of the last session, we provided information about famous women

in history and addresses of other women's groups participants might contact for teaching

helps and strategies to promote gender-fair teaching (see Appendix D for seminar session

agendas and activities).

What follows is a description of data collected. This description is included in

order to frame the data and later analysis of how the discussion topics act as a form of

discourse. No attempt was made to design a seminar for use beyond this research. Rather

the purpose here is to illuminate the context of data collection.

Three kinds of data were collected during these seminars: audio-tapes from small

group discussions, dialogue journals, and brief autobiographical self-reflections. The

small group discussions were of primary importance to the study. Each group recorded
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2eight total discussions ranging in length from twenty to forty-five minutes. Camille and I

transcribed these audiotapes.

It is important to note here that as researchers we did not participate in the small

group discussions. Groups were located in three different rooms and the participants

assumed full control of the discussion and the audio-tape. During the small group

discussions, the researchers dialogued between themselves but they did not interact with

the participants. It is acknowledged that our presence, topic of discussion and format

decisions still influenced the participants. However, we wanted to allow them time to talk

publicly as an exploration of subjectivity. This process had unexpected and important

outcomes further explored in the results.

In addition to the oral discussion, we also used dialogue journals as described by

McMahon (1997). The objective of a dialogue journal is to initiate a sustained

conversation between the researcher and the participant. Camille and I arbitrarily divided

the first set of dialogue journals so that each of us responded to half of the participants

after each session. During these written conversations, participants responded to

questions raised by their group, Camille or me, reflected on issues discussed, commented

on how the discussions were impacting their own lives, and raised additional questions of

their own. Dialogue journal topics were often incorporated into group discussions. The

transcripts include many phrases like, "I just wrote in my journal how....," "Camille

2Although the seminar met for a total of 12 hours, entire sessions were not
audio-recorded. During the first session, three recordings were made. Two recordings
were made during each of the next two sessions. One recording was made during the last
session.
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wrote this comment and I have been thinking...." or "Donna asked this question... .What

do you think?" Comments like these show how the dialogue journals complimented the

small group discussions by giving participants an opportunity to individually reflect upon

what was being discussed.

A third type of data collected were brief autobiographical self-reflections. These

sketches were begun during the first seminar when we asked participants to create a web

representing their gendered-selves or what it was like to grow up male or female. Camille

and I both modeled this activity. Although this was a brief activity, it did provide valuable

data concerning the discourses playing upon individual students.

In addition to the small group discussions, dialogue journals, and autobiographical

sketches, the seminars produced other forms of data as well. During one session, groups

analyzed their transcripts and created overhead transparencies of general themes they felt

represented their discussions. We held one short whole-group discussion. This was

recorded, but due to poor audio, the tape was not transcribed. However, in anticipation of

this problem, careful field notes were taken. We gave two short mini-lessons on the topic

of deconstruction and asked participants to incorporate this strategy for thinking into their

discussions. Finally, Camille and I wrote field notes before, during, and after each

seminar, noting participants' comments, our observations, and our own thoughts.
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Discussion Topics and Activities

Lather (1991) suggests that feminist poststructural research strive to 'produce an

awareness of the complexity, historical contingency, and fragility of practices we invent

to discover myth about ourselves" (p. 88). Engagement of the participants is one way this

kind of awareness can be cultivated. We remained cognizant of this principle as we

planned the itinerary for each session. We also wanted to apply this principle when

deciding upon discussion topics and other discussion activities. We tried to stay open and

flexible and agreed to complete each transcription before making a decision about the

next session. We wanted to provide provocative informational fodder for the makings of

interesting conversation. However, we did not want to structure the discussions so much

that we were 'guiding" the flow of talk. We decided upon three reading selections from

prominent researchers on gender and education: M. Sadker and D. Sadker (1994), H.

Grossman and S. Grossman (1994), and the American Association of University Women

(1992) report. We read one selection during each of the first three seminars.

The M. Sadker and D. Sadker (1994) selection elicited a strong emotional

response from participants. The Sadkers' study spans twenty years and covers

geographical settings from all over the United States. Although this is definitely a report

on empirical research, the Sadkers use a personal and intense writing voice:

Girls are the majority of our nation's schoolchildren, yet they are second-
class educational citizens. The problems they face-loss of self-esteem,
declining achievement, and elimination of career options-are at the heart of
the educational process. Until educational sexism is eradicated, more than
half our children will be shortchanged and their gifts lost to society. (p. 1)
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Participants first read the selection individually and then discussed and recorded a talk

session.

During the second seminar, we then asked participants to read a selection from H.

Grossman and S. Grossman (1994). This reading is more academic in its approach than

the Sadkers'. The particular selection we asked participants to read presents controversial

and non-controversial practices in gender-fair teaching. Four of the most common

positions that the Grossmans have found in the literature are presented in clear

statements. Following each statement are a number of quotations from various educators.

Each of these quotations represent a different point-of-view. Again, participants read the

selection individually and then audio-taped a group discussion.

Our third seminar we wanted to address issues of socio-economics and race as

well as gender so we selected a reading from the 1992 AAUW report. The report is a

meta-analysis of hundreds of studies on how socio-economics, race, and gender influence

school success. Of all the selections, this report uses the most traditional academic voice

in reporting findings:

A special analysis was conducted using data from the National
Educational Longitudinal Survey (NELS) of eighth-graders for 1988 and
High School and Beyond (HSB) for 1980. These data compare grades, test
scores in reading and mathematics, and post-school plans in terms of
students' sex, race or ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Data was
examined for blacks, whites, American Indians, Asians, and Hispanics....
(p.56)
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Although this voice is traditionally considered an authoritative voice and the evidence

was clearly presented, many participants found it difficult to accept the impact socio-

economics can play in school success.

Other activities which prompted discussion during the seminar included

classroom observations, community observations, transcripts reflections, and

deconstructing school scenarios. Each of these are further described in the following

paragraphs. We felt these activities gave participants exposure to important information,

provided opportunity for them to connect this information with their personal and

professional lives, as well as allowing time for reflection and analysis.

During the initial fall orientation meeting, we provided participants who

volunteered for the study a list of classroom observations to conduct prior to our first

seminar date. We asked participants to focus their attention on the ways girls and boys

interacted with each other during structured and non-structured times, any divisions by

gender made by the teacher, how boys and girls interacted with their teacher, and any

behavior differences between boys and girls. Participants were asked to write down their

observations and to share with their small groups what they had observed. Based upon the

transcripts, all participants had done this activity and had stories to share.

We also wanted the participants to observe for possible behavioral difference in

the community at large so during the first session, we provided each individual with

"coffee money" and asked that they go to a public place to observe men and women

interacting. Some participants completed this activity alone while others collaborated
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with partners or groups of three. All participants discussed what they observed in a

recorded session with their entire small group immediately following the activity.

After our first seminar, Camille and I completed transcribing the audio-tapes and

reviewed them for emerging thematic questions. Three strong themes/questions emerged:

1) Is gender a real problem or are we creating one? 2) Are we genetically determined

male and female or are we socially constructed male and female? and 3) What are

female/male roles? We used excerpts from all of the transcripts to create a reading

selection representing these three themes. This edited and topical version of the

transcripts became the discussion topic for the second seminar. Participants were given

this document, asked to read it individually first, and then to discuss it with their groups.

This was the first opportunity participants had to discuss transcripts.

A second opportunity was given during the third session. We provided each group

with copies of their transcripts. We asked participants to complete the following

assignment: "Compile a group list of your general statements and write them on the

overhead transparency provided. Don't worry if your statements seem contradictory."

Once each group had generated a list and an overhead, they presented their statements to

the whole group.

We wanted the last seminar to bring together a number of themes and allow

participants to think practically about the complexity of gender-fair teaching. To do this,

we used five scenarios from research in H. Grossman and S. Grossman (1994). After

giving a brief mini-lesson on deconstruction, we asked participants to read through the

scenarios, select one, choose a course of action the teacher in the scenario might take, and
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to deconstruct the course of action. We defined the act of deconstruction as asking: 1)

What's useful about the course of action?, 2) What's dangerous about the course

action, and 3) What are the ramifications of the course of action? This was the most

structured of all of the activities since we also asked groups to assign roles to individual

members in order to facilitate the conversation. We did this primarily because we were

curious to see if participants were able to critically think using this particular

deconstructive approach. This proved to be a difficult task for most groups.

At the end of this seminar, we gave a brief overview of our data analysis to that

point and we asked participants to complete a demographic informational sheet.

The Role of the Researcher

I would briefly like to reiterate what has already been argued in this study

concerning the role of the researcher. First, it is impossible for me to remove myself from

the act of researching or in the interpretation of data and to pretend to be "objective"

(Britzman, 1991; Foucault, 1980; Gore, 1993; Haraway, 1996; Lather, 1991 ) My own

subjectivity is spilled all over this work. I am trapped in the "fly bottle" of my own place

and time. Therefore, it is important that attention be given to the way I describe theory,

participants, procedures, analysis, and all the rest that becomes a part of this study. It is of

equal importance that this study be read critically for what is missing. I cannot know all

of how I have influenced the analysis, even though I have employed corrective techniques

of self-reflexivity, participant engagement, and collaboration. With Britzman (as quoted



55

in Lather, 1991), I recognize that my voice as researcher is the "other voice" always

present, filtering, and imposing on all other voices re-presented in the text. This is

inevitable in all research. And since I cannot know even my own voice fully, I leave this

to the discretion of multiple readers to add to the partiality of this picture.

This brings up the realization of the power I have as a researcher. This power

must not be ignored, but acknowledged, ethically probed, considered, and used to the best

of the researcher's ability (Gore, 1993). Camille and I sought to organize a study that

would benefit both the participants' understanding of themselves and issues of gender-fair

teaching and our own understanding of teacher education, gender-fair teaching, and

theories of subjectivity. We recognize the time and words of these participants as a gift;

we do not take such a gift lightly.

There is a great deal of power exercised in the interpretation of data. I have

examined my own ethical obligations in this regard through discussions with Camille and

members of my committee. I have tried to employ a descriptive writing voice, allowing

the reader to interpret and argue with the text. Although participants chose their own

pseudonyms for this study, I opted to replace these with ones of my own. I did this out of

a concern that participants may have shared the pseudonyms they had chosen.

Furthermore, I have attempted to remind the readers of this study often that the goal is to

see an illustration of subjectivity, not a traditional case study of each highlighted

participant. The goal is to dc-center the subject and to analyze the forces of discourses.

Our ethical obligation, then, is not the pursuit of Truth in Education at any expense, but

the examination of power-knowledge even within the act of research.
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Validity and Reliability

Research done within a poststructural feminist framework also problematizes

traditional views of reliability, validity, and goals for a research study. There is no attempt

to create a representative group, for example, of all teacher education populations. Our

participants cannot be referred to as a sample. We fully acknowledge participants might

use language very differently if they were to repeat this study in another time, place, and

context. Furthermore, we know they might discredit the words they have already spoken,

explaining them away as group dynamics, fall term, or other circumstances. They might

disagree with the way their words have been interpreted as well. This does not make the

words spoken less "real" or important. All of this is part of the slippery nature of

subjectivity as well the way discourses play upon the researcher during the act of

"interpretation." Britzman (1991) reminds her readers that the words of the participants

are but "frozen moments," a kind of truth of the moment. Such words can "...only signify

the life of one unrepeatable public moment among the many more private, elusive,

chaotic, and unaccounted moments that constitute the rhythms of life" (p. 61). For this

reason, Britzman uses the term re-presentation, denoting that the words of participants

are not representational of them, but of the researcher, who re-tells their story through a

poststructural lens. The narration of this dissertation can only be read, then, as a partial

re-telling of events (Bakhtin, 1981; Britzman, 1991; Gore, 1993; Lather, 1991;

McWilliams, 1994). More specifically, it is my re-telling of events for the purpose of

demonstrating the work of discourses in creating subjectivity.
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Traditional rules of validity are called into question within the context of

poststructural theory. This dramatic change is rooted in the perception of self. Qualitative

researchers employ techniques such as member checks, triangulation, and "thick

description" in an attempt to determine the essential or "real" of the research subject

(Cherryholmes, 1988). However, in poststructural research, the focus is on language and

discourse and how the "self' is socially constructed within a given historical and cultural

context. There is the rejection of a "real" subject to be discovered. In its place is the

"fictive" and ever-changing self. Cherryholmes (1988) describes what this means for

poststructural research,

The failure to find a definitive arbiter or criterion is known to philosophers
as the failure to find a metanarrative, where a metanarrative is a global,
overarching, encompassing set of rules that tell us, in the case of construct
validity, the necessary and sufficient conditions of the constructs and
measurements we use and how to use them (p. 117).

Poststructural theory as described by Haraway (1996) seeks to disrupt the very

concept of a metanarrative. This goes against traditional views of research. Eisner (1997)

describes this well,"We prefer our knowledge solid and like our data hard. It makes for a

firm foundation, a secure place on which to stand. Knowledge as process, a temporary

state, is scary to many" (p. 7). But such views of knowledge and the approach to

obtaining such knowledge seems too restrictive in describing the complexities of self.

How shall validity then be addressed? Lather (1994), who describes herself as

obsessed with issues of validity, risks a checklist for those working within the

poststructural realm, but resist a conclusion or any attempt to canonize her words as "the
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way" to prove validity in poststructural feminist research. Some of what she suggests is a

text that:

"searches for the oppositional in our daily practice, the territory we already

occupy" (p. 51);

"embodies a situated, partial, positioned, explicit tentativeness" (p. 52);

"constructs authority via practices of engagement and self-reflexivity" (p. 52);

"creates a questioning text that is bounded and unbounded, closed and open" p.52;

"brings ethics and epistemology together" (p. 52).

This study addresses all of these suggestions. The focus of the study is preservice

teachers, the objects of our daily practice as teacher educators. The greater issue

addressed is the oppositional forces of discourses as they clash over, around, and with

individual discourses, both those of the participants and of the researchers. The goal of

examining subjectivity is to see the "territory we already occupy," that of teacher

education, from a different vantage point.

This research is situated and confined by the boundaries of its place and time as a

gender research seminar held once on Oregon State University's campus. My position in

presenting the data and the conclusions is openly partial and clearly tentative. One of my

goals is to attend to that which is troubling, difficult to grasp and apply, for the sake of

problematizing the act of teacher education. Whatever is written here is offered up as a

point of deconstruction. There is no attempt for a "grand transformation" (Lather, 1994,

p. 51) but for the continual questioning of our practice as teacher educators.
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Authority is constructed by actively including participants in the study. By

allowing each discussion group the authority to operate audio-recorders, organize groups,

and guide discussion flow, they were able to control, to a certain extent, their own

involvement in the study. Twice we asked participants to analyze the transcripts. When

participants asked for certain kinds of information, we supplied them with ideas for

gender-fair teaching and lists of resource materials. In addition, we practiced self-

reflexivity not only through the keeping ofajournal, but more importantly, by practicing

collaboration. Through collaboration, we were able to check perceptions, interpretations,

and directions on a daily basis.

My desire was to create a text that caused the reader to read slowly, think about

the taken for granted, argue with the interpretations, and question the theory and

methodology. It was my intent to raise many questions, but to answer few. In doing so,

the subject is de-centered and the reader hopefully is engaged with the process beyond the

mere words appearing on the page.

As I consider Lather's last quoted statement about ethics and epistemology, it

occurs to me that all discussion of the nature of knowledge within this study is done in

within the parameters of care of the self. Ethics, as the relationship one has with oneself,

is a prominent discourse of the theory, the methodology, and the data interpretation. This

research is the gathering of what has been said (as in the case study analysis) in order to

further understanding the epistemology of subjectivity.



Data Interpretation

The data interpretation began with the vague intent of examining the transcripts

for discourses. The goal of this first phase evaluation was simply to analyze whether or

not subjectivity as defined by the theorists could even be found in the words of the

participants. This phase of the interpretation involved re-reading the transcripts multiple

times. At times this was done with the audio-recording playing to verify voices of

participants and to clarify what was being said.

Following this phase, I identified eight participants with whom the discourses

could not only be identified but seemed to be behaving in very different ways. At this

time, the intent was not tofind four different ways to look at subjectivity. I was simply

intrigued by the differences present in the composite use of language by these

participants. Having identified these participants, I isolated their words from those of

their groups. Another examination occurred at this time of each participants words as they

stood alone. Dominant discourses became apparent at this stage. The differences between

participants became more clear at this point in the process as well. Courtney was the first

case analysis completed. Sheposed a possible example of subjectivity as a "battle site."

What became surprisingly interesting to me was how discourses worked in each

of these four participants and how the differences could re-present four behaviors of

subjectivity as found in the theory. For me, this was a confirmation that subjectivity

happens. Having made this discovery, I went back to the theory, examined the case

studies again, and confirmed the alignment. While I conducted initial analysis on my
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own, all of my hunches, discourses identifications, and interpretations were discussed

with Camille. My first question usually was, "What am I missing?" The second question

was something like, "Do you think this is it? Is this what is meant by disciplinary

power?" This resulted in many long conversations. Since Camille had also worked not

only with the same group of participants but also in transcribing the audio-recordings, the

process of our collaboration added validity and depth I could not have accomplished on

my own.

It was, indeed, useful for me to see the four behaviors of subjectivity show

themselves in the data. For the first time, I began to have a better understanding of what

had before only been theoretical. However, I also realize a danger in the way the data

have been interpreted and analyzed. It is not my intent to pose these different behaviors as

stages or developmental phases, or to "rate" them according to desirability. Perhaps

further studies may attempt to do this. In this study, the goal is to show how subjectivity

can look as a battle site, disciplinary power, as invasive and insidious, and how care of

the self might be exercised.

The parameters of this study are hazy and fluid and having been so defined, the

work moves to a different field. In research terminology, the next chapter is called "data

interpretation." In this study, I refer to this as "Playing at Twilight: The Dance of

Shadows as Discourses." For here, long shadows chase and are chased, wrap and then

unveil, the subject of selves as seen in the language of these preservices teachers.

Discourses, it turns out, are very difficult to capture.
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Chapter 4:

Playing at Twilight: The Dance of Shadows as Discourses

The borrowed languages of Courtney, Marilyn, Leah, and Nell demonstrate the

push and pull of discourses creating subjectivity. A close examination and re-examination

of the languages they used in the gender issues research seminar highlight the theory of

subjectivity as re-framed from a poststructural feminist vantage point. It creates a window

allowing us to see discourses at work on the individual. In the following case studies, four

aspects of the theory of subjectivity are illustrated: how subjectivity is the battle site of

discourses, the disciplinary power of discourses, the insidious nature of discourses, and

care of the self. Please note that while I have presented data for each analysis

categorically, the examples are scattered across the various kinds of data, dates and

sessions of the seminar.

