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WHITE RACIAL IDENTITY DEVELOPMENT IN TRANSITIONAL SPACE: 
DISCOURSE AND PRAXIS AMONG CHRISTIAN TEACHER EDUCATORS 

 

CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of Research 

 The purpose of this research was to examine White racial identity development 

among Christian teacher educators within the context of a religious university. 

Specifically, I sought to address these two questions: 1) What stories do Christian 

teacher educators tell about their own White racial identity development? and 2) Is 

there an impact of studying White racial identity development on the praxis of 

Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 

Conceptual Framework 

  “Educators and social and cultural theorists alike grapple with the difficulties 

of talking about the times and places in which we encounter the learning self” 

(Ellsworth, 2005, p. 2). This research has been a work of the learning self of the 

researcher and of participants. Ellsworth (2005) connects Winnicott’s (1978) 

architectural concept of transitional space to pedagogy in Places of Learning: Media, 

Architecture, Pedagogy. She describes transitional space as  

an address to a self who is in the process of withdrawing from  
that self, someone who is in a dissolve out of what she or he is just  
ceasing to be and into what she or he will already have become by  
the time she or he registers something has happened. (p. 34)  

 

I designed this research project as a critical race theorist (CRT), with a critical 

pedagogy perspective and a focus on changing individuals. In the process of collecting 

data, I dissolved out of a CRT approach and into a poststructural framework. As a 

result, writing the results of this journey has been a difficult process of talking about 

this specific place and time in which I encountered my learning self in a profound way 

(Ellsworth, 2005). 

 As I conducted interviews and focus groups, I began to see my participants not 

as either racist or not racist, as might be prescribed by traditional antiracism, critical 

pedagogy approaches (Hartigan, 2000), but instead as people in transition as they 
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encountered and considered multiple and intersecting forms of oppression (Ellsworth, 

1994). Related to the concept of transitional space is the notion of ambiguous 

moments. I examined how participants were often in “ambiguous situations [that] 

reflect gaps that have opened in an ideological conditioning that has previously held 

answers for most experiences” (Hartigan, 2000, p. 399).  

 As I began to view my research from a poststructural lens, I recognized that we 

cannot “conjure a learning” (p. 54). We can only design places of learning, such as the 

buildings and museums that Ellsworth (2005) describes in her book, keeping in mind 

that “teaching and learning [are] always in the making, never guaranteed” (p. 56). 

Narrative Strategy 

 Ellsworth (2005) might describe the kind theoretical shift that I experienced 

during the dissertation process as a crisis of learning. She writes, “The crisis of 

learning, then, is that moment of letting go of a former sense of self in order to re-

identify with an emerging and different self that is still in transition” (p. 89). Because 

this crisis of learning occurred mid-way through the research process, it presented 

some challenges in how to write the final draft of my dissertation. I will explain here 

the narrative strategy I have chosen to both tell the story of my transition and to 

maintain a sense of movement for the reader as s/he attempts to navigate this 

document. 

 I will attempt to provide a chronological story of my research in transitional 

space. First, after this section I will return to my original first chapter, the one I wrote 

when I was using a critical pedagogy lens. I am doing this to illustrate the thinking 

behind the research protocol as I planned it, because it was sound from a critical 

pedagogy perspective but unwise seen through a poststructural lens. I have moved my 

original chapter two to the appendix (Appendix A), because as Ellsworth (2005) 

states, “knowledge, once it is defined, taught and used as a ‘thing made,’ is dead”  

(p. 1). The CRT foundation provided in this literature review is a dead—though 

important—artifact that illustrates my transition. I have placed it in the appendix in 

case the reader would like to delve into this area. However, most readers may wish to 

jump directly to the data collection process that precipitated this epistemological 
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change. Therefore, I have placed Chapter Two, Methods and Preliminary Data 

Analysis, immediately following Chapter One. This chapter explains the data 

collection process, as well as the preliminary data analysis that took place as part of 

my analysis approach, situational mapping (Clarke, 2005). Chapter Three, Results and 

Updated Literature Review, follows. At the beginning of this chapter, I placed an 

updated literature review that demonstrates the reading and thinking I did in 

poststructural feminisms and Whiteness studies as a result of conundrums I faced 

during data collection. Further, I completed my final data analysis using this 

framework. Finally, I end with Chapter Four, Conclusion, in which I discuss what I 

learned in this process, as well as recommendations for future research.  

Personal Context 

 This research began in 2001 when an eighth grade Latino student was taunted 

right in front of me in my own middle school classroom. At that moment, when 

“Juan,” a straight-A student, was taunted by a peer that he would work at Taco Bell 

someday, my eyes were opened to the wider world of racism and to my own ignorance 

about it. That incident, unfortunately at the expense of my student, launched my own 

White racial identity development, although I did not realize it at the time. All I knew 

was that my simple Golden Rule classroom management philosophy, that students 

should treat others as they would like to be treated, proved to be inadequate for 

creating a safe environment in a diverse classroom. In time, I came to understand my 

thinking as cultural blindness, a blindness that led to the perpetuation of racism. 

However, at that moment, all I knew was that I was painfully and shamefully ignorant 

and unable to create a safe classroom environment. 

 Since that time, I became a teacher education faculty member at a small 

Christian university in the Pacific Northwest. In that role, I regularly teach a class to 

pre-service teachers about diversity and education, and I have been informally 

studying issues of cultural competence for the past six years. This research is the 

culmination of that horrific, eye-opening experience in an eighth grade classroom, 

along with years of teaching and learning about the subject.  
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Research Questions Placed in Context 

 The ultimate goal of this study was to better prepare pre-service teachers for 

increasingly diverse students in P-12 schools. According to the National Council for 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE, 2006), more than one-third of P-12 

students are from minority groups, while fewer than 15% of teachers are from 

minority groups. While I am firmly committed to diversifying the teaching force and 

teaching faculty at universities, the focus of this present research was to prepare the 

pre-service teachers we presently have, mostly White and middle class, to meet the 

needs of all learners in an increasingly diverse society. Because of my own growth in 

cultural competence as a result of my White racial identity development, I firmly 

believed that teacher education faculty were a logical starting point for research; thus, 

my research participants would be teacher education faculty members, who would go 

on to prepare preservice teachers. If I were able to help faculty members develop in 

their cultural competence, vis-à-vis a professional development study of White racial 

identity development, then those faculty would be able to similarly reach a multitude 

of pre-service teachers. I approached this research not from a perspective of judging 

others but from a desire to learn with others who wish to grow in this area. We all 

have room for improvement, this researcher included.  

I conducted my research in the context of a Christian university, which has 

implications for studying racial issues based on decades of research in the field of the 

psychology of religion.  Several researchers in the field (Kirkpatrick, 1993; Altemeyer 

& Hunsberger, 1992; Gorusch & McPherson, 1989; Leak & Fish, 1989; McFarland, 

1989) cite Allport and Ross’s 1967 study as the basis of decades of research that have 

linked certain orientations toward religion with prejudice. The studies also reveal a 

complexity of human behavior and dispositions that would make it unwise to assume 

that my participants are highly prejudiced just because they work at a Christian 

university: the researchers note that there can be exceptions to the rule. Further, I 

believe the quantitative knowledge base relating to religion and prejudice would 

benefit from a closer look at the stories that participants tell, as well as the stories they 

do not tell, about race within a Christian context.  
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 My first research question arose from this complexity: What stories do 

Christian teacher educators tell about their own White racial identity development? 

 White racial identity development is a well-researched topic in counseling. The 

work of Janet Helms, the leading researcher on the topic, began in 1984, springing 

from over a decade of research on the racial identity development of People of Color, 

most notably Dr. William Cross’s (1971) work on Nigrescence. Several studies exist 

that suggest that attending to various aspects of White racial identity development 

among counselors improves their ability to meet the needs of diverse clients (Utsey & 

Gernat, 2002; Brown, Parham & Yonker, 2001; Silvestri & Richardson, 2001; Gushue 

& Carter, 2000; Vinson & Neimeyer, 2000; Parker, Moore & Neimeyer, 1998; Ottavi, 

Pope-Davis & Ding, 1994).  While studies exist within the field of teacher education 

that demonstrate how staff development in multicultural issues can improve faculty’s 

attention to diversity within their courses and programs (Keehn & Martinez, 2006; 

Sanchez, 2006; Cochran-Smith, et al., 1999), there have been no studies specifically 

linking White racial identity development and the praxis of teacher educators. I 

proposed that the human interactions within the field of education are similar to those 

in counseling and that educators would similarly benefit from learning about White 

racial identity development. 

 My second research question is situated within this body of knowledge: 

Is there an impact of studying White racial identity development on the praxis of 

Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 

Research Parameters 

This research was conducted from August of 2007 through January of 2008. 

Eight members of a Master of Arts in Teaching department at a Christian university 

volunteered to participate. They read sections of Tatum’s (1999) Why Are All the 

Black Kids Sitting Together in the Cafeteria? And Other Conversations About Race 

and discussed the book, including specific questions designed by the researcher, in 

three focus group sessions. I interviewed each participant, revisiting focus group 

topics and exploring some new areas. 
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Epistemology 

Religious Affiliation 

 I hold a personal belief in Jesus Christ and ascribe to the Friends (Quaker) core 

values, which are: 

1. God is the source of life, and all human life is sacred. 
2. The Holy Spirit transforms and empowers us. 
3. We are called to be and to make followers of Christ. 
4. We are called to live out Christ's love. 
5. We are called to be agents of God's peace and love to everyone. (Values of the 

Northwest Yearly Meeting, 1998) 
 

These values drive this research and my greater work for social justice.  For example, I 

believe that Christians should show their value of human life by working to end global 

slavery, poverty, sexism, racism, and other injustices. 

Postmodern Qualitative Researcher 

 Paradoxically, I also see myself as a postmodern researcher. While I believe in 

Christ as Truth, I assert that all of our human understandings of Truth are mere 

fumblings in the dark. Therefore, I am a postmodern researcher who agrees with 

Denzin and Lincoln (2005) who state that there is no one correct retelling of any 

event, but rather, “each telling, like light hitting a crystal, reflects a different 

perspective” (p. 6) on any particular incident, including matters of theology. In my 

research, I hope to uncover stories. I assert that there is no one right story of White 

racial identity development, that all stories are unique, and that the stories I hear will 

be partial and situated, according to the desires, both understood and hidden, of the 

participants and of the researcher. 

 While I value qualitative and quantitative research equally for their particular 

contributions to the field, I am firmly a qualitative researcher. A hallmark of 

qualitative research is the metaphor of a bricoleur, or to use everyday language, a 

quiltmaker (Denzin & Lincoln, p. 4). I approach research in this way for two reasons. 

First, I believe that “the interpretive bricoleur understands that research is an 

interactive process shaped by his or her own personal history, biography, gender, 

social class, race, and ethnicity, and by those of the people in the setting” (Denzin & 
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Lincoln, p. 6). I cannot separate the multiple and always-shifting aspects of my 

identity, nor can my participants. Second, I plan to stitch together my research from 

multiple bodies of research (i.e., counseling, teacher education, and psychology of 

religion), with several resonating theories, and using a variety of methods to best 

address my research questions. This will not be done in a haphazard way, but rather 

with a purposeful design and plan, much like the intricate pattern of a quilt.  

Praxis 

 The concept of praxis has resonated strongly with me since reading Freire’s 

(1998) Pedagogy of the Oppressed. Like Greenwood and Levin (2005), I “reject 

arguments for separating praxis and theory in social research” (p. 52). Perhaps it is my 

blue-collar roots speaking, but if my research does not result in improving the lives of 

P-12 children, what is the point of it all? Conversely, my practice must be well 

grounded in research and theory. As Freire (1998) states, “Critical reflection on 

practice is a requirement of the relationship between theory and practice. Otherwise 

theory becomes simply ‘blah, blah, blah’ and practice, pure activism” (p. 30). My 

research on White racial identity among Christian teacher educators is, in part, a 

professional development opportunity for teacher educators and will focus not just on 

their growing understanding of White racial identity development but also on their 

praxis. 

Resonating Theory 

 Critical Race Theory forms a theoretical foundation for my research. Critical 

Race Theorists view research as a collective way of knowing in the world. Ladson-

Billings (2003) highlights the importance of the African saying Ubuntu to Critical 

Race Theory. The phrase means, “I am because we are” (p. 398) and I believe that my 

research will be because my participants and I are. Goals of Critical Race Theory are 

breaking down the “cultural logic of the Eurocentric paradigm” (Ladson-Billings, p. 

400) and naming and confronting hegemony. Both are possible outcomes of my 

research. However, I will not be confronting my participants. Rather, hegemonic 

discourses may be revealed in the research process. 
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 Critical Race Theory brings urgency to my work in White racial identity 

development in a Christian university. It criticizes liberalism and the perspective that 

the Civil Rights Movement is necessarily a long process. “CRT [Critical Race Theory] 

argues that racism requires sweeping changes, but liberalism has no mechanism for 

such change” (Ladson-Billings, p. 410). Rather, working through the legal system is 

painstakingly slow and measured. In its urgent drive for change, Critical Race Theory 

takes a praxis approach to change (Ladson-Billings, 2003) and openly acknowledges 

that its “radical theoretical arguments [are] seen as a challenge to the ‘American way’” 

(p. 412). Taking a close look at White racial identity among Christian teacher 

educators is a direct and dangerous idea: it could cause discomfort among participants 

and the researcher and among university members at-large. However, I urgently feel 

that it is a necessary step in my work for social justice. I hope to gain participation 

from people who wish to join in a learning and growing process and who want their 

praxis to be transformed. 

 Finally, Critical Race Theory supports the notion of research as the telling of 

stories and counter-stories. As a former Language Arts teacher, I am quite comfortable 

looking at life as I know it as fiction, full of competing stories and multiple 

perspectives. Critical Race Theorists ask questions such as, “Which story is true? 

Whose story is deemed legitimate? Who has the power to shape the logic and worth of 

the event?” (Ladson-Billings, 2003, p. 417). Issues of power and authority must 

necessarily be examined in the research process and will likely be addressed in this 

research project as participants share their stories of White racial identity development 

and will be invited to join with me in examining discourses surrounding White racial 

identity development in a Christian context. 

Personal Rationale: A Story of White Racial Identity Development 

 As stated in the first paragraph, my personal journey in understanding my 

White racial identity development is the impetus for this research project. As a 

researcher with a Critical Race Theory framework, I will employ storytelling to 

explain my personal rationale in detail by telling my story. In the process, I will 
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provide illustrations for understanding Helms’s (1990) five stages of White racial 

identity development as a foreshadowing for the research study.  

 According to Helms, the goal of White racial identity development is to 

abandon racism and to develop a non-racist White identity. It occurs in a series of 

stages, but the stages may be revisited at any point. The first stage is Contact, a time 

of unexamined contact with People of Color and/or vicarious contact (i.e., through the 

media). The second stage, Disintegration, is often precipitated by a moral dilemma 

concerning race that results in cognitive dissonance. Reintegration, the third stage, is 

marked by a conscious acknowledgement of White identity. However, this identity is 

seen as superior to People of Color: often “any residual feelings of guilt and anxiety 

[from the dissonance in the previous stage] are transformed into fear and anger toward 

[People of Color]” (p. 60). Helms describes the next stage, Pseudo-Independent, as the 

“first stage of redefining a White identity” (p. 61). In this stage, Whites begin to 

understand racism and their role in it, but this is an intellectual awareness only. 

Immersion-Emersion, the next stage, is a time when Whites immerse themselves in 

readings, such as biographies of White activists, or activities, such as consciousness-

raising groups, in order to understand how to develop a positive White racial identity. 

In the process, they learn that their focus in gaining cultural competence should be on 

changing other Whites, not on changing People of Color. The final stage, Autonomy, is 

a time of “internalizing, nurturing, and applying the new definition of Whiteness 

evolved in the earlier stages” (p. 62). Helms stresses the need to think of White racial 

identity as on ongoing, cyclical lifelong process. 

 I was born to a large family in a rural community. During my childhood, my 

family moved from working class to middle class to upper middle class, thanks to my 

father’s excellent efforts at the mill. My mother taught me, “Good, better, best. Never 

let it rest. Until your good is better and your better best.” I did my best in school and 

made the top grades. I gave my best effort at sports and made the top teams. I saw that 

sometimes my friend, an adoptee from South Korea, was subjected to racist 

statements, but I knew that a few bad people in the world were racist. Mostly, people 

were good, and hard work paid off, if you cared enough to put any effort into it. 
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I grew up and went to college. I decided to become a teacher to give back to 

kids what all of my teachers gave to me. The plaque on my desk in the dorm read, 

“Happy are those who dream dreams and are willing to pay the price to make them 

come true.” I believed this simple truth. 

Contact Stage 

• If they have lived, worked, or gone to school in predominantly White  
settings, they may simply think of themselves as being part of the racial  
norm and take this for granted without conscious consideration of their  
White privilege, the systematically conferred advantages they receive  
simply because they are White. (Tatum, 1999, p. 95) 

• I did not see myself as a racist because I was taught to recognize racism  
only in individual acts of meanness by members of my group, never in 
invisible systems conferring unsought racial dominance on my group  
from birth. (McIntosh, 1989, p. 4) 

 
My first teaching job was in a family literacy program, in which social work 

was as much a part of the job as teaching. I worked with single mothers on welfare, 

people with disabilities, teen parents, and those in high poverty. I learned that poverty 

runs deep, that there are no simple solutions, and that the stereotypes of the poor really 

don’t hold true. Seeds were planted for future understandings. 

I later taught at a suburban middle school with a high Latino population. Juan, 

an A student and native Mexican, was subjected to racist remarks before my very 

eyes. It was shattering. How could a student be so hurt in my own classroom? Maybe 

following the golden rule really meant being culturally blind. My classroom was not a 

safe place for Juan. What could I do? 

Disintegration Stage 

• . . . marked by a growing awareness of racism and White privilege  
as a result of personal encounters in which the social significance of  
race is made visible. (Tatum, 1999, p. 96) 

• The societal inequities they now notice directly contradict the idea  
of an American meritocracy, a concept that has typically been an  
integral part of their belief system. The cognitive dissonance that  
results is part of the discomfort which is experienced at this point  
in the process of development. (Tatum, 1999, p. 98) 
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I began to read voraciously about these complex topics. Peggy McIntosh’s article, 

“White Privilege: Unpacking the Invisible Knapsack” (1989) is what turned around 

my thinking. As a woman, I related to the statement, “I have met very few men who 

are truly distressed about systemic, unearned male advantage and conferred 

dominance” (p. 3). That’s it! An epiphany! All of my life I knew that some people 

faced disadvantages of various types, but now I understood that I possessed 

advantages! I was complicit. I continued to read everything I could get my hands on: 

bell hooks and Gary Howard, books on cultural competence and cultural proficiency, 

and even multicultural literature. I continued to read and read. I felt tremendously 

guilty, but I read some more. 

Pseudo-Independent Stage 

• As a White person’s understanding of the complexity of institutional  
racism in our society deepens, the less likely he or she is to resort to 
explanations that blame the victim. Instead, deepening awareness usually  
leads to a commitment to unlearn one’s racism, and marks the emergence  
of the pseudo-independent stage. (Tatum, 1999, p. 106) 

• Sometimes epitomized by the ‘guilty White liberal’ persona, the pseudo-
independent individual has an intellectual understanding of racism as a  
system of advantage, but doesn’t quite know what to do about it.  
(Tatum, 1999, p. 106) 
 
I began to teach my university’s course on teaching diverse populations. I 

struggled. Students showed resistance, anger, and frustration. I read more. I watched 

more movies. I improved my teaching, scaffolding it to my learners. I floundered.  

I realized I needed to learn still more and that there were limits to learning 

from books and movies. I wanted to study and learn more about diversity and cultural 

competence under a mentor in the field and began my studies in a doctoral program. 

At my university and in the community I worked to build professional partnerships 

with People of Color.  

After reading Tatum’s Why Are All the Black Kids Sitting Together in the 

Cafeteria? And Other Conversations About Race (1999), I realized that I needed to 

become a white ally. I saw that I needed to not simply “help victims of racism, but to 

speak up against systems of oppression and to challenge other Whites to do the same” 

(p. 109). I captured a vision for a doctoral study. I planned to develop a study in which 
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my White colleagues would read Tatum’s book and talk about White racial identity 

development. I hoped to explore their growth in this area and to see how it would 

transform their teaching. 

Immersion/Emersion Stage 

• Recognizing the need to find a more positive self-definition is a  
hallmark of the next phase of White racial identity development,  
the immersion/emersion stage. (Tatum, 1999, p. 107) 

• There is a history of White protest against racism, a history of Whites  
who have resisted the role of oppressor and who have been allies to  
People of Color. (Tatum, 1999, p. 108) 
 

I look ahead to the next stage. I know I am not there yet. I need more work in 

order to better understand my Whiteness. I need to learn from the examples of other 

White allies and then become one myself. I need to gain in knowledge and experience 

in order to interact better in multiracial settings (Tatum, 1999). I am encouraged that it 

can be done. I know I will never arrive, but I am encouraged to continue on the 

journey. 

Autonomy Stage 

• At this point, a person incorporates the newly defined view of White- 
ness as part of a personal identity. (Tatum, 1999, p. 112) 

• While autonomy might be described as racial self-actualization,  
racial identity, racial identity development never really ends.  
(Tatum, 1999, p. 112) 
 

Key Concepts about Race in the United States 

 It is important to address several terms and issues relevant to the topic at hand. 