Subjectivity: The Battle Site of Discourses

How does subjectivity look when seen through the poststructural feminist' frame?

What do discourses look like as they clash across the individual? How do such discourses

behave and what is the role of the individual in borrowing languages from the discourses?

In this first analysis, the language of one woman provides us with some insight into the

concept of subjectivity and why it is described as a "battle site" of discourses.
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Courtney is 22 years old, married, with an undergraduate degree in behavioral

science. In an autobiographical web (see figure 1) she drew describing her "gendered

self," Courtney identified seven areas, each with sub-topics, that influence who she is

becoming.

Figure 1. Courtney's autobiographical web



These areas include the following:

home (toys, chores, parents' work),

church (Proverb 31) language, biblical role modes, preaching, boyfriends),

school (behavior versus academics, competitive classes)

work (being hired because female, male-female teaching ratio)

marriage (his expectations versus mine, splitting up tasks, his mom, roles among

friends),

books (Trixie Belden, fairy tales, biographies, history),

extended family (gossip, roles, social).

Each of these areas act as a dominant discourse in the development of Courtney and her

perceptions of gender issues.

Several dominant discourses can be identified in Courtney's autobiographical web

and her autobiographical sketch. There is the discourse of Proverbs 31, the International

Businesswoman. There are also the "God doesn't see gender," feminist, seminar,

academy, feminine,' and capitalist discourses. Silence, as a discourse, is also present.

These discourses are found in other data gathered from the audio-tapes and dialogue

journals. They represent sources of tension as the internal persuasive and the authoritative

discourses Bakhtin (1981) describes. By examining how they work upon Courtney and

how Courtney borrows from these discourses to respond to the "problem" of gender

'By feminine, I am referring to the discourse which traditionally defines a woman's role
as supportive and nurturing, most usually played out as a wife and mother.
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issues, we can beuer understand the concept of subjectivity. The analysis also raises

questions concerning the concept of "care of the self."

The discourses can be first seen in a short autobiography Courtney completed

after drawing her autobiographical web. In this piece, Courtney chose to write in more

detail about how her church had influenced her gendered self. She wrote, "From a very

young age, I was presented with biblical characters as role models." Although the

majority of these role models were men, she writes that this did not make a difference for

she was taught to "...focus on the principles in the stories more than the people." What

she learned most from these stories was that "gender.. .was not critical to God." Courtney

notes that preaching on "proper" roles for men and women is an "interesting topic" within

her church circle. She does not elaborate in detail but does write she has seen both the

"healthy and unhealthy interpretations" [roles for men and women] played out in my

home." Courtney's greatest inspiration is the woman of Proverbs 31 2 She describes this

woman as a "successful international businesswoman" and a "beautiful model." The

woman of Proverbs 31 is also a wife and mother. Although Courtney tells how as a child

the Proverbs 31 woman was presented as an "ideal" or "impossible standard," she states

that she has known such women who were "...happier, more energetic, and had rich

lives." Courtney ends her autobiography with a side note. She writes, "I often hear people

complain about supposedly gender-bias words like 'mankind' and 'history.

2The portion of Proverbs 31 referred to here begins at verse 10 and continues to the end of
the chapter. In the Revised Standard Ryrie Study Bible (1978) this section is subtitled,
"The Capable Wife" (p. 983). The woman in this proverb rises early, works with her
hands, trades in the market, farms, keeps her house in order, and attends to the poor and
needy. She is characterized by her strength, dignity, wisdom, and fear of the Lord.
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applications of these words."

Discourses behave in many ways. Early in the seminar, Courtney reveals that she

knows what it means to be silenced by the power of a discourse. While she may lack the

language to re-tell her experience in these words, she can identify the feeling of loss.

During the first group session, members described observations of boys and girls in the

classroom, Courtney recalls her own experience of being silenced as a child. Her first

story is one of desire:

I always wanted to play soccer. In fact, I did that thing where you stand
around and watch for long enough and finally you just kind ofjump in.
And I was never coordinated enough to like impress them or anything so I
would just stay in the back and when the ball rolled by like 17 people
that's when I got it because I was far back. You know, they tolerated me,
playing, but it wasn't a "Hey come be on. our team," or anything like that.

Her next story is less wistful and more angry. It is still a story of desire:

That's not the purpose of girls. I hated it when I was in grade school
having to sit next to these obnoxious boys because I was the "good girl." I
wanted to sit off to the side and get my work done and go on with my life.
I didn't want to sit with two obnoxious boys because I was calm and good.
And maybe encouraging them to be more quiet as opposed to....

While both of these stories are emotional and would seem to elicit a response

from her group, there is another level of silencing by the discussion group, acting as a

powerful discourse. On both of these occasions, the group does not respond to her stories.

There are no follow-up questions or empathetic utterances. The last story is actually
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severed mid-sentence when a group member returns to the topic at hand (classroom

observations). It is not the only time Courtney experienced a silencing by the group

discourse. Although Courtney assumed a leadership role in many of the discussions by

reading directions or scenarios, challenging statements, or using follow-up questions,

during one audio-taped session, she speaks only 15 times during 10 pages of

transcriptions. Thirteen of these are short phrases. How does the discourse silence? On

this particular day, a participant from another group joined Courtney's discussion group.

Perhaps the change in membership altered power within the group pushing Courtney into

the silent corner for "good girls."

Courtney does not stay silenced. Other discourses are at work. However, she uses

the instances of being silenced to perhaps listen to competing internal discourses of what

it means to be female. The silent moments are then re-told in the voice of these

discourses. Consider Courtney's words on whether or not she has personally experienced

gender-bias. Although she has told the two previous stories which could arguably support

such bias, she says on different occasions:

.1 look back on experiences trying to think if I was ever in a situation
experiencing gender bias and I can't really think of a lot of overt
situations...

I don't think it was ever an issue for me as a girl [raising a hand; giving
answersj. I always raised my hand as much as the boys. Or I'd even blurt
out the answers if I needed to be heard badly enough.

Perhaps this response is the argument of the "God doesn't see gender" discourse. If God

does not recognize gender, only the soul of the individual, then why should gender matter
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to humans? In this argument, gender issues do not exist. While Courtney wrestles with

this discourse, it does not exercise control over all her personal stories. Another

discourse, perhaps the feminist discourse, is insisting gender matters a great deal and, at

times, commands a leading role in her language usage. The two discourses wrestle on

Courtney in the following story:

I realized the first day that we had math methods.. .1 wanted to show my
geoboard.. .1 raised my hand forever. I wanted to show my geoboard. I
wanted to show it right then. And everybody should turn around and look
at it. I realized, it was a really weird feeling that I haven't felt for a long
time, but, I realized that is how I felt in grade school a lot. And I don't
know if it was because I was a girl or just because there are so many
people .....And so I just remember feeling like, feeling frustrated. And I'm
not sure it's so much a gender issue as just a matter of time.

The discourse of the academy or teacher education also enters the conflict. It

becomes apparent as Courtney struggles with the question: are gender-issues real issues?

"...we ended up using behavior as a sorter a lot of times. And that doesn't really seem

equitable. The patient kids get left behind and the kids that act out more, the teacher

stands next to keep them calm."

The same discourse mingles with the feminist discourse, building a logical

argument with the "God doesn't see gender" discourse. "....When you have a classroom

full of boys who are rowdy, you just take it for granted but if you get a couple of rowdy

girls you're like what is wrong with these children ..... That doesn't make sense either." A

third discourse comes into play, the discourse of the academy, which often employs

objectivity. This objective stance detaches Courtney from the issue; she now can observe
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from a distance, "What I see here is people evaluating themselves. Trying to figure out if

they've experienced gender bias or if they've perpetuated it .....and trying to decide if

gender bias is even an issue..." The feminist discourse enters the conflict attempting to

sway Courtney by identifying her with the global experience of being female in school.

"....1 remember seeing a Doonsbury cartoon strip. The whole series was on gender

equity ..... It was pretty.. .1 mean that whole strip is always really hard hitting and impactful

(sic) but it was kind of like, whoa, that's a problem all right." In these examples, the

discourses of "God doesn't see gender," academy, and feminist all complete for

Courtney's view of gender issues. Together, they are working upon Courtney, socially

constructing her views.

At times, Courtney borrows from these discourses to consider the issues from

multiple perspectives. This is best demonstrated by a plethora of constructed questions

scattered throughout Courtney's talk. Here, the feminist and "God doesn't see gender"

discourses compete with her internal discourses:

And that's something I've been thinking about since the last time that we
met. Is that, is that the way to go [to honor the request of girls who do not
want to be called upon] because it makes them feel the most comfortable
or is that perpetuating the problem? Is there a problem? What is the
problem? Is there a solution to the problem?

The "new" discourse of gender-equity, as promoted in the research seminar, strengthens

Courtney's feminist discourse and she re-tells her personal experiences using this

borrowed language, "I got a pathetic public education. Would it have been better if I was

male? Have I experienced gender bias without knowing it? Do I perpetuate it in my
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classroom?" For the moment, this discourse seems to rule as Courtney writes, "Could you

provide a bibliographic list of books and articles like the one today? How can I get

evaluated for my degree of gender bias? Is it possible to reverse the trend and how?"

Courtney consciously and unconsciously borrows from multiple discourses to

respond to the problem of whether or not gender is or can be an issue in education. In one

session, she argues using the feminist discourse against a group member using the

traditional feminine discourse. At one point she exclaims to this group member, "Is it

possible you've been brainwashed?" She elaborates by pushing the group member to

consider if what she has been told about feminine roles might possibly be erroneous.

Courtney searches the discourses and brings to the discussion a capitalist free

marketplace view as a possible way to view gender issues. "A lot of times my grandpa

would think people take things to extremes .....he simply came up with this: when the

economic system changed ..... women had to work .....that's when the issue came up when

women started going into the work force ..... " By this discourse from her grandpa, the

gender question becomes a simple matter of economics.

This discourse does not dominant, however. The discourse of the academy

reasserts itself. What Courtney decides she needs is someone who can truly tell her how

to be a gender-fair teacher. In this impassioned speech, she reacts with desire for the kind

of expertise the academy promises:

I'd like to have somebody that professionally studies this come in and
observe me. I would really like to have that done for myself. I would like
to be angered at myself ..... And I would like to know how they study it so
that I can video tape myself later and analyze myself ..... I want to choose to
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get cleaned out right at the beginning .....I want to learn it right from the
first..... I think that we take a lot of useless classes. Why don't we take
something like this? I mean, if it is that big of an issue, which! think it is,
we need to be dealing with it hard headed and not just read articles [that
are] optional.

Courtney is an illustration of how discourses compete. At one moment, she states gender

is a problem in the schools. Then, she says, "I just think the basic truth that men and

women are different is so obvious." Furthermore, she says it is a "measurable difference"

resulting in obvious roles. And in another session, she argues for the status quo stating,

"The cure is worse in then problem." This discourse is also scattered throughout all the

audio-tapes.

Among these responses, Courtney also adopts the discourse of sociology and

attempts to use this language to explain roles of men and women. In a different session,

she becomes the behavioral scientist and argues that "we just need to watch that [gender

bias] more carefully," so both teacher and student activity can be managed through

observation. When presented with the scenario of a Hispanic female teenager who no

longer wants to take algebra class, Courtney returns to the discourse of the academy to

walk the line between cultural values and a desire for education. She talks about the

potential danger of "something going wrong, like divorce or her husband dying, or maybe

not getting married." She proposes having a variety of speakers, including a Hispanic

woman, to inspire students to stay in math and serve as a role model. Finally, she says, "I

would talk to her personally. I would say, 'You might change your mind later. Keep your
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options open. There's no harm to you taking math in high school....you could teach your

kids algebra at home."

The battle site of self is never quiet. After basically arguing throughout one

session with the traditional feminine discourse that gender is not an issue in schools, the

feminist discourse rises again,"One thing that I'd like to point out is that even though we

are basically coming to the conclusion that it's [gender] not as big of an issue as the

question would make it seem to be, I do think that there are a lot of gender

issues .....because there are." She continues to tell how her husband, who is majoring in

engineering, dismisses gender equity issues as a matter of choice and economics. Those

who choose higher paying jobs simply are paid more. But, Courtney questions why these

choices are made. She problematizes the situation, using the feminist discourse, which

does not settle for a simple answer.

Why do women go into different professions? I think when you come back
to that you have to look at the schools. And when you look at the schools,
and I'm sure that's why we're having this study, what is the gender
inequity that's going on in the schools? And I don't think the things we've
come up with so far have been it. I don't know what it is but it's not
calling on people. I mean, I don't see that as creating gender inequity.

How discourses play across Courtney can be further illustrated in her response to

what roles schools can take in dealing with gender inequity. Throughout the seminar, a

number of discourses are illustrated, including that of the seminar. At one point, Courtney

says, "I don't think that the schools can solve all that problem [stereotypes of what girls

can or cannot do]," a statement embedded in a larger context of individualism. She
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argues from this discourse that gender issues are a matter of individual preference. At

another time, she speaks using the traditional feminine discourse which values the home.

"I think kids learn more at home about gender things than they do at school. I mean we

can only do a little bit [in the schools]." Yet another occasion, she asserts, "I think that we

can make a big difference in our classrooms." This statement sounds more like the

discourse of public education, "teachers make a difference." Sometimes, a conglomerate

of discourses speak at once. In this quote, the discourse of science, capitalism, feminist,

and perhaps more, are present. "My major career goal is to found a school. Not only a

school but a new educational system that can be duplicated across the country like a

successful franchise... .one that gives attention to gender inequity."

When seen through this lens, Courtney is not contradicting herself nor is she being

indecisive. She is the battle site of many discourses which alternately subject and are

borrowed by Courtney as she explores the role of school and gender inequity.

I return to an earlier quote from Derrida (1995). "I' constitutes the very form of

resistance. Every time this identity proclaims itself, every time I am bound by belonging

to a context...someone or something cries out: watch out, there's a trap, you are caught.

Get free..." (p. 274). There are a number of identities or discourses proclaiming

themselves in the act of socially constructing Courtney and her perceptions of gender-

issues. From her own autobiographical web, the discourses of home, church, school,

work, marriage, books, and extended family can be seen colliding in the language she

uses, demonstrating Lather's (1991) emphases that our subjectivities are "mapped and
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remapped" as "multiple representations" of class, race, gender, language, and social

relations (p. 118).

Discourses, as earlier described, demand allegiance, interpret events, self, and

other, and establish an impossible standard. For example, the discourse of Proverbs 31

describes a successful "international businesswoman" in Courtney's adopted words. This

woman, also an adored wife and a mother of children who bless her, sets up an

impossible standard for Courntey. At times, this discourse clearly dominants. This is

representative of Bakhtin's (1981) metaphor of centripetal force, the normative voice of

the discourse which defines who Courtney can be. This discourse tells her she can "do it

all," even start a school which can be replicated across the nation. In Foucauldian terms,

this would be a moral view imposed upon Courtney (Gore, 1993; McNay, 1990). But at

other times, the centrifugal force, in this case perhaps the feminist discourse, speaks of

the flaws. Her husband is not necessarily adoring. Their roles are blurred. Maybe gender-

inequity is a problem and schools are not helping girls to become the woman of Proverbs

31. This illustrates Bakhtin's notion that subjectivity is the process of becoming through

the tension of discourses. The tension between the "God doesn't see gender" and feminist

discourses may allow Courtney to deconstruct both discourses and begin again at a

different understanding of gender issues.

Courtney chooses at different times to subject herself to different discourses, yet

she also flirts with a number of different discourses in exploring gender-issues. At the

same time, the discourses themselves act upon her. In this analysis of frozen and

fragmented moments, we can see the complexity of selves. She appears to be able to
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engage and adopt these discourses and so present a image of a changing self. No one

discourse seems to clearly dominant.

Being actively engaged with a number of discourses has certain advantages for

Courtney as a future teacher. It is useful for her to hear multiple viewpoints; she will have

more choices in developing her teaching-self. Perhaps she is less likely to experience the

moral imposition of educational discourses if she can also hear other options. In this way,

she will be able to attend to care of herself, partially choosing the discourses to which she

is subjected. When problems arise in the classroom, Courtney may be able to borrow

language from all discourses providing multiple ways to describe, define, and search for

solutions.

This same ability, however, could also prove to be dangerous. Courtney may find

the struggle too difficult. Confusion could easily mark her own career. Perhaps

momentary truces between competing discourses are critical to her own care of self.

Additionally, Courtney needs to be continually exposed to new languages with which to

re-tell her stories in order for her to adequately wage battles with those discourses

wanting to act as disciplinary power (Britzman, 1991). For example, the discourse of

Proverbs 31 may prove more and more difficult to be subjected to as she assumes

additional responsibilities. While God may not see gender, humans appear to make a

great deal of it and Courtney seems to lack the ability to distinguish between God-ability

and human-ability. What will happen if this conflict of discourses continues to wage war

with Courtney? Could she, for example, become painfully aware of her own actions

which reflect gender-bias even though she wants to do it "right?" If she is not able to
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achieve the perceived expert-status of the academy discourse, could she find herself

giving up altogether or allowing another discourse to persuade her, "There are no gender

issues?" This danger is evident in the data. Three times at the end of sessions, she

indicates being weary of the subject and discourages her group from continuing

discussions. At one point she writes in her dialogue journal, "I am so worn out with this

issue. I'm not really sure what to write." Is Courtney, seen as a battle site of discourses,

perched between possible disciplinary power or active care of the self? Is this tension an

on-going one in the continual process of becoming or is it the mark of confusion?

For Courtney, becoming the "international businesswoman" of her ideal carries

the rewards of societal discourses that education does not. During the last session, we

presented a number of discursive themes we had observed in the transcriptions. One was,

"Education, as a career choice, must be justified.' Courtney was the first to respond. She

indicated that she was embarrassed to tell people she was an elementary education major.

She tried to justify her choice and make it "better" by emphasizing her math speciality

area. Does this, combined with her other comments about women not being free to make

career choices, demonstrate a clash of discourses that may force Courtney to leave

education, even if she is a "successful" teacher?

Courtney is subjectivity and, as such, she raises interesting questions. How much

choice does she have in this process of becoming? What role, if any, does the academy

have in the gathering of identities to aide her in the process of becoming teacher? Has the

academy used its power well?
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If Courtney gives us a picture of subjectivity as a battle site of competing

discourses, then Marilyn demonstrates quite a different view of subjectivity. In Marilyn's

language, the disciplinary power of a single authoritative discourse is examined. How

does this authoritative discourse behave? How does it subject the individual? What is

useful and dangerous about such a discourse?