Tatum (1999), in her clear, conversational book Why Are all the Black Kids Sitting 

Together in the Cafeteria? And Other Conversations about Race, effectively explains 

terminology. Because of her clarity and appeal to the general public, not just to 

educational researchers, I will use her definitions as a starting point for my work. 

 First, there is no perfect way to talk about these issues. For example, some 

people will argue that to use racial categories or even to talk about racial issues will 

further racism. This is a frequent critique of my students. While I acknowledge that 

perspective, I agree with Tatum that “it is difficult to talk about what is essentially a 
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flawed and problematic social construct without using language that is itself 

problematic” (p. 17). If we don’t talk about it, how can we change it? That said, I 

accept the definitions proposed by Tatum. She describes prejudice as a preconceived 

notion based on stereotypes and limited information. All people have prejudices. It is 

not our fault, but that does not mean we are exempt from responsibility to do 

something about it. She defines racism as “prejudice plus power” (p. 7). Whites in 

U.S. society can be racist because they have prejudices and the power to do something 

about them. This can be a difficult concept for Whites. Racism is a system of 

advantage in U.S. society that benefits Whites. 

Tatum uses metaphors to describe racism in our country. First, she describes it 

as smog. We all breathe it in on a daily basis, but we are not always aware of it. Next, 

she illustrates how racism is a moving walkway at an airport. Blatantly racist people 

are walking fast on the moving walkway. Passive racists are standing on the moving 

walkway. Actively anti-racist people walk in the opposite direction on the walkway. 

Those who do not see the system of advantage for Whites in the U.S. are perpetuating 

racism (p. 9), whether they are simply standing on the walkway unaware or walking in 

a racist direction. 

 Not everyone is comfortable with these definitions; in fact, they are in direct 

opposition to the American myth of meritocracy and, therefore, “may generate 

considerable discomfort” (Tatum 1999, p. 9). It would be more comfortable to 

consider prejudice as an individual act, as opposed to thinking about issues of power 

and privilege (Tatum, 1999). Nonetheless, these definitions help give shape and form 

to the issues at hand, and they are useful in better understanding the racial identity 

development processes for People of Color and for Whites in the United States. 

Key Terms for This Study 

 In addition to these general terms about race in the United States, it is 

important to establish clear definitions to various terms specific to my research.  

Racial Identity 

Marshall (2002) describes racial identity as a construct, like race itself. It 

describes “our inclination to identify (or not identify) with the racial group to which 
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we are assumed to belong” (p. 9). Many factors contribute to one’s racial identity 

development, including family, society, politics, and history (Tatum, 1999), and 

“racial identity also influences the quality of an individual’s racial group 

identification” (Pope-Davis, Liu, Ledesma-Jones, & Nevitt, 2000, para. 4). In addition, 

how others perceive us is a critical element of the racial identity development process. 

In the United States, People of Color commonly receive messages of inferiority and 

unacceptability, whereas Whites are likely to develop a sense of superiority and 

entitlement, due to societal messages (Chavez & Guido-DiBrito, 1999). 

Racial Identity Development 

The racial identity development process usually begins in adolescence (Tatum, 

1999; Marshall, 2002) at a time when children are cognitively able to “comprehend 

the relative permanence of racial classification and racial group membership” 

(Marshall, p. 9). Researchers no longer see racial identity development as a one-time 

event. Rather, the process is seen as cyclical (Tatum, 1999; Cross, 1995). Different life 

events, such as having children and viewing their racial identity development or 

confronting job stress as a parent trying to provide for her or his children (Tatum, 

1999) may cause a person to revisit various stages of racial identity development. In 

People of Color, the process usually involves overcoming the negative effects of 

racism, while in Whites it involves developing a non-racist White identity (Helms, 

2003). 

Fundamentalism 

This is an orientation toward religion that is marked by a belief that there is an 

essential nature of humans and God and that one’s particular religious beliefs are the 

only correct religious beliefs (Altemeyer and Hunsberger, 1992).  

Quest 

This is an orientation toward religion marked by an openness to change and a 

willingness to doubt (Batson, Schoenrade, and Ventis, 1993). The opposite of a 

questing person would be a non-questing person. 
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Extrinsic Orientation 

This orientation toward religion is utilitarian. An extrinsically-oriented person 

may take part in a religion to meet personal needs, such as social appearances, 

security, status, and self-justification (Allport and Ross, 1967). 

Intrinsic Orientation 

This describes those who live their faith and internalize it. Those with an 

intrinsic orientation toward religion are more likely to “embrace a creed” and to 

“endeavor to internalize it and follow it fully” (Allport and Ross, p. 434).  

Summary of Purpose and Research Questions 

 The purpose of my research was to examine the White racial identity 

development discourses of teacher educators within a Christian university.  I believe 

that the research linking prejudice and religion fails to examine the complexity of 

Christian perspectives. I also believe that research about the impact of White racial 

identity development on counseling practices can easily translate to the field of teacher 

education. Further, promising studies exist that show that diversity-related 

professional development impacts the praxis of teacher educators. Therefore, I aimed 

to address these two questions: 

1. What stories do Christian teacher educators tell about their own White racial 

identity development? 

2. Is there an impact of studying White racial identity development on the praxis 

of Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 
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CHAPTER TWO: METHODS AND PRELIMINARY DATA ANALYSIS 

Research Questions 

 The purpose of my study was to explore understandings of White racial 

identity development among Christian teacher educators and to examine the effects of 

this exploration on their praxis. Specifically, this research investigated two questions: 

1) What stories do Christian teacher educators tell about their own White racial 

identity development? and 2) Is there an impact of studying White racial identity 

development on the praxis of Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? In this 

chapter I will provide a chronological, step-by-step explanation of my data collection 

methods and ongoing data analysis plan: situational mapping (Clarke, 2005). Because 

the data analysis is ongoing, I present in this chapter the preliminary data analysis that 

is tied to my data collection methods. In Chapter Three, I will analyze the final 

situational map, as well as the results of my research questions. First, I will review the 

purpose of the study, the participants, and the setting. 

Participants 

 Participants were recruited from members of a Master of Arts in Teaching 

department at a private Christian university in the Pacific Northwest of the United 

States of America. Nineteen faculty members served in the department’s three MAT 

formats during the 2007-2008 school year, the time of my study. Sixteen faculty 

members in the department were located in and taught primarily at the original campus 

in a rural county and a nearby campus in an urban area, while three faculty members 

served at distant sites. 

 I presented the research opportunity to department members during a 

department meeting in August 2007. One week prior to this meeting, I sent 

recruitment emails that included an informed consent document (Appendix B) that 

identified the purpose and the risks of the study. I read this letter to department 

members at the meeting. I asked department members for participation, seeking those 

who (a) wanted to participate in an investigation of White racial identity development 

and teacher education praxis and (b) self-identified as White. As teacher education 

faculty members at a Christian university, faculty members had already self-identified 
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as Christians and teacher educators. While I invited all faculty members in the 

department to participate, I predetermined that a small number of participants would 

be acceptable due to the controversial nature of the topic (Morgan, 1998). Eight 

faculty members agreed to take part in the study. 

 Six women and two men agreed to participate in this research. They ranged in 

age from the late 20s to the late 50s; most participants were close to forty years-old. I 

gave participants the following pseudonyms: Anne, Debbie, Ellen, Eric, Jim, Leanne, 

Melissa, and Ruth. I also assigned pseudonyms to people within the university who 

were specifically addressed by participants. I changed small details, as needed, in an 

attempt to maintain ambiguity about participant identities. Because of confidentiality 

concerns as stated in the informed consent document, I did not include any other 

identifying information, nor did I try to present participants within a wider personal or 

professional context. 

Setting 

 The university was founded in 1891 and at the time of my study offered 

undergraduate, graduate, seminary, and degree-completion programs. It was 

accredited by the Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities and was a 

member of the Christian College Consortium. The institution held strong ties with the 

Northwest Yearly Meeting of Friends (Quaker). During the 2007-2008 academic year, 

3,253 students were enrolled in all programs on campuses located throughout the 

Pacific Northwest. According to the university web site (citation withheld for privacy), 

the university was self-proclaimed “Christ-centered,” and because of its Quaker 

founding, the university claimed “distinctives common to the Friends Church, such as 

a concern for social justice, a commitment to peace and nonviolence, and a belief in 

the equality of all people” (citation withheld for privacy). Five percent of 

undergraduate students were Friends (Quakers), with more than 50 other 

denominations represented. The largest denomination represented among 

undergraduate students was Baptist. This data was not available for graduate students. 

Faculty, staff, and undergraduate students were required to sign a community lifestyle 

agreement, which articulated expected behaviors and beliefs. Master of Arts in 
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Teaching students are not required to sign this agreement, and students in this program 

were not required to hold any type of religious faith. 

Timeline 

The research protocol began in August of 2007 and ended in January 2008. 

The timeline in Table 1 is an overview of the research process. 

August 2007 Recruited participants, secured informed consent, and gave 

overview of process 

September 2007 

 

Focus Group #1 

Field Notes, Memos and Mapping 

October 2007 Focus Group #2 

Field Notes, Memos and Mapping 

November 2007 Focus Group #3 

Field Notes, Memos and Mapping 

December 2007 Data Analysis and Interpretation of Focus Groups 

Memos and Mapping 

January 2008 Individual Interviews 

Memos and Mapping 

February 2008 Data Analysis and Interpretation of Interviews 

Overall Data Analysis and Interpretation 

Memos and Mapping 

Throughout the 

Research 

Process 

Emails to participants for clarification and/or elaboration 

(member checks), as needed; one such email was required. 

Table 1: Timeline 

In accordance with Oregon State University academic policy, I submitted my 

proposal and paperwork to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and obtained 

approval. I also submitted a Human Subjects Form to a representative at the private 

Christian university and obtained approval to conduct research at that site.  

 

 



  
19

Overview of Data Collection and Procedures 

 I utilized three data collection tools in my study. My data sources were: 

• Focus Groups, including transcription and field notes 

• Memos, including notes about each step of the data collection and analysis 

processes 

• Interviews, including transcription 

 What stories do Christian 

teacher educators tell about 

their own White racial 

identity development? 

Is there an impact of 

studying White racial 

identity development on the 

praxis of Christian teacher  

educators? If so, in what 

ways? 

Focus Groups 

(Transcripts, Field 

Notes, Visuals) 

X X 

Memos X X 

Interviews X X 

Table 2: Data Collection Tools and Research Questions Alignment 

While this matrix provides a visual aid for understanding my project, I acknowledge 

that research is a messy process and does not easily fit into boxes. The goal of 

situational analysis, my data analysis procedure, is “to descriptively lay out as best one 

can all the most important human and nonhuman elements in the situation of concern 

of the research broadly conceived” (Clarke, 2005, pp. 86-87). This opening up of the 

data is messy and complex.   However, all three data collection tools provided 

different kinds of evidence that helped me address each research question, with thick 

description (Clarke, 2005) being the end goal. 

Focus Groups 

 I facilitated three focus group sessions in the fall of 2007. Participants were 

asked to read assigned chapters from Tatum’s (1999) Why Are All the Black Kids 

Sitting Together in the Cafeteria? And Other Conversations About Race prior to each 
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focus group session. I chose this text because it lays out the research on White racial 

identity in a clear, conversational way. It was also a critical book in my own 

development in the field of cultural competence. Both the chapter readings and the 

focus group discussions and activities served as the primary professional development 

vehicles in this research project. Further, as I will outline in Chapter Two, Richardson 

(1997) presents the concept of crystalline validity in which there are multiple angles 

by which to approach the world. 

 I held the first two focus group sessions in a cozy conference room at a local 

coffee shop. The conference room seated up to ten individuals comfortably. The 

importance of space is highlighted by the work of researchers (Kozol, 1985; Madriz, 

2000) as a way of making focus group participants feel comfortable and of decentering 

researcher authority. After transcribing the second focus group audiotape, I 

determined that there was too much street and coffee shop noise at the conference 

room at the local coffee shop; this made transcription quite challenging. Therefore, I 

held the third focus group at a private conference room at the university. As a courtesy 

for their time, I provided participants with coffee, tea, or other non-alcoholic drinks 

during each focus group, as well as snack foods. This was a requirement of the coffee 

shop for free use of its facilities, and I provided refreshments in a similar manner at 

the university conference room. I followed the protocols identified in Table 3. 

Focus Group 1: September.  (Read Tatum, 1999, chapters 1 and 2) 

• Restate purpose and research disclosures 

• Norm Setting Protocol (McDonald, et al, 2003; Appendix C) 

• Chalk Talk: Race (Appendix D) 

Focus Group 2: October. (Read Tatum, 1999, chapters 3, 4, & 5) 

• Restate purpose and research disclosures 

• Review Group Norms 

• What Comes Up Protocol (McDonald, et al., 2003; Appendix C) 

• Personal Timeline of Racial Memories & Understandings (Appendix D) 

Focus Group 3: November. (Read Tatum, 1999, chapters 6 and 7) 

• Restate purpose and research disclosures 
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• Review Group Norms  

• What Comes Up Protocol (McDonald, et al., 2003; Appendix C) 

• Group question: What does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White 

context? 

Table 3: Focus Groups Protocol 

The focus group sessions were audiotaped and then transcribed by the 

researcher. I began each session by reviewing the purpose and research disclosures. I 

helped the group establish group norms in the first session and then reviewed the 

group norms in subsequent sessions. I facilitated the completion of the agendas for 

each session, which were designed to address the two research questions.  

 After each focus group session, I took field notes in order to capture 

communication that could not be recorded and transcribed. Valentine (1998) discusses 

how group dynamics and non-verbal communication cannot be captured in 

transcription. Mulhall (2003) highlights the importance of using observation to 

“provide insight into interactions between dyads and groups” in research (p. 307). 

Krueger advises that focus group researchers make a plan for taking field notes 

because important points can come up (Krueger, 1998b). It was important to take these 

notes as soon after the focus groups as possible in order to capture these important 

points. 

I focused on three kinds of field notes: generalizing, interpreting, and 

wondering (Tjora, 2006). In the case of all three, I took notes only as critical incidents 

related to the categories arose, and I focused on non-verbal, as well as verbal, 

participant contributions. Generalizing notes were my non-verbatim notes of the key 

points of the discussions. Interpreting notes represented my attempts to consider what 

was happening in the discussions and why. Wondering notes were my efforts at 

understanding participants’ responses and reactions within the context or history of a 

Christian university. I recognized that I would have made participants feel 

uncomfortable if I were taking copious notes while they were talking. Therefore, I let 

them know that I would make notations of the time each person began speaking, in 

order to make sure all participants had equal opportunities to answer the questions. I 
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reserved detailed note-taking in the categories generalizing, interpreting, and 

wondering for after the participants left. 

Memos 

As a qualitative researcher, I recognize myself as a research instrument, and I 

believe that writing is a method of inquiry (Richardson & St. Pierre, 2005). Therefore, 

I wrote research memos after each step of my data collection process. I referred to my 

research memos in the data analysis process, as they provided insight into the research 

process and results. I recognized that in the process of recording the results in writing, 

I was unavoidably interpreting the results (Holstein & Gubrium, 2003) and jointly 

making meaning with participants. Clarke (2005) cites several benefits of regular 

memoing, including the ability of the researcher to note areas that need more analysis 

and to discover areas of insufficient data. Clarke (2005) cautions that “inadequate 

memoing is the major problem of almost all qualitative research projects—scribbled 

notes are always better than nothing, and thoughtful memos on the computer are 

intellectual capital in the bank” (pp. 84-85). I certainly appreciated access to this 

“intellectual capital” as I analyzed the data. 

Interviews 

 Because focus groups are a way of co-constructing meaning (Holstein & 

Gubrium, 2003; Kamberelis & Dimitriadis, 2005), I did not conduct interviews prior 

to the focus groups and professional development on White racial identity 

development. In January, after all other data were collected, I interviewed each 

participant in order to explore their personal experiences in the research project. I 

followed the following research protocol with each participant: 

1) Tell me about your Personal Timeline of Racial Memories & Understandings. 

Has it evolved over the course of the study? If so, how? 

2) How would you describe race? (I will have a copy of the Chalk Talk on this 

topic from the first focus group session available.) 

3) What does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White context? 
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4) Has your participation in this study affected your praxis? (i.e., changes to 

syllabi or course activities or other effects) If so, how? If not, why not? How 

will it/will it not affect your praxis in the future? 

Once I analyzed focus group data, and began to feel uncomfortable trying to analyze 

the thoughts of the participants who are also my peers, I decided to ask each 

participant the question, “What has it been like being part of a research study with 

colleagues and with the researcher being a colleague?” After interviewing my first 

participant, I determined that I may need to ask a follow up to question three, “What 

does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White context?” If participants did 

not express an understanding of what it means to be White in our culture while 

answering this question, I asked, “What does it mean to be White?” I emailed my first 

participant to ask this question, since I realized I needed to add it after I interviewed 

her.  

Interviews were limited to 60 minutes in length. Each interview was 

audiotaped and then transcribed by a professional transcriptionist.  

Role of the Researcher in Focus Groups and Interviews 

 The use of focus groups in education can be traced back to Lazarsfeld and 

Merton in 1941. The legacy of this study is that focus groups have historically been 

driven by researcher interests (Kamberelis & Dimitriadis, 2005). Focus groups have 

been used by diverse groups of people to effect changes of various kinds. Examples 

include the U.S. military, corporations, and literacy activists (Kamberelis & 

Dimitriadis, 2005).  

 Many useful sources exist that describe the nuts and bolts of how to run 

effective focus groups in educational research (Krueger, 1998a; Krueger, 1998b, & 

Morgan, 1998). However, these share in common the positivist and post-positivist 

views that participants are vessels and that researchers, with effective preparation, can 

effectively unpack the contents of the vessels (Holstein & Gubrium, 2003). In contrast, 

the postmodern perspective is “more a set of orienting sensibilities that contrast on 

many fronts with modern interview [or focus group] sensibilities” (Gubrium & 

Holstein, 2003b). Thus, the traditional focus group guidelines, such as how to plan 
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effective questions or how to facilitate well, can be used, but they should be used 

within a postmodern context in which Truth with a capital T is considered both an 

impossible and an inappropriate goal (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003b). While traditional 

interviewing, from a positivist or post-positivist perspective, may claim to be 

scientific, Fontana (2003) asserts that “science fiction” would be a more apt 

description (p. 53). Richardson and St. Pierre (2005) provide elaboration on this point, 

adding “there is still one major difference that separates fiction writing from science 

writing. The difference is not whether the text really is fiction or nonfiction; rather, the 

difference is the claim that the author makes for the text” (p. 961). The postmodern 

perspective acknowledges the multiple truths that people present (Fontana, 2003), not 

in an attempt to blur the findings but rather to “encourage richer understanding” 

(Gubrium & Holstein, 2003b, p. 3). Thus, postmodern focus groups may be defined as 

a dynamic form of collective inquiry that highlight the complexity of life and multiple 

perspectives (Kamberelis & Dimitriadis, 2005). In this way, focus groups “help 

researchers and research participants alike to realize that both the interpretations of 

individuals and the norms and rules of groups are inherently situated, provisional, 

contingent, unstable, and changeable” (p. 904). 

 A key facet of postmodern focus groups is the view that knowledge is co-

constructed among participants and the researcher (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003a). In 

the postmodern view, “the subject behind the respondent not only holds the details of a 

life’s experience but, in the very process of offering them up to the [researcher], 

constructively shapes the information” (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003a, p. 32). This 

subjectivity may shift without notice, may not be apparent to the researcher until late 

in the process (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003a), and may never be apparent to the 

researcher. It is an ongoing process, as the participant decides what to say, what to 

leave out, and how to frame stories while responding (Holstein & Gubrium, 2003). 

Similarly, the researcher is seen as an active subject in the research process. Therefore, 

traditional views of the researcher role are discarded: “neutrality is not figured to be 

necessary or achievable” (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003a, p. 33). Unlike traditional 

models, which do not acknowledge the interactional nature of the process, “meaning is 
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not merely elicited by apt questioning, nor simply transported through respondent 

replies; it is actively and communicatively assembled in the interview encounter” 

(Holstein & Gubrium, 2003, p. 68). Knowledge is actually produced in the research 

process. 

Validity: Qualitative Views 

 Different schools of thought regarding validity exist among qualitative 

researchers. Triangulation, crystallization, and trustworthiness are concepts of validity 

I addressed in my study. While I recognize that most qualitative researchers choose 

one approach as matter of principle, I feel that all three were useful ways of looking at 

my research. Further, I agree with Charmaz (2005) that the data in social justice or 

other controversial research must be “unassailable” (p. 511) if it is to be accepted 

within the research community. 

Triangulation 

 The most traditional method of establishing validity is triangulation, which 

Creswell (2005) defines as “corroborating evidence from different individuals (e.g., a 

principal and a student), types of data (e.g., observational fieldnotes and interviews), 

or methods of data collection (e.g., documents and interviews)” (p. 252). I collected 

data from a variety of sources to validate findings. (1) I used interviews as a way to 

gain individual perspectives about the research, including self-reported changes in 

syllabi and course activities. (2) I used focus groups as a way of discovering 

collaboratively-constructed knowledge regarding the research questions. (3) I utilized 

field notes and memos to examine my understandings of the research content and 

process. (4) I attempted to theorize findings and place them within the body of 

already-existing research. 

Crystallization 

 In my attempt to provide triangulation, I have gone beyond three rigid angles 

of triangulation (Richardson & St. Pierre, 2005). I appreciate the depth of studies that 

use the variety of data sources prescribed by the triangulation approach. However, as a 

postmodern researcher, I also recognize that this approach gives the false sense that 

there is a “fixed point” or “object” that can be seen from three different angles  
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(p. 963). Richardson and St. Pierre (2005) suggest that crystallization is a better term 

than triangulation because “crystals are prisms that reflect externalities and refract 

within themselves, creating different colors, patterns, and arrays casting off in 

different directions” (p. 963). As Denzin and Lincoln (2005) add, “there is no one 

‘correct’ telling” of any event. Rather, “each telling, like light hitting a crystal, reflects 

a different perspective” (p. 6) on an incident. The incident is not a fixed point but will 

vary according to each participant at a particular moment. 

Trustworthiness 

 Complementary to the concept of crystallization is the idea that trustworthiness 

is an appropriate approach to validity in qualitative research. Phillips and Carr (2006) 

state that trustworthy interpretations  

1. represent multiple perspectives that are thickly layered. 
2. include articulated description of context, relationships,  

and methods. 
3. practice self-reflexivity. 
4. arise from extensive exploration and analysis of the data. 
5. acknowledge their own limitations. 
6. are tentative. 
7. result in meaningful action. (pp. 134-136) 

 

My research purpose and design fit these characteristics of trustworthiness in research. 

The goal of situational analysis is saturation (Clarke, 2005), and I analyzed every 

response from every participant. I described in detail in this chapter every step of data 

collection and preliminary analysis, including my own biases and discoveries. I 

explored the data extensively as I conducted ongoing mapping and memoing from 

August of 2007 through February of 2008, immersing myself in the data and in my 

reflections about the data. In Chapter Three, I placed participant responses within the 

larger body of research, but I did so in a tentative way, acknowledging the complexity 

of the topics at hand and the participants themselves. Finally, in Chapter Four, I stated 

specific recommendations for future research and teaching in the area of multicultural 

education. Meaningful action for this researcher, and, I hope, for others in the field, 

will be the result. 
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Ethical Considerations 

 Ethics are an important consideration, particularly in the researcher/participant 

relationship (Kamberelis & Dimitriadis, 2005). As a result of the personal nature of 

my research, a fundamental consideration in my research was “establishing and 

maintaining relationships that address the power of participants for self-determination” 

(Bishop, 2005, p. 126). I disclosed the research process and gained informed consent 

from participants. I reviewed the research disclosures and informed consent letter at 

the beginning of each focus group session and interview. I repeated to participants that 

the project is voluntary and that they may choose to decline participation at any time 

without retribution; I added that I kept their data separate so that I could easily 

withdraw a person’s comments from past transcriptions. I conducted member checking 

(Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2005) by emailing participants for clarification and/or 

elaboration, as needed, throughout the process. I found it necessary to do so on one 

occasion. 

 My choice of data analysis helped to relieve many ethical concerns. I used 

situational mapping and focused on discourses brought forth by participants, not on 

individual opinions or views of the participants themselves. This addressed several 

“postmodern problematics” (Clarke, 2005, p. xxviii): how I represent my participants 

(the crisis of representation), researcher authority (and attempts to decenter it), and 

presenting the researcher as omniscient and the participants as vessels. Through the 

mapping and memoing processes, I attempted to clearly show my researcher thought 

processes and reasoning (biases), which addressed the role of the researcher as part of 

the meaning-making process and not the all-knowing expert. I represented multiple 

and always-shifting discourses rather than people, which I hoped would show the 

complexity of the findings and would avoid objectifying participants. In presenting the 

discourses used by participants, I utilized the poststructural notion of subjectivity.  

St. Pierre (2000) describes the subject from this lens as “a subject that exhibits agency 

as it constructs itself by taking up available discourses and cultural practices and a 

subject that, at the same time, is subjected, forced into subjectivity by those same 
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discourses and practices” (p. 502). I illustrate this complexity, of participants pulling 

in and out of discourses, in the final data analysis in Chapter Three. 

Cochran-Smith, et al.’s (1999) faculty self-study on social justice also 

informed my research regarding ethics. Their study was similar to mine in that the 

research site was within a teacher education department and that it focused on the oft-

disputed topic of diversity. The department was made up of a diverse group of 

individuals with varying political, religious, and ideological views. Cochran-Smith, et 

al. encountered several potential dangers in their work, dangers that I tried to remain 

aware of at all times. First, “issues of rank and job security clearly influenced who felt 

free to speak on what topics and under what circumstances as well as who felt silenced 

at certain times” (1999, p. 245). Professional and personal relationships caused further 

layers of complexity. I attempted to address these concerns by spending time at the 

beginning of the project for group norm-setting (McDonald, et al., 2003), jointly 

setting guidelines for safe and private discussions. Also, the researchers faced the 

issue of how their research might affect the reputation of their institution. This could 

be a concern for my institution. However, since the School of Education did not meet 

the diversity standard in its bid for NCATE accreditation, this research is being done 

in a proven area of need. 

Data Analysis Process 

Overview of Situational Analysis 

 I utilized situational analysis, a form of grounded theory, in a data analysis 

process that was ongoing throughout my research. Clarke’s (2005) book on this topic, 

Situational Analysis: Grounded Theory After the Postmodern Turn highlights the key 

points of the data analysis process while also placing it in a postmodern milieu. 

Situational analysis “allows researchers to draw together studies of discourse and 

agency, action and structure, image, text and context, history and the present 

moment—to analyze complex situations of inquiry” (Clarke, 2005, p. xxii). It was 

created to make grounded theory better suited for postmodern research. It addresses 

concerns about grounded theory, such as lack of reflexivity and hidden researcher 

voice and the focus on sameness rather than heterogeneity. Rather than attempting to 
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come up with common themes and discounting irregularities in the data, Clarke 

advises that researchers “address head-on the inconsistencies, irregularities, and 

downright messiness of the empirical world—not scrub it clean and dress it up” (p. 

15). Since the purpose of my qualitative research was to tell stories that are absent in 

the many quantitative studies conducted on my topic, I felt like using situational 

analysis would allow me to better reach my goal of discovering the untold, 

undiscovered stories/discourses. 

 Situational maps “lay out the major human, nonhuman, discursive, and other 

elements in the research situation of inquiry and provoke analysis of relations among 

them” (Clarke, 2005, p. xxii). I will outline examples of potential elements. Human 

elements/actors may include individuals or specific groups. Nonhuman elements may 

include (a) written text, such as religious doctrine, or deities; (b) social objects, such as 

mother or president; and (c) abstract objects, such as philosophical ideals or concepts, 

such as social justice. Other elements may include silent actors/actants, sociocultural 

elements, such as religion, race, or sexuality, and special elements, such as geography 

(Clarke, 2005). Clarke does not provide a comprehensive list; the elements that arise 

out of research will be unique to particular research situations.  

Situational mapping allowed me to analyze the discourses behind the stories my 

participants tell. When presenting my results, I presented discourses, not individual 

participant responses, as my results. This helped me illuminate the discourses while at 

the same time maintaining confidentiality, which has been an ethical concern since the 

conception of this project. 

Messy/Working Version situational maps were created at the beginning of the 

inquiry and revised throughout the entire research process (Figure 1). After each 

mapping session, I memoed, “noting new insights, signaling shifts of emphasis or 

direction, detailing further directions for theoretical sampling” (Clarke, 2005, pp. 89-

90).  Once I completed a series of cumulative Messy/Working Version maps for the 

focus groups and interviews, I converted the Messy/Working Version maps into an 

Ordered/Working Version map. At this time, I organized the discourses/topics into 

categories. At no point were the maps static. Rather, they were always dynamic 
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Figure One: Messy/Working Map Sample One 

works-in-progress. I made photocopies so that clean copies were always available for 

documentation of progress and took periodic photographs to track the development of 

themes. I wrote memos after each step in the mapping process and continued to save 

and date all maps. Throughout the Working/Messy mapping process, I analyzed 

relationships among discourses/elements, showing connections with dotted lines, 

arrows, and words (Figure 2).  

Consistent with Clarke’s suggestion, my research memos began as questions 

and suggestions for next steps. By the end of the Working/Messy mapping process, I 

began making various conclusions in my memos that led to relative ease in making the 

Ordered/Working map. I made a series of changes to the Ordered/Working map until I 

reached a point of saturation. Clarke describes saturation as a time when 

You have worked with your map many, many times, tinkered,  
added, deleted, reorganized. You can talk at some length about  
every entry and about its relations to (many if not most) other  
entries if there are any relations that “matter.” It has been quite  
a while since you felt the need to make any major changes. You  
don’t think you have missed much of anything. You think these  
are the most important elements. (pp. 108-109) 
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Figure Two: Messy/Working Map Sample Two 

 I began my Working/Messy situational map after the first focus group session. 

I revised it after each subsequent focus group session and after the interviews. I wrote 

detailed memos after each revision. I revisited maps frequently between focus groups 

and at the interview stage of my research, as well, making revisions and memos. The 

situational map served as a mental map of my understanding of my research, and it 

informed my research: it confirmed that my data collection tools were effectively 

addressing my research questions. My situational maps, both Messy/Working and 

Ordered/Working were dynamic works-in-progress during my entire data collection 

process and throughout my final data analysis.  

Focus Group Data Analysis 

 I will begin my data analysis by explaining what happened at each focus 

group. The summary of events and interpretation came from my field notes, 

categorized as generalizing notes, interpreting notes, and wondering notes. I reframed 

these notes to be in past tense, for consistency with the rest of this research. Because I 

determined that field notes would be a data collection tool, I will place my 
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interpretative notes as a data source in this chapter, with further illumination in 

Chapter Three. 

 Next, I will describe the situational mapping process for the three focus 

groups, including how I analyzed each session and then how I analyzed the sessions as 

a whole. As I report on these, I will use the various drafts of the Messy/Working 

version map, as well as my research memos. 

Focus Group One: Generalizing Notes 

 Focus group one took place on a Friday afternoon in September of 2007. Six of 

the eight participants were present. The session took place in the conference room of a 

local coffee shop. We sat around a long, narrow conference table. Snacks were in the 

middle of the table, along with the audiorecorder. The setting was as picturesque as I 

remembered: taupe walls with white trim, a fireplace, wood floors, and attractive 

artwork on the walls. 

 Our agenda, following the research protocol, was: (1) Review the informed 

consent document, answer questions about the document, and collect signed forms 

from participants; (2) Set norms for the focus group time; (3) Complete a chalk talk on 

the topic of race.  

We first brainstormed hopes and fears according to the research protocol. I 

asked participants to think quietly and jot down on paper their hopes—what they 

hoped would happen—and their fears—what they did not want to have happen—in 

our focus group sessions. As it turned out, they also shared some hopes and fears 

about being part of the entire study. I gave them five minutes to think and write, and 

once all pencils/pens quit moving, I asked them to share their hopes and fears with the 

group. I wrote down all of their contributions on chart paper which was posted on the 

wall and tried to make sure all participants had shared what they wanted to share and 

that I had accurately captured their hopes and fears. The generative list is displayed in 

Table Four. 

Hopes Fears 

Gain a deeper understanding 

 

Falseness and posturing 
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Go deep within myself/better interact   

     with family 

Give students opportunity to gain  

     understanding from personal  

     experience 

Authenticity: clarity/real 

Chance to better look at myself 

Know my colleagues in a different 

context 

Challenge others/be challenged 

Deeper understanding of myself 

Flavored by colleagues’ learning: tossed  

     salad 

Growth and change 

I get angry at certain things 

Opportunity to explore: take it/be willing 

See myself 

Entrenchment: outcome is nothing   

     changes 

Transparency: I don’t like what I see 

Anger: whether misdirected or right on  

     target (me getting angry at me) 

Guilt: benefits I’ve had at the expense of  

     others 

Defensiveness 

Rationalizing 

Not usually this transparent with  

     colleagues: vulnerable 

Published: if I say something and sound  

     like a jerk 

Process[ing]: I said it but didn’t mean it 

Table 4: Hopes and Fears 

Next, I followed the same procedure for generating group norms, asking 

participants to write down their ideas silently on scratch paper and then share them as 

a group. Once again, I encouraged group members to share everything they thought 

was important, and I worked to clarify the contributions and invited participants to ask 

clarifying questions. The agreed-upon norms are listed in Table Five. 

Norms 

Listen with an open heart 

No fixing other unless asked for 

Regulated period of silence (30 seconds now and then) to catch up on my thinking 

Invitation—but not expectation—to speak 

Willing to ask clarifying questions 

Allow others to ask “open” questions 

Assume best intent 
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I am a person of value. You are a person of value. 

Talk stays here 

• Talk about topic and self—okay 

• Talking about others/what they said—not okay 

• Professional and respectful 

• Judgment not okay: be aware of nonverbal 

• Email two absent participants a copy of norms (review at beginning of next 

session/add and clarify, as needed) 

• Agree to disagree 

Table 5: Norms for Focus Groups 

Participants clarified the norms in several ways. For example, the practical 

matter of what to do with the two other participants who were absent that day came 

up: Will they agree to these norms? Participants agreed that the researcher should 

email the norms to those participants and obtain their agreement (or 

clarification/additions). Also, participants clarified what “talk stays here” means 

because they may want to talk about the book or the subject in other contexts, but they 

did not want to violate privacy. They clarified some guidelines for that, as reflected in 

the norms.  

Finally, per the agenda for the day, participants completed the race chalk talk. I 

asked participants to silently create a group map of everything they think of when 

considering the word race. Setting norms took longer than it typically has when using 

the strategy in classes I teach, but this chalk talk took less time and did not generate as 

much information as I had anticipated. After seeing how important group safety was in 

the hopes/fears/norms processes, I felt like the chalk talk was a really safe first way for 

participants to start interacting about the topic, and I understood why less data was 

generated than I had planned. 

Focus Group One: Interpreting Notes 

I characterized this meeting as SAFE and SILENT. The importance of safety 

came up in the brainstorming of hopes and fears and then in the group norms. 

Participants shared their vulnerability and concerns. It felt awkward and silent at 
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times. It was definitely not the jubilant, spontaneous sort of conversation I imagined 

when thinking of focus groups. People were not excitedly waiting to jump in as soon 

as another participant finished. I think the safety was also displayed in the chalk talk. 

It was a very sterile exercise.  The map seemed like a dry outline of different things 

one might think or talk about concerning race. A few personal points were brought up, 

but it was more or less an outline overall. Of course, the chalk talk, by design, was 

silent. That was the protocol, so this may have contributed to my feeling that it was 

quite (and even uncomfortably) quiet.  

Focus Group One: Wondering Notes 

I wondered how the context of being in a Christian university affected the 

session overall. After all, this is a group of co-workers, of colleagues. People do not 

want to seem racist in general, let alone in front of colleagues. I think this inevitably 

affected what was shared, especially in a Christian context. After all, Christians are 

supposed to be loving and kind and Christlike. What if they find other things in their 

hearts? What if their co-workers find this out? I also wondered how they perceived me 

in all of this. They knew the general area of diversity was my passion and research. 

How might this have affected what they said? That said, I especially admired them for 

participating. I would say the feel of this Christian university in terms of human 

interaction is very nice overall. That means people love, they care—and they 

genuinely do these things. But I have to wonder, how is the Christ-centered mission a 

White-centered mission? What if care needs to be demonstrated in ways that are not 

polite, kind, quiet, and avoiding anger and other “negative” emotions? 

Focus Group Two: Generalizing Notes 

Seven of the eight participants attended this session, which was held at the 

same coffee shop conference room. Once again, participants sat around a conference 

table, with snacks and the audio equipment in the middle. I purchased refreshments for 

participants. We started approximately fifteen minutes late because the School of 

Education meeting ran long, and it took time for people to get to the coffee shop.  

I read the informed consent document and the group norms. I had previously 

emailed the two participants who were absent in September, as well as the rest of the 
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group, a copy of the group norms. I asked for their feedback via email, particularly the 

feedback of the absent participants, and they had no feedback. I asked again in the 

focus group if the absent participants had additional items to add or if they needed 

clarification on any of the items. They agreed to the group norms, as did the rest of the 

participants. 

We moved on to the What Comes Up Protocol for chapters three and four of 

Tatum. I simply asked participants to share “what came up” for them as they read the 

chapters. I assured them that there were no right or wrong answers, and I explained 

that they were not to argue or disagree with each other. Each person was asked to 

simply share their thoughts. Each participant shared for about five minutes, although 

they were not required to share (as agreed upon in the protocol). I took notes of the 

time each person started to ensure that everyone would have enough time to contribute 

if they chose to do so. Participants requested a little bit of time to flip through the 

chapters to prepare their responses.  

Next, I asked participants to prepare a personal timeline of racial memories. I 

gave them about ten minutes to create their own timelines and then I invited 

participants to share their results. They shared again, this time with responses that 

were shorter. Unfortunately, there was loud noise in the adjacent coffee shop drive up 

window area halfway through this portion of the focus group and then loud sirens on 

the street towards the end of the focus group time. This resulted in small portions of 

the audiotape that I was unable to transcribe. At those points in the transcription, I 

used question marks and explanations of what was happening (i.e, loud siren noises in 

background) in order to explain why there were small gaps in the affected responses. 

Focus Group Two: Interpreting Notes 

Participants shared more freely this time. I was so relieved to hear a flowing 

conversation. Each person took close to the full five minutes on the What Comes Up 

Protocol. There was much discussion on the different issues presented in the chapters, 

with only one participant sharing that she had a really hard time with the chapters 

(although she still participated in the discussion). Next, participants completed a 
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personal timeline of racial memories, from which several participants shared 

highlights. 

I should have reminded participants of the questions I would be asking 

immediately before the session. Even though I attached an agenda with the questions, I 

should have put the questions in the body of the email to be sure they were thinking 

about these questions in advance. I think this would have helped them prepare 

responses. I decided to do this for the November focus group. I also decided to have 

the November focus group in a quiet location, as the sirens and street noise caused the 

end of my October transcription to be very fuzzy.  

Upon completion of this focus group, I noted several areas that were 

mentioned. First, one member mentioned feeling convicted by the book. This is a 

common term in evangelical circles. For example, one might say, “I felt convicted by 

the pastor, so I will take a closer look at the television shows I watch to be sure they 

are appropriate.” Next, the concepts of guilt and shame were talked about or 

embodied. These ideas were discussed as associated with early interactions with race 

as children and even apologies for “saying the wrong thing” in the focus group. 

Several participants, when looking back to key racial incidents, recalled shame or guilt 

placed upon them by their parents. In the context of the focus group, I noticed people 

apologizing if they said Afro-American instead of Black, for example, and in general 

stumbling over words. Next, gender issues were addressed in a variety of ways. This 

idea primarily came out as participants linked their understanding of racism to what 

they know about oppression as females. This is not uncommon in the literature. 

McIntosh’s (1989) work is an apropos, and probably the most common, example of 

relating racism to gender, among women. Gender oppression in evangelical culture 

came through, as well as how gender oppression is much worse for women around the 

world than in the United States. Finally, gender came up as one participant talked 

about how the MAT department was made up of women, primarily. 

Several times, I noted that participants shared personal stories of that one 

“really nice guy . . . woman . . . friend . . . etc.” who was Black. I found this to be 

disconcerting. Was it a way for participants to keep from engaging in larger issues? 
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Was it a story they were recycling to affirm that they were “good Whites?” Finally, 

the most interesting thing that came up, probably because it was so unexpected to me, 

was the concept of emotions. Several participants looked back at the emotions they 

felt more than the events themselves, when talking about their timelines. I found this 

interesting, and I wondered if this would be a recurring theme.  

Focus Group Two: Wondering Notes 

I wondered if guilt and shame are particularly prevalent within a Christian 

university, that notion of feeling “Catholic [or in this case, Protestant] guilt” about 

things. I find guilt and shame to be consistent with White identity/Whiteness research, 

but I wonder if it is more the case at a religious institution. Christians are supposed to 

feel bad any time they sin. Racist behavior is a sin. As I mentioned before, one 

member mentioned feeling conviction, which is a common evangelical term.  

People used stories throughout this session, which in part was prompted by the 

research questions. However, I also saw a danger in this: I know this one “really nice 

guy” who is Black . . . why does that make a difference necessarily? I think I have set 

them up to tell these types of stories, but I wonder if this is a coping mechanism of 

some sort. 

I am not surprised that gender came up. Gender oppression is not uncommon 

for me or other women at evangelical institutions or at evangelical churches. I 

wondered if this theme would continue. It was also interesting that one participant 

brought up gender by commenting that there were few men in the department. This 

participant, a male, did not elaborate on this, but I had to wonder if he felt like he was 

in the minority, if he felt he had been discriminated against as one of the few males. I 

considered how this might affect my findings. 