Disciplinary Power of the Discourse

Marilyn is 26 years old and single. She earned her bachelor of arts degree in

humanities at a mid-western university before returning to live with her parents and

complete her Masters of Arts in Teaching degree at Oregon State University. On the

autobiographical web (figure 2) she drew, she identified five areas, each with sub-topics,

that have influenced the development of her "gendered-self." These five areas include the

following:

school (put with girls, social place with males and females),

family (three older sisters, one brother, wanted to play with boys, did "girl things,"

helped mom, mom stayed at home, mom did what a mom should do by taking

care of the family, dad worked, fished with dad),

toys (Barbies and dolls, G.I. Joe),

friends (neighbors were three boys, lots of girlfriends, most friends are now guys),

and

media (picture of "woman," I like girl stuff, dresses and boys).
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Figure 2. Marilyn's autobiographical web

Marilyn chose to elaborate on the influence of her family. She wrote, "Growing up

with three sisters who were six, eight, and ten years older than me shaped my life." She

goes on to explain that since they were older, she played mostly with her brother who was

a year older than her and the neighbor boys. She played G .1 .Joe, built forts and climbed

trees. She does not describe herself as a "tomboy" for having done these things. She

used to have to make myself wear jeans at least twice a week." What she prefers are,

"pretty, frilly, girly things," and she added "I always will." Marilyn claims to enjoy the

company of "guys" over that of "girls." She always wanted to be like her older sisters

and believes they have "definitely influenced my 'girliness.' "Finally, she describes her

family as "old-fashioned," one in which there are "different gender roles." This, however,
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has not been "oppressive or overbearing .....There are certain things each sex is better at

doing." Marilyn reiterated this on the demographic information sheet. "I am a strong

Christian," she wrote, "and my values reflect that as well as what I say. I had a mother

who stayed home to raise me and my sisters and I am really grateftil for that."

The traditional discourse of a "woman as wife and mother" is the dominant

discourse of Marilyn's language. This discourse serves as disciplinary power, defining

Marilyn's destiny within this given role. Several discourse defining quotes clarify the

authoritative stance of the discourse. "I want to teach for a few years, and then I want to

get married and have my family. I am going to stay home with my kids. I'm going to raise

my family. That's what I feel I was put on this earth to do." The discourse tells Marilyn

the act of fulfilling this role is the calling for a woman:

I'm proud of the fact that that's what I want to do. [be a wife and mother].
And I tell people that all the time. It doesn't bother me. But it bothers me
when we say we need to change society so that women don't feel like they
have to say home. Yeah, if they don't want to stay home, they shouldn't
have to. But if they're going to have kids, they need to think about that.

Marilyn is convinced of this mission. The discourse has taught her well. It is the right

thing to do and she has been socialized not to listen to other discourses. For example,

although she says women shouldn't have to stay home, she implies this is the correct

action. She becomes the voice of the discourse in claiming, " ..... it's saying that staying

home with your children isn't good enough. And I see that as a problem with a lot of this

gender bias as saying, okay, you need to get past that, you need to be more than just a

mom." The discourse exercises such power over Marilyn that when a male group member
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asserts that he would like to stay home with his children during the first three years of

their lives, she responds, "It seems to me that is a role that a woman has. That is her role."

After all, she later argues,

biologically look at us, and I seriously believe that men are here for a
reason, women are here for a reason. We have different roles. You can go
out of that role but realistically, I believe that there's a reason for having
the differences. And we need to support those differences. We need to, you
know.

This support role is found throughout Marilyn's words. An illustration of this is

her support of boys. When her group spends too much time discussing the plight of girls

in the classroom, Marilyn will speak on their behalf, challenging the idea girls may be

lacking teacher attention. She describes her mentor teachers as being too generous in

calling on girls. "I'm like, pick the boys! The boys need it [attention]". When discussing

children coming from low socio-economic homes, Marilyn comments how boys may be

disadvantaged more than girls since they have not learned responsibility by working with

mothers. This is what must be compensated for in the classroom. When group members

discuss how they have seen teachers use advanced questioning techniques more with

boys, Marilyn is quick to assert, ".....I don't see that. I don't see that they [teachers] are

only doing that with the boys. I've seen teachers do it with the girls."

This is power of the discourse at work. Marilyn has both been subjected by the

discourse and also appears to place her self under its authority. Her personal stories are

framed by this discourse. For example, she is adamant throughout the audio-tapes that she

has not experienced any kind of gender-bias. She uses words like "never" and "always,"



81

the concrete words of the discourse. "It's hard, because when I was younger, I never saw

the boys being called on more. I never saw, I never noticed it and it didn't bother me.

Maybe it did happen, but it has never bothered me, to this day, it still doesn't bother me."

Notice how a different discourse (perhaps that of the seminar) is allowed a small voice,

creeping in doubt, but Marilyn finds the language of the discourse and corrects her

language with, "It has never bothered me." At another time, the discourse frames her

school experience as always positive, " .....I always was praised. I had the best teachers

and I always did great work. I was always praised for what I did." What she did as a

student, by her own description, was to sit quietly during lessons and talk a lot to friends

on the side.

When Marilyn read the excerpt from the Sadkers' (1994), this discourse of

"woman as wife and mother" is momentarily caught off guard. But read carefully and

watch how the disciplinary power of the discourse takes over in a progressively stronger

voice:

personally, I haven't experienced that much gender bias. And looking
at if from that point of view, this article almost, it ends up taking the worst
case scenarios and point them out to us ..... I can't believe that those things
had actually happened. And I think it's really bad that the teachers are
getting away with that, but personally, I haven't seen it. And personally, I
think we are making a big deal out of a lot of things. When it said ..... you
have to change your way of looking at things ..... is that bringing out good
things or is that creating more of a problem by saying every little thing you
do is going to affect some child in this way. And it gets into more issues
than just gender. Because then it's leaving out somebody else for
something else. It seems like it's going to create a lot of problems.
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There is minimal wrestling here with the Sadkers' discourse. The dominant discourse of

woman as wife and mother minimizes the research of the Sadkers' to the "worse case

scenario" and points out the danger of exploring this discourse by arguing, "it's going to

create a lot of problems."

The voice of this discourse, woman as wife and mother, is so strong it even

influences Marilyn to remain silent as times. During a rather light-hearted group

conversation about women who go to college to find a husband, Marilyn is particularly

silent. Perhaps the discourse tells her now is not the time to assert the role of women as

wives. Several times she enters the dialogue with a certain amount of force only to say, "I

forgot what I was going to say, never mind." After being silent for some time and then

using this phrase, she is encouraged by the group to assert her opinion. Could this be a

strategic move of the discourse to manipulate the group and then to reassert the power of

the discourse? The discourse even commands the way Marilyn listens to a conversation.

After a long period of non-participatory time when her group discusses differences

between boys and girls, she supports the boys by saying, " ..... even right here we're

labeling the kids saying the girls are quieter, the boys are louder. But, when I was in

elementary school, I was the one that was always talking. I was one of the loud ones."

This is particularly interesting since Marilyn spends a fair amount of time telling how she

hates to be called on, and "always" has during school.

Such a powerful control by a discourse on an individual demonstrates the

Foucauldian concept of disciplinary power. The disciplinary power of this discourse,

women are destined to be wives and mothers, does not allow Marilyn to go beyond the
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boundaries of the discourse's values and thoughts. Marilyn tells a story that illustrates

this. Once she wanted to be a lawyer. She did not want to grow up to be like her mother

and her sisters. "I'm not going to do that, I don't want to be a teacher, I don't want, you

know, to stay home with kids ..... I want to go have a career." The disciplinary power pulls

her back into the boundaries and she continues her story by saying, " ..... And you

know...... I was rebelling against what my family did and what I'm good at. And I, you

know, now I look back and I'm like .....that was just stupid because that's not me. And I

have to do what's me."

There are a number of interesting results of the disciplinary power in this

statement. Such power loans Marilyn the word "rebelling." Rebellion, in this case, is

denying herself the desire to be a wife and mother by pursing a career. Note that a

"career" in this case is being a lawyer, not a teacher. Being a teacher must be an

acceptable pastime while waiting for a husband (Cammack, 1998). As a teacher, she can

act as a surrogate mother to children in her classroom and still be fulfilling the

discourse's expectations for women. This is what the discourse has taught Marilyn she is

"good at," even though she has never been a wife or mother.

At one point in her life, Marilyn may have had more discourses competing for her

allegiance. For a time, another discourse must have encouraged a different definition of

woman as a lawyer. What happened to this discourse? Did the woman as wife and mother

stage some kind of a takeover? Or did Marilyn choose to subject herself to this discourse?
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Marilyn occasionally assumes the disciplinary authority of the discourse. With

such authority, she can act as judge. In this instance, she does so in a statement about

women who work and pay childcare:

The thing, the other thing I think about having to have two incomes
coming into the house. I worked in a day care for three years and 75% of
the mother's income was going to pay [for child care]. To me that is bull.
You know to make 25% of your salary and not be able to spend 10 hours a
day with your kids. I think that is so ridiculous.

There is no room here for a challenge from alternative discourses that might encourage

empathy for a woman who has not chosen to leave her children, but is forced to for

economic reasons. Nor does this discourse entertain the notion that a woman might chose

a career outside of the home for reasons of personal talents or interests. The dominant

discourse of woman as wife and mother does not allow such challenges. Delinquencies of

this kind are kept in check, further demonstrating disciplinary power.

There is very little challenge to the discourse of woman as wife and mother in

Marilyn's language. The other discourse that does complete for her subjectivity is the

discourse of the individual. This presents a conflict for Marilyn, for while she has adopted

the language of womenlwife/mother, she is also courted by the value of the individual.

There are several examples of this discourse:

Personally, I think we need to stop looking at specific things and just look
at each person as an individual. In any case, gender, race, oranything.
That's what I think we need to do.
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But then that gets back to what I was saying before how so many times
these issues get magnified so much that it creates more of an issues and
gets further away from being individuals and more separating.

everybody needs to be treated as an individual. And so on that
individual basis you shouldn't look at oh, you're a male, you're a female.
It should be you as an individual.

The value of the individual is problematic for Marilyn. This discourse of the individual

denies race, gender, or class as issues. The individual discourse promotes individual

strength, will-power, and defines success in overcoming perceived obstacles such as

gender. This resulting conflict is demonstrated in a confusing monologue where the two

discourses, that of the individual and that of the woman as mother and wife, clash. The

topic is when to call on students in the classroom:

. What I was saying was when you ask a question and there are kids
raising their hands, I would call on one of those kids raising their hands
before I would call on a girl or boy in the back who doesn't have their
hands raised. But I think that everybody does need to be called on. I like
the idea of having like popsicle sticks or something like that to randomly
call on people. Because people do need to use, to use other speaking, you
need to learn to speak in class. But I wouldn't flat out go, okay I need to
call on that person because they are not raising their hand.

The brief conflict involves the issues of how to make sure all children are called

upon (including females) even though females, according to Marilyn's adopted discourse,

are to play a supportive role. This brief conflict of two discourses is the only such

evidence in the data. In all of the data collected, Marilyn never asks a question of a group

member, the researchers, or of herself that might show an interest outside of her own

discursive system of thinking. The dominant discourse it too strong to allow alternative



86

discourses much competing room. The only other time the discourse consistently changes

is when she writes to the researchers in the dialogue journal. Here there is a stark contrast

with the discourse used during the small group discussions. For example, when asked by

the researchers why she joined the group, she writes, "I thought it would be very useful

and interesting as a new teacher." On her demographic informational sheet, she employs

the same discourse, "It was great [talking in small groups]. I enjoyed being able to hear

other people's opinions," and "I am glad I was able to participate. It was very insightful."

But how insightful was the seminar to Marilyn? What evidence is there she was

able to hear anything but the arguments of one pre-existing discourse? The journal entries

are interesting since there are no other data to support these notions. Why would Marilyn

address the researchers using a different discourse? One possible explanation may be the

use of confessional language (Cammack, 1998; -Gore, 1993). Confessional language is

used to submit to those in power. As researchers, Marilyn may have viewed us as

authorities and so she chose to tell us what we wanted to hear. In a sense, to confess to us,

as one might confess to a priest, was to give us the words she assumed would please us.

Since the dialogue journals were written directly to us, perhaps they were most

influenced. For some reason, the tape recorder must have been perceived by Marilyn as a

more abstract link between herself and the researchers.

It is difficult not to compare and contrast Courtney and Marilyn. Both claim a

church heritage. The discourse of church is present in the borrowed languages of both

women. But Courtney's biblical role model of the woman of Proverbs 31 as an

"international business woman" and Marilyn's role model of her mother are two very
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different images. While Marilyn wanted us to know she is a "strong Christian," her

borrowed language appears less "biblical" than Courtney's, who quotes the Bible.

Perhaps the discourse Marilyn is subjected to is a traditional feminine one. As

demonstrated, multiple discourses are working on Courtney and she, in the push and pull

of subjectivity, borrows from multiple discourses.

Both women were in the same small group. A fair amount of tension developed as

Marilyn asserted womanlmother/wife and Courtney wrestled with this discourse. One

argument erupted when Courtney used the borrowed language of psychology to push

Marilyn to the declaration that she hated to be called on in school. Courtney questioned

whether or not Marilyn was sure there wasn't something in her past influencing the

intense dislike of being called upon. Marilyn responded, "..... And that right there starts

bringing up the issue of lets make everything, every single problem, a gender issue, by

saying, well, let's go back to your past." Still, Courtney pushed, asking ifjust maybe,

Marilyn was "brainwashed." Marilyn bristled, "It's not because I was oppressed or

anything."

From a poststructural feminist perspective, this kind of statement must not be

construed as "denial," but rather as an illustration of how discourses work and how

subjectivity is formed. Courtney speaks from a site of self battling with many discourses;

Marilyn remains under disciplinary power. In a similar display, the group was discussing

a scenario in which a Hispanic female teenager did not want to continue with algebra. She

planned on dropping out of school to get married and didn't see much use for the course.

As expected, the two discourses, woman/wife/mother and woman/business woman,
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clashed over the appropriate response a teacher might give. As described earlier,

Courtney employed the discourse of the academy, searching for a process to persuade the

teenager of the need for algebra. Marilyn resorted to the discourses of the individual, but

woman/wife/mother was close at hand, " ..... I wouldn't push her into it because it's

possible that that's what she wants to do ..... she has no desire to go to college." At one

point, Marilyn accused Courtney of valuing algebra over family, probably an

unacceptable attitude to both the woman/wife/mother and the Proverbs 31 interpretation

of the international businesswoman. "The way you said that, it is like she's [the Hispanic

teenager] setting her standards lower by saying she wants to stay home and raise a

family." No one can touch such a sacred and guarded view of the disciplinary power;

Marilyn ensured this. "There might be family values that are reflecting what she's saying.

And by trying to get her to take algebra she might be going against what her family wants

her to do and that could cause some problems." The debate ends when Courtney

dramatically stated that "for the record" she was not advocating algebra over the family.

While these two debates are recorded and part of the data, two other discussions are not.

Another group member informed us after one session that the group turned off the tape

recorder, two members left the room, and those remaining came to some kind of

agreement that allowed the group to continue with the audio-taped discussion. (Courtney

and Marilyn were among those who remained.)

Another conversation not recorded was a session when groups were asked to write

general statements reflected in their transcripts. During the whole group presentation,

Marilyn, alone, spoke for her group which was the last group to volunteer. (All other
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groups gave team presentations.) There were five statements on the overhead. One of

them was clearly the discourse of woman/wife/mother, "No one should be limited. If a

woman wants to be in a 'traditional' role, she should not be looked down upon." Another

discourse may have said, "No one should be limited. If a woman wants to be an engineer,

astronaut, or plumber, she should not be looked down upon." The woman/wife/mother,

however, places the emphasis on the traditional; this role appears to be threatened and,

therefore, must be protected.

I return to Bakhtin (1981) who described discourses as more powerful than

language for they "constitute the 'nature' of the body, unconscious and conscious mind

and emotional life of the subject which they seek to govern" (p. 108). This is how the

woman/wife/mother discourse has worked its way upon Marilyn. It constitutes her

unconscious and conscious mind. It is in the position of governing her emotional life as

well. As a discursive field (Foucault, 1972), the discourse has given Marilyn a version of

truth and meaning. Through this lens, Marilyn is neither resistant or naive, but a subject

of the discourse.

The question rises again when considering Foucault's care of the self. Has

Marilyn chosen to be subjected to the discourse or has the discourse subjected her into

harsh obedience? How much can the individual "choose" and to what extent can the

discourse entrap? If Marilyn has chosen to be subjected, why would she give up other

discursive options with which to describe herself? Foucault (Linn, 1996) might answer

that this choice is guided by fear. Fear causes us to give up freedoms and to set up an

Other as a scapegoat. There is evidence of Marilyn doing this. She rejects possible
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she creates an Other (the mother who chooses to work) as "ridiculous." In this analysis,

she allows her "cage" to become smaller in order to escape "unchecked delinquencies," or

the act of traveling a road that may appear too dangerous.

On the other hand, Marilyn cannot know other options to view herself without

learning alternative languages (Britzman, 1991). What discourses are available to her?

The discourse of the seminar and the discourse of the academy may be in such opposition

to the womanlwife/mother discourse that it is not really available to her. It would be

similar to being an English speaker in a course taught in Spanish. How much content will

the English speaker learn in the firsi weeks of the course?

Self, as illustrated by Marilyn, is still a site of struggle, but the dominance of a

single discourse changes the way the site looks. Other discourses will continue to attempt

"takeovers," but will they ever be successful? Would this even be "success"? Perhaps the

larger question to ponder is, will Marilyn continue to interpret her life events through this

single lens? If she finds a husband, is happily married, able to have children, and allowed

to stay home with them, perhaps the discourse will serve her well. If this does not happen,

will she continue to see teaching as a surrogate mother an adequate role or will she

become the site of a violent takeover by an alternative discourse that drastically alters the

telling of her stories? What other ways might the discourses behave which simply cannot

be known at this time?

Other questions trouble this landscape as well. Marilyn's language is one of

desire. It is filled with what she desires to become: woman/wife/mother. What happens if
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the discourse disappoints and the language of desire and the promise of desire goes

unfulfilled? If Marilyn was given the language to re-invent herself in alignment with

other discourses, to collect what has already been said about her and to begin the never-

ending process of creating herself as a complex piece of art, would she still chose to paint

with one color? What would be useful or dangerous about this?