Focus Group Three: Generalizing Notes 

  Eight of eight participants attended, and this session took place at a private 

conference room at the university, due to the poor sound quality at the coffee shop in 

October. Once again, participants sat around a long, narrow conference table. The 

audiotape and snacks were in the middle of the table, and I purchased coffee/tea for 

each participant at a nearby cafe. We began without one member who arrived ten 
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minutes late. After reviewing the Informed Consent form and group norms, we began 

with the What Comes Up Protocol for chapters six and seven and then spent 35 

minutes on the question: What does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White 

context? Participants took turns answering this question, again on a voluntary basis. 

Focus Group Three: Interpreting Notes 

The first thoughts that came to mind were: The Sound of Silence. This was a 

very quiet meeting. It was stilted. We had pauses between participant contributions. 

People were not jumping right in ready to talk. I did not get the longer narrative I got 

in the last session. We jumped around more. Twice, I had to wait and wait. I thought 

the discussion had completely died with 30 minutes to go, but after a long pause a few 

people finally shared some other things. One participant shared that she was not 

answering the question about being a White teacher educator in a White context 

because she really did not know how to answer. She was also very honest in the last 

session about the book being challenging for her. A different participant had told me 

in the hallway prior to this November focus group that he had a really hard time with 

the reading. He stated this again in the focus group, but he did not really address why 

that was. As I will address in Chapter Three, I think there are many reasons people say 

or do not say certain things. I think it is possible that participants saw themselves as 

helping me, a colleague working on her dissertation, and therefore may not have 

wanted to say something unfavorable about my study. The complexity of researching 

with colleagues cannot be ignored. 

Focus Group Three: Wondering Notes 

I wondered if the October chapters were easier because they were focused on 

People of Color. It seems like Whites are good at what Audrey Thompson (2007) 

describes as practicing surveillance on People of Color. I saw a little bit of that at this 

session when a participant shared how she re-designed Helms’s (1984) six steps of 

White racial identity development. She had a right to do that from a White 

perspective: it seemed to her a logical, reasonable, and justifiable response. Anyway, 

when participants started talking about Whites—about themselves—it became really 

quiet all of a sudden and uncomfortable. Some people shared some things they are 
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learning in a bulleted way. Overall, I felt they were learning some things and making 

some discoveries.  

One thing that was very unsettling at this session was the use of stories. In 

October, it seemed more like an avenue for relating to the book or a way to share 

memories or growth, although it still made me a bit uncomfortable. In November, 

however, it seemed scary and dangerous. Two participants reiterated personal stories 

about “really great” People of Color they knew, but it did not seem like any 

connections were being made for each of them to the text and the discussion of 

Whiteness in U.S. culture or to their learning on the topic. I was not sure where they 

were going with these stories except to keep telling them. It made me think of 

Thompson’s idea that Whites like to talk about the few People of Color or the one 

Person of Color they know as a way of showing they are not racist. “I can’t be racist. I 

have a Black friend,” is the line of reasoning. I did not see some participants getting 

beyond this. Another participant talked about how everyone needs to be met where 

they are. Yes, true, but it is really easy to ignore race in that way. She talked about 

how a racist MAT student needs to be respected for where he is now. On one hand, I 

could agree, but how does that work when where he is now is dangerous to children? 

Overall, I felt like all of my participants were on a journey and that they were willing 

to grow. However, I wondered what if growth had developed into clinging to one’s 

own stories and processing life—and Tatum’s book—through a White worldview?  

I saw the Golden Rule/Colorblindness phenomenon going on to an extent, 

language such as “he’s a great guy” and we need to love people as Jesus loves us. This 

is the kind of individualism consistent with White identity: We don’t have to look at 

the bigger picture of racism. We just need to be loving. Of course, what we think of as 

loving may be a savior complex towards those who are different. Or it may be a way 

to relieve our guilt and to avoid systemic, institutional issues. 

Participants spent some time thinking about what “normal” meant, based on 

Tatum’s discussion of this concept. One participant observed how language such as 

diverse groups is just another way of saying abnormal. This came on the heels of a 
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different participant noting the more subtle racism evident in the phrase, “I’m not 

ethnic. I’m just normal.”  

Focus Group Messy/Working Maps and Memos 

After taking field notes after the first focus group, I decided to use the race 

chalk talk map as the beginning of my Messy/Working map. I added themes from my 

field notes to the map. After the October focus group, I added to the Messy/Working 

map with themes as reflected in my field notes. I did the same for November. These 

maps represented my own thoughts and recollections from the focus groups. In order 

to accomplish the goal of saturation and of mapping all of the elements at play at my 

site of research, I next took a different approach. I spent two intense weekends 

mapping all of the data that I saw in the focus groups as a whole, relying primarily on 

the transcriptions as a data source. I will outline each of the two mapping sessions 

below. 

Focus Group Mapping Session One 

 One goal of situational mapping is to map all of the discursive and other 

elements at play at the site of research. As a result, in my first focus group mapping 

session, I mapped a host of different themes that I saw in the data. I wanted to map 

any and all elements that might be involved, knowing that the interviews would likely 

illuminate data that would help me better organize/fine-tune the themes. As Clarke 

(2005) advises, I erred “on the side of inclusivity” (p. 89). 

 In mapping the focus groups, I first looked at each transcription and 

highlighted/noted various themes that I saw. Of course, I recognize that I am part of 

the theme-making process: the themes that jump out to me are not the same themes 

that jump out to others. Next, I created separate maps for the various themes on sheets 

of printer paper. I did this because I found it difficult to map such a vast array of 

themes on a singular map. In order to keep individual participant contributions 

separate, should anyone decide to withdraw from the study, I made a note of who 

made each contribution to the theme and at which focus group (i.e, Anne, Sept.). I 

found it interesting to see which maps were quite full and which were rather sparse: 

these did not necessarily line up with my perceptions going into the mapping session. 
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For example, I would have said that the Fear theme was much bigger, and I did not 

recognize the large Praxis theme until I mapped the data. 

 At this point in data analysis, I recognized the dynamic nature of the 

development of themes. If one person mentioned a theme, another participant would 

jump in and add to that theme. I also saw that some themes were very particular to an 

individual participant, such as one participant’s many comments about self-awareness. 

 I will outline in Table Six the themes I recognized at this point in the data 

analysis process. I mapped seventeen themes and four subthemes. Some focus group 

contributions related to more than one theme, and I mapped them more than one time.  

Responsibility Honest Look at Self 

Self-Awareness Gender 

Subtheme: Age discrimination 

Silence Surveillance 

Religious Framing Memories/Emotions 

*Subtheme: Personal 

Impoverished Shame/Guilt 

*Subtheme: Curiosity 

Praxis Fear 

Colleagues Safety 

Vulnerability A Good Guy 

Colorblind 

*Subtheme: Normal 

 

Table 6: Focus Group Mapping Session One 

Focus Group Mapping Session Two 

 I ended the previous session with seventeen themes and four subthemes. The 

primary goal of my second focus group mapping session was to organize the data into 

broader themes. I also hoped to take a closer look at connections among categories and 

any other elements I might have been missing in my first session (Clarke, 2005). 

 I grouped the seventeen themes (and four subthemes) into three broad 

categories: Praxis, Whiteness, and The Self . . . Questions and Stories. I grouped 
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Responsibility with Praxis since the Responsibility data looked at what to do about 

what participants were learning, which I see as part of Praxis. I grouped Colorblind, A 

Good Guy, and Shame/Guilt into one category entitled Whiteness because I felt these 

were all attributes that are supported by the literature as part of White culture. Finally, 

I grouped some loosely related categories under The Self . . . Questioning and Stories. 

These categories were Self-Awareness, Honest Look at Self, and Memories/Emotions. 

The length of the category at this point denoted my own trouble with what to do with 

this data at that time.  

 In addition to the merging of categories outlined above, I also had data that I 

wanted to set aside temporarily, as well as data that did not seem particularly relevant 

or tied to a broader theme. First, even though I did not obtain a high volume of data 

regarding the category Religious Framing, I put that map at an angle near the three 

primary maps described above. Since the research took place at an evangelical 

university, I saw religion as an important part of the context of the study. I decided 

that I would temporarily shelve this map, wondering if it might be more developed 

during the personal interviews. I recognized that if religion did not come out as an 

explicit theme, it might be what Clarke (2005) calls a site of silence, data that seems 

“present but unarticulated” (p. 85). At that moment in my data analysis, I set aside a 

number of categories that I felt were more isolated interests of particular individuals 

and/or simply themes that were not addressed much. I will outline those categories and 

the specific reasons for setting them aside below: 

• Surveillance: I had just two notes in this area. I noted that it could fit into my 

Whiteness category. 

• Colleagues: This theme came up in the process of setting norms, but it did not 

appear anywhere else in the focus group data. 

• Silence: This had just two entries. I noted that it could fit into my Whiteness 

category. 

• Impoverished: This is a descriptor that one participant used to describe how 

she felt as a White teacher educator in a White context. Another participant 
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later used the same term, agreeing with the first participant. Again, this had 

just two entries, and I did not consider it to be a developed theme. 

• Gender: There were a handful of references to gender in the focus groups. Two 

were more or less asides (a reference to a movie and a children’s book). The 

other two could have more meaning: gender issues in evangelical culture and 

gender representation at the university. I set this theme aside knowing that it 

may or may not reappear in the personal interviews. 

• Fear/Vulnerability/Safety: I saw these themes as closely related. They arose 

primarily out of the Hopes and Fears and Norms. I did not see them come out 

in later focus group sessions. As with some of the other categories, elements 

from these three maps could possibly fit with Whiteness. I made a note of this. 

At this point of the data analysis process, I continued to be intrigued by how I saw 

Questions/Ideas and Memories cut across all of the major themes. I also saw Practical 

Ideas represented across the broad categories. I decided to get a better picture of how 

these three concepts were represented by coding all of the map entries with a ? for 

Question/Idea, an M for Memories, and a P for Practical Ideas. I wrote a total of 63 

notations for these categories and found 39 Memory entries, twenty Question/Idea 

entries, three Practical Idea entries, and one Question/Idea and Memory (fitting both 

categories). It was not my goal at this point to turn a qualitative endeavor into a 

quantitative one. Rather, I simply wanted to see if my instinct that these smaller 

categories recurred throughout the data could be proven or not. Based on this analytic 

exercise, I felt like there were many personal memories listed throughout the data thus 

far, as well as many personal Questions/Ideas. I was particularly interested in how 

much of the data was memory-driven up to this point, keeping in mind that the study 

questions and the Tatum text may have set up participants to think in this way. My 

questions at this point, regarding memories, were: How reliable are they? Do we use 

them to avoid uncomfortable topics? Are memories the “truth we cling to” with regard 

to race? Are they the truth we construct? I made a note to further explore this topic. As 

with all of my mapping sessions, I wrote a series of research memos upon the 
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completion of my holistic look at the focus group data. I determined that I had reached 

a saturation point until I received more data via the interview process. 

Interview Data 

 My interview data analysis began with a research memo about my initial 

impressions after conducting the interviews. Next, I wrote my initial impressions after 

reading the transcripts, including themes I noticed. Then, I continued my 

Messy/Working mapping process until I felt I reached a saturation point. Because of 

the cumulative data collection process and the ongoing data analysis process I 

employed, the Messy/Working maps grew from addressing just focus group data to 

representing the findings in the focus groups and the interviews. 

Initial Interview Analysis 

I conducted all eight interviews in one week. I completed six interviews in 

person and two via telephone. I audiorecorded all interviews, using the conference call 

feature to enable audiorecording of the two telephone interviews. I emailed the 

research protocol to all participants in advance. I asked the following questions, per 

my research protocol:  

1. Tell me about your Personal Timeline of Racial Memories & Understandings. 

Has it evolved over the course of the study? If so, how? 

2. How would you describe race? (I will have a copy of the Chalk Talk on this 

topic from the first focus group session available.) 

3. What does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White context? 

4. Has your participation in this study affected your praxis? (i.e., changes to 

syllabi or course activities or other effects) If so, how? If not, why not? How 

will it/will it not affect your praxis in the future? 

I did not ask a question directly related to the participants’ faith because I did not want 

to prompt thoughts or connections that were not naturally there regarding race and 

faith. Rather, I was interested in what (if any) unsolicited religious answers would 

arise. 

I provided all participants with a paper copy of their timelines from Focus Group 

Two (as appropriate, one participant was absent that day), as well as either the paper 
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map or several digital photographs of the chalk talk map of race. After the first 

interview, I realized the paper map was unwieldy and difficult to use due to the post-it 

note adhesive on the back, so I began using the digital photos. I emailed the digital 

photos to the distant participants, and I mailed them paper copies of their timelines. 

 After the first interview, I was not sure that my question, “What does it mean 

to be a White teacher educator in a White context?” would help me understand 

participants’ views of Whiteness. Therefore, I used the following question as a follow 

up, as needed, in the rest of the interviews: “What does it mean to be White?” I 

emailed my first participant to ask this question and received a response. Because of 

my own ongoing concerns about the ethics of researching among colleagues, I asked 

all participants another question that was not on my original research protocol: “What 

has it been like being part of a research study with colleagues and with the researcher 

being a colleague?” 

 I wrote down my initial thoughts about the interviews in a research memo.  

First, I wrote about the idea of praxis. Some participants said it made a difference, one 

said it did not, and several said that this study was part of a greater journey that they 

have been on. It was interesting to me that the participant who said it did not make a 

difference had, prior to the interview, shared in focus groups how the reading directly 

applied to her thinking about how we needed to post our dean position. This made me 

consider how well I worded the question: Did it cause participants to look at praxis in 

a broad way, or did the reference to syllabi and course activities give a limited look at 

praxis? I noted again how uncomfortable personal stories were making me, and this 

was something that continued in the personal interviews. I continued to have a concern 

about the quality/accuracy of memories. Some participants mentioned tangible ways 

the study helped them in their praxis. Language was something that had come up in 

focus groups and again seemed to be a point in the interviews. Several participants 

discussed how the Tatum text gave them language to help them better understand the 

concepts. Finally, regarding my question about being part of a study that is with 

colleagues and conducted by a colleague, participants seemed to share rather freely. 

One participant said she had some initial concerns, but that she found the potential 
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benefits far outweighed the risks. The remaining participants seemed comfortable with 

the research process. 

Interview Transcript Analysis 

 My analysis of the transcripts occurred in several steps. First, I read through 

the transcripts with a pen and highlighter in hand. I was interested in seeing what 

themes fit with my focus group mapping and what themes did not fit. I was open to 

new themes and new ways of looking at the data, as well as to old themes that no 

longer seemed to be prominent. I created a table that highlighted all of the major 

themes that each participant discussed. Then, I wrote a detailed summary of how each 

participant answered each interview question. Due to ethical considerations, I will not 

include that data in this document. It would be easy for participants and others at the 

university to figure out who said what based on these tables, which could place my 

participants at risk.  

 My last step before beginning the mapping process was to edit the transcripts. I 

had the transcription completed by a professional transcriptionist. While she did an 

accurate job, I found I needed to correct a few terms that only a person closely 

involved with my study would recognize. For example, the transcriptionist wrote 

“tough talk” for “chalk talk,” so I made changes on those sorts of technical terms. I 

also replaced participant names with pseudonyms and kept a copy of the pseudonyms 

in a separate document. This was out of a concern for participant confidentiality: if my 

transcripts accidentally became jammed in the printer, I did not want someone else 

reading them and knowing exactly who said what.  

 Spending time editing the transcripts greatly enriched my research because it 

served as a way to immerse myself in the data once again. In this process, as well as in 

the process of creating the tables described above, I noticed some things that were 

interesting to me both about what was coming up in the interviews, as well as some 

questions about the research process. I will outline these four major themes one by 

one.  

Whiteness remained a big theme. I saw how participants were struggling with 

things like colorblindness, worrying about the right thing to say, safety, and a 
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tendency to say things like “he was a good guy” when referring to People of Color. I 

also saw how stories can be useful and dangerous. I realized that I had set up my 

participants to rely on stories. For example, on the timeline question, I was interested 

to see if they changed their perception of their timelines but this was not clear in the 

wording of the question. Perhaps as a result, all of the participants saw this as an 

opportunity to add to their timelines. Thus, they were using stories quite a bit without 

analyzing the stories. I think I inadvertently set them up to do this. 

I saw participants as Wrestling and Wondering. I viewed them in what Ellsworth 

(2005) would call transitional space. They were all in various places on the journey. 

Some, I thought at the time, were just out of the starting blocks, and others, I felt, had 

hit stride and wanted to know what to do next. On a related note, I began to realize at 

that point in the process that doing a dissertation is researching in transitional space: I 

had changed so much in the process. In keeping with Ellsworth’s work, I felt I set up a 

place of learning for participants, and they were often wrestling within that. I saw in 

places their logic going back and forth from colorblind to gaining awareness. It was 

just so very interesting. I also saw them wondering, that is, asking questions. This 

study, it would seem, was more about helping participants ask new questions than 

coming up with answers.  

The Religion piece really emerged in the interviews. The way a participant talked 

about evangelical culture and being a woman amazed me.  She said she learned while 

growing up how to wear the brank gracefully [the brank refers to a device in the 

Middle Ages that husbands used to punish their wives for not being subservient]. 

Also, the irony of a Quaker institution being male-dominated came out clearly several 

times. I recognized “God language” in how people framed their learning as part of 

what God was teaching them. Again, I saw this as useful and dangerous. As 

Christians, it is natural to see how God does things in individual lives and a certain 

language is used to talk about that. However, I wondered if this encourages Christians 

to continue to live in an individualistic way, able to see prejudice but not systems of 

oppression. Does this perpetuate the colorblindness idea via the Golden Rule? Finally, 

there were also some criticisms of the university as a whole, places where people 
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would not be safe having these conversations, places where people would be annoyed 

by these conversations.  

Finally, I felt that the Praxis question itself was ineffective. First, by giving the 

example of syllabi and course activities, I think I set them up to say, “Not really.” I’m 

not sure how I could have better phrased it. Most of them said they learned things and 

that this study was part of the journey. All but one participant gave examples of how 

their praxis has changed, might be affected, etc., throughout the entire course of the 

interview. For example, in discussing what it means to be a White teacher educator in 

a White context, many talked about specific teaching ideas or strategies. This makes 

sense because being a teacher educator implies a connection to praxis. 

Overall, I felt the religion theme (with gender tied in) was strengthened by the 

interviews. I felt Whiteness and Praxis remained strong themes. I decided at this point 

that Wrestling & Wondering might be another way to reframe some of the past data 

that I had a difficult time categorizing, while also weaving in new data. 

Interview Mapping 

 At the time I began my interview mapping, the Messy/Working maps were in 

the same organization/location as they were in at the conclusion of my focus group 

mapping. As I looked back to my research memos about the interviews, I determined 

that I had four major themes to address in building on the Focus Group maps and in 

the maps’ evolution with the addition of the interview data. Whiteness remained a big 

theme, including elements like colorblindness, shame and guilt, and silence, among 

many others. Praxis continued to be the other large theme and included questions, 

ideas, and strategies from personal life, PK-12 life, MAT life, and institutional life. It 

is important to note that these elements did not necessarily imply that participants 

were learning about praxis in this study. Two other themes seemed significant, though 

certainly not as large as Whiteness and Praxis. The first is the theme of Religion. This 

theme covered things such as issues in a Christian university, evangelical culture and 

women, and referring to God quite a bit in answering questions, during the focus 

groups and interviews. Wrestling & Wondering seemed to develop as a category of its 
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own, as participants asked questions, tried to understand, and went back and forth in 

their thinking. 

 Because I felt like these four themes might be effective umbrellas for all of the 

focus group and interview data, I next created map space on my office walls. I posted 

the name of the theme in the middle of a lavender piece of paper and put this paper in 

the middle of a large piece of chart paper. In the case of the larger themes, I used 

several sheets of chart paper. Next, I taped the previous focus group maps around the 

appropriate themes, leaving room for the interview notes I would add. The previous 

maps that I had not yet discarded fit well within the four large themes. In the case of 

praxis, I needed to re-write the theme, unpacking the various elements at play. I took 

photographs of these maps in order to create a visual artifact. Finally, I went through 

my interview transcripts once again, using a fresh copy. This time, I highlighted any 

areas that fit under the four major themes. As I went through the transcript, I felt these 

themes were, indeed, all-encompassing, and I did not feel I was leaving out any 

important data that did not fit within these themes.  

 The final important step of analyzing the interview data was adding my notes 

from the transcripts to the four large maps. I added all of the notes in the areas of 

Whiteness, Praxis, Religion, and Wrestling & Wondering. Again, I felt all of the notes 

fit well within the categories, and I occasionally put a note in more than one category. 

For example, some institutional issues fit both under Religion and Whiteness. Finally, 

I took photographs of the final maps and stored these as electronic artifacts.  

 In Table Seven, I have outlined the various participant stories related to praxis. 