The way the discourse works upon Marilyn gives us a picture of how disciplinary

power can act. And yet, there are some useful benefits in being subjected by a discourse,

within the realm of education in particular. Education is a disciplinary power (Gore,

1993; Britzman, 1991) and woman have long be subjected to this power (Walkerdine,

1992). If Marilyn adopts a submissive stance in agreement with the educational discursive

field, will her career as a teacher be less combative than someone like Courtney? She may

find it easier to "submit" to administrators, particularly if they are male and she maintains

the discourse of female as a supportive role to males. Can there be comfort, even a kind

of peace, in the absence of completing discourses? With a single discourse, issues and

problems within Marilyn's classroom may seems less problematic. She will be able to

apply a single response, leave her work, and sleep well at night, confident she has done

her job, "right." Is there a certain luxury, even lure, in being subjected in this way?

Assuming this position may allow for her to stay in education longer. She may actually

find her self-esteem bolstered by the disciplinary nature of education in combination with

the womanlwife/mother discourse. This may be particularly true if Marilyn were to find a

teaching situation in a community which is also subjected to the dominant discourse of
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discourse rewarding her for her service.

Whatever is useful about a single discourse is probably dangerous. Accepting the

authority of an administrator without question could lead to abusive situations. The

educational power may be abusive as well, forcing Marilyn to perform multiple and

impossible tasks as the obligation of surrogate mother. For example, how might this

discourse respond to the concept of duty-free lunch or paid after school services? Would

this run counter to the concept of woman as a supportive and dedicated figure? Would the

woman/wife/mother discourse demand more and more selflessness to the point of burn-

out? Perhaps this will be viewed as a virtue such as "consistency" or perhaps it will be

viewed as a problem such as "inequity." It may depend on the dominant discourse of the

school site. If Marilyn's discourse is not the discourse of the school and community

where she is employed, she may find herself unhappy. How would she deal with conflict?

Would the discourse allow her to negotiate? If she were unable to borrow new language,

would she be forced to leave such a situation and find an alternative teaching site where

others speak her adopted discourse?

Marilyn is a picture of selves under disciplinary power of a dominant discourse,

but what does this mean to those of us in teacher education? What should our response be

when we recognize a discourse in our students we are either subjected to or opposed to

ourselves? How do our own discourses in such a situation define an ethical response?

How shall we use our power in such a situation? Would it ever be possible for us to

become a disciplinary force?
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The Insidious Nature of the Discourse

As we examine the disciplinary power of a discourse, the question continues to

rise, to what degree can an individual choose to be subjected to a discourse? Discourses

can be insidious. They can exercise control even when the individual does not choose

such control. Like shadows, they can move quietly, dimming the light, commanding the

unconscious self. What does such a discourse look like? Could an individual actually

choose one discourse, but be subjected to another? How would language sound in such an

instance? Leah presents this view of discourses, disciplinary power, and care of the self.

Leah is 25 years old and married for eight months. She chose to participate in the

gender-issues seminar because she is "intrinsically motivated to learn more on how to

instill confidence and pride in all students." When drawing the autobiographical web

(figure 3), Leah chose to place in the center, "The woman I am - Leah," rather than

"My gendered-self," as directed by the researchers. She explained the term "gendered"

did not serve to illuminate the pride of "woman" with which she wanted to be associated.

Her web included some of the following:

school (all female high school and college, math and science, very vocal, and

smarter than boys),

church (liberal college church, God=she),

sports (cheerleading, swim team),

family (Thanksgiving - no dishes, equal roles, men - work hard),
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mom (determined, strong, liberal, "I can do anything I put my mind to," no dad),

play (Barbie but no Ken, scientist, bike, adventures).

Figure 3. Leah's autobiographical web

Leah began her brief autobiography with these words, "The woman I am - Leah.

God gendered me a female and I am very thankful." She continues by explaining she does
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not do the dishes at Thanksgiving unless a male cousin helps her for it is not her place to

perform the kitchen duties. However, she says, "I perform these tasks with love in my

heart for those I cherish most." After this introduction, Leah describes her mother as her

"most treasured role model." She writes, "My mom had to work very hard. She would

leave before 7:00 a.m. and not arrive home until after 7:00 p.m. I learned responsibility. I

learned how to survive... .My mom is strong arid very determined. She taught by example:

I can do anything I put my mind to."

Leah elaborates on her experiences attending an all-girls high school and college.

This, she asserts, has "helped me see myself as an individual not dependant (sic) upon

men." This does not mean Leah does not like men. "Realizing that men are wonderful and

equally as interesting [as women], I married one." Leah ends her autobiography by

writing, "This is me. This is who I am. I love all of my womanness and I thank God for

creating me this way."

Leah' s words present a complex image of discourses at work. While she strongly

borrows from the feminist discourse, more powerful and insidious discourses shadow her

becoming. By virtue of her time and place in history, she is entrapped in these other

discourses. These discourses are the languages of the American Dream: the belief in the

rugged individual, the feminine, and the progressive traditions of education. They play,

create havoc, and conduct outright warfare with the feminist discourse in defining Leah

and her chosen profession as teacher.

Leah borrows from the feminist discourse throughout the seminar. She is adept at

using the rhetoric of the women's movement, although she qualifies her membership by
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bringing and childhood experiences that "....have really made me a feminist in some

ways." The feminist discourse serves her well in this capacity and in the context of a

gender-issues discussion group, allows her to use the language to become an authority.

This first becomes apparent in an early discussion when members of her group are

referring to adult women as "girls" and adult males as "guys." Leah interrupts her peers to

say,

I just have to say one thing really quick. I just want to bring it to your
attention... .but I was really taught in college that since we're not talking
about kids right now, we're talking about college age and adults, and I
noticed that there is a lot of guy and girl talk and I think that's great if we
are talking elementary students but we're not girls. We're women. I'm not
a girl.

This creates tension in the group and they begin to debate the importance (or lack

of importance) of terms used to describe gender. At one point, Leah uses the feminist

discourse to build a kind of logical argument. When another group member challenges

her logic in accepting males as "guys" rather than "men, but not applying the same

principle to females as "girls" or "gals," she returns to the use of feminist discourse by

claiming the authority in her geographical location. "I am from a different part of the

country and my education is different." By claiming location, Leah can reassert herself as

authority in the feminist discourse and exercise a certain power/knowledge control in the

group. Occasionally, she is even able to silence other group members. One way she does

this is by expressing her amazement that "you have never heard of this before." In another
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that students in Oregon would accept being called "girl." Once, she described an admired

woman as someone who might say, "Don't be calling me girl." After all, Leah, argued,

"Doesn't she seem like a real strong powerful woman....?" Other female members of her

group object. Does that mean they are not powerful if they accept being called girls? Leah

admits "foot in mouth" but has already powerfully positioned herself by aligning herself

with powerful women role models known by her group.

Leah uses feminist discourse when describing scenarios in the classroom. Here is

an example: "Boys seem to act up and talk without raising their hand. Girls seem quieter

and so for the most part girls seem to stay on task and get more work completed and don't

waste class time." She uses the same combination to critique a teacher in the schools,

"The girls seemed to be left out and then I noticed ... .the boys were setting like right

under the teacher's nose and girls were a little more further apart so the librarian's

attentions was usually focused right in front of her so if there was a girl whose hand was

raised... .the teacher isn't turning her head to check it out...." So polished is the feminist

discourse, these words might well be recorded in research on gender equity in the

classroom.

Since Leah is actively borrowing from the feminist discourse, the seminar

broadens the availability of such language. This is particularly true after reading the

Sadkers' selection. The emotion of Sadkers' writing inspires the passionate feminist

discourse from which Leah is borrowing. She becomes a visionary in reciting what she

will do as a teacher to promote gender equity in the classroom. This is a long piece which
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she begins in this way: "I am so impassioned about this and part of me just feels like I

should just forget about the boys." She again claims location-expert to substantiate her

claims, "I have read a lot about this and feel very strongly about this and I am very

thankful that I was able to go to an all girls' high school and an all women's college."

From this point, the feminist discourse takes control as Leah expounds ways in which she

will be a gender-fair teacher.

The feminist discourse is obviously at play in Leah's language. She even describes

herself as "I am woman hear me roar," yet it is curious to note that while Leah borrows

from the discourse extensively, she rarely uses it to question other discourses. While she

uses the feminist discourse to re-frame her personal stories of school, she finds it difficult

to do so in other contexts, as in this one, where she is describing her relationship with her

husband: "....I don't feel in any way inferior to him. Like if he raises his voice at me, I can

raise my voice right back to him. Some women might be intimidated by that, but I have

all this woman's stuff....so I don't just lay down and roll over." In the dialogue journals,

Leah is asked, "When we teach girls they can be anything they want to be is there

anything dangerous about that position?" Leah is unable to use the feminist discourse in

this instance. She writes back, "Please enlighten me about how this could be

dangerous.... I don't see the danger." Perhaps she is even confused at this point. After all,

the discourse of the seminar is a feminist discourse. She has borrowed this language well.

Why would the researcher ask this question? She comes back to this topic later in the

journal, still puzzled but unable to use the discourse to analyze the issue. "Teaching girls

that they can be anything as dangerous? I'm not sure what you mean... .1 doubt any
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be dangerous?" The discourse gives her words, but it does not exercise control over

thought processes. The only danger she has language for in this context is prostitution.

While the feminist discourse is a strong and borrowed language for Leah, it does

not exercise disciplinary power over her. The feminist discourse, having not been granted

the institutional power to do so, perhaps cannot exercise disciplinary power. Leah, then, is

able to use the language, but she either does not choose or cannot choose to be subjected

to it. The discourse does not invade her personal stories, nor does she use it to re-invent

or re-constitute herself as in the Foucaldian concept of care of the self (Gore, 1993;

McNay, 1990). In some ways, the use of the feminist discourse may be confessional in

nature (Cammack, 1998; Gore, 1993), similar to the way Marilyn used such language.

Again, confessional language is used when one capitulates to those in power. In the

context of the seminar, those in power, the researchers, use the feminist discourse. Leah

may use it to show an alignment or a kind of submission. Whatever the reason, it appears

the use of this discourse by Leah is a choice. She actively and aggressively uses the

feminist discourse. So why does it not act to re-invent personal stories or to analyze and

examine other discourses? This could be because more powerful discourses are fighting

with the feminist discourse. These discourses are those canonized by American myth and

culture and are a formidable foe.

Debra Britzman (1991) writes, "The discourse of the rugged individual represents

a familiar and admired legend in the dominant culture, a lesson, so to say, in the

possibility of overcoming any inherited circumstance through sheer ingenuity and
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individual effort" (p. 236). She goes on to examine how this lesson teaches that the

individual can rise from "rags to riches" and "promotes racelessness and genderlessness

in the individual's choice to be viewed as unencumbered by social categories." Race,

gender, class, or physicality "is positioned as if it were a mere handicap to be individually

overcome." Success or failure are then explained according to individual terms. The

discourse of the rugged individual endows the individual with power and culpability. This

discourse is both working on and subjecting Leah.

Throughout the seminar, Leah refers to the "individual" and implies the individual

is above race, gender, or class, relying upon the disciplinary power of, "I can do anything

I put my mind to." Her language includes many phrases like, "....1 think it has to do a lot

with the individual." As such, individual choice is essential, "So I think it is good... .for

some people, in some places, but not for everyone, not all the time." And to a group

member who disagrees with her position on the role of wife, "....it's really no one else's

decision except yours."

Leah was incensed after reading the Association of American University Women

report (1992). This report demonstrates how socio-economics, more than race and gender,

determines school success. Leah was outraged and used the discourse of the individual to

argue against the results of this piece. She called the report "....bad research. It is self-

defeating! Who wants to read this?" Why would she react this way to such a

comprehensive research report, a meta-analysis of hundreds of studies, particularly in

light of her own identity as a minority from a low socio-economic background? Is this an
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example of the discourse of the rugged individual forcing her to believe socio-economics

caimot stand in the way of individual success?

This discourse also frames her personal stories concerning socio-economics. She

offers as "proof" her experiences at a local public school known to have a large

percentage of low socio-economic students. These students all do well. Their test scores

are high. Some of them are even "brilliant." Furthermore, she re-tells her own growing-up

experiences with this discourse. She, herself, is an example of someone who is successful

and her low socio-economics status did not stand in the way. Even though she is "half-

Spanish" and benefitted from special programs targeted for minority students, the

discourse persuades her the reason for her success is that "my mom did not want me to be

a statistic, so she was like, sure she had to work, but she had these [high] expectations,

like this is what has to be done, and she really, really encouraged me." The rugged

individual discourse rewards those who exercise hard work and responsibility; it promises

they will prevail. Angered by a peer who suggests those with more economic status may

enjoy more opportunities for learning, Leah lashed out using the individual discourse:

.maybe some rich parents buy their kids books, but they are spoiling
them... .they [their children] are the behavior problems half of the time
because they are so spoiled. They are the ones who get the toys, who get
everything now, now, now and those the kids that are like grrrrr! Well,
because some of them don 't have the concept ofwhat it means to work
hard and have that like, Yeah I did it [italics added for emphasis].

Besides hard work, the discourse of the individual teaches three other factors to

success: a strong will, supportive parents, and caring teachers. Leah says, "....you have
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something in you that makes you strong willed...." This is important, essential, and can

help to overcome ineffective parenting or teaching. For girls who do not have a strong

will, the future is not as bright. "....there's a lot of girls who aren't strong willed who

become prostitutes and have all these other things happen...." What can be done about

this? In the absencence of good parenting, ". . . .maybe a separate pulling them out and

giving them a self sense that they can be someone...."

And what if an individual does not succeed? What constitutes failure? Again,

Leah borrows from the discourse of the rugged individual. In her dialogue journal she

writes, "Failure is not trying. Failure is thinking you might be able to do something but

afraid to take the risk." Failure as defined by this discourse through Leah is seen as an

individual matter. She expands on this concept by adding, "...Obstacles are not failure."

The word "obstacle" is key to the discourse. An obstacle denotes something that can be

overcome with strong will. An obstacle requires critical thinking or problem-solving, but

is not a matter of race, gender, or class.

To these statements, Leah attaches this last comment, "Women can do anything

they are given the tools for, self-esteem, education, etc." This is an interesting parting

statement. 'lote that women must be "given" the tools. Who gives these tools? Who has

the power to give such tools? Now self-esteem and education are outside of the woman.

This appears to be in direct opposition to the rugged individual discourse. However, the

traditional feminine and masculine discourses define the hard work ethic for males and

females. These discourses define how the strong will of a male and female ought to be

used. It describes the "straps" with which a male or female will use to "pull him or herself
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up by." The discourse of feminine and masculine determines the boundaries of gendered-

selves and the feminine discourse is not silent in claiming part of Leah as conquered

territory. This is the discourse re-framing not only Leah's concept of failure, but of

woman, wife, and teacher.

The traditional feminine discourse defines the woman as supportive, nurturing,

and caring. The strong will of the female is used best in the area of support. The

supporting role of female exists to serve and to soften the power of the authoritarian

father and to negotiate and smooth perceived power struggles. This discourse appears to

be similar to the one exercising power on Marilyn. Only here, the feminine discourse

tangles openly with the feminist discourse on Leah.

Leah often uses phrases like "Oh, isn't it [the discussion] beautiful," and "I

wouldn't be happy if we didn't disagree," or "Oh, Ijust love this!" in reference to a tense

situation. These phrases, which the group notices and even teases her about, manage to

smooth over any potential conflicts escalating beyond Leah's comfort level. They also

valorize the complex by reducing multiple viewpoints to the general statement of

"beautiful." The discourse works, and most of the time, serves to silence any conflict in

the group.

The feminine discourse frames Leah's personal stories, especially when

describing the relationship with her husband. "I'm not even saying it is bad to want to do

the dishes and serve your husband because I do that, too. It's just understanding why I am

doing it, because I love him, and not because it's my tradition in life." Isn't this the

argument the traditional feminine discourse has used throughout American culture to
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keep women in position of service? If service is done out of love, then it is worthwhile.

And since women are "naturally" prone to service and love, the discourse gives us the

language to define ourselves in service-orientated careers as well. Such a discourse

permits women the authority to rule over the house, the place where her service is most

endeared. Again, Leah speaks of her relationship to her husband using this discourse. "I

am not like this big ol' head honcho.. . .1 mean, there are times when it's like, You know

what honey? You decide this. Or he'll say, You know what Leah, why don't you decide

that. Like the entire house, like the whole inside of the house, I have total reign over that,

whatever color I want to paint it." It is not surprising when the feminine discourse

becomes expert on Leah in this way. Hearth and home are the realm of the woman. It is a

sanctioned activity, according to this discourse, for the woman to choose the house

colors.

Leah also uses the feminine discourse to define "woman." In the group discus-on

of the term "woman," Leah's peers ask her when she draws the line between calling a

female "girl" and "woman." "If they [the females at her school] had their period they

were woman, that was the sign of leaving girlhood and entering womanhood was

menstruation. And that was it and they were woman, and that was it." The line between

being cared for and assuming the role of caring is drawn upon the advent of menstruation,

a traditional feminine discourse of many cultures. In her dialogue journal, Leah describes

women as "powerful, very powerful... .Our mind is different. We are complex and

mysterious. We are beautiful." The more I examine this language, I am reminded of the

language of a Greek myth. This might well be the same description of Hera the Greek
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goddess, the powerful (but not as powerful as Zeus) complex (and somewhat fickle)

manipulator cloaked in luring mystery who captivated both the gods and mortal men's

imagination. This is part of the feminine discourse: women are mysterious and, therefore,

difficult to comprehend, manipulators, and temptress. The feminine discourse confirms

such language as long as it is within the context of wife and mother, just as Hera

ultimately found herself.

Leah often uses language to show understanding to female members of her group

who may differ with her use of the feminist discourse. For example, she assures one

member, "I don't think that you are in the minority like you think you are. I really don't. I

think the are a lot of people who are on the same page." These comments reflect the

feminine discourse giving her language to apologize for the feminist discourse she also

uses. Many times she says, "I'm sorry" and seeks to correct any possible "offense." She

also uses the phrase, "You don't have to agree," echoing both the individual discourse

and the feminine discourse. In her interactions with the male member of the group, Leah

is usually supportive, encouraging him to speak. The encouragement is necessary, the

feminine discourse insist, since she has earlier spoken with the feminist discourse, a non-

supportive male language. Now, she must atone for her wrongs. This is the disciplinary

power of the feminine discourse at work.

This contest between feminine and feminist discourses overlaps and conflicts with

each other to the extent it becomes impossible to discern dominance. Sometimes the

result is a tossing between the two discourses as illustrated in the following quote:
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We were the women's swim team and the men wanted to practice with
us... .the men were almost naturally better swimmers.... We talked about
whether or not we wanted them to practice with us. Was that good
motivation for us to have a male in the pooi that was swimming faster. Did
that make us work harder? Or would it be better for us to have only
females? There were women who thought both ways....