Praxis 

• Adult experiences: standing up for local people at overseas school and 

questioning housing practices, more sensitive because of experience overseas, 

lack of richness here, graduate class used Tatum, looking at own prejudice, 

anti-bias curriculum 20 years prior, be more cautious about conversations 

• PK-12 experiences: questioning self and student perception, uncomfortable 

with certain practices, questioning own teaching/curriculum, keeping  
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      perception in context, don’t wait for development to happen: talk about      

      dangers, multiple perspectives and resources, listen to kids 

• MAT experience: being mindful of student perspectives, questioning student 

assumptions, sensitive in questions, using inclusive language in the Work 

Sample, better listener, allowing conversations to happen, work to bring in 

richness, challenge student statements/assumptions, what else to say or do 

when student says things?, be very intentional, avoid having People of Color 

be native informants, recognize own limitations as White, shared book with 

student, MAT team just catching up, teaching students in content area to be 

border crossers and to acknowledge insiders and outsiders to the content area, 

gave book to Action Research student struggling with situation, provided 

framework for understanding a student situation 

• Institutional: looking at course evaluations, how to deal with things like course 

evaluations in a White context, questioned own sense of courage and integrity 

• Study: ask better questions, remain aware of racial identity development 

issues, further reflection, put in activities that require critical thinking, added to 

fire, gave words to questions, not a conduit for change, part of journey, all 

experiences change the self who teaches 

• Strategies: add racial piece to middle school identity development issues, using 

Tatum’s ideas for hiring and admissions at university 

• Stories: two-year-old and kindergarteners learning together, positive 

interaction with lesbian student, scholarship committee, minority students 

needing help in cohort, visual aide that represented diverse society in 

classroom observation, ELL MAT student and required teacher exam 

• Ideas/Questions: bias affecting my teaching?, big picture of affirmative action, 

need to be purposeful, teacher education is about teacher identity, danger of 

not doing it well 

• Responsibility: to people I work and play with, to be aware of privilege, to 

disrupt the cycle 

Table 7: Praxis Theme 
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 I have outlined and illustrated in Table Eight the discursive elements expressed 

by participants regarding whiteness.  

Whiteness 

• Childhood: “those people” (references by family members), getting to know 

other people’s stories/opened eyes to racism, lacked whole segment of society, 

had no personal remnants of town’s racism 

• Adult experiences: How do people live like this? (catching self in thinking), 

describing White community as safe community (catching self in thinking), 

just haven’t had diverse experiences or relationships, ended up with people like 

me, only diversity in life happened in education, just didn’t run in the same 

circles as People of Color or maybe forgot, glad not to linger in another 

country where Americans were not currently welcomed 

• PK-12: might see things from more privileged aspect, student’s action research 

found barriers in school (not in her students) 

• Shame and Guilt: action-based guilty, can be a healthy/good thing, 

embarrassing cultural missteps (i.e., assumed Asian student was Japanese, 

situation with Latina woman at the pool, assumed African American student 

was not in engineering, “Blessings to you, Sister” to African American woman 

in a secular institution), recognizing past self in seeing biased behavior 

• What is White?: How do you become White?, Are you in mainstream power 

block or not?, it’s about your positioning 

• A Good Guy: didn’t see differences (just great kids), repeated stories from 

focus groups 

• Colorblind: be responsible no matter who it is, treat others well (whether short, 

tall, old, etc.), child centered discourse (look at the diversity there is, affirm all 

of it, create safe place), don’t like colorblind view so common at church, I 

want you to know me, this is another person and not a matter of color, be 

proactive on the behalf of all, can’t imagine it would be different for an 

African American in my shoes, melting pot history of education, U.S. culture 

and those who want to be colorblind and those who do not 
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• University: course evaluations, White context, statistics are privileged, faculty 

status, want to be expert, intellectually dishonest to say we value diversity but 

we don’t go into the world looking for it, not serious about learning 

• MAT: giving students “safe” answers, students look from weird lenses 

• Denial: racism not a system of oppression (it is about individual prejudices that 

may not necessarily involve race), I probably still have prejudices 

• Silence: I moved this to the Whiteness category, but no new data came out of 

the Interviews. 

• Surveillance: tutor’s expectations that Latina female would want to go to 

college and have a career (and anger when this did not happen) 

• Fear: saying the wrong thing, chalk talk seemed empty 

• Vulnerable: I moved this to the Whiteness category, but no new data came out 

of the Interviews. 

• Safety: we explored race in safe ways in the focus groups 

Table 8: Whiteness Theme 

 Religion came up in various ways, which are mapped in Table Nine. 

Religion 

• God: taken us on journey, has specific intentions for my learning, provided a 

beautiful home, provided opportunity for me to learn, God’s message is to be 

responsive no matter who you are talking to, can teach an old dog new tricks, 

direction God has led me in, be proactive on everyone’s behalf, God gave 

concept of family and all people as extended family 

• University: not a safe place, intellectual dishonestly, insular/one view of world, 

Quaker university yet male-dominated (Did they shelve that?), How Quaker is 

your Quaker university? 

• God Language: don’t forgive myself, blessed by experiences, convicted, asked 

forgiveness, use of sister/brother 

• Gender: women in evangelical culture as gender deficient, putting on a nice 

lady outfit, wearing the brank gracefully, if Hillary Clinton is elected boils will 

be lanced (sexism in the national culture) 
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• General: colorblind view in churches, evangelical view of the Other as needy, 

participant’s father was a “good evangelical” and didn’t protest in the Civil 

Rights movement, we are equal in God’s eyes but you will face an uphill battle 

in an interracial relationship 

Table 9: Religion Theme 

 Finally, I have mapped the stories participants told in the Wrestling & 

Wondering category in Table Ten. 

Wrestling and Wondering 

• Childhood: bothered by term “those people,” noticed differences in others and 

self, rat story (tutoring “Boat Children” and one reacted violently to word rat) 

• Adult experiences: time overseas (asked questions, learned why, made 

personal changes), radio show transformed understanding of Whiteness, 

Would it make a difference if I were African American in this role? 

• Honest Look at Self: busyness (Is that why I haven’t befriended colleague who 

is a Person of Color?), Where do you even begin? (regarding race), there is so 

much I don’t understand 

• Tatum text: whole new way of thinking, How to bring diversity to university?, 

best candidate and including diversity in the definition 

• Self-Awareness: difficult to put definition of race into words, new learning 

about defining racism (the idea of subjection) 

• Memories/Emotions: I moved this to Wrestling & Wondering, but no new 

ideas came out of the Interviews. 

• University/Academia: What are we missing?, Change me or change context?, 

we have to fully fund Act 6 to bring diverse students here (how sad), missing 

an opportunity but not sure what to do about it, White context, want to be 

expert, own integrity and courage, frustrated with system, continuing to speak 

as a nice lady 

• MAT: if that’s how that student thinks then how will (s)he teach? What else 

can I say or do when students make statements laden with assumptions?,  
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      People of Color will likely have different experience but don’t want to call on  

      them—yet want to learn from them 

• PK-12: how to get kids to understand slavery, how to “help” in mentoring 

(better to present options than to expect an outcome?), should we teach 

students about racial identity development?, when there are only one or two 

Students of Color how do they develop their racial identities?, Do we talk 

about it?, If everyone’s oblivious [referring to Whites] how do you talk about 

it? 

Table 10: Wrestling & Wondering Theme 

Ordered/Working Map 

The purpose of the situational mapping is to lay out all of the elements at play 

in the research situation. In my series of Messy/Working maps, I mapped every 

comment, conversation, or question that took place in the focus groups and interviews. 

The end product of all of the mapping is the Ordered/Working Map. In this map, I 

outline all of the elements involved in the research, and I categorize them. Clarke 

(2005) provided exemplars with a variety of elements that might be helpful categories 

in any research situation. However, she also notes that a particular research site might 

require new categories or may not require all of the categories that she provides.  

Ordered/Working Map Overview 

In my research site, I found all of the categories from Clarke’s exemplars to be 

germane to my study. As with the Messy/Working maps, I spent several sessions 

creating and revising the Ordered/Working map, saving changes and completing a 

research memo after each interaction with the map. In Table Eleven, I note the 

discursive elements I found in the site of research, based on focus group and interview 

data. This represents my final Ordered/Working map and the culmination of my data 

collection and ongoing data analysis, although Clarke (2005) stresses the dynamic and 

ongoing nature of maps.  
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INDIVIDUAL HUMAN 

ELEMENTS/ACTORS 

MAT faculty members: 

Anne, Debbie, Ellen, Eric, Jim, Leanne, Melissa, 

and Ruth 

Researcher 

Faculty members’ family and friends 

MAT faculty as PK-12 teachers (looking back) 

NONHUMAN ELEMENTS/ACTANTS 

God (teaching, giving opportunity, providing help, 

giving messages, expectation to be proactive, call 

to love all people) 

Jesus (treat others as would treat Jesus; should be 

seeking Jesus everywhere in the world) 

“God Language” (forgiveness, convicted, 

sister/brother) 

COLLECTIVE HUMAN 

ELEMENTS/ACTORS 

University Faculty of Color 

MAT students 

PK-12 students 

IMPLICATED SILENT ACTORS/ACTANTS 

PK-12 Students of Color 

People of Color 

DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS OF 

INDIVIDUAL AND/OR COLLECTIVE 

HUMAN ACTORS 

Personal stories (racial incidents/critical 

moments/emotions) 

Questions/Not knowing/Wondering (about 

childhood observations, Tatum book, self-

reflection, teaching MAT and P-12, academic 

culture) 

Colorblindness (examples and avoiding it) 

Privilege 

Cultural missteps 

“Good guy” phenomena 

Responsibility (to be aware, disrupt cycle, how 

we work and play with others) 

Child-centered teaching 

DISCURSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS OF 

NONHUMAN ACTANTS 

Societal Concept of Whiteness 

• White as norm 

• Colorblind 

• I’m a “good White” 

• Guilt (for positioning and for personal acts) 

• Safety and silence 

• Individuality (focus on personal story) 

• Authority (judge what is right for 

others/reinterpret text) 

 

POLITICAL/ECONOMIC ELEMENTS 

University (not a safe place; intellectual 

dishonesty, insular, sexist, Quaker?) 

Conservative politics 

Evangelical theology 

SOCIOCULTURAL/SYMBOLIC ELEMENTS 

Race 

Religion 

Gender 

Whiteness/White culture 

TEMPORAL ELEMENTS 

Research study part of life journey/learning 

SPATIAL ELEMENTS 

Pacific Northwest (five campus sites) 
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Research from September to January 

Reviewing proposed course evaluations 

University-wide committees 

Predominantly White university 

Religious university 

MAJOR ISSUES/DEBATES (USUALLY 

CONTESTED) 

Racism/Race: What is it? Does it still exist? 

Role of women in evangelical culture 

RELATED DISCOURSES (HISTORICAL, 

NARRATIVE, AND/OR VISUAL) 

Racism in U.S. 

Sexism in U.S. 

Religion and politics 

KEY EVENTS IN SITUATION 

Prior life experience and learning 

Reading Tatum text 

Focus Group conversations 

Personal interviews 

OTHER KEY ELEMENTS 

Praxis: Personal and Professional 

• Looking at self 

• P-12 practice 

• Work with MAT students 

• Other professional work 

Table 11: Ordered/Working Map 

Summary of Ordered/Working Map 

 As with my Messy/Working version maps, I memoed after each mapping 

session when working on the Ordered/Working version map. I was careful to note 

changes and the reasons I made changes. Clarke notes the importance of an “audit 

trail, some means of chronicling changes of direction, rationales, analytic turning 

points, etc.” (p. 90). In creating and revising the Ordered/Working version map, I 

reached the goal of saturation that Clarke describes as the end point of situational 

analysis. In rewording Clarke’s advice that I quoted previously to fit my particular 

project: 

[I] have worked with [my] map[s] many, many times, tinkered, added,  
deleted, reorganized. [I] can talk at length about every entry and about its 
relations to (many if not most) other entries if there are any relations that 
“matter.” It has been quite a while since [I] felt the need to make any  
major changes. [I] don’t think [I] have missed much of anything.  
[I] think these are the most important elements. (pp. 108-109)  

 

Further, according to my plan, I have achieved the three aspects of validity that I set 

out to meet: triangulation (multiple sources and types of data), crystallization (many 

different views of the same process), and trustworthiness (multiple perspectives, 

reflexivity, extensive exploration, to name a few elements). Once again, because my 
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Ordered/Working map is the culmination of my ongoing data analysis, I will analyze it 

in detail in Chapter Three, including connections to the literature. 

Results of Research Questions 

In this research I investigated two questions: 1) What stories do Christian 

teacher educators tell about their own White racial identity development? and 2) Is 

there an impact of studying White racial identity development on the praxis of 

Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 

Research Question One 

 My first research question, What stories do Christian teacher educators tell 

about their own White racial identity development?, was thoroughly answered via the 

situational mapping process and in the end product, the Ordered/Working map. I 

mapped everything participants said in focus groups and interviews by first reading 

and highlighting transcripts and then by engaging in the mapping process. First, I 

mapped everything related to the study and then I began to arrange the different 

elements by themes. I re-arranged the themes throughout the mapping process and 

eliminated just a few elements that did not seem to be particularly relevant to the 

study. The Ordered/Working map represents all relevant elements in the study. Thus, I 

have thoroughly uncovered the “stories” that participants told about their own White 

racial identity development. These stories ranged from the personal to the practical to 

the institutional to the society at large. 

Research Question Two 

 My second research question, Is there an impact of studying White racial 

identity development on the praxis of Christian teacher educators? If so, in what 

ways?, is a trickier one to address. Seven of eight participants said that this study was 

part of a larger journey. One participant said that this was not an impetus for change. 

In the interviews, I explicitly asked, “Has your participation in this study affected your 

praxis? (i.e., changes to syllabi or course activities or other effects) If so, how? If not, 

why not? How will it/will it not affect your praxis in the future?”  

 Answers to this question were complex and were not reflected just within the 

context of answers to this question, but could be found throughout the entire interview 
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process. This was addressed a few times in the Focus Groups, as well, related to how 

we should hire a new dean for our School of Education. Three of my participants said 

that yes, their praxis had changed. They both gave specific examples of how their 

praxis changed, and they gave examples of how the study was also part of the journey 

they are also on. Two participants answered the question by stating that the study was 

part of a journey they were already on. One participant did not directly answer the 

question and instead gave examples in her/his teaching of how s/he was already 

learning related things. I did not ask one participant this question directly in the 

interviews because s/he had already explained ways that the study itself influenced 

her/his practice, as well as ways in which it was part of a journey s/he was already 

one. Finally, one participant replied that no, this study did not affect her/his praxis.  

Summary 

 I have unpacked numerous discourses based on participant contributions in 

focus groups and interviews. What do these discourses mean? How do I define 

discourse? How has my perception of my research changed as a result of my transition 

into a poststructural feminist researcher? I will examine these issues in Chapter Three 

in light of current literature from the fields of Whiteness studies, discourse, identity, 

and emotions, all from a poststructural lens. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESULTS AND UPDATED LITERATURE REVIEW 

 The focus of this research was exploring stories and applications of White 

racial identity development among Christian teacher educators. Eight Master of Arts 

in Teaching (MAT) faculty members joined me to investigate two research questions: 

1) What stories do Christian teacher educators tell about their own White racial 

identity development? And 2) Is there an impact of studying White racial identity 

development on the praxis of Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 

 The purpose of this chapter is to analyze the data presented in Chapter Two 

and to place it within the larger body of related research. First, I will explore four 

areas of literature that I saw connected with my findings: Whiteness studies, discourse, 

identity, and emotions. This overview is needed in order to make my analysis clear, 

because the literature and analysis framework emerged as part of my journey through 

transitional space. Next, I will illustrate the various discursive elements represented in 

the final Ordered/Working map, as this represents the culmination of the entire data 

analysis process. In the process of doing so, I will connect the elements to the greater 

body of literature. Finally, I will analyze the results of my research questions. 

Participants and Ethical Considerations 

Eight members of a Master of Arts in Teaching department at a private 

Christian university volunteered to participate. They self-identified as White, they 

served as teacher educators, and they signed the university’s community lifestyle 

agreement and statement of faith (Appendix F). Ethics seemed particularly tenuous 

due to the fact that participants were sharing personal thoughts on a sensitive subject, 

that they were colleagues in the same department, and that the researcher was also a 

member of the department. Because of these elements, I created pseudonyms for 

participants and did not attempt to create descriptions of participants beyond the 

pseudonyms. I removed names of committees, grade levels, and other similar 

identifiers.   

Research Protocol 

The research took place from August 2007 through February 2008. Participants 

read sections of Tatum’s (1999) Why are All the Black Kids Sitting Together in the 
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Cafeteria? And Other Conversations About Race and participated in three focus group 

discussions oriented around the book. Each participant was interviewed, revisiting the 

topics of focus groups, as well as other topics that came up in the research. The 

researcher utilized situational mapping (Clarke, 2005), an ongoing data analysis tool, 

as well as field notes and research memos. 

Data Analysis Framework 

 I am analyzing this research within the broader framework of transitional 

space and ambiguous moments. Ellsworth (2005) introduces the concept of transitional 

space, as originally coined by Winnicott (1989), in her text Places of Learning: 

Media, Architecture, Pedagogy. A key point of her work is that learning occurs in 

transitional space, an architectural concept that when applied to pedagogy is “an 

address to a self who is in the process of withdrawing from that self, someone who is 

in a dissolve out of what she or he is just ceasing to be and into what she or he will 

already have become by the time she or he registers something has happened” (p. 34). 

I position my research within the framework of transitional space, as participants and 

the researcher navigated various competing discourses in an exploration of White 

racial identity development. Out of Whiteness studies, Hartigan (2000) presents the 

related notion of ambiguous moments. He said that “ambiguous situations reflect gaps 

that have opened in an ideological conditioning that has previously held answers for 

most experiences” (p. 399). As participants wrestled with topics of race, they often 

expressed or illustrated ambiguities in their thinking. As a researcher, I explored my 

own ideological conditioning of what it means to do anti-racist work. I realized that I 

was coming from the un-empowering perspective of a critical pedagogue (Ellsworth, 

1994), operating from a perspective based on the binary of “Are you a racist or are you 

not a racist?” Hartigan acknowledges that “ambiguity can be frustrating from a 

political or scholastic perspective” (p. 399), but he asserts that in order for the anti-

racist movement to “gain momentum and be effective, it has to deal with the 

ambiguities Whites confront in relation to racial matters” (p. 399). I learned that I 

needed to avoid a reductionist approach and to examine “the more muddled and 
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ambiguous aspects of racial situations as they develop in [the] everyday life [of my 

participants]” (p. 386). 

Overview of Related Literature 

 In the analysis of the Ordered/Working Map, the end product of my situational 

analysis, connections to the literature will be made. Four areas of literature are 

particularly significant, particularly in light of my own learning as a researcher in 

transitional space: Whiteness Studies, discourse, identity, and emotions. I read most of 

this literature during the data collection process, and it colored the lens through which 

I interpreted the data.  

Whiteness Studies  

Whiteness studies began in the early 1990s, “provoked into existence in great 

part by feminists of color” who challenged White feminists to look at their own racism 

(McWhorter, 2005, p. 535). Recent research on Whiteness focuses on naming and 

challenging systems of oppression (Twine & Gallagher, 2008). Whiteness can be 

defined in many different ways. Owen (2007) describes three different ways that it 

serves as a structuring property for society.  

Whiteness as a social identity highlights the structuring of competent  
social actors; Whiteness as asset or property highlights the structuring of 
normative social relationships and practices; and Whiteness as cultural 
representation high-lights the structuring of meaning, knowledge and  
values. (p. 214). 

 

White as Norm 

 At the crux of Whiteness theories is the concept that being White is the norm 

for society. Thompson (2004) states, “in most contemporary, mainstream U.S. 

settings, White people’s race is invisible or irrelevant because it represents the norm: 

race is about other people” (p. 32). Because being White is the norm in the United 

States (Owen, 2007; McWhorter, 2004; Asumah, 2004; Thompson, 2004; Maher & 

Tetreault, 1997), Whites often wrestle and have many questions about racial issues. 

The concepts of racism and Whiteness in current times are complex and difficult to 

see, in contrast to the more blatant racism and oppression seen in the pre-Civil Rights 

era (Owen, 2007).  
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White Privilege 

 Closely tied to the concept of norm is the notion of White privilege. In 

McIntosh’s (1989) germinal work in this area, she introduces in a profound way the 

notion that if People of Color have disadvantages, then Whites must have advantages. 

The term “White privilege” has been the cornerstone of many Whiteness researchers 

(Owen, 2007) since that time. Thompson (2004) states, “although Whiteness means 

different things in different circumstances, in general, it may be said that White 

positionality allows for the taken-for-granted enjoyment of certain exclusionary yet 

invisible (because normalized) privileges” (p. 37).  

 White privilege can be seen within Owen’s (2007) outline of the functional 

properties of Whiteness. First, “Whiteness defines a particular racialized perspective 

or standpoint that shapes the White subject’s understanding of both self and the social 

world” (p. 205). Whiteness is the referent and the worldview. Next, “Whiteness 

defines a specifically racialized social location of structural advantage” (p. 206). 

Because Whiteness is a structural property it “shapes actions, social practices and 

dispositions, and thus constitutes a part of that “know how” or practical knowledge 

that competent social actors possess” (p. 205). Owen’s next two points are that 

Whiteness is “normalized” and as such, it is “largely invisible to Whites and yet highly 

visible to non-Whites” (p. 206). Owen points out that Whiteness is not just skin color 

but is embodied. Owen stresses that Whiteness is always changing, that “its borders 

are continuously being defined, entailing that analyses of Whiteness’s functioning 

must always be grounded in specific contexts of its manifestation” (p. 206). Finally, 

Whiteness is tied to violence around the world, whether physical or psychological, and 

it “maintains the system of White supremacy in part by means of actual and potential 

violence” (p. 206). 

Whiteness and Race 

 Within recent Whiteness studies the previously held definition of race as a 

social construct (Chavez and Guido-DiBrito, 1999; Marshall, 2002) has been revised. 

Race is seen as a sliding signifier because “it cannot be pinned down to a precise 

meaning or even to an imprecise one” (McWhorter, 2004, p. 52). Rather, “its meaning 
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shifts whenever it is called upon to perform a different one of its many functions in the 

systems of power and knowledge of which it is a part” (McWhorter, 2004, p. 52). 

McWhorter (2004) adds to this definition by describing how race and sex are both 

faulty linchpins in our society, on which self-image, power relations, and theories 

about human experience and biology are based. 

Whiteness and Institutions 

 Whiteness as a structuring property “also structures the social institutions that 

normatively regulate behavior, and it serves as a set of deep presuppositions that 

underlie the functioning of the economic, political, legal, and other systems” (Owen, 

2007, p. 212). McWhorter (2004) uses the examples of high schools as “notoriously 

cliquish . . . [places that] tend to produce certain human types over and over again” (p. 

43). Examples of this are jocks, nerds, delinquents, and high-achievers. McWhorter 

cites that the school institution creates these groups. “These are categories of human 

being that have been invented in institutionalized arrangements of power” (p. 43). In 

the case of children, children are identified with various labels as a result of the 

system, and they “come to understand themselves in relation to such categories. They 

come to be the people they are identified as” (p. 43). McWhorter links back to 

Foucault, saying, “Power produces selves . . . power makes us who we are” (p. 43). 

 How does power function within an institution? “Social oppression then 

involves a relationship between an agent group and a target group that keeps the 

system of domination in place” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 17). Several theorists are careful to 

note that this does not mean that the targets participate in their own oppression or 

“equal responsibility . . . rather, the collusion of targets is the result of agents taking 

control over time of the institutions of a society, as well as the minds, ideology, 

language, culture, and history of the targets” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 17). Feder (2007) 

cites that Foucault’s work is useful in looking at these complex power situations. She 

states that his work “is extremely useful not only in providing terms that can help 

specify the nature of the distinctive expressions of power that produce the racial other 

essential to the constitution of Whiteness but also because it reminds us to attend to 
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the historical contingency of these categories that take shape and become meaningful 

at particular times, in specific geographical locations” (p. 62). 

 McWhorter (2005) links these concepts to Foucault’s (1978) work about 

genealogy. She describes how in the mid-19th century, concepts such as norms, 

biology, and human development began. “At the same time, officials begin collecting 

and using statistical information (through similar techniques of surveillance, 

examination, and record-keeping)” (p. 539). Because these norms have become a 

“natural” part of our society, people were set up to practice surveillance of themselves 

and others to ensure the continuity of norms, as well as those in power practicing 

surveillance on the population (McWhorter, 2005). Based on this perspective, “[race] 

does not so much mean (that is direct our attention to a given object) as operate (that 

is, create divisions that enable systems of control to maintain themselves” 

(McWhorter, 2004, p. 53). St. Pierre (2000) states, “Discipline blocks relations of 

power in that it objectifies and fixes people under its gaze and does not allow them to 

circulate in unpredictable ways” (p. 491). 

Academia and Whiteness 

 In Gentlemanly Orthodoxy: Critical Race Feminism, Whiteness Theory, and 

the APA Manual, Thompson (2004) describes various attributes of academia that fit 

academic institutions such as universities. First, she describes what she calls a 

“gentleman’s agreement that pervades much of academia” (p. 54). This is “the 

agreement not to accuse anyone of racism—indeed, not to mention racism at all. In the 

name of science, one is always to be nonjudgmental” (p., 54). Thompson goes on to 

describe the concept of elegance in academics as a gentlemanly virtue: 

As a scientific value, elegance involves keeping things as simple as  
possible, arranging them so that everything has its place and permits  
of orderly comparison and contrast. But because oppression is, after  
all, ugly and inelegant, it is hard to talk about sexism, racism, classism,  
homophobia, xenophobia, and ethnocentrism without  
getting messy. (p. 51) 

 

Maher and Tetreault (1997) describe a similar idea in saying that Whiteness is “central 

to the academy’s practice of intellectual domination, namely, the imposition of certain 
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ways of constructing the world through the lenses of traditional disciplines” (p. 325). 

They go on to describe how “such domination is often couched in the language of 

detachment, wherein the class, race, and gender position of the “knower” is ignored or 

presumed irrelevant” (p. 325).  

Whiteness Studies Critiques 

 Several researchers (Owen, 2007; McWhorter, 2005; Hartigan, 2000) offer 

critiques of Whiteness studies. 

 McWhorter (2005) critiques Whiteness studies for focusing on individual 

issues, rather than systemic ones. She specifically critiques the psychological approach 

that she says is inherent in Whiteness Studies for working from the belief that “racism 

originates in subjectivity, not in structures or institutions or practices” (p. 545). She 

cites the concept of White privilege as evidence, because “anti-racist work becomes, 

for Whites, a project of ridding oneself of “unearned assets” rather than of disrupting 

and realigning networks of power” (p. 547). She adds that it could be that Whiteness 

Studies is more about relieving guilt than justice. Owen (2007) shares the assertion 

that “structures of Whiteness will need to be unmasked, challenged, disrupted, and 

dismantled in the material dimensions of social life, in the ideologies that shape 

consciousness, and in the cultural representations that transmit its meaning” (p. 218). 

McWhorter (2005) offers a possible solution to what she describes as the stuck place 

where Whiteness studies currently resides.  

I would argue that what we need instead of avowals and exposes  
of Whiteness as a racial identity is a genealogy of race and a network  
of counter-memories to begin to build alternative accounts of raced  
existence and possibilities of living race differently. (p. 552) 

 
Praxis and Whiteness 

 Whiteness Studies literature reveals various work that relates to education and 

research praxis in relation to Whiteness. Raible and Irizarry (2007) describe the 

concept of post-Whiteness, “an intentional movement toward the enactment of 

transracialized selves through active identifications with racial others made in 

interracial discourses” (p. 195). Gorski (2006) also suggests that action is called for 

and states that “as we pour our energy and resources into self-awareness, we divert 
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attention from the larger goal: institutional transformation” (p. 168). Ellsworth (1994) 

adds that “any antiracist pedagogy must be defined through an awareness of the ways 

in which oppressive structures are the result of the intersections between racist, 

classist, sexist, ablest, and other oppressive dynamics” (p. 304). Ellsworth (1994) also 

draws researchers’ attention to systemic issues, including “the ways in which 

knowledge, power, and desire are mutually implicated in each other’s formations and 

deployments” (p. 316). 

Discourse 

 Discourses are “frameworks for thought and action that groups of individuals 

draw upon in order to speak and interact with one another in meaningful ways” 

(Marsh, 2002, p. 456). In other words, discourses are socially and politically 

constructed and cannot be seen without being in relationship to power. Marsh (2002) 

describes “power as a relational phenomenon that is constituted and reconstituted as 

individuals move in and out of particular sets of relations” (p. 456). Bell (1997) states 

that hegemony is maintained through discourses and gives the example that “Until 

women began speaking about spousal abuse, a husband’s authority to physically 

control his wife often went unchallenged, rendered invisible through the language of 

family privacy and assumptions about sexual consent in marriage” (p. 11). Discourses 

define what can be thought and said and, as in the case of spouse abuse, “the social 

practices that are embedded in discourses have very real material consequences for the 

groups of individuals that are located within them” (Marsh, 2002, p. 460). St. Pierre 

(2000) states, “even though discourse is productive and works in a very material way 

through social institutions to construct realities that control both the actions and bodies 

of people, it can be contested. Foucault’s theory of discourse illustrates that shifts in 

historical thought do occur when people think of different things to say; therefore, 

resistance to discourses of domination is possible” (p. 486). 

 Nonetheless, discourse is impossible to pull apart from people’s thoughts and 

actions. “Once discourse becomes ‘normal’ and ‘natural,’ it is difficult to think and act 

outside it. Within the rules of a discourse, it makes sense to say only certain things. 

Other statements and other ways of thinking remain unintelligible, outside the realm of 
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possibility” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 485). This is particularly true within a set of power 

relations, because “the rules of discourse allow certain people to be subjects of 

statements and others to be objects. Who gets to speak? Who is spoken? Discourse can 

never be just linguistic since it organizes a way of thinking into a way of acting in the 

world” (St Pierre, 2000, p. 485). As St. Pierre states, “Foucault’s theory of discourse 

illustrates how language gathers itself according to socially constructed rules and 

regularities that allow certain statements to be made and not others” (p. 483). 

Institutions/Academia 

 Ellsworth (1994) examines these ides within the context of a college course, in 

which the goal was to respond to racial incidents on campus. She explains that within 

the multiracial classroom setting, “Things were left unsaid, or they were encoded, on 

the basis of speakers’ conscious and unconscious assessments of the risks and costs of 

disclosing their understandings of themselves and of others” (p. 313). Further, she 

adds, “what they/we say, to whom, in what context, depending on the energy they/we 

have for the struggle on a particular day, is the result of the conscious and unconscious 

assessments of the power relations and safety of the situation” (p. 313). Ellsworth 

(1994) explains that in traditional classrooms, “dialogue is offered as a pedagogical 

strategy for constructing these learning conditions and consists of ground rules for 

classroom interaction using language” (p. 314). However, she notes that “these rules 

include the assumptions that all members have equal opportunity to speak, all 

members respect other members’ rights to speak and feel safe, and all ideas are 

tolerated and subjected to rational critical assessment against fundamental judgments 

and moral principles” (p. 314). The critique of this in light of power and discourse is 

that “in a racist society and its institutions, such debate has not and cannot be public or 

democratic in the sense of including all affected parties and affording them equal 

weight and legitimacy” (p. 303). This is one danger of relying on dialogue. Ellsworth 

(1994) writes “when participants in our class attempted to put into practice 

prescriptions offered in the [critical pedagogy] literature concerning empowerment, 

student voice, and dialogue, we produced results that were not only unhelpful, but 

actually exacerbated the very conditions we were trying to work against, including 
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Eurocentrism, racism, classism, and “banking education”” (p. 301). Hartigan (2000) 

also critiques this approach of antiracist workshops, saying, “thus, rather than 

effectively challenging the operation of racist practices within educational or 

occupational settings, these workshops often reproduce the power dynamics or 

stereotypes they explicitly intend to counter” (p. 378). Neither Ellsworth (1994) or 

Hartigan (2004) advocates giving up on the conversation. Rather, because Whiteness 

is a structuring property that provides a dominant discourse, “Whites still have to work 

at making sense of race, even if the ideological operations of Whiteness tend to supply 

them readily with most of the answers they require” (Hartigan, 2000, p. 400). 

Stories/Narratives 

 My research as originally designed focused on participant stories. At that point, 

I did not realize how profoundly affected these stories are by discourses. Cadwallader 

(2007) describes how normalcy affects everything about us, “it disciplines our habits, 

shapes, the everyday ways we live our lives, the ways we envisage our individual life 

narratives” (p. 389). Raible and Irizarry (2007) state that “complicating a narrative 

sense of ourselves is the fact that we do not arrive at self-understanding via our own 

agency or authorship” (p. 187). Instead our narratives are made in conjunction with 

others’ narratives, as well as within the “larger narratives at play within the cultures 

we inhabit” (p. 187). Further, as Ellsworth (1994) states, “students’ and my own 

narratives about experiences of racism, ableism, elitism, fat oppression, sexism, anti-

Semitism, heterosexism, and so on are partial—partial in the sense that they are 

unfinished, imperfect, limited; and partial in the sense that they project the interests of 

“one side” over others” (p. 306). 

Subjectivity and Agency 

 It is difficult to grapple with these notions of narrative without considering the 

subject. “In poststructural theories, the subject is considered a construction, and 

identity is presumed to be created in the ongoing effects of relations and in response to 

society’s codes” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 503). Subjects are “regulated and inscribed by 

discourse and cultural practice” (p. 503), and are dynamic, “opened up to the 

possibility of continual reconstruction and reconfiguration” (p. 502). According to St. 
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Pierre (2000), “a significant question in poststructuralism then is who gets to be a 

subject in a particular discourse, in a particular set of practices? Who is allowed the 

subject position and who is not?” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 503). Agency is another related 

concept within a poststructural lens. “Agency seems to lie in the subject’s ability to 

decode and recode its identity within discursive formations and cultural practices” (p. 

504). Agency is how individuals work through discourses to recreate themselves and 

to find the fissures between authoritative discourses to reinvent praxis. In light of all 

this, the critical pedagogy concept of student voice, is therefore troublesome, 

according to Ellsworth (1994), because of the multiple voices filtering through one 

subject. Within this view of subjectivity, subjects “can resist those normalizing 

inscriptions and their material effects by moving from a discourse where only certain 

statements can be made to another where different statements are possible” (St. Pierre, 

2000, p. 503).  

Identity 

 Closely intertwined with the concepts of subjectivity and agency is identity. 

Zembylas (2003) unpacks the poststructural perspective on identity, describing it as “a 

dynamic process of intersubjective discourses, experiences, and emotions: all of these 

change over time as discourses change, constantly providing new configurations” (p. 

221). A poststructural view of identity is that it is culturally and politically constructed 

and “to theorize about teacher identity, then, we need to consider how discursive 

experience inscribe the teacher self” (p. 224). Because of the dynamic nature of 

identity, transformation is possible, in the “possibility of a failure to repeat the 

expected (the norm)” (p. 227). 

 Zembylas (2003) asked a key question regarding identity, “To what extent is 

identity formed as an individual project, to what extent is it a function of socialization 

in socio-cultural contexts, and to what extent is it a combination of both?” (p. 217). 

Identity is always personal, social, and political. “As the individual grapples with the 

contradiction of competing discourses, or ways of behaving/thinking, she has some 

agency and control to affect her destiny. However, the individual is also a product of 

her biography, history, and a culture that is often out of consciousness, so her choices 
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are limited and constrained” (Winograd, 2005, p. 234).  Individuals will face many 

“socio-ideological contradictions” (Winograd, 2005, p. 233) as they confront 

competing discourses. “There are conflicts between the various discourses swirling 

around in the head of the individual, struggles between the individual’s own voice or 

purposes and the voice and purposes of others” (Winograd, 2005, p. 233). Thus, 

according to Winograd (2005), “in our lives, we come to internalize the words of 

others, including language that is historic and ideological, and we are not even aware 

of this assimilation” (p. 233). 

Critique of Racial Identity  

 McWhorter (2004), Raible and Irizarry (2007), and St. Pierre (2000) share a 

critique of racial identity as a “static entity possessed by individuals, [instead of] as a 

dynamic, shifting, contested process of multiple identifications over time” (Raible and 

Irizarry, 2007, p. 187). St. Pierre cautions, “we must pay attention to humanism’s 

desire for unity, coherence, totality, and equilibrium as well as to the language that 

enacts desire, a language that produces real, material structures—categories, binaries, 

hierarchies, grids of intelligibility based on essences—that reward identity and punish 

difference” (p. 484). Thus, the psychological approach to racial identity development 

has its limits. Raible and Irizarry (2007) state that in contrast to the work of Cross 

(1971), Helms (1984), and others, “Our work applied a sociocultural perspective to 

examine simultaneously the experience of individuals with discourses of race and the 

narrative construction of specifically White identities” (p. 187). McWhorter (2004) 

describes race as a “’fictitious unity’ that serves as a linchpin to hold together a 

disparate set of theories, institutions, practices, and relationships” (p. 47). Based on 

this view, “racial identities would have to have emerged as a result of normalizing 

power that takes people to be essentially temporal, developmental creatures . . . such 

identity categories would have to be, at base, a way of classifying people as deviant—

either as developing in some wrong way or as having ceased to develop at all at some 

early stage” (p. 47).  
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Identity and Praxis 

Change or transformation does not occur, according to Ellsworth (1994) as the 

result of the intervention of a critical pedagogue. In describing various antiracism 

movements, she states that “these movements had not necessarily relied on 

intellectuals-teachers to interpret their goals and programs to themselves or to others” 

(p. 312). Zembylas (2003) describes how change may occur in these contexts. 

Identity transformation occurs when the emotional salience or power  
of one’s experiences changes. Identity, I have argued, is not about  
fixity; the construction of identity exposes the struggles and negotia- 
tions between different discourses. Each discourse is embedded in  
particular images of knowledge, history, power, and agency. To  
theorize about teacher identity and the teachers’ emotions is to describe  
how teachers experience these discourses, how they struggle to reject 
normative discourses, and how they find their own voice. (p. 229) 
 

Winograd states that, “particularly when new situations are problematic, individuals 

will often construct a new role for themselves and, in effect, carve out a new identity” 

(p. 233). Individuals may also attempt to “feign competence,” something he terms as 

“impression management” (p. 263). He notes that “one’s focus on impression 

management can also be a dysfunctional dimension of identity when there is a large 

and persistent gap between reality and the impressions one is projecting to others” (p. 

263). 

Emotions 

As Winograd (2005) and Zembylas (2003) outline, emotions are a critical 

element of identity. Zembylas (2003) explains, “in suggesting a poststructuralist 

account of emotions and teacher identity, I want to emphasize the notion of their 

ongoing becoming  in a context embedded in power relations, ideology and culture” 

(p. 232-233). Winograd (2005) states, “from a social-interactionist perspective, 

expressions of emotion serve to defend social norms and beliefs” (p. 201). Zembylas 

(2003) unpacks this idea, saying that “teacher agency is the constituted effect of 

emotion discourses (as well as other discourses)—bound up in practices—that inscribe 

the body” (p. 226). Winograd (2005) provides an illustration related to feminist 

theories: 
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Feminist perspectives, like other interactionist theories, consider  
emotions to be a social construction, and one’s experience and  
display of emotions reflects the totality of a person’s experience,  
which includes organizational culture, gender, race, class, education,  
and personality. Although not ignoring or discounting the possibility  
that women and men have emotions that are biologically based on  
their sex, feminists focus instead on questions of how the experience  
and display of emotion may be a site of social control or a site of  
political transformation, and on how emotions may serve to maintain  
the status quo of dominant patriarchal, hierarchical capitalist systems  
or be used to disrupt these systems. (p. 202) 

 

Seeing emotions as socially constructed provides a way of looking at emotions rather  

than only located within the individual (Zembylas, 2003). “Families, cultures, and 

school situations . . . profoundly influence how and when particular emotions are 

constructed, expressed, and communicated” (Zembylas, 2003, p. 216).  More than just 

looking at emotions as socially constructed, “poststructuralist views move a step 

further trying to understand agency in its cultural and political context, given that 

agency cannot be isolated from the dynamics of power from which it is constructed” 

(Zembylas, 2003, p. 225). Thus the questions must be asked with emotions in mind:  

To what extent is identity formed as an individual project, to what  
extent is it a function of socialization in socio-cultural contexts, and  
to what extent is it a combination of both? Also, how do these processes  
take place, especially socially, given the power relations involved? 
(Zembylas, 2003, p. 217) 

 

Teaching and Emotional Ecology 

 Zembylas (2007) argues that “teacher knowledge is a form of knowledge 

ecology—a system . . . [that includes] content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, 

curriculum knowledge, knowledge of learners, emotional knowledge, knowledge of 

educational values and goals and so on” (p. 356). Zembylas asserts that emotions are a 

key part of teacher knowledge and describes three planes of emotional ecology. 

The individual plane of emotional ecology refers to how a teacher  
experiences and expresses his or her emotional knowledge on a 
personal/individual plane. The relational plane of emotional ecology  
refers to how a teacher uses emotional knowledge in his or her relation- 
ships with students. Finally, the socio-political plane of emotional  



  
74

ecology refers to the emotional knowledge of the institutional  
and cultural context of schooling and its influences on a teacher’s  
curricular decisions and actions. (p. 358) 

 

Zembylas stresses that these planes are interactive and not hierarchical. “For example, 

the individual plane may alter the relational one, which in turn may alter the socio-

political plane” (p. 358). Zembylas’s intention in introducing the concept of emotional 

ecology “is not to offer a new paradigm but to introduce a “middle voice” that will 

encourage dialogue about deeper issues of emotions, beliefs, and knowledge in 

teaching” (p. 365). 

Emotions and Institutions 

 Zembylas (2003) asserts that  

the school organizational structure shapes teachers’ perceptions of  
emotional propriety, of what ought not to be felt in pre-defined  
classroom settings, but it is not certain to what extent do these pre- 
scriptions about what to express and what to feel actually affect  
teachers’ emotional conducts. (p. 225) 

 

Winograd (2005) illustrates how emotions work within an elementary school setting. 

He states that “because most elementary teachers are women, cultural expectations of 

women tend to become normalized in elementary school culture, and these 

expectations carry over to the men who work there” (p. 200). As a result, there are 

certain “rules for emotion [that] inhibit the free expression of emotion, particularly 

anger expressions that might be aimed at hierarchical/patriarchal structural 

arrangements or at larger economic and political structures” (p. 200). Zembylas (2003) 

states that “studying teachers’ emotions and acknowledging that they are socially 

constructed and have a dynamic character has the potential of linking teachers’ 

personal experiences with broader institutional forms of school organization” (p. 230). 