At another time, both discourses work on Leah and create tension as she considers

whether having women in the workforce is responsible for the "break down of the family"

and other societal problems. Puzzled between the two discourses, she says, "I'm not sure

how I feel about that [if women are to blame] yet. I tend to think that it's just kind of like

putting a little gloss over it. I think there's probably always been problems. It's just that

they are just now coming to the suri'ace because women are getting a little louder

voice... .I'm not sure." The feminine discourse cries, "Yes, it is the woman who

abandoned the home!" But the feminist discourse troubles, "Does it make sense all these

societal and family problems just began in the last 50 years?" Subjectivity is played out in

between the tension; Leah is in the process of becoming, but there is no arrival, only the

continuous struggle of discourses.

Another discourse at work on Leah may be that of progressive education and the

role it assigns to a woman as a teacher. In her critique of progressive education, Valerie

Walkerdine (1992) argues that notions of personal freedom are nothing less than a cruel

disguise. Underlying progressive educational principles is the notion that teachers are the

vital component leading to the liberation of children. Love and service will save the day.

Within the boundaries of progressive education, women were given the role of teachers,

for within this role, their natural maternal capacities could compensate for the inadequate
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home lives of the poor. As such, "Women teachers became caught, trapped, inside a

concept of nurturance which held them responsible for the freeing of each little

individual, and therefore, for the management of an idealist dream, an impossible fiction"

(p. 16). What Walkerdine describes is the power of a discourse still dominant today. The

discourse sets up the impossible: teachers are able to "save" each child by virtue of the

ability to nurture, care, and love. The discourse disciplines those who do not conform.

The traditional feminine discourse and the progressive education discourse as it defines

the role of womeniteachers are so intertwined it is impossible to divide them. Together,

they become a powerful force upon Leah. They subject her to the "impossible fiction,"

and convince her she is responsible for "empowering" her students. As quasi-mother and

savior in the classroom, the discourse gives her language to describe the classroom as a

place where" passion is transformed into the safety of reason" (Walkerdine, 1992, p.20).

Leah re-tells her decision to become a teacher in the language of this discourse in

both the dialogue journal and in her discussion group. She began her college career as a

peace studies major. Later, she became an education major but felt "I couldn't do enough

just being a plain ol' classroom teacher." So she considered law school. She envisioned

herself as a children's legal advocate. However, Leah found law school a "dog-eat-dog

environment" and decided education was the place for her. After all, she writes, "it's in

my blood."

Notice how the feminine discourse subjects Leah' s decision-making. It informs

her to choose careers based upon service and nurturance, qualities the discourse gives

prominence. Leah lacks the male discourse to survive law school and must leave. The
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in your blood." Britzman (1991) analyzes the myth of the "born" teacher. It is a telling

explanation seen in the later analysis of Leah.

This myth provides a commonsense explanation to the complicated
problem of how teachers are made....This natural teacher somehow
possesses talent, intuition, and common sense, all essential features that
combine to construct a knower as subjectivist. The valorization of these
qualitites diminishes reflection on how we come to know and on what it is
we draw upon and shut out in the practice of pedagogy. In such an
essentialist discourse, the historical forces and institutional structures that
naturalize this particular brand of subjectivity are denied. (p. 230)

The discourse defines Leah as a born teacher, born to serve, love, and nurture. The

progressive discourse reminds her that she alone is responsible for the "freeing of each

little individual" (Walkerdine, 1992, p. 16). These discourses play all over Leah's

borrowed and subjected language.

Leah is already subjected to the rugged individual discourse which claims good

parenting and good teaching can overcome obstacles. This merges with the feminine and

progressive discourses when she says, "If you've got a good teacher, regardless, whatever,

you're gonna do fine." The discourses are most apparent in a long story Leah tells

concerning a female elementary student named Summer.

Summer comes from a low socio-economic dysfunctional home and epitomizes

the reason the discourses have given Leah for going into teaching, to "save" the child.

Leah was "kind of sick of hearing all the statistics about how awful her [Summer's] life

is." This comment is the individual discourse reinforcing the idea environment can be
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overcome. Leah decides to help by becoming a big sister after school to the student. "I

want to do something about it [Summer's situation]. I want to help her. This is exactly

what being a teacher is about for me and to give her [Summer] self-esteem, to empower

her, to empower herself." Leah, as teacher, must liberate Summer. She can unlock her

strong will and nurture her abilities to become a successful woman.

Another discourse, however, insists upon setting boundaries. "I knew that this

family, just knowing, that they might try to milk me for everything I am worth, even

though I am trying to help out." The discourse of the individual clashes here with the

ideals of the feminine and progressive discourses by setting a limit on service, love, and

nurturance. After all, the child will need to act on her own sooner or later in order to

enjoy success. Since the family does not cherish the value of hard work and

responsibility, Leah must both watch herself to avoid being taken advantage of and teach

these characteristics by setting a limit. "It's [the empowerment plan] going to have an

ending. It's going to be over the end of this year....she's going to know that right from the

stan... .there's closure and I'm not giving her my home phone number." These combined

discourses set up an even more impossible fiction. Now, Leah, acting as

teacher/mother/savior must perform the task of empowerment within an eight month

period. And if she is not successful in this pursuit, won't the same discourses discipline

her for not being a "good teacher"? After all, "If you've got a good teacher, regardless,

whatever, you're gonna do fine."

I return again to Bakhtin's principle that we are simultaneously many discourses

which is why subjectivity is the process of becoming, "the ideological becoming of a
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being" (p. 341-342). This is graphically represented in the borrowed languages of Leah.

She chooses to use the feminist discourse, but this language does not frame her personal

stories, nor does it effectively wage war with the discourse of the individual or of

progressive education. The feminist discourse may be useful, however, to Leah. She may

be in the process of subjecting herself to it and if she pursues this, she may find the

language to deal with the discourse of the rugged individual, and thus, her own identities

as race, gendered, and classed. She may find within the discourse, more than simply the

mere sounds of power, but language to re-tell old stories. The feminist discourse may be

able to do adequate battle with the feminine and progressive education discourses, but it

will never enjoy the power base of the other discourses. By re-inventing herself in the

feminist discourse, she may be able to see the role of teacher as more than

mother/savior/nurturer and avoid the "failure" as disciplined and defined by the feminine

and progressive discourses. There are many discourses under the feminist discourse;

perhaps Leah will find several to deal with the disappointment of not living the

"impossible fiction" of progressive/feminine teacher. Perhaps she will find language to

pursue her talents in math, science, or law.

Adopting the feminist discourse and becoming subject to it is not without danger.

Couldn't the feminist discourse silence some of her relationships? In an extreme case,

such a discourse may convince her she can do nothing within the patriarchal system of

education, forcing her to leave and find another career. The battle with the feminist

discourse in re-defining her identity as gendered, raced, and classed may be too intense,

too troubling, leaving her isolated. Perhaps it could be argued such a re-definition is not
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feminist discourse is not evasive; however, companions may be hard to find.

Furthermore, the feminist discourse is not a single discourse. It will take time to move

among the languages, making this a disruptive process. Is there a need for such disruption

at this time in Leah's life? Could it be that borrowing the sound of a discourse is

enough?

The rugged individual, feminine, and progressive discourses are more difficult to

consider. For one, they are so powerful, so insidious, how can they even be examined?

They are useful in that they are powerful. If Leah is subjected to such power and operates

within such power, she will benefit by being part of a much larger persuasion. Values will

be similar with those of her colleagues. Won't she be speaking the language found in

most schools? Perhaps the discourses will constantly fuel her passions and she will re-tell

classroom experiences through the lens of empowerment. In other words, perhaps through

disciplinary power, the discourses will allow her to see herself as living the impossible

dream, working to liberate her students, and nurturing them to become successful

citizens. If this can happen, wouldn't Leah feel rewarded in her role as teacher and

woman? Such alignment, even though not realized by the individual, may be a powerful

one.

The discourses may be dangerous by virtue of the impossible standard they ask

Leah to adhere. She must nurture each child, honor the individual and find and inspire the

inner strength of each student. If she fails, she must deal with this as an individual matter.

For failure, the individual discourse demands, is a matter of overcoming obstacles on
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your own. In Leah's own words, "It's a catch 22." How will she tell her story of Summer

by the end of the school term? This will be indicative of the champion discourses at that

time. But subjectivity changes moment by moment. So the greater question is, how will

Leah tell the repeating story of students such as Summer over the years she is a teacher?

An additional danger is the sheer power of these discourses: rugged individualism,

feminine, and progressive education. Leah has consciously chosen the feminist discourse.

But the other discourses are everywhere, circulating, invading spaces we cannot know or

see. I return again to Bakhtin (1981) and his description of authoritative discourses. "It is

therefore not a question of choosing it [the authoritative discourse] from among other

possible discourses that are its equal. It is given in lofty spheres... .Its language is

special... .a name that must not be taken in vain" (p. 342). These discourses are so apart of

us they appear as natural as breathing. They seem so "right," how can Leah, how can any

of us, be aware of them, let alone, move against them?

Leah, in both the dialogue journals and in the discussion group says, "In so many

ways, I feel trapped." And she is. Trapped between powerful competing discourses. Will

she find new languages to tell her stories? Does she need to? If she does find other

languages, she will not be able to escape the other discourses, but could she exercise

some kind of care of the self to re-constitute herself? What happens if she does not? What

does subjectivity look like if it is held in gridlock over the years? "I am trapped," Leah

writes, and "powerful" and "beautiful" and "mysterious" and "trapped." So now we know

what a trap looks like, is it possible to break free? Or is that an impossible fiction, too?
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Self as a battle site, as an entrapment of disciplinary power has been explored. But

the theory of poststructural feminist suggests self as a site of change as well. How does

such change look? Foucault seems to indicate the individual can assert more control than

what has thus far been demonstrated. What might such control look like? What does it

look like to re-invent or re-constitute the self? Nell provides us with a glimpse of these

concepts.

The Re-invention of Self

Nell is 28 and has been married for ten years. Her undergraduate degree is in

sociology. She chose to participate in the gender issues research seminar "because I

thought it would be a very interesting subject and the info would be applicable in the

classroom." Nell did not draw an autobiographical web but she did complete a brief

autobiographical sketch about the influence her mother had upon her life. She writes, "I

realize now looking back on my life and the role I was shown that my picture of how a

woman should behave and function in society has been somewhat off...." Nell's father

died when she was young and her mother chose to continue with the construction

business they had started together. She grew-up following one of the foremen around the

business and asking questions. She also worked and played with her older brother who

loved cars. "What I am trying to show," Nell writes, "is how my mother took on the man

of the house role and showed me that a woman's place is not only possible in the home as
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a house wife. I have a very strong mother who held her own in the male domain before it

was an ok thing to do."

On the demographics sheet, Nell reiterated this story as being important in

interpreting her words. In addition, she wrote, "I am a mother of two children. The oldest

(female) is seven and the youngest (male) is five. I am in the masters program full time. I

juggle between mother, wife, and career on a full time basis. I would consider myself

working class to upper working class." She added to this sheet a final comment, "These

things we have talked about concern me as a mother of a daughter. I want to be telling her

the truth when I say, "You can be whatever you want to be."

Nell assumes all the roles of women in our society: daughter, wife, mother, and

professional. She brings to these roles multiple discourses and an ability for self-

reflection, self-knowledge, and self-examination. By employing these "techniques of the

self," Nell perhaps illustrates best the concept of "care of the self." What Nell does

throughout the seminar is an "accounting" of who she is. This is in contrast with the

confessional language used by Marilyn and Leah. Although she does not re-frame her

words in the language of Foucault (i.e. discourse, disciplinary power, or care of the self),

there is evidence she uses his principles of self-accounting to re-constitute herself during

the seminar. She does this by recognizing first how she is subject to discourses. Next, she

realizes how she subjects or acts upon others. Finally, by viewing herself as someone able

to make choices, to exercise power upon herself and others, she acts as a moral agent.

How does one create oneself as a work of art in the Foucaudian sense? Perhaps Nell

paints such a picture with her words from the seminar.
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Working upon Nell are feminine, religious, feminist, and academic discourses. In

addition, Nell is subject to a masculine discourse. While these discourses work upon Nell,

she is able to place each discourse within the context of her personal history. She re-tells

her stories as an act of transforming or making sense of herself. Her tellings seems to

relay an awareness of the discourses and what these discourses say about her.

For example, she tells the story of her mother to her discussion group:

.she ran a crew of men and they would come in and she would tell them
what they were going to be doing and where they were going to go. She
went to bid openings... .drove truck and she would do everything, so I had a
totally different view of what women did. I thought women were in charge
of men for a long time because they would all say, Oh, no! Martha's going
to be mad because we didn't get far enough on this or that.

Nell's mother uses the masculine discourse. From her mother, Nell assumed, "Women

were in charge of men." Nell recognizes this as a unique discourse coming from her

mother. This becomes evident in the rest of the story she tells her group.

When her mother was afraid Nell's brother would grow up "too feminine," she

bought both Nell and her brother motorcycles. "She'd put the motorcycles in the pick-up

and take us in the woods on Saturdays and we would ride together and stuff, well, so my

perspective was a little bit tainted..." Notice the last line, "so my perspective was a little

bit tainted." What discourse would inform Nell that her view was "tainted"? Is this

possibly the influence of the traditional feminine discourse?

Nell is able to identify the traditional feminine discourse as that of her school and

religious experience. "You know I went to a high school, it was religious, very female
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role, you know. We had a teacher who said you should start now preparing for how you

will be as a wife. Definitely take cooking... .and the other thing was to have many

children."

Nell recognizes how she has been subjected to both the masculine, feminine, and

religious discourses and the conflicts this has caused her. She tells her group another

story. As a child, Nell did not have dolls, but someone outside the family bought her one

for a birthday when she was around seven years old. She didn't quite know what to do

with the doll. "I kept looking at this doll. And I didn't know what to do with it, really, I

didn't want to dress it up or anything so I took it and I built an alter (sic) and I burned it. I

sacrificed it, you know. And now when I think about it, my mom was like, 'Oh my gosh,

I've gone too far. I was trying to make her brother not too feminine and now she is going

be a man-hater.' I think that is so funny." In the re-telling of her story, Nell can laugh. She

can identify the discourses. She can see herself the subject of them all.

Nell does this on more than one occasion. Another example is when she tells of

her involvement in sports. "I always went out and played soccer and everything and then

I noticed that girls were starting to make fun of me. Then I decided I'd better stop. I

needed to be..." Lacking for words, another group member asks, "Be more girlie?"

"Yeah," Nell answers, "so I toned down a little bit.. ..I'd try to hang out with the girls. I

can't exactly remember when that was, but it seems like it was junior high. That was

when I started noticing. I'm not, something's not right with this picture." Nell can

recognize the discourses, the conflict, and she can note how choosing to use different

discourses is helpful. "I actually think it [playing sports] really helped me, really help me
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a lot." She was teased for her athletic ability, "Oh my gosh, you can play really good for

a girl. Oh, my gosh you kicked that ball really good for a girl." But, "That didn't phase

me. I thought, I am going to try harder, you know. I'll be better at it next time, you just

wait and see." And she was. At another time, she tells how when the boys basketball team

didn't have enough members, she became the missing member.

Nell uses masculine, feminine, and religious discourses to create an "historical

ontology" (Foucault, as cited in Gore, 1993) of herself. She is aware of the discourses.

She understands how they have worked upon her and define her self. As she acquires the

discourse of the academy and a feminist discourse, her role as wife is re-framed. In a

sense, being married is the merging of discourses. In a series of stories and comments,

Nell uses discourses to explore the meaning of "wife." She questions using the discourses

in the continual act of re-inventing herself

"My husband's grandparents are very traditional. His parents are very traditional. I

mean his mother does dishes, she does everything. Even after he moved out, she still did

his laundry." Nell did not know this "wife" discourse so, she says, after they were

married, "Tom would be like, What do you mean you are not going to make

dinner2 ....That's what you are suppose to do. He was so ingrained in this traditional

role...." At times, Nell's husband, Tom, was amazed to find Nell washing the car or

mowing the law, male jobs, according to his discourse. And when out to dinner, Nell tells

how he is embarrassed when he does not have the checkbook to pay in front of the server.

"....he'll be like, just give me the check or the money, because he doesn't want it to look

like I am paying for the dinner. And I think that's really interesting." In the telling of
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these stories, Nell seems to be contemplating what each discourse has to say about her. In

this way, she is collecting the "already said" (Foucault, as cited in Gore, 1993).

The feminine discourse at times does work as disciplinary power upon Nell. "My

husband, I know he tries really hard to try and figure out how to please me and I think my

biggest problem was that I knew what my role was, I thought that was my role, I thought I

had to fulfill that role, to keep everything a certain way." The women in the group define

this role as keeping a clean house, making dinner, and pleasing mother-in-laws by

demonstrating nurturing care for their husbands. "Sometimes," Nell says, "that's part of

the problem, the expectations I set up for myself." At this point, under the disciplinary

power of the feminine discourse, she cannot see that the expectations are given to her

from a larger cultural context. This feminine role is confusing for Nell. This was not the

discourse of her mother. She tells about being a member of a college class discussing the

women's movement. "I feel like there are areas where they [the women's movement]

caused more harm than good because... .1 am not sure what the heck my role is now. If I

stay at home, I am too lazy to actually go and get a career. If I do, if I do go and get a

career, then I am just thinking of myself and putting myself first...."

But Nell does not stay under this disciplinary power. She chooses other discourses

to analyze this discourse. Although she plays the feminine role of wife for a time, she

apparently also chooses to discard this discourse at other times. Nell says, "I am in school

full time.... We have two kids and all of a sudden it is like this traditional role is just not

working. It just can't work." This does not mean the conflict of discourses and

subjectivity is settled. Nell tells how sometimes she says to her husband, "There's so
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much to do. I can't do it all. You've got to help." But her husband replies, "What do you

mean help? I am providing for our family, you know." But then Nell uses multiple

discourses to deconstruct these masculine/feminine discourses present in her husband's

comment:

And I wonder, I've never said this, but I would really like to....'So because
you make money that means you are doing everything?' You know, I think
that is the issue a lot of times, that males feel like, and it's worked for him
all of this time because he's the one that has always made the better
money, but what would happen if the female was making more money?
Would his role be totally lost? I wonder what would happen to him? But I
don't think I'll ever make more money than him, but it is interesting and I
wonder what would happen. 'What do you think I've done all day?'
[Nell's husband to her] And I'm like, 'what do you think I've done all
day? What was so different about our days?'

Masculine, feminine, feminist, and academic discourses play on Nell as she struggles to

re-invent herself by recognizing she is subject to many "truths," many discourses telling

her who she is. Foucault says that it is the act of collecting all that is said about us

(Foucault, 1980; Gore, 1993; McNay, 1990). This helps us in the act of re-constituting

ourselves as a work of art.