Thus, considering emotional ecology “enlarges the frame of reference of teacher 

knowledge, moving the focus from individual teachers to the larger social and political 

contexts of teaching and learning” (p. 365). As in the case of all of the poststructural 

concepts I have outlined, such as discourse, identity, and subjectivity, emotional 
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ecology must be “understood within a specific context” (Zembylas, 2007, p. 365) in 

order to be meaningful. 

Dysfunctional Emotional Labor 

 Winograd (2005) discusses what he terms dysfunctional emotional labor within 

teaching. He states that “emotional labor can become dysfunctional in at least two 

ways: when the expectation of a particular emotion display cannot happen because of 

a structural constraint . . . and when the worker simply does not feel the emotions that 

the situation requires to be displayed” (p. 207). The result of dysfunctional emotional 

labor can be “work-related maladjustment, such as depression, poor self-concept, 

anxiety, despair, and alienation” (p. 207). In referring to Rousmaniere (1994), 

Winograd states that his “self-blaming behavior [while spending his sabbatical in an 

elementary school classroom] reflected the dominant discourse of teaching, which 

tends to focus on the ‘failings’ of the individual, to suggest that failure or struggle is 

the teacher’s fault alone and that their working conditions or the larger structural 

conditions are less influential than the individual’s own performance” (p. 227).  

Winograd describes how dysfunctional emotional labor led to blaming himself and 

others. 

Emotions and Praxis 

 Winograd (2005) and Zembylas (2003) argue for a closer examination of 

emotions and teaching. Zembylas (2003) states, “I believe it is important that teachers 

identify how their emotions inform the ways that their emotions expand or limit 

possibilities in their teaching, and how these emotions enable them to think and act 

differently” (p. 232). Winograd (2005) adds that “it is from the collective naming and 

examination of emotions that teachers may be able to learn to accept and understand 

the darker emotions of teaching, to understand the relationship between emotions and 

social structure, as well as to learn to use these emotions as catalysts for social 

activism and change” (p. 200). Zembylas (2003) also addresses change, stating the 

“desire to develop analyses that investigate how teachers’ emotions can become sites 

of resistance and self-transformation” (p. 214). Both suggest that attending to 

emotions within the larger socio-political context can lead to better understanding. 
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Zembylas asserts, “while much of teachers’ embodied experiences in schools are 

deeply embedded in norms and rules, a poststructuralist account of emotions provides 

teachers spaces to question and re-construct themselves and their relations with 

others” (p. 229-230). 

Analysis of Ordered/Working Map 

 While I have labeled the various discursive elements at play in this research, as 

told to me by my participants and interpreted by me in the data analysis process, I 

think it is important to elaborate on the themes and to provide supporting evidence 

from the participants’ words, being careful to protect their identities as much as 

possible. Thus, I will address the various discursive elements below, providing my 

own explanation and/or quotations from participants, who have been given 

pseudonyms. Further, I will place their comments and my interpretations within the 

larger body of published literature related to the topics at hand, as appropriate. 

Discursive Constructions of Individual and Nonhuman Actants 

I have combined data from two areas of the Ordered/Working Map: Discursive 

Constructions of Individual and/or Collective Human Actors and Discursive 

Constructions of Nonhuman Actants. Data from both categories reflect Whiteness as a 

structuring property that structures “competent social actors, . . . normative social 

relationships and practices, . . . and the structuring of meaning, knowledge, and 

values” (Owen, 2007, p. 214). I recognize that the individual discursive constructions 

come from the wider societal discourses available to them (Raible and Irizarry, 2007). 

White as Norm 

Because Whites embody the norm in U.S. culture, thus making their race 

invisible (Thompson, 2004), participants had many moments of not knowing and not 

seeing. When asked, What does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White 

context?, Melissa first answered, “This is a tough one, so let me preface this with the 

overall answer: I don’t know.” Her answer was brief at this point in the interview. She 

said, “I would like to think it should raise the question of how are others perceiving 

you in that role, in that context? And how you perceive yourself and then not 

necessarily finding a happy medium, but understanding those perspectives in context.” 
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Jim discussed how he had never really thought about many of the elements discussed 

in the Tatum (1999) text, which fits with the concept of Whiteness as invisible to 

Whites. He stated, “Parts of it was, really a fair share of that information has been very 

helpful to me. I never thought about a lot of the stuff that the author talked about.” 

Ellen commented about White culture and what it means to be White. She said, “To 

me, it is very complex, and it is something that, although I have been interested for 

years and known a lot of different people of different races or cultures, I think there is 

so much I don’t understand and don’t get, and it frustrates me.” Ellen also asked many 

questions, pondering what it means to teach to a predominantly White classroom of 

PK-12 students. She asked, “So do we purposely think about that as teachers, as racial 

development of White students or maybe not? I don’t know . . . so if everybody is 

oblivious, where do you even begin to talk about it? I don’t know.” 

Leanne hints at the complexity of the concept of norm when she described her 

experience of moving to Ethiopia to teach and the fatigue she felt when she arrived 

with her husband and two small children. She said, “I remember a lot of the feelings 

and emotions because of the combination of fatigue and those strong sets of 

emotions.” One of her first thoughts upon arrival revealed how she felt like life in the 

United States was the norm. Amid the traffic and bicycles in the populous city of 

Addis Ababa, she thought to herself, “How can people live like this?” In reflecting on 

the experience in the personal interview, she said that she realized “by that statement I 

was elevating my view of, well, ‘How do people live like this?’ means that I may, I 

must think they’re not, that this is not an okay way to live.” It is interesting to consider 

how this emotional experience could have been either a site of resistance to difference 

or personal transformation (Winograd, 2005). Raible and Irizarry (2007) suggest 

interracial experiences and relationships as a way to work through these White-

dominant and White-as-superior discourses. Leanne acknowledged that the norm in 

this case went beyond race. There were religious, cultural, and socioeconomic 

differences. This highlights the intersections of various kinds of oppression that 

Ellsworth (1994) advises teachers and researchers to attend to.  
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Jim also told a story that related to the norm but that demonstrated the 

complexity of the issue. He discussed how a lesbian student revealed to the MAT class 

her sexual orientation, and how after class he had an encounter with her. Amid tears 

and a need to pause to regain composure, Jim said,  

I normally try not to give hugs, I think I need to be careful about doing  
that as a professional. She came up, and she stood there, and we were  
talking, and she said, ‘Okay, well, I’m ready to leave.’ And so I kind  
of reached out and hugged her, and she said, ‘I was hoping you would  
do that.’  

 

In summary, Jim said, “So for me, I guess, I think it’s part of God’s message for me 

always is no matter who you are talking to or who you are with, you always need to be 

responsive to them in some way.” Because the research took place at a Christian 

university with a clearly defined doctrine of homosexuality as a sin, I wonder if Jim’s 

tears and emotions were the result of the discourse of the institution telling him how 

he should feel about this encounter with a lesbian student (Zembylas, 2003). Zembylas 

(2003) states that “the school organization structure shapes teachers’ perceptions of 

emotional propriety”  

(p. 225).  

The world of academia is structured by Whiteness (Maher and Tetreault, 

1997). When I asked Melissa how she felt being a part of my research study, she 

replied, “I guess I would say normal.” She went on to say that she had not participated 

in a study before and that she felt comfortable. She said, “I think you’ve done an 

excellent job in setting up just a safe environment for people to share their thoughts 

freely.” This made me consider how the design of this study may have been based on a 

gentleman’s agreement (Thompson, 2004) and how it promoted the erroneous 

assumption of safe and free dialogue (Ellsworth, 1994). 

Colorblindness 

 Participants expressed ideas that may have represented a colorblind outlook 

towards race, exposed cracks in their thinking, and addressed colorblindness in society 

at large. 
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 Jim discussed his upbringing in a rural community and then how he went back 

to teach PK-12 school in the same community. He said, “Most of the students that I 

had were either White or Hispanic, and all the kids were really great. I mean, you 

know, it wasn’t any distinguishing feature in terms of, if I was thinking that they were 

different, I guess is what I want to say.” Jim hesitated and carefully worded this 

statement, and I think this represents the wider colorblind discourse in our society. As 

a White man in the U.S., limited discourses appear to be available to him (St. Pierre, 

2000).  

Jim went on to talk about a critical moment in his development of seeing racial 

issues and how he is beginning to see different ways of looking at the things people 

say. This began when the MAT department began to use a group assessment process 

that was specifically designed to discover applicants’ dispositions towards diversity, 

among other issues. This is a stark contrast to the former Whiteness-imbued interview 

process. Jim said of the new process,  

Some of those have been with you, Gennie, and some have been with  
Stacy, where we both just immediately click on something, or Stacy or  
you have said, ‘Did you see this or did you hear this?’ and I was totally 
oblivious to the comment, and it’s like, ‘Oh, my gosh, I never realized  
that.’ And so I think for me at this point in my life, it has become, I’m  
working at, but it has become much easier to hopefully, um, hear the  
things that I say. 

 

He demonstrated a new way of using alternative discourses (St. Pierre, 2000). 

Jim went on to talk about how valuable it has been for him to work with 

People of Color at the university. This recognition demonstrated a non-colorblind 

perspective. He said,  

We have been blessed also to have some wonderful faculty, too, from  
other cultures. I think having faculty from other cultures is an incentive  
for me to look beyond my Whiteness, and it’s not that there aren’t other 
professors or other professionals that really do great jobs, too. It’s just  
that I have never been around, had the opportunity to be around my  
friends who are from other cultures.  

 

Jim grappled with competing discourses about race (Zembylas, 2003). 
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 Ellen talked about colorblindness in the United States, which highlights the 

functional properties of Whiteness outlined by Owen (2007): “competent social 

actors,” “normative social relationships and practice,” and “structuring of meaning, 

knowledge, and values” (p. 214). First, she recognized the history of race and the 

conflict of race in the U.S. She described a book she was reading about the history of 

schools and said,  

The idea was conformity and one of the quotes was something about,  
a minister said, ‘Our children come in as Italians, English, German,’  
a whole list of nationalities, ‘and they come out American.’ That idea  
again, that whole melting pot. Let’s lose any identification and come  
out looking the same. 

 

Ellen talked about the transition from the melting pot concept to a multicultural 

movement in education and stated, “I think there is a lot of conflict around it.” Ellen 

described racial issues and laws in the U.S. and said, “some of the laws are so 

beneficial and some of them have been so destructive. That history brings stereotypes, 

anger, frustration, disagreement on huge decisions, long-term impact.” As a result, 

Ellen said, “We’ve got an entire nation where some people think, ‘I don’t know. I’m 

colorblind. I don’t even see anybody else.’ That makes some people really happy and 

some people angry.” Ellen raised these issues and then pondered the meaning. She 

said,  

How do I define this? Do we recognize it? Do we talk about it? Do  
we not? Do we ignore it or pretend it’s not there? We’ve got some  
people who are willing to just talk about it. There are some people  
who say, ‘No I don’t want to talk about it. I really am knowledgeable.  
I will just base everything on my assumptions and go from there.’ 

 

Because racial issues are embedded in “power relations, ideology,  

and culture” (Zembylas, 2003, pp. 232-233), so, too, are the emotions involved as 

people consider racial issues. Ellen described the passionate feelings that people have 

in the U.S. regarding race. Whites are particularly emotional when their 

presuppositions are challenged. 
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White Privilege 

 White privilege was directly addressed in the Tatum (1999) text, and though 

there were no direct focus group or interview questions regarding White privilege, 

participants still talked about it, particularly in regards to what it means to be White. 

 Ruth discussed how being White means being privileged. She said, “I think 

that there are things that are taken for granted that we have that we can’t even begin to 

name.” Jim discussed material privileges (Thompson, 2004). He said, regarding what 

it means to be White, “There are things that I never think about that I believe that 

other people from other cultures or races think about constantly, about putting food on 

the table, about having a job, making sure that you can make the electricity payments.” 

Jim went on to struggle with the concept of White privilege as he wrestled with 

invisible privilege versus his White way of seeing the world (Owen, 2007). He said,  

I don’t know whether, if because of my color, I get more opportunities.  
I would have a hard time believing it wouldn’t make a difference. Or  
it would make a difference, but would, for example, an African-American  
who was [in my professional role] have any different opportunities, or  
would he or she have less opportunities than I would because I am White?  
And I can’t image that there would be any difference. But I don’t know,  
I mean.  

 

Hartigan (2000) would describe this struggle as an ambiguous moment. 

 Debbie discussed a time when she was teaching in a PK-12 classroom and 

discussing The Autobiography of Malcolm X with students. Students’ reactions were 

strong. A student said, with emotion, “You know, you cannot possibly tell me you feel 

guilty for how Black people are treated in this world.” Debbie replied, “Of course I 

can.” The student replied, “But how can you? You didn’t have anything to do with it. 

You wouldn’t have treated anyone that way.” Debbie recalled, “And I remember at the 

time looking at him and saying, ‘That doesn’t matter, that I wasn’t personally involved 

in it. I reaped the benefits of it,’ and he really didn’t understand it.” This student’s 

strong emotions came from his culture, but also his family and prior schooling 

(Zembylas, 2003). It is likely that he had not seen White norms challenged until he 

took Debbie’s class. 
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 Leanne recalled seeing unjust systemic issues while living and teaching in 

Ethiopia. She and other teachers went to the school administration and said,  

You know, we’ve noticed that most of us here are North Americans,  
we are guests in this country, and yet our standard of living is much  
higher than our Ethiopian friends. . . Why are we allowing them to  
live in typical Ethiopian housing? Which is a dirt floor and a latrine  
outside, when across the way is our home. It’s three bedrooms, a tile  
floor, and indoor plumbing. There’s something wrong about that.  
There’s something unjust about that.  

 

Leanne went on to address the complexity of diversity issues—and privilege—in 

Ethiopia, saying,  

It was pretty obvious that the Ethiopians were all Black, who had  
a much different standard of living than foreigners who were primarily  
all White, but there were Koreans, and there were Europeans, and  
there were some Africans from other countries and even Ethiopians  
who would be considered upper class.  

 

Leanne recognized the racism in structures that McWhorter (2005) and Owen (2007) 

urge people to consider. She also recognized the layers of oppression at play, 

including race, nationality, and socioeconomic status (Ellsworth, 1994). 

Authority 

 Because of the structures of Whiteness, Whites are the model of how to live, 

act, and be in our society, and they get to practice surveillance on others to ensure that 

norms are followed (Thompson, 2007; McWhorter, 2005). Eric described how MAT 

students have in the past used course evaluations to examine Faculty of Color who do 

not fit the White norms. He said that the new university course evaluations, which he 

felt had some biased language, sent the message to students to “Don’t question the 

reason you are feeling weird because it is right.” In discussing his own growth in 

racial issues, Eric asked me to evaluate him, saying, “Can you tell me what stage I’m 

in?” We police ourselves as Whites, as well as People of Color (McWhorter, 2005). 

 Melissa practiced surveillance on Tatum (1999), making comments about the 

text that suggested authority on Melissa’s part. She said,  

A few things that struck me while I was reading this: I realized that  
all of the Ws on White were capitalized.  And that it's very easy for  
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me to . . . this is a difficult read for me because it's convicting, I think,  
in a lot of ways. And so when I went through, I noticed the capital W.  

 

Melissa also reflected on her surveillance, saying,  

But then I stopped myself, and I asked, ‘Well, did you even notice  
that they were capital Bs whenever she would list Black?’  And I went  
back to the wording, and I thought about how much the capital Ws  
stood out, how offended I was that those were listed like that. And then  
once I couldn't figure it out, I did go back, and it did turn out that she  
did capitalize the Bs every time she would make reference to Black or  
White, and so both of those were capitalized all the way through.  
 

Melissa also re-designed Helm’s stages of White racial identity development, 

saying,  

When I read through those steps I thought, ‘Okay, this is good.’  And  
as I progressed through the chapters I kind of redefined a few because  
in some of the different phases I thought that if there was question if  
they really occurred for every single person, and if they did not, then  
perhaps they shouldn't be an overall task or an overall stage.  And the  
six stages that I came up as I read through this, I decided, the first one  
would be contact.  I agreed with that one.  The second one was disinte- 
gration.  The third was identification, rather than the reintegration.  I  
went on to a deepened awareness, immersion, and then self-definition  
for the autonomy.  And the one I really struggled with was the reinte- 
gration, and a question that popped up the author presented was, some- 
times I asked if it was absolutely necessary to go through the reinte- 
gration phase.  And I've never felt a closure on that because she never  
fully answered what her perspective was. 

 

Owen (2007) says that “Whiteness will condition the cognitive and evaluation 

presuppositions individuals possess, thus shaping their perceptions of and judgments 

concerning the social world” (p. 208). He further states that it “shapes the 

consciousness of individuals and hence the cognitive and evaluative frameworks for 

action” (p. 208). I saw how Melissa’s frameworks may have been influenced by 

Whiteness in these conversations, and how she began to check her own assumptions, 

in the case of the capital letters. 

 Whites also get to judge who fits the norm and who does not fit the norm, who 

gets to belong or not belong. Eric described an incident when he found himself making 
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such an assumption. He described the event, saying, “Yesterday I was teaching over in 

the engineering lab, and an African-American student, or I assumed he was a student, 

came in, and my initial thought was he was looking for his girlfriend. Well, he was an 

engineering student . . .” Eric tried to describe his feelings but instead stuttered, “I just 

about . . . I don’t know.” In retelling the event, he said, “I mean, he looked like an 

engineering student who belongs here in every other way, except I don’t think we have 

ever had a Black engineering student before.” We cannot always name our emotions, 

perhaps because we don’t attend to emotional elements of our identity as we should 

(Zembylas, 2007). Further, “families, cultures, and school situations . . . profoundly 

influence how and when particular emotions are constructed, expressed, and 

communicated” (Zembylas, 2003, p. 216), or not communicated. 

 Whiteness means more than just deciding who fits but also deciding who is 

dangerous. Ruth, in a moment of wrestling with whether or not she has prejudice, 

described how she feels at an airport when she sees people of Middle Eastern descent. 

She said, “You know, it’s more of a Middle Eastern person that it would cross my 

mind, in particular a male. And particularly one who is acting funny. So I still have my 

prejudice.” Our emotions are intertwined with cultural norms. An authoritative 

discourse in the U.S. at this time is that people of Middle Eastern descent are suspect. 

Good Whites/Good Guy 

 At times, participants were careful to present themselves as good Whites, or 

not-racist people, or as friends of People of Color.  

Regarding the race chalk talk that took place in the first focus group, Debbie 

stated,  

I think we explored it in rather safe ways. I think we all tried to push,  
but you know, you ask a White person what is race, and, because of  
the history, I become very fearful in answering because I don’t want,  
because those who belong to the privileged group are far more likely  
to answer unconsciously in ways that are hurtful, and I didn’t want to  
add to that.  

 

The discourse that Whites cannot talk about race is a strong one. Perhaps this comes 

from the concept of norm and Whites not seeing themselves as racial beings and 
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therefore, unable to comment on such topics. Perhaps Debbie recognized how 

Whiteness has left her ignorant. Schools are institutions that have been structured by 

Whiteness (Owen, 2007), but again, that structuring property is hidden. 

 Jim discussed how his hometown had Ku Klux Klan (KKK) activity before he 

was born and how while he grew up, there was a law on the books that African-

Americans could not live within city limits. He added that “it wasn’t practiced during 

that period of time at all.” He also said, regarding the KKK activity, “I have no 

remnants of that at all.” To not recognize remnants could mean to not see the hidden 

structures. However, the discourse of Whiteness is to be good and, more importantly, 

to not be a racist. It would be difficult to see structures either at the time or after the 

fact due to this aspect of impression management (Winograd, 2005). 

In the personal interview, Melissa reflected back to the timeline she  

made during a focus group session. She said that when she made the  

timeline she noted that she did not have any diversity experience with  

people outside of education. She said,  

That was something that made me wonder while we were doing  
the activity, but I think a lot of the experience that I really had in  
diverse racial settings was within the classroom. My other settings,  
whether it be church or home or the circle of friends that I ended  
up having really didn’t have a whole lot of racial diversity within it,  
and so just looking back in reflection and where experiences with  
different groups of people really took place, I think the classroom  
and education was really where that happened. And for me, my career  
has been in education, and so it made sense that my experience within  
the work force would, therefore, revolve around diversity within the 
classroom, as well . . . 

 

I see a connection between Melissa’s comments and the notion of racism originating 

in individuals, not in systems (McWhorter, 2005). Thus, Melissa was able to explain 

the lack of diversity in her life outside of education without examining what systems 

make it so that she just ends up in White churches, social circles, that there are not 

systemic reasons for this. 
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 Participants referred to various People of Color as wonderful people or really 

good people. Jim said,  

. . . there was a gentleman who was African-American [that he knew  
growing up]. Just the nicest guy in the world, you know, and just  
always happy and just really thoughtful and just really a neat person  
to be around, and that was my very first experience that I ever had  
with somebody of a different culture or race. 