The act of re-inventing or re-constituting oneself involves not only recognizing

how one is subject to discourses, but also how one uses power. This is seeing ourselves as

subjects acting upon others. Nell assumes this role as parent and as a preservice teacher.

The key element in the act of re-inventing of oneself is to realize there is power in roles

such as parent and teacher and to consider how this power is being used.
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In the context of a gender issues research seminar, Nell is particularly interested in

how she is using her power with her daughter, Shelby.

.. .but listen to this, this really got me. We were hunting. And my daughter,
she says, "When I grow up, i'm gonna marry. ...My husband's gonna have
a pick-up. He's gonna have a red pick-up." And she got to talking about
how her husband was going to have this red pick-up.... she said, "because
you can't go hunting without a pick-up, and I can't have a pick-up, but I
want to go hunting, so I have to get married, get a husband, so he can get a
pick-up, so I can go hunting." That's when I thought, what's with that? I
mean, why does she think already that she has to have a husband to do
some of the things she does?

Nell questions the discourses. Where is her daughter learning this rationale? Implied in

her own questions is the deeper question, "Have I as a mother contributed to this

perception?" Nell recognizes her power position as mother.

As mother, Nell realizes she must use her power wisely in negotiating with her

daughter's teachers. She tells several stories relating to this role and use of power. They

involve parent-teacher conferences where Nell advocates for her daughter in areas of

behavior, maturity, academic content and peer relations. Here is one such selection,

.1 don't like the way teachers group kids, like with my daughter. She
always winds up at a table that has ornery kids at it and its because she's
so quiet and it, like, for me, it makes me upset when I go in as a parent and
they'll even say to me, "Oh, she is such a model student. We just love
having her in the class." And I'll say, "Where is she sitting?" [and the
teachers say] "Well, she's sitting here with Jake and Ricky." And I am
thinking why are there no girls at her table? And they'll [the teachers] say,
"Well, we are hoping that they'll [the boys] notice [her daughter's good
behavior].
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Nell recognizes the disparity in the action of using her shy daughter as a "model" and

perhaps "buffer" for "bad" boys. She advocates for her daughter again using multiple

discourses.

Nell also does this as a preservice teacher and is an astute observer in her

classroom. At the beginning of one session, Nell is the first to speak. She tells a rather

long story about an incident at her school which illustrates her ability to recognize

discourses and her role in either acting with or against powerful discourses. During this

story, she appears to be recognizing her power as teacher and negotiating what this means

and what to do with such authority. She begins by relating how in a phone call to a friend

after the last session, she had questioned whether or not gender issues exit.

"Maybe girls just want to be this way and we are trying to make them be like males or

maybe, you know, on the other hand, they've been suppressed so much they wind up

acting a certain way because of social ramifications." Just after this phone conversation,

Nell enters her classroom. She is charged with supervising nine students, five boys and

four girls, during a computer activity. "There were three boys running the whole

computer game. And once in awhile they would let another boy come up and push a

button and then they would move on to the next step... .these girls were just sitting there. I

didn't notice this for awhile... .but as I look back on it, they [the three boys] had been

running the whole show, the whole time." But Nell did not see this at the time. Under the

disciplinary power of masculine/feminine discourses, this was not apparent. Finally, two

of the smaller boys asked, "How come we only get to push the buttons? How come we

never get to run the game?" Nell realized this was a need and switched the role of the
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boys, but she still did not recognize the girls. "All of a sudden, I looked at the big picture.

I thought, Oh my gosh! These girls have been sitting here the whole time and they've

never even done anything! And by now, an hour and fifteen minutes had passed." At

about the same time, one of the girls asked, "When are we going to get a turn?" Nell says,

"Because they [the girls] had been quiet....I had just let the whole thing go on."

Unfortunately, at about this time, the regular classroom teacher, stopped the activity. The

girls never got a chance at the computer. Nell didn't get to act upon the discourse.

This is an important moment in the re-inventing of Nell. Although she does not

see the discourses at work for a long time, when she does recognize them and her role in

using her teacher power to enforce the male/female roles of the discourses, she reacts, "I

was pretty disappointed in myself. Even when she [the girl] finally voiced herself, she

still didn't get to do anything...." Later, Nell considers how she might use her teacher-

power if she had been in charge of the entire activity, "Maybe if! would have been a little

bit high position, I could have done something about it [corrected it after realizing what

had been happening]." In this example, Nell uses the newly acquired discourse of the

research seminar to describe what had happened in the class. This language may or may

not have been available to her before this time. She uses this discourse to expose the

discourse she has been subject to and to explore the use of teacher-power in subjecting

others. "There's a gender issue here," Nell states and the group considers possible

interventions for the future.

Nell, in the act of re-inventing or re-constituting herself, must also consider

herself in relationship to ethics as a moral agent. Remember, morals are imposed codes
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upon the individual. Therefore, "Our ethical self-styling is not a result of our moral

duties, but of our moral choices" (Foucault as cited in Gore, 1993, P. 129). Foucault

(1984) maintained a notion of individual autonomy and Nell seems to be able to exercise

this kind of individual power. She is able to "go beyond the limits" (Foucault, 1984)

imposed upon her.

As I have examined and re-examined Nell's words, this concept of moral agent, of

choosing discourses, and acting upon subjects as subjects, continues to come back to me.

Nell, more than any of the other participants highlighted in this study, seems to be able to

choose multiple discourses and then act accordingly. She is more than a battle site of

competing discourses. Although discourses at times act as disciplinary power upon her,

she does not stay subjected to them. There are always discourses working upon us that we

cannot recognize, thus the image of being trapped in the fly bottle. But beyond this, Nell

appears on several occasions to "go beyond the limits imposed" upon her.

Examples of this are subtle but appear to be consistent throughout the transcripts.

Some examples have already been shared. As earlier shown, Nell is able to distinguish

between how she is subjected to discourses. She can, for example, distinguish between

the "traditional" role of wife as being appropriate in the historical context of her

husband's grandmother, but not "working" in her current marriage relationship. Times

have changed. Because she recognizes this, she can begin to assert some individual power

over discourses telling her to be super woman (you can do it all) and the discourses

telling her to act with an attitude of servitude (have the dinner ready) and re-invent a
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"new" picture of herself. Could this be what Foucault was talking about? Could this be

the act of creating yourself as a work of art?

As a beginning teacher, Nell is also exercising some of this same individual

power. This is evident in the story regarding the girls and the computer. She hears the

discourse, too late, but she does hear it and attempts to exercise some individual choice

over it. In another session, Nell and her group discuss a scenario involving an angry

father. The father is displeased his son has been playing in the housekeeping area of his

kindergarten classroom. Through the process of the discussion, Nell seems to recognize

the discourse working upon the father. "So, if you really wanted to make this guy irate

you might say, "Maybe you should spend some more time with your son out in the tool

shed." She relates the father in the scenario to her own brother who is distrustful of those

"intellectuals." In other words, as a teacher, one has to learn to recognize the discourses

of parents. In this case, it is the masculine discourse. Once Nell understands this as the

discourse, she can move beyond the established limits and stage a kind of defense against

other discourses seeking to exercise disciplinary power. Is this perhaps what Gore (1993)

means when she writes of finding "small spaces" in which to work? Is this a kind of

listening to the discourse, finding cracks, and creating pressure for change? This seems to

be the course Nell is taking in this discussion.

As a parent, Nell also seems to be aware of the choices she can make. For

example, she tells a story of her first parent-teacher conference. As a parent, she left

discouraged, "feeling horrible." The school discourse of "bad parent" used by the teacher

left Nell, as a parent, thinking, "I didn't do this. I didn't do that. I should have worked on
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spelling more and this and that." But Nell does not stay under this disciplinary power. She

comes back with another discourse, making another choice, "And then the further I got

away, I got mad. I thought, you know, she [the teacherl has no right to say that about my

child....she just doesn't know her."

These choices do not seem to be discourses simply fighting their way to the front

lines. They have a distinctive character unlike the behavior of other discourses

highlighted in this study. They seem to be choices based upon an analysis of the

discourses and their imposed power. Nell is not outside of these discourses. But she is

able to re-tell her growing-up stories, her relationship stories, and her career stories

through, with, and around multiple discourses. In this way, she appears to be in the act of

establishing a relationship with herself for self-reflection, self-knowledge, and self-

examination, resulting in specific actions. Important to this discussion is the realization

that the moral codes, the dominant discourses, have not changed. They are still very

visible. But Nell chooses to place herself somewhat outside of these discourses in making

choices about being a wife, mother, and teacher. Since we constitute ourselves through

"real practices" (Gore, 1993, p. 129), Nell can be seen in this light. She is not merely

using words, she is acting with them. Again, this is not the pursuit of the "essential" self,

but the act of collecting "the already-said" (Foucault as cited in Gore, 1993, p. 130).

Nell, in this interpretation, takes what the discourses have said and uses them to question,

probe, and re-invent herself.

This self-relationship Nell illustrates is not a kind of self-absorption. It is a

collective effort. Nell listens intently to other group members. Their comments encourage
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her own questions and stories. In fact, the question is raised, how much does the act of re-

invention rely upon the give and take of conversation? Does such conversation perhaps

encourage the use of multiple discourses, exposing the individual to "new" languages for

the process of re-invention? Foucault seems to indicate this collective effort is, in fact,

based upon relationships. Perhaps the group dynamics of the research seminar provides a

setting for care of the self. If it does, why does it "work" for Nell, but not the others in

this analysis? Beyond this point, Nell's re-invention is the collaborative effort of

relationships outside of herself. The relationship she has with her husband, her children,

intern peers, and her students are all a part of the process.

If the process of re-invention is collective, then it is intriguing to imagine Nell as

an in-service teacher. The act of teaching and learning is collective, if the individual

allows it to be. If Nell continues using discourses for self-examination in the school's

collective setting, will she then continue the process of re-inventing herself as teacher? It

seems Nell may be able to act as a moral agent in the schools since she is able to identify,

chose, question, and analyze with many discourses. Rather than needing a school in

alignment with her dominant discourse or finding school too confusing or not fulfilling

her self-esteem needs, Nell may be able to not only be satisfied but act as a force of

change within a school. Would her ability to work through the discourses allow her to be

a leader? To think, as it were, for others?

Gore (1993) argues that Foucault's concept of regimes of truth can mobilize us.

By naming a regime of truth and recognizing it as deceptive, we canbe liberated (at least

partially) from its power. In a small way, is this what Nell is doing? In the act of re-telling
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her stories, isn't she naming discourses? By naming them, isn't she then able to question

their authority? And by questioning their authority, can she then choose to act outside the

limits of the discourse?

It is tempting to pursue this line of questioning further. If Nell, as a 28 year old

woman acting as daughter, wife, mother, and teacher, is able to do this, how has she

learned to do this? What discourse teaches this lesson? What are the differences between

Courtney, Marilyn, Leah, and Nell? There is nothing in the theory of subjectivity as

defined by poststructural feminists that implies any of these phases, subjectivity as a

battle site, as a site under disciplinary power, or a site exercising care of the self, is

permanent or developmental. Doesn't this mean Nell could find herself under disciplinary

power? Doesn't this mean Marilyn could choose care of the self? But what would

predicate such a change? Do we find ourselves, -for example, in a time of crisis with a

discourse lacking language to describe our pain? Is this a moment for change in

subjectivity and discourses?

But before pursuing such questions, I must come back to the goals of this study.

This is not a study about the persons of Courtney, Marilyn, Leah, and Nell. This is a study

seeking to expand the theory of subjectivity as illustrated through their use of language.

Although many questions are raised, they are fodder for another study. The first question

to be addressed in this study is how has subjectivity been illustrated in the words of

Courtney, Marilyn, Leah, and Nell as interpreted through a poststructural feminist lens? I

have tried to answer this question throughout this analysis. The second goal of the study

was, having seen subjectivity, to consider how this notion changes or re-frames the
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practice of teacher education. How does the study of subjectivity change my practice as a

teacher educator? How do I use this study to re-invent my own self and practices as a

teacher educator? If this study is to include praxis, then these are the questions I must live

with. These are the "conclusions" marking my own re-invention as a teacher educator.
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Chapter 5:

Living The Questions

Just four years ago, I found myself acting for the first time as a teacher for

preservice teachers. The clean white sheets of my syllabus announced, "Secondary

Methods for Teaching Language Arts and Social Studies." The group of twelve students

seated in front of me followed directions remarkable well. They took notes even on

comments I had no intention of being so memorialized. They told me earnestly why they

wanted to become teachers. I found myself nervous. My day job was teaching 167 high

school students at a large high school who often made creative masterpieces like origami

frogs, carefully sculptured notes, or crumpled basketballs out of anything remotely

looking like a syllabus. They followed directions, but not without a fair amount of

prompting, modeling, and written and verbal instruction. I did not ask them to take notes

unless I provided a chart, graph, or drawing for them to use as a guide. We talked

earnestly about many things: bad jobs a MacDonald's, passing SAT tests, low oil pressure

in old cars, the virtues of snow boarding, love, hate, dying, movies I was too old to watch,

and song lyrics I lacked vocabulary to understand.

I knew the discourse of public school. I knew what to say to my high school

students. I knew the language of a faculty room at lunch. I had even mastered the

discourse of district committee meetings. But I did not know the discourses of teacher

education nor of preservice teachers. When I left the world of public education to join the
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field of teacher education, it was a bit like the day I declared education as a major at age

nineteen. Idealistic, ready to save the world, to put "reality" into those education courses

we had so easily ridiculed in the safety of a high school faculty room. The discourses

shaping my perceptions of higher education were those of public education. Higher

education was a scapegoat, an Other, of those discourses. But an odd phenomena

occurred when I stepped across one threshold and through the great wooden doors of

higher education. I became one of "them." How could I have known?

Having spent time studying poststructural feminist theory, I now re-tell this story

in terms of discourses, disciplinary power, and subjectivity. I tell it here to illustrate a

point. This study has been largely my own search for a teacher education identity among

the competing discourses of myself. The participants of this study guided me in ways I

did not intend. Their words showed me subjectivity as re-framed by poststructural

feminist theory. Those words allowed me to re-live my own experiences not only as

preservice teacher, doctoral student, and beginning teacher educator, but as woman,

daughter, and wife. They puzzled, challenged, perplexed, and troubled me. They have

forced me to start all over again. And even as these words appear on the screen of my

monitor, I realize poststructural feminist theory has given me a new discourse to tell the

old. It has given me the concept of care of the self. I have chosen, for this time and in this

place, to put myself under this discourse, to become subject to it, to allow it to make c'ne

kind of meaning of my work as teacher educator.

This process, as if I have lived it with this language, is the action of care of the

self as I have come to understand it. To complete the process (in order to begin again) I
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must attempt to name that which cannot be totally known, to capture a piece of what

cannot be caged. What have I learned when faced with the play of twilight moving across

the page? What has the discourse taught me through days and nights of arranging and re-

arranging the words of participants across the solid oak lines of my dining room table?

How can I move this research from "interesting reading" to some kind of meaningful

guidance for my next term of teaching? How does this study influence me to act as a

moral agent?

I can now name five areas I believe this study of subjectivity has given me. To

name is to move towards action; it is not to announce finality or arrival. They are as much

questions as they are identified areas. These five action phrases are as follows: honor

complexity, exercise care of the self, collect and study discourses, teach care of the self,

and target those students searching for "new" discourses.

Honor Complexity

As I read again the words of Courtney, Marilyn, Leah, and Nell as I have arranged

and analyzed them here, I am overwhelmed by the complexity that is demonstrated. For a

moment, I revert to the comfort of poetry and am reminded of the words of Mary Oliver

(1997) who asks, "How can I hope to be friends with the hard white stars whose flaring

and hissing are not speech but a pure radiance?" (p. 13). What else save the stars and the

words of these women can so spark the imagination, haunt the conscience, and perplex

the would-be teacher? I suppose, that from a variety of different theoretical frameworks, I
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could spend a lifetime re-framing these words, attempting to find "deeper" meaning or, at

the very least, "different" meaning. My hunch is that reading these same words two, five,

or ten years from now will produce counter interpretations. I already know individuals

reading these words from other discursive persuasions will argue with the analysis done

here. But that is my point exactly.

The very way these words speak over and over again reinforces the complexity of

human nature. Even if you were to read these words from some kind of structuralist

viewpoint, wouldn't the sophistication shine through? As a teacher educator, I think this

is of vital importance. We live in an era of standards. We live in a time when we

desperately want to guarantee those in P-i 2 education that "our" students will be

"successful" teachers by virtue of the fact they have certain "skills." But subjectivity

reminds us we caimot create teachers out of a national mold. The discourses will play.

There are perhaps simple ways we can turn this piece into praxis. We can honor

complexity in the creation of our syllabi, the choice of strategies, and in the interactions

we have with our students. We can honor complexity by attending to the day to day

changes of ourselves and of our students; we can allow time to talk and to change. We

can honor complexity during the act of supervision, resisting trite and contrived advice

for our interns. We can honor complexity as we debate and write standards for teacher

education. We can guard against discourses that reduce preservice teachers to naive or

simple. We can learn to hear confessional language. And we can encourage a multiplicity

of teacher education programs to promote, encourage, and sustain a diverse population of
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individuals who would be teachers. How else can we honor complexity? In what other

ways do our practices deny complexity?

There is much work to be done in these areas, but first, we must name the

discourses at work, and we need to begin with ourselves.

Exercise Care of the Self

The second action area is to engage in the on-going process of care of the self as

an act of re-inventing or re-constituting ourselves as teacher educators. As a reflective

process, I can continually ask myself: what discourses am I subject to at this time? What

discourses am I subjecting my students to at this time? What discursive alignments do I

want to exercise? This is not a simple "quick write" or an evening journal reflection. I

believe this is a matter of thoughtful contemplation and must certainly be done as a

collaborative act. Nor can these questions become canonized as the way to be a reflective

teacher educator. Even in naming them as such, I recognized the danger of this

happening. I risk this danger because I can also see the usefulness of the process.

As the researcher, the process of analyzing data for discourses acted as a way for

me to exercise care of the self. In reading the words of the women, I recognized the same

discourses acting upon me. The discourses of the individual, feminine, feminist,

progressive education, and Proverbs 31 are all a part of my own subjectivity. I am not

"above" them. Perhaps this is what made the study so troubling at times. It was

sometimes painful to realize the disciplinary power a discourse was insidiously exercising
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upon me. For example, in my family, the belief in the individual as able to transcend race,

gender, class, and physical attributes exercises disciplinary power. I was raised to view

myself as not particularly bright or beautiful but as determined and able. I know I have a

tremendous amount of personal "drive" as a result of this. This has influenced my way of

thinking about education. I have adopted in many ways social Darwinism, believing the

strong survive in education. Somehow the rest do not belong. It is not easy to type these

words, for they appear harsh across the page. And I am sure they have sounded harsh to

my education students as I have imposed this same standard upon them. But in naming

the discourse by virtue of studying the discourses in this research, I am able to consider

choices and to find other discourses from which to borrow.

By exercising care of the self as teacher educators, we can deconstruct our own

practices in light of dominant discourses to which we have become subjected. This is the

act of re-inventing ourselves. These are ideas, but where do we begin? How can we

disallow this to become a formula for success, another discourse, or an empty activity?

Can we actually practice such care of the self?

Collect and Study Discourses

A third area that will help us in the act of care of the self is to become a collector

and scholar of discourses. A friend of mine is a collector and scholar of native plants. She

can spot a unique species even if it is hidden in a dark corner of a plant show. She can tell

you if the plant is invasive or if it will stay contained. She knows about the variations of
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each plant. If she comes across one she is unfamiliar with, she asks questions, reads

books, or even grows the plant to learn its characteristics.

In the same way, it seems we need to collect and study discourses. We need to be

particularly aware of how they influence education. By studying the discourses at work on

the four participants of this study, for example, I am able to hear them more readily. If I

can learn to hear the discourses, then I am free to study and choose between them. I can

discern how or what has been made the scapegoat or Other and I can apply pressure

against the discourse by understanding its claims and promises. Only then can I be

cognizant of the weak points within the discourse.

Let me describe a recent example. The discourse of the individual is so pervasive

in our society we can hardly escape it. Now that I am beginning to understand the nature

of discourses, I am able to discern in small ways the different guises of this particular

discourse of the individual. I believe an apparition of this discourse is the "students will

rise to high expectations" discourse. This discourse is evident in Oregon's school

reforms. It has invaded teacher education as well. At a recent conference I attended, four

different speakers referred to "raising the bar" for preservice teachers and implied that in

doing so, the same teachers would simply find it inside themselves to jump ever higher.

Now that I have the borrowed language of poststructural feminist theory, I can frame this

kind of a comment as a discourse. I can examine what is dangerous and useful about it.

By deconstructing it, I can exercise some control over it. Becoming a collector and

scholar of discourses allows me to act rather than to only be acted upon.
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As a collector and scholar of discourses, I must constantly decontruct my own

work in light of discourses I live among, around, and under. In this chapter, I propose the

usefulness of this work, but what is dangerous about this study conducted under the

discourse of poststructural feminist theory? Can it be too easily misinterpreted with its

use of metaphor and shifting words blurring across the page? Has the study become

inaccessible in the process of such writing, making it only an intellectual crossing of this

time and space? Could it be thus construed as lacking in educational worth? Has it been

ethical and honoring in the analysis of the language of preservice teachers? These

questions beget more questions: what does it mean to be "easily misinterpreted"? What

happens in the space between the words I write and the reader who engages with the

discourse as it is presented here? Is "inaccessible" a construct of another discourse

waging war here? Who (and how many) define "educational worth" and "ethical"

practice? What are the discourses that would ask these questions? How can I listen to

them as a way of re-thinking the discussion here?

But I can never know all the discourses. I am limited by my own inability to see

clearly or to see the entire picture. Is it possible then to collect and study discourses?

What can I do with a limited collection? How can I elicit the help of others to increase my

understanding? How can such collaboration continue to find and work in small spaces

within the academic discourse of individualism?
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Teach Care of the Self

What would happen if those of us in teacher education actively taught about

discourses and about care of the self? Could we? Would it work? I do not know the

answers to these questions but as I consider this study, I am willing to risk a try. For a

moment, imagine what Camille and I might have been able to teach in the context of the

gender issues research seminar had it continued for another semester. Suppose after

studying the transcripts, we returned to the participants and named and described the

discourses we found. What if we deconstructed each discourse by asking what was useful

and dangerous about the discourse in terms of education? It would be deceptive to think

all participants would be able to deconstruct the statements, to see what might be useful

and dangerous about the discourses. But for some, could it provide other discourses,

make other languages available for use to them in discussing gender issues?

Throughout the transcripts there appears to be participant frustration in not

knowing other languages to describe gender issues. Left with only known and inadequate

languages, the participants were left with only known and inadequate possibilities. As a

teacher educator, it seems critical that I expose students to a wide array of languages so

that they may re-invent themselves. In order to teach care of the self, I must use my power

to teach multiple discourses or languages from which students may choose to frame the

events of education. By actively including deconstruction as a piece of my methodology, I

can teach care of the self to students. In addition, such an action would continually
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problematize the act of teaching. Teaching would be presented as a complex act of

choices and ramifications rather than as a universal truth set in motion.

Care of the self is a collaborative act of relationships. A side benefit of the gender

issues research seminar seemed to be the allowance of time for participants to talk.

Several participants thanked us for the opportunity to talk for long stretches of time

without teacher-researcher interruption. While topics were given, most discussions were

loosely structured. Participants were free to choose the course of their conversations.

When they wanted the researchers to tune-out completely, they turned off the tape

recorders. Many of the students were tired when they arrived on Friday afternoons after

an intense week of studies. But the talk, the interactions with peers, seemed to rejuvenate

them. Throughout the transcripts, there is evidence of participants trying out "new"

discourses, the discourses of their peers, school placements, and university course work.

By saying the words aloud, they could, in a sense, listen to the sounds of discourses and

decide if they liked them or not. I suppose it is a bit like trying on a new outfit. You can

look in the mirror and see if you like yourself in the particular style or color. How else

can you try on discourses without hearing them or seeing how they look as they reflect

back in the response of a peer? Could we encourage care of the self by allowing this use

of time in our courses? What might the benefits be? Could students learn to hear and

analyze discourses in the schools where they teach and, in doing so, create their own

small spaces in which to work?



Target Students who are "Ready"

Poststructuralists write of "breaks," "ruptures" or "cracks" ((

Popkewitz, 1997) to describe weaknesses within the discourses that subject individuals.

Gore describes these as "spaces of freedom." (P.156). These are the places where we can

apply pressure and work for change. As I consider the words of the women in this study,

it appears certain individuals are "ready" for new discourses. Nell and Courtney both

seem to be at this place in their use of discourses. Nell is already identifying discourses

and using multiple ways of talking about gender issues. She seems to be a collector of

discourses. Courtney, as a battle site, expressed frustration with her lack of languages.

She is looking for new ways to say the old. Both of these women are "ready" to learn

other ways of talking about gender issues. This does not mean they may choose

alternative ways, but they appear able to deal with additional choices. As a teacher

educator, I can target these students, challenging them by providing alternative

possibilities for re-telling the stories of gender.

I have not included Marilyn and Leah as part of this "target" group. Marilyn, as

discussed, is under disciplinary power of a single discourse. Leah is also under

disciplinary power, but she is entertaining the less powerful feminist discourse which may

provide alternatives for her. At this time, perhaps she needs time to let these discourses

wrestle. Even as a write this, I am aware of another discourse working its way upon me.

This old progressive discourse chides me: how can you target only a few? How can you

"justify" leaving some out of this group? This is a danger. How can I as an instructor
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make such a decision? Could I leave out of the target group students who may be eager to

learn new discourses whom I have not heard correctly? These dangers speak to the need

to include in my practice multiple discourses. I cannot pretend to know or understand all

students' desires. There is always the danger students are using confessional language

when speaking to me as a teacher educator and in employing this kind of language, I

could not discern even a small picture of an individual's subjectivity.

To give an opportunity for all students to borrow from multiple discourses is

essential to my practice. However, Nell and Courtney might be viewed as being a kind of

small place where pressure can be applied and change can occur In making this

statement, I am aligning myself with this discourse: Education is an act of change.

Students should leave my courses with new languages to re-frame old stories. To target

certain students as being more "ready" for this is to use my power as one subjecting

others in a positive way. It is to act a moral agent.

I am uncomfortable with the word "ready" as I have used it here. I do not mean to

imply developmental stages. Another interpretation may view the data presented here in

this way. But development implies stages, time, and a norm. I do not wish to imply any of

these concepts here. I would rather choose the poststructural concepts of space, positions,

fields and ruptures, cracks, and breaks. Where these women are in the maps of themselves

is a matter of social forces. As a teacher educator, I represent one more social force at this

particular time and place where our lives intersect. What I am advocating here is making

the most of the meeting in terms of possibilities.
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But perhaps this is too dangerous? Perhaps the very idea of "targeting" a specific

population denies critical principles of poststructural feminist theory. In "targeting" the

few, am I setting up scapegoats or creating Others? Am I allowing my own discourses to

make unwise choices?

The questions pose themselves as soon as a statement appears and in this way the

process, the never-ending cycle, of deconstruction continues. What I have seen in this

study is the messy, changing, creeping shadows of subjectivity. Our social constructions

are not stagnant. The landscape is altered before it is drawn. For those of us in teacher

education, to re-frame subjectivity is to risk the questions and the action of temporary

answers in order to keep in play thediscourses. If our teaching could be more, show

more, own more, then we might have the sound, light and Truth of education. Since it

cannot, I am reminded of words penned by Rainer Maria Rilke (1934) written in Letters

to a Young Poet. " .....be patient towards all that is unsolved in your heart and try to love

the questions themselves like locked rooms and like books that are written in a very

foreign tongue. Do not now seek the answers, which cannot be given to you because you

could not live them. And the point is, live everything, live the questions now" (p. 35.)
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A Discussion of Poststructural Feminist Methodology

The challenge of poststructural feminist research is due to the paradigm shift from

a unitary, rational, single self to the complex, multi-dimensional concept of subjectivity.

If self is socially constructed and "truth" and "fact" are assumptions, then it follows that

all knowledge claims are partial, complex, and context dependent (Gore, J. 1993;

Harding, 1996; Haraway, 1996; Weedon, 1987). Morgan (as quoted in Lee, 1993) writes,

"What we know is but a partial and incomplete representation of a more complex reality"

(p. 29). Whatever methodology is employed, whatever summative comments are made,

these constructs are the shadows, plays of light, dependent upon the physical features of

this time and place. Weedon (1987) reminds us that all learning takes place within a

political context and that context is never fully known to anyone, including the

researcher. With Noddings (1990), I recognize "the power of the environment to press for

adaptation, the temporality of knowledge, and the existence of multiple-selves behaving

in consonance with the rules of various subcultures" (p.1 2).

This premise denies the ability of any methodology to uncover truth. Furthermore,

Lather (1992) warns poststructural research ought not to be postulating itself as another

grand narrative. Harding (1996) further instructs the researcher to avoid a "master's

positioning" (p. 237). Haraway (in Keller, E.F. & Longino, H., 1996) joins the voices

and cautions against making "irresponsible knowledge claims," those claims which are

"unlocatable, as opposed to those that are situated and embodied" (p. 255). Claims of this
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research, then, must be identified clearly within the boundaries of not only its place in

history and location, but it must be recognized that the researcher's own bias (which

cannot be fully identified) clouds an already murky and hazy re-presentation. If objective

truth cannot exist, then neither can there be an objective researcher. Britzman (as quoted

in Lather, 1991) refers to the researcher as the "other voice," always present, filtering, and

imposing on all other voices re-presented in the text. Left with this realization, she asks,

"What kinds of practices are possible once vulnerability, ambiguity, and doubt are

admitted? What kinds of power and authority are taken up and not admitted?" (pAl).

Corrective Techniques: Self-Reflexivity and Engagement of the Participant

What is the goal of such research? Lather (1991) suggest that feminist

poststructural research strives to "produce an awareness of the complexity, historical

contingency, and fragility of practices we invent to discover myth about ourselves"

(p.88). Such research avoids "irresponsible knowledge claims" and analyzes how

descriptions are made rather then the making of the descriptions as a truth-position. If

research is to produce the awareness Lather portrays, than in alignment with the theory of

poststructuralism, it must be founded in engagement and self-reflexivity (Alcoff, 1988;

Cherryholmes, 1988; Gore, 1993; Lather, 1991). Engagement with participants,

researchers, and authoritative discourses places the study within a specific grounded

context. Self-reflexivity might be described as the way to keep the researcher humble,
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avoiding the expert-stance, staying aware of "vulnerability, ambiguity, and doubt," yet

acknowledging the limits of such activity.

Deconstruction in Methodology

Self-reflexivity requires a closer examination as a complex component of

poststructural research. One aspect of self-reflexivity is the act of deconstruction. Jacques

Derrida (in Crowley, 1989) the French philosopher and modern "father" of deconstruction

wrote in his 1980 thesis defense that he had over the years, "...tried to work out.. .what

was in no way meant to be a system but rather a sort of strategic device, opening onto its

own abyss, an unclosed, unenclosable, not wholly formalizable ensemble of rules for

reading, interpretation and writing," (p.l). The "strategic device" would come to be

known as "deconstruction." Defined in numerous ways since Derrida wrote of it

(McWilliams, 1994), Spivak (as cited in Lather, 1992a) refers to this as way to "critique

something which is so useful to you that you cannot speak another way" (p. 120). The

goal of deconstruction is to "keep things in process, to disrupt, to keep the system in play,

to set up procedures to continuously demystif' the realities we create..." (p.151). Lather

(1991) guards against this as methodology but like Spivak, refers to deconstruction as a

way of thinking. For Lather (1991), it is the process of reversing the binary constructions

of structuralism as a point from which to start all over again, to pursue a different

definition, but at the same time, keeping the tension at play. McWilliams (1994) describes

the process as one which "acknowledges oppositions" (pL34). Lather (1991) calls such a
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text "messy" (p. 9) and Britzman (1991; 1997) refers to the same process as "murky" and

a "tangle of implications."

The deconstruction process as text asks the reader to play multiple roles, read

around the lines, and to refuse the expert voice of the researcher while at the same time,

considering it carefully. As Derrida (as quoted in Crowley, 1989) writes, "The reading [of

a deconstructive text] must always aim at a certain relationship, unperceived by the

writer, between what he commands and what he does not command of the patterns of the

language that he uses," (p. 7). Crowely (1989) continues with this further explanation,

"Deconstruction exposes the dissemination of textual meaning beyond what an author

might have intended by trying to tease larger systemic motifs out of gaps, aberrations, or

inconsistencies in a given text" (p. 7).

Lather's (1991) demonstrates how deconstruction can be applied to educational

research in her own deconstructive inquiry. For three years, Lather and a team of graduate

students studied student resistance in women studies' courses by collecting data:

interviews, research reports, and journal entries. Lather kept a journal of her own

changing theoretical frameworks and how they changed the interpretation of data. Her

analysis is the "spinning" of four "tales," all of which include herself. Included are

"realist," "critical," "deconstructive," and "self-reflexive" tales. The telling complete,

Lather questions what is left out, what remains, what she cannot see. In doing so, she

creates tension between the tales, de-centers the work, and invites the reader to consider

complexities and multiplicities of meanings. Engagement with participants is the basis of

the research and self-reflexivity (and the limits thereof) are acknowledged. The work is
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grounded contextually; the women's studies' course, the participants, and the researcher-

participants are allowed space in the research, even as Lather's voice is imposed in, over,

and around all of this.

Mc Williams (1994) provides another example. The goal of her study was to de-

center both her own expertise on teacher education and students' commonsense approach

to teaching. Working from within the narratives, she attempts to honor the tensions

created between herself as a feminist critical educator, poststructural theoretical tenets,

and her students' words. To do this, her research design includes three phases: 1) initial

reflexive phase, 2) an empirical phase, and 3) a final reciprocal phase. Throughout the

process, she engages her students as active participants. The study is carefully situated

within its context at an Australian university. Contradictions are sought and analyzed,

including her own paradox as a researcher working towards "transformative praxis" while

coping with the limits of being able to "empower" others. In doing so, she disrupts and

calls into question the "norms" of teacher education.

Both studies demonstrate what Lather (1993) later terms "Derridean

Rigour/Rhizomatic Validity" (p. 44-45). Drawing upon the Derridean concept of "always

already," she describes the research process as a rhizome metaphor. A rhizome having no

trunk or single root system, cannot be traced back to an original source. Deconstructive

research is like this, creating a complexity of ideas, a "journey among intersections,

nodes, and regionalization through a multi-centered complexity," (p.45). One could spend

a great deal of time searching the wanderings of a rhizome, gallantly attempting to find its

"source" with the vain hope that somewhere, hidden deep in this fabled spot, "truth" can
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be discovered, but the question is, why? What feminist poststructural research asks of us

is not to concentrate on the reasons and logic of why? but to ask, how? How are we

describing what we see as we travel the maze? What lens' are imposed upon our seeing?

Again, Lather (1993) reminds us that it is "not a matter of looking harder or more closely,

but of seeing what frames our seeing - spaces of constructed visibility and incitements to

see what constitutes power-knowledge" Q. 38).

Critical Ethnographv as Methodology

Debra Britzman (1991) demonstrates another way of conducting such

"rhizomatic" research using what she terms, "critical ethnography." A critical voice is

one "concerned not just with representing the voices of oneself and others, but with

narrating, considering, and evaluating them" (p. 13). Such a voice does not attempt to

destroy or devalue the struggles of participants or researchers; in fact, the goal is to

"rearticulate" tensions and the "taken for granted." She defines this as an interpretive

effort since the researcher is looking at relationships of power-knowledge, but again, she

guards against this retelling as a complete or whole picture. "The retelling of another's

story is always a partial telling, bound not only by one's perspective but also by the

exigencies of what can and cannot be told" (p. 13).

The attempt to tell and the knowing that the telling does not depict a complete

picture in and of itself creates a tension. This is the irony of using ethnography as a

methodological tool. The narrative may appear to form a whole, but the theoretical
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perspective seeks to disrupt the "myth of the seamless narrative" (Britzman, 1991, p. 14).

Simon and Dippo (as cited in Britzman, 1991) problematize the act of ethnography as

follows:

How people are implicated in the regulation and alteration of the terms of how
they live together and how they define what is possible and desirable for
themselves and others.. .It is an interest organized by a standpoint which
implicates us in moral questions about desirable forms of social relations and
ways of living. Thus the interest that defines critical ethnographic work is both
pedagogical and political. It is linked to our assessment of our own society as
inequitably structure and dominated by a hegemonic culture that suppresses a
consideration and understanding of why things are the way they are and what must
be done for things to be otherwise. (p. 11)

Furthermore, ethnography is generally accepted as the study of lived experiences (Kamil,

Langer, & Shanahan, 1985) and this also presents a contradiction for poststructural

researchers. Unlike empiricist structural theory which assumes experience comes first

followed by the language of the individual which gives the experience meaning

(Cherryholmes, 1988), a poststructural approach would argue that it is not just the voice

of the individual that gives meaning to the story. The meaning is constructed from

multiple discourses and the story changes with each retelling as the individual encounters

different discourses, supplemented with new language, altering the story's meaning.

Lather (1991) argues that there is no experiencing outside the boundaries of social

dynamics for "...understanding people's complicity in their own oppression becomes a

matter of developing a non-reductive problematic that focuses on the relationship

between conscious understanding and the unconscious dynamics embedded in social

relations and cultural forms" (p. 119). Traditional ethnography looks at the voice of the
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individual as the voice, the authority, reflecting the self. Critical ethnography studies the

voice of the individual to see who else is present.

Problematizing Voice in Critical Ethnographv

These complications problematize the study of voice. Britzman (1991) names

three such concerns: 1) the study of voice is the study of multiple voices embodied in the

individual, 2) our capacity to make language work for us is problematic, and 3)

interpreting the voice of others leads to the development of a third voice (p. 12). What

are possibilities for dealing with such complications? Britzman (1991) joins Lather

(1986; 1991; 1992) in emphasizing the need for methodological caution and humility. It is

crucial that the researcher remain cognizant at all times that pieces are missing in the

interpretation. Nor can the researcher dismiss the voice of the insider, the overriding view

of herself, in the process of narrating and creating a third story. As Brodky (1987), states,

"The controversy raised by ethnographic narratives is whether the data are interpreted or

analyzed or put another way, whether the research or the research methodology is telling

the story" (p.83).

This concept of writing a third story yields itself to use of terms like story, tales,

and fiction within the context of research. Lather, Britzman, and Mc Williams all use such

terms in their research for as the Derridian (Crowley, 1989) principle suggests, "....the

metaphysics of presence is a myth, a fiction, a linguistic construct..." (p. 6). Based upon

Foucault' s philosophies of multiple selves, the narrative of an ethnography becomes a



158

fictive" telling, not unlike the subjectivity of the individuals re-presented in words.

Cherryholmes (1988) and Lather (1991) also build upon Derrida "The always already"

concept to illustrate that since all constructs are dispersed and deferred in time; whatever

we say, write, or think, is, at best fiction. This complex self, like a good story plot, is full

of conflict, escalations of rising actions, complete with the entrances and exits of multiple

characters, all giving voice to the ever-changing story of the individual. It some ways, it is

reminiscent of popular "Choose Your Own Adventure" books written for children. One

reads to an intersection, then comes a point of decision: Which way to continue? What

angle shall the plot take? Subjectivity chooses a route and the story rises and falls with

new conflicts and characters, developing a continual plot that is told-lived over and over

again.

Rationale for Poststructural Feminist Research

There are some who may be tempted to object to such story-line research, laden

with stated value, disclaiming any knowledge, truth, or results. What good is such

research, they might argue, if it cannot proclaim truth? Why should such research even

exist? If the answer cannot be found, especially in education, a field desperately searching

for solutions, why should one bother? Does this not reduce educational research to a

useless relativism, drowning in a tide of self-reflexivity?

These skepticisms reflect the dominate discourse of Reverence for the Scientific,

the belief in Structure to save and organize our lives. In a published interview (Statesman
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Journal, December 28, 1997, Section D), Stephen Jay Gould, author of Questioning the

Millennium, discusses the construct of time and how humans revere the structure of time

we have created. "To me, what's so intriguing...(is that) it's almost a pure case in human

foibles. There's no input from fact. It's what we impose on the world" (1D). Structures

are like this. Humanly created, they become "truth" and "fact" in the way Foucault

described them. Gould goes on to say, "I guess we don't function as well if we think we

don't live in an ordered universe" (2D). In educational research, such structures have

been created and it is highly likely, will continual be created, for as Gould suggests, we

seem to need them as humans. I am not arguing that we do away with such structures,

only that we consider them humanly-made, and thus, open to change, rather than placing

them upon the "Pedestal of Right."

Haraway (1988) calls such belief in human objectivity and the ability for scientific

research to create "truth" a "god-trick.. .a way of being nowhere while claiming to be

everywhere equally" (p. 584). It is a kind of belief in human omnipresence, an ability to

be detached from an educational research endeavor, even though as a researcher, one has

been in and through multiple systems of education.

If we cannot know everything, does it mean we give up the pursuit of knowledge?

No, Lather (1991) argues. To assume this kind of attitude in her opinion is reflective of

Western, white male, class-privileged arrogance - if we cannot know everything, then

we can know nothing," (p. 116). Such an all or nothing position has served to divide us

and continues to do so. The tradition of reason and logic requires us to find our argument

and to debate it well. Fighting from our corners, we present our defense, sharpening our
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case, allowing our emotions to see only how right we are, without ever questioning the

platform upon which we stand. Such positioning moves Cherryholmes (1988) to write:

Relativism is an issue for structuralists because they propose structures
that set standards. Relativism is an issue if a foundational structure exists
that is ignored.. .A Derridean might argue, however, that the issue is
difference, where meanings are dispersed and deferred. If dispersion and
deferral are the order of the day, what is relative under structuralism is
different under deconstruction. If there is a foundation, there is something
to be relative to; but if there is no foundation, there is no structure against
which other positions can be objectively judged. (p. 185)

Clinging to a structure without questioning the structure in education research may make

us feel safe, but ignoring power-knowledge discourses may be the most dangerous and

deceptive game we play. Who loses when we persist in such a direction? Ellsworth

(1997) also asks this question, "How have we closed down the process of analysis and

self-reflection long enough to take a stand, and what or who have we had to put on hold

or bracket in order to do that?" (p. 114).

All of us in education may well be the losers if we continue to be caught in the

nexus of the power-knowledge struggle. Examples abound, but an article in a daily

newspaper (Statesman Journal, December 24, 1997, 1A) illustrates how defending a

position affects all involved in the educational process and how this discussion is not

limited to academia alone. The article, one of those despairing reports on how American

children are not learning to read, cites the "battle" between the phonics and whole

language. Both sides claim "empirical evidence," each arguing an objective standpoint.

Caught in-between are children, teachers, parents, and teacher educators, all who are
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assigned "blame" at different times, demonstrating the Foucauldian principle of creating a

scapegoat or Other (Linn, 1996). The dominate discourse sets up the impossible, "all

children can learn to read" and then keeps the system in check by creating a sense of

animosity on all sides.

What poststructural educational research invites us to do is to stop and to admit

that within our chosen positions, there exists the very real possibility, we do not know

everything. That, in fact, there may be some "truth" to the other side. In the same

newspaper, several pages removed, is a commentary by William Raspberry (Statesman

Journal, December 24, 1997) writing about the difficulties of current national talks on

race. His closing comment might well be applied to educational research. "The simple

refusal to acknowledge (even to ourselves) that our side has no corner on truth or decency

is one of the lurking dangers of our age. It lies behind much of the political posturing that

makes it nearly impossible to do even what all of us know needs to be done,"(6C).

Educational research situated in the postmodern asks us to listen longer, to

analyze our own descriptions, and open our "results" as a discussion for further

deconstruction. It becomes a conversation of, "Here's what I see. What have I missed?"

rather than a position of "Here's what I believe and here's my defense." Such

poststructural research offers us a series of corrective moments, a way out of boxing

corners, towards an admission of partial knowledge, and thus a place to begin the never-

ending spirals of analysis, risk-taking, and movement beyond our current gridlock within

the educational community.
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Appendix B:

Letter of Invitation
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SeptemEer 29, 1997
Lear MAT stucerits,

This is an irivit.ation an invitation for you to join a ciscussion group

this term as part of a research project anc1 to fulfill an assignment for your

Special Neecs class. We'd like you to take a minute to read through this

description and see what you think. If you have cjuestions, we will 17e glad to

answer them.

To E?egin with, let us tell you a little I7it al7out ourselves. before we

arrived at graduate school last fall, we were Eoth classroom teachers.

Camille taught elementary; Ponna taught middle and high school. Once we

arrived here at OSU, we found we had cluite a Lit in common. We E7oth care

deeply aF,out education. We think similarly al7out the "way school ought to

bye." We have some common questions and interests. For example, we think

girls and L7oys ought to have "equal opportunity" in school, Eut we think

that's a lot easier said than done. And since we don't know exactly how it is

done, this is also a auestion for us. We think, that in part.. it. has a lot to do

with who we are as teachers. "Who we are" is revealed in the way we use

language and we think our language is "b'orrowed" from a lot of different

sources sometimes consciously and sometimes unconsciously. We also

think we learn I'y talking. It is just that in education there isn't time to do

the kind of talking where you reflect, argue, and construct different ideas

very often.

Having taken all those ideas and talked about them a great deal, we

came up with a research project for our dissertation. The cuestions guiding
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our project are as follows: How clo preservice teachers talk about gender

issues? How does their talk inform us as teacher educators? Poes their

talk lead them to 1cleconstruct their knowledge and beliefs of gender fair

teaching? And, what is the deconstruction process? You need to know

that unlike traditional research, we don't have any preconceived kleas about

"answers" or "outcomes." We really don't know what will happen at all, which

is a bit frightening, but also exciting.

Anyway, now you know why you are needed. We can't study "talk"

without preservice teachers who are willing to join us in discussion. Here's

how it would work if you find this interesting and choose to collaborate with

us. The discussion group will meet on October 10 for an all clay in-service

(&O-2:OO, lunch will be provided) and every other Friday after that. y

participating in the discussion group, you will be fulfilling the project

rectuirerllent for your Special Needs class. On these Fridays, you will meet in

small groups where you'll do activities, readings, or share stories. We will

also be writing autobiographies using the writing process. This, too, will be

done in class. We will also ask you to write dialogue journals a kind of note-

passing activity between yourself and either other students or one or both

of us. We will tape record the discussions in the class and have these

recordings transcribed so we can study them further. We won't be using

"real names" on these transcriptions. In fact, you can even come up with

y "econstruct," we mean the process of looking critically at taken for granted iceas
or practices which appear or are un1erstooc to be "normal" or "natural," in order to
rethink them.
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your own pseuconym if you'c1 like! At least twice, we hope to give the

transcriptions back to you and let you analyze them arid tell us what you

find interesting. If at anytime, you wish you could "take back" something

said, you can. We'll take that particular "chunk" out of the transcripts.

There's a chance that we may want to interview some of you later on, but

you can make that choice as it becomes an option.

There wilt be ver,i little outside work. (How's that for being enticing'?)

We will ask you to observe for gender issues in the public school classrooms

where you are completing practicums, but mostly, everything will be done

during the block of time on Frkays. The only requirement is that you come

every Friday. We need you to be there in order to have a discussion! If you

find you can't keep this schedule, you could always choose to do another

project for your Special Needs class. We are not going to "grade" your

participation. You will give yourself a grade for the project.

So, it is pretty obvious what we get out of this deal: a better

understanding of how to be teacher educators, a dissertation, and,

hopefully, a I'h.P.! ut why would you want to be involved'? What's in it for

you'? We think there are several possibilities. Having a better understanding

of yourself may be the first step in being a great teacher. You'll be learning

about setting up group discussions, talking to learn, and dynamics that

affect group work. You may learn ways to be more gender-fair in your

classroom, but we won't promise you'll "arrive," since we know we haven't

either! We think you'll gain a new perspective about the language that swirls
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all around you in education. This could 1e helpful in a numE7er of ways,

including understanding your administrator, parents, and your students. y
E?eing a part. of a research project, you may learn something al7out the

process yourself. And finally, you'll satisfy the project requirement for your

Special Needs class ly just coming to class and talking with your

colleagues. Now that's a deal! ©

If you choose to join this group, you will need to sign an "Informed

Consent" form. This is re,uired E'y OSU and it is the legal document that

says you understand what the project is about and what your role is in it.

You will Le asked to sign this form on our first meeting date, Octol7er 10. (If

you'd like to look at one ahead of time, please ask) Also, before our first

meeting, we have some ideas of things you could ob7serve for in your puE7lic

school classroom(s). Your o'servations will b'e the b'asis for our first

discussion so please pick-up a copy of this sheet if you plan to participate.

because we think discussions work Fest with smaller numbers of

partcipants, we can only have a maximum of 15 people in the group, so if you

are interested, please sign up soon! We look forward to learning with you

during this project. Thank you in advance for joining us!

Sincerely,

Camille & Ponna
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Appendix C:

Demographics of Participants
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Demographics of Participants

All demographic information was self-reported by the participants.

Male/Female Ratio:

16 females

2 males

Participants by Age Category

Age Category Number of Participants

22-25 12

25-27 2

27-37 1

37-41 3

Marital Status:

Marital Status Number of
Participants

Single 7

Married less 5
than one year

Married between 2
1- l0years

Married more 2
than 10 years

Divorced 2
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Race:

Race Number of Participants

White 14

Asian 2

Latina 1

Spanish 1
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Appendix D:

Seminar Agendas and Activities
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Agenda--Gender Issues Research Seminar
October 10, 1997

8:30 Welcome, Informed consent, Discuss the research

8:45 Divide into groups--discuss "Gender Observations"
Discuss as a group and write general statements about what your group observed.
TAPE THIS DISCUSSION

9:30 Deconstruction mini lesson--Donna (see attached)
Deconstruct statements written earlier in groups
Identify assumptions/useful/dangerous/questions

10:00 Autobiographical webs demonstrations--stories (events, situations, relationships)
about your gendered self
Participants construct webs

10:30 Coffee break observation (see attached)

11:30 Talk about observations
TAPE THIS DISCUSSION

12:00 LUNCH

1:00 Read on your own Sadker, D., & Sadker, M. (1995). Failing at fairness: How
America's schools cheat girls. Pages 1-14.

1:30 Write your response

1:40 Discuss your response with your group

TAPE THIS DISCUSSION

2:00 Conclusion
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Gender Issues

Please use the items below to focus your observations while working in your field
placement site. Be prepared to share these observations during our October 1 0th in-
service.

1. How do girls and boys interact with each other during unstructured times? Do
girls and boys occupy different spaces? What types of activities do girls and boys
engaged in during social interactions?

2. Are students in the classroom separated according to sex (i.e. lining up, seating
arrangements)? If so, is this separation structured by the teacher or self-selected
by the students?

3. Do you notice any differences in the behaviors of girls and boys in the classroom?
Do they interact differently with the teacher? Do you notice differences in the
way they ask and respond to questions? Do girls or boys participate more? Who
gets left out? Do girls or boys get into trouble more?

4. What types of self-selected activities do girls and boys engage in while in the
classroom? Are they individual or group activities?

Please jot down notes about your observations and have them ready for our October 1 0th

in-service day. Make sure you do not use students "real" names when you are recording
data.
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Deconstruction Mini-Lesson

The definition of deconstruction provided to the participants was:

Deconstruction is the process of looking critically at taken for granted

ideas or practices, which appear or are understood to be "normal" or

"natural" in order to rethink them.

We instructed the participants to ask themselves the following questions when

"deconstructing" an idea:

What assumptions are present?

What is useful?

What is dangerous?

What questions do I need to ask?



174

Break Observation

The following was printed on an envelope containing $1.50. One envelope was given to

each participant.

Go somewhere--a coffee shop, a restaurant, a fraternity or sorority lounge,

a dorm lounge, use your imagination--and sit for at least 15 minutes and

observe. Write down anything you see that might relate to gender. How do

males and females behave in the setting you chose? Bring your notes back

with you. BE BACK BY 11:30. The money in the envelope is for you to

buy yourself a cup of coffee, a soda, a cookie--whatever helps keep you

going. Have fun!
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Agenda--Gender Issues Research Seminar
October 24, 1997

1:00 Response Journals--read and respond

1:15 Discuss our reaction to transcribing the tapes from session one. Include how
speech looks when written and the emotions the tapes evoked.
Questions.

1:30 Pass out excerpts chosen from transcripts. Explain why they were chosen. Follow
these instructions:

Read the transcript individually
Look for themes, conflicts, and assumptions
Discuss these with your group--you do not need to come to agreement
Deconstruct these themes, conflicts, and assumptions (refer back to mini-
lesson on deconstruction from October 10)
Discuss what you discovered in your groups

TAPE THIS DISCUSSION

2:15 Read Grossman, H., & Grossman, S. (1994). Gender issues in education. Pages
120-126. Follow these instructions:

Read this selection aloud together
Discuss the questions in the text
Deconstruct (assumptions, dangerous, useful, ramifications) the positions
described in the text

TAPE THIS DISCUSSION
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Agenda--Gender Issues Research seminar
November 7, 1997

1:00 Response Journals--read and respond and soda pop

1:15 Read American Association of University Women. (1995).
How schools shortchange girls. Pages 55-62. Discuss with your group.
TAPE THIS DISCUSSION

1:45 Stretch Break!

1:50 Check the "secret" envelope for instructions.

The secret envelope contained copies ofthe groups transcripts from the
discussion held on October 24. It also included the following instructions:

Individually reflect on the conversations your group has had about
gender. What general statements about gender issues do you think
characterizes those conversations? Jot them down.

With your group, talk about your ideas. Compile a group list ofyour
general statements and write them on the overheads provided Don 't
worry zfyour statements seem contradictory.

Scan the transcripts from your group and see fyou can find quotes that
support these general statements.

Be prepared to present your statements to the whole group at 2:40.

2:45 Group Presentations in Room 107
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Agenda--Gender Issues Research Seminar
November 21, 1997

1:00 Response Journals--read and respond

1:15 Deconstructing School Scenarios (see attached)
Small Group Discussion
TAPE THIS DISCUSSION

2:00 Demographics--fill our demographics sheet while enjoying a snack

2:20 Report on research--Donna, what we think we have learned to this point

2:40 Classroom information on gender--Camille, some practical information and ideas

3:00 Dismiss
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Deconstructing School Scenarios

Instructions:

Select one scenario to discuss.
Choose a course of action the teacher in the scenario might take.
Deconstruct this course of action by discussing:
1. What's useful about the course of action?
2. What's dangerous about the course of action?
3. What are the assumptions underlying the action?

If you have time, select another scenario.
TAPE THIS DISCUSSION!

One of a teacher's best math students, an eighth grade Hispanic American female,
informs the teacher that she is not going to enroll in algebra the following year
because she is not planning to go to college. When the teacher asks why, she
replies that she doesn't need college. She says her plans are to finish high school,
work at ajob for awhile, get married and then stay home.

2. A father of a preschool student comes to school irate because his son told him that
he has been playing in the housekeeping/doll house area. He tells the teacher he
does not want his son to play with "girl things."

3. A fourth grade student suggests that the class should have a spelling bee with the
boys against the girls, like some other fourth grade classes.

4. A group of second grade boys does not want some of the girls to join in their
game on the schoolyard.

5. Four girls in a sixth grade science class always sit together in the back of the
room. They don't participate and frequently disrupt the class with talking and
laughing.

Adapted from Grossman, H. & Grossman, S. (1994). Gender issues in education. Needham Heights, MA:
Allyn and Bacon.