 

Debbie described an encounter with an African-American man on a bus, describing 

him as, “Just  kind.  Just a gracious man with a child who was just exploring visual 

difference.” Ruth said, “My daughter is married to an Afro American, a young man, 

but he’s actually a grown up man,  a wonderful man and very dark.” I wonder how 

White discourses facilitate comments such as these. Are these ways of saying, “I 

appreciate People of Color . . . and I am a good White?” It is particularly interesting 

because it seems contrary to a colorblind discourse. I also wonder how Christian 

discourses of love and kindness to all help form the language participants used 

regarding People of Color. Melissa said,  

Whenever that person that I might mistreat or that I might perceive differently 
because of a specific ethnic background, that little one or that person or 
individual is treated as Jesus, I would think. If you mistreat that person, then 
you have committed a wrong. 
 

Responsibility 

 I originally placed this theme in the individual discursive map because it is not 

a greater theme in the Whiteness literature. However, participants talked about 

responsibility in relation to the question, What does it mean to be a White teacher 

educator in a White context? Therefore, the individual theme relates to the wider 

discourses on Whiteness. 

 Two participants discussed a responsibility to be purposeful in their own 

teaching. Leanne said, “I think I have a responsibility. I think if I could sum this up in 

one word, it means that I have a responsibility to recognize that [being White] limits 

me.” Therefore, Leanne discussed the need to be “very intentional to bring some 

measure of diversity into my curriculum, into my classes and into my cohort.” Being 

White means needing to be purposeful, since the structures of Whiteness are invisible 
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(Owen, 2007). Ellen said, “It means being mindful about where we can bring in 

different perspectives, being mindful about questioning ourselves and our assumptions 

and areas of privilege we bring and how that has affected our thinking.”  Leanne 

added that she needs to be sure not to objectify the few Students of Color who may be 

in any given cohort. She said,  

I don’t want those students to feel, ‘Here’s our Latino student. Here’s  
my African-American student.’ That just doesn’t seem like the best  
approach. And yet, I can’t discount that their experiences will be very 
different. That’s not necessarily true, but they’ve probably had different  
racial experiences. 

 

 Jim discussed how the School of Education’s conceptual framework 

connection with promoting justice has helped him to improve his own teaching in this 

regard. He also said that students have challenged him to keep improving. He said,  

I find that a lot of my students, not all, are becoming a lot more astute  
at working with the different genders, the different races, the culture,  
the ethnicity, and being a lot more cognizant of that. In doing that,  
though, it helps me to look at my own perspective about my teaching,  
like you said the praxis.  

 

Jim shared that  

those kinds of things need to be a part, not only a part of my life, but  
I would hope would, my students would look at and say, ‘That needs  
to be reflected in my teaching,’ and it is not that  I need to be the model.  
It is just that I need to demonstrate that on a regular basis. 

 

McWhorter (2005) suggests action as a way to move out of the stuck place of focusing 

on self-awareness. 

 Ruth talked about a responsibility to be open to discussions that students have 
and to be willing to drop lesson plans and to be open to student discussions. She said,  
 
 I see this generation that is coming through. My goodness, just being  

so much more open and dialoguing more openly, and just, it’s an  
awareness level, and so as an educator to let that happen and to be  
really understanding of it and to have gone through some of that my- 
self, I think helps me. 
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I wonder if the new generation of students is more open, or if Whiteness has shifted 

into a kinder, gentler form (Owen, 2007). She highlighted the complexity of the issues 

students discuss. In describing a conversation among students of various cultural 

backgrounds in terms of national heritage, she talked about a student from the 

dominant culture who had also had struggled with fitting in. Ruth said, in describing 

the discussion, “then someone else piped up and said, ‘Well, the reason, I mean, I 

lived in Eugene, and I felt like, you know, as a female, White Republican conservative 

that I didn’t fit in Eugene. I felt like I could not talk. I could not say what I feel.’” This 

illustrates the wide range of oppression and privilege to which Ellsworth (1994) refers. 

 Leanne wondered if her experiences in Ethiopia helped her understand and live 

up to this responsibility. Regarding being a White teacher educator in a White context, 

she said, “When it is just these two words, White and White, would I still have that 

same perspective or as strongly had I not had my Ethiopian experience? I don’t 

know.” She, too, discussed the need to be open to student conversations and to explore 

diversity issues with students. She said, “There is a whole lot more out there to be 

discovered and explored and a richness that I’m not getting [in a White context].” 

Raible and Irizarry (2007) suggest that interracial discourse is one way to develop 

what they call a transracialized, post-White self. Leanne’s experience in Ethiopia is 

suggestive of this sort of identity development.  

Individuality 

 Individuality is a theme in the Whiteness literature: Whites can be quick to 

group all people from a specific racial category but then adamantly claim individuality 

(Tatum, 1999). This sense of individuality is closely tied with American identity, at 

least White American identity. Johnson (2006) explains, “We live in a society that 

encourages us to think that the social world begins and ends with individuals” (p. 77). 

Dalton (2005) describes this as “the curse of rugged individualism” (p. 15). 

 In some ways, I felt like the focus on stories was an example of this. Stories 

were relied on quite a bit at times, even recycled, and I think the research design 

promoted an individual focus and the use of stories. I wondered how the stories served 

to promote Whiteness discourses. Jim talked at the focus group and interview about 
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the really nice African-American man he knew growing up. Ruth talked extensively 

about her African-American son-in-law. Anne retold stories from her PK-12 

experience. This is how I set up the research, as opposed to a focus on examining 

structures of racism (McWhorter, 2005) and transforming institutions (Gorski, 2006). 

McWhorter (2005) asserts that the latter approach would mean that Whiteness Studies 

makes a needed move from relieving guilt to doing justice. 

 Ruth, in reference to her son-in-law, implied that racism will get better one 

person and one generation at a time, which made the focus of racism an individual 

issue not a societal issue. She said,  

I think one of the things [my son-in-law] has really taught me, is that  
it is going to be there. It is never going to go away, but I think through 
educating our children, and then through each generation we can work  
through some of those barriers and, uh, sometimes, um, you can try too  
hard to maybe work through that situation, and you can do more harm. 

 

This represents a view that racism exists in subjects, not systems (McWhorter, 2005). 

 I thought the concept of God teaching participants things to be interesting in 

terms of individuality, as well. From an evangelical perspective, religious beliefs are 

individual: a person is saved through an individual relationship with Jesus. The 

statement of faith for this university, regarding salvation, reads,  

We believe that salvation comes through Jesus Christ alone, to whom  
we must respond with repentance, faith, and obedience. Through Christ  
we come into a right relationship with God, our sins are forgiven, and  
we receive eternal life. (citation withheld for privacy)  

 

Emerson and Smith (2000) discuss how this helps promote the notion of racism as an 

individual issue.  

Participants used evangelical discourse throughout this research to such a large 

extent that I described God and evangelical discourse in the category of Nonhuman 

Elements/Actants. I will describe this category here, because I think the discourses and 

emotions involved relate to individuality. Further, I think that evangelical beliefs, as 

evidenced here, are reflective of Whiteness and White identity issues. 
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 Participants referred to God as having “very specific intentions” for them about 

learning about diversity. In regards to Jesus, who is seen as one with God in this 

context, Participants used evangelical discourse, what I termed in the map as “God 

Language,” such as “convicted,” “ask your forgiveness for that,” “being blessed,” and 

“Brother/Sister.” Within these Christian discourses, racism is an individual sin 

perpetrated against another individual, and we love each individual as if she or he 

were Jesus. 

Participants discussed how God was teaching them things through racial 

encounters and misunderstandings.  Ruth talked about her growth through having an 

African-American son-in-law and how they would get looks and stares as a multiracial 

family in public places. Ruth said,  

At the same time I realized that I, at one time, was sitting and probably  
giving those looks to other people and, admitting that and dealing with  
the guilt that went with that because I was at a different place, and what  
God had taken us through to get us here was just a long journey, and  
yet it happened in a very short time. 

 

She went on to discuss the joy she felt in seeing her grandchildren. Ruth was faced 

with a life situation that challenged her previous discourses, and she began to “carve 

out a new identity” (Winograd, 2005, p. 233) as she continued (and continues) to 

reinvent herself as a White woman. 

Jim used quite a bit of evangelical discourse in his personal interview. 

Regarding his increasing comfort in the area of diversity, he said, “I really believe that 

God has very specific intentions for me in regards to this, so that is kind of where I’m 

at.” He added, “I am very grateful for God teaching an old dog new tricks.” Jim 

expressed how he felt the research was an opportunity for learning given to him by 

God, that it was a call to learn, and that it has been a direction that God has led him in 

over the past seven years. The notion of call is an evangelical discourse, which 

indicates that God calls individuals to particular things in life, such as a call to a 

particular profession, for example. He has learned that  
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One of God’s expectations always is to be proactive on His behalf,  
which also means everybody’s behalf, and how that carries itself out  
is how, what I do every day. How I talk to you or how I talk to John  
or whoever it might be, or Silvia, you know. 

 

This statement could be evidence of a colorblind perspective or of an 

acknowledgement of complexity. Jim added, 

I sure missed the boat on a lot of occasions, but I also have to say  
being at [the university] . . . this has been the best professional exper- 
ience in my life, but this has also been the best, other than the birth  
of my children and our relationship and everything and my new family, 
 etc., this has been the absolute best part of my life. 

 

Jim associates positive emotions with learning and growing with colleagues. However, 

within an evangelical discourse of loving others, I see Jim’s potential discourses as 

limited. Further, learning and growing with predominantly White colleagues in a 

conflict-free environment may foster more positive feelings than engaging in complex 

interracial discourses that may cause discomfort or disequilibrium. 

Safety and Silence 

 Safety and silence are interesting to consider within the context of a White 

institution with White discourses. If Whites are practicing surveillance on themselves 

and each other, as well as being watched by the system at large (McWhorter, 2005), it 

is difficult to know how much of what they say is being carefully measured. Within 

any institution, as St. Pierre (2000) points out, discourse determines what is said, not 

said, and who gets to be a subject versus an object. 

 Participants commented on safety in response to the question about their 

comfort levels in participating in a study about race with colleagues. Ruth said it was 

great and fun. She said, “I’ve never felt uneasy or reserved or I felt that I could say 

what I felt, and I felt very respected, and I felt very open, and I felt not judged. And so 

often time we don’t have that kind of opportunity to talk with our colleagues about 

that.” She added her personal feelings to her discussion, saying, “When it’s so 

personally close to your heart, it’s a good therapy to talk about those things outside of 

family with others.” Debbie felt safe during the process but then questioned that, 
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saying, “You know, Gennie, sometimes I think like, do I have something missing in 

me? Do I have a filter missing that tells me it is dangerous?” She added that she would 

not have felt safe everywhere in the university, saying, “I can think of other people in 

the university where I wouldn’t have, I just wouldn’t have, I mean, I don’t think we 

would have gone there.” In contrast, she said, “Our department knows each other well 

and has developed, I believe, a culture of respect and tolerance for each other. I felt 

very comfortable the whole way. I feel comfortable with whatever you want to write 

up.” Debbie readily identified the risks or costs of talking freely in different places 

within the university (Ellsworth, 1994). 

Leanne also felt comfortable and said, “If I hadn’t felt comfortable, I wouldn’t 

have said yes.” She added, though, that  

Sitting around the table, usually there was a bit of silence. And people  
were, ‘I don’t know if I should share this or not.’ And you know for  
me, I tend to compare myself. Maybe we all do to some extent, ‘Okay,  
will my answer be right?’ ‘Will it be what she is looking for?’  

 

Wanting to please the researcher, a colleague whom she knows is committed to issues 

of diversity, is an important consideration in this study. Within academic culture, there 

is also a sense of needing to give the right answer. 

 Anne commented that many of the discussions felt too quiet and safe, which 

fits all of the literature I have cited thus far in this section. About the chalk talk, she 

said,  

I was so excited when you did that because it is so powerful, and I  
was so disappointed in how it turned out. I don’t know if it seemed  
like we didn’t have enough time, but I thought that there was so much  
more that could go in there and it seemed so empty.  

 

Anne added, “I wanted to go further with this, and I wanted to go further with our 

groups. And it feels like perhaps we are just catching up to where I, my team had been 

before or just beginning to catch up in a way.” She added to this critique, “It was just 

thrilling to have time set aside to talk about the subject.”  

 Eric stated that he felt comfortable overall. He said, “I’m kind of past . . . I 

don’t feel as uncomfortable with it anymore.” In the first session, while brainstorming 
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Hopes and Fears, he stated that a fear was that he would be the “jerk” in the study. He 

said, “I don’t know how I would feel if there were actual People of Color in 

attendance. That could have been different.” Then he added, “I don’t know how I 

would have felt about it ten years ago or twenty years ago.”  

 As with all other elements of this study, context matters when it comes to 

safety, including time, place, and who is involved in the conversation. 

Guilt 

 Guilt is a common emotion experienced by Whites when they confront 

previously unexamined issues of Whiteness (Tatum, 1999). I see a connection between 

White guilt and the dysfunctional emotional labor described by Winograd (2005). I 

wonder if Whites feel guilt because they do not feel a sense of injustice or outrage 

about racism because the system seems to be so normal and natural to them. Further, 

perhaps the dysfunctional emotional labor of Whiteness is to feel guilty for racism as 

an individual, while ignoring structural failures that lead to racism. Debbie felt 

ashamed when as a little girl she pointed at an African-American man and was 

shushed by her mother. Debbie’s student challenged her about why she felt guilty for 

being White. In discussing White privilege, Debbie addressed guilt. She said,  

There are doors open to me that would never have been open to my  
African-American or Hispanic counterparts or the Latino counterparts,  
and I speak English fluently, and that changes what is available to me,  
and I am good with language. So there are those pieces. There is a  
White guilt piece. 

 

Ellen described that as a child she looked at the lighter palms of an African-American 

boy that her father had brought to stay at their home for the weekend. She said, “I 

remember feeling really guilty because I was looking at this little guy trying to figure 

out if there was any place else on his body that has the difference of color.” 

 Debbie elaborated about the meaning of being challenged by a student about 

feeling guilty for having White privilege. She said that the discussion with her student 

was pivotal in her own thinking about privilege, that it had jump started her own 

thinking. She said,  
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I think it is perfectly acceptable to carry some guilt for that, especially  
if it becomes action-based guilt that works in actually helping people  
rebound and accepting rebound. You know, if we want to be involved  
in a rebounding process for people of all genders and sexual orientations  
and any discriminated-against group of folks, I think we have to be  
willing to be rebounded ourselves, too. 

 

“Rebound” refers to a concept a colleague in Multicultural Services provided her 

about helping People of Color in life. He asked her, “How many rebounds do you 

have?” Debbie realized that she, as a White person, needed to be rebounded. This 

shows the value of interracial relationships in working for social justice (Raible & 

Irizarry, 2007). Also, Debbie’s sense of agency allowed her to disrupt the discourse 

that says that People of Color need help in order to see that she as a White needed 

help. 

Cultural Missteps 

 I coined the phrase cultural missteps to refer to times that participants did or 

said things that may have been offensive to People of Color. This connects to the 

broader Whiteness discourse in that Whites are not particularly in tune with racial 

issues (Owen, 2007). 

 In the category “authority,” I already included Eric’s cultural misstep in an 

assumption he made about an engineering student. He also talked about a 

misunderstanding he had with a Latina at a swimming pool in his hometown. Jim 

talked about how he inappropriately used evangelical language in a non-evangelical 

setting. He said that he was talking with an African American woman at a conference, 

and he said, “I remember at one point she had said something, and we were just kind 

of supporting one another in the conversation, etc., and I, when I left the meeting, I 

just said, ‘Blessings to you, Sister.’ And then I thought, ‘Oh, crap.’” Anne reflected on 

her 20-year journey in anti-bias education and talked about how she continues to make 

mistakes. She said, “Most of them I don’t even know I’m making, but it drives me 

crazy when I make a dumb mistake that I knew better than to do . . . and I hate it 

because I hate hurting people.” She described a time when her church hosted students 
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from various Asian countries over Winter Break. She wanted to communicate with a 

student, and she thought she remembered that the student was from Japan. She said,  

So I went like a show-off child, planted myself in front of this student,  
and said, ‘Ohio gozaimasu,’ which I think is hello in Japanese, some- 
thing similar to that. I know it’s not right, but I wanted feedback, and  
she looked at me, and I repeated it, and she looked at me, and finally  
the host who she was staying with said, ‘Oh, oh, oh, oh, you’re thinking  
about talking to [student name]. She’s from Japan,’ and I’m going, ‘I  
did it. I even specifically thought about not doing it. I thought ahead about  
not doing it.’ And I still feel horrible. I don’t forgive myself. 

 

The emotional discourse associated with cultural missteps seems to be common 

among Whites and dysfunctional, and the guilt and need for forgiveness fit within 

evangelical discourse. 

Child-Centered Teaching 

 Child-centered teaching is another category that came from an individual’s 

contributions, but it is not a term widely used in Whiteness literature. However, it, too, 

has some possible implications in that it may promote an individual look at racial 

issues, as well as colorblindness. As this section will illustrate, the issues are complex 

and difficult to pull apart, particularly when examining the discourse of “female 

teacher.” Walkerdine (1992) states, “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, and impossible 

fiction” (p. 16). 

Anne made the sole contributions to this category, as she made connections 

between her PK-12 teaching, in which she took a child-centered approach, and MAT 

teaching. She said,  

You have to start where you are and especially as an educator, the  
group of students you are given, and especially working with young  
children at the cognitive development where they are, they need to have 
experiences and build on that experience to make their knowledge . . .  

 

Relating this to diversity, she said, “You need to acknowledge, define, and help 

everyone feel good about who they are, and while you are doing that, it is multitasking 
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because the other students are learning about differences.” She applied this to MAT 

teaching, as well, stating,  

I’m getting used to who those students are and who those families  
are, I’m affirming who they are. We are getting to know who each  
other is, too, and then we learn about each other’s differences, each  
other’s racial, cultural, any ways that we are diverse, old, young, short,  
tall. We learn about, we learn to respect that within a safe environment. 
 

As a frequent teacher of diversity courses, I can see how on one hand, students 

need to feel safe and comfortable in order to participate in these kinds of discussions. 

Even the protocols I used during focus group discussions were created to help 

participants feel safe (McDonald, Mohr, Dichter & McDonald, 2003). However, I also 

know that giving equal voices, even to openly racist students, can reinforce oppressive 

dynamics (Ellsworth, 1994).  

Anne complicated this child-centered notion by adding, that colorblindness is 

not okay. She said,  

I want to say that there is diversity that needs to be affirmed no matter  
where you are, and the colorblind thing drives me crazy and at church  
is what I often run into. Songs that are sung and people talking about it  
doesn’t matter what color your skin is. It does matter how I am different  
from you because that is who I am, and I want you to know who I am.  
And I want you to value who I am. And if you tell me who I am isn’t 
important, that’s not okay. But I think we need to not wait for that 
development to happen, but talk about the dangers.  

 

Anne implies here that racial (and other) issues need to be dealt with proactively in the 

classroom and that colorblind and child-centered discourses may be limited.  

Wrestling and Wondering 

 As evidenced in the previous categories, participants often wrestled and 

wondered about racial issues and experiences. This is consistent with Whiteness as 

invisible (Owen, 2007). If you cannot see it, answers will not be readily available. 

This happened so frequently throughout focus groups and interviews that I labeled it a 

category in my mapping. I will not repeat stories in this section, but I will provide two 

more illustrations. Ellen was particularly curious about race as a child and wondered 
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about it even then. She described her upbringing in a predominantly White town and 

said,  

My first encounters with something outside of that was with my dad  
bringing home kids that he worked with in North Portland who were  
African-American kids, and just a real curiosity about differences,  
and usually beginning with physical differences.  

 

Ellen’s interest in racial differences continued in school. She said, “I just, for some 

reason, was very interested in anybody who was different, and again it began with the 

physical differences, but it quickly became, well, what more is there?” Ellen explored 

these feelings and her own culture. She said,  

Are there cultural differences, language differences, just the cognizance  
about there are different ways we do things in different cultures and,  
well, how do you do things and why do you do those things? And  
then questioning self: well, why do we do what we do? 

 

 Ellen tutored Cambodian children at an elementary school when she was a 

high school student. This proved to be a pivotal moment in learning about lived 

experiences and emotions. She said of her time with the children,  

At that time, you know, they were labeled the Boat Children, and I  
didn’t really understand too much of the historical significance or  
what was happening, but I remember an incident where I was teaching  
them really basic words, cat, mat, sat, and we got to rat, and to me  
they were all benign words. They were rhyming words, simple words,  
and we got to rat, and this little girl stood up and started hitting me,  
just screaming, yelling, both fists flying, hitting me, and I realized the  
power of experience and words to bring back very vivid experiences.  

 

Ellen made a connection at that time to the world at large, thinking, “Wow, different 

life experience builds different life systems, different views of looking at things that 

one person would think is a common word and something else.” This was a powerful, 

emotional event that likely contributed to Ellen’s ongoing identity transformation 

regarding racial issues (Zembylas, 2003). Zembylas (2003) states, “identity 

transformation occurs when the emotional salience or power of one’s experiences 

changes” (p. 229). 

 



  
98

Political/Economic Elements 

 I placed several elements in this category, because of how closely they are 

related. These elements are the university, academia, conservative politics, evangelical 

theology, and gender. Because a university is by nature part of academia and because 

there are links among evangelical theology, conservative politics, and gender, many of 

the participants’ contributions could have fit a number of labels in this section. All of 

these elements fit within Whiteness as a structuring property of all social institutions 

that serve “as a set of deep presuppositions that underlie the functioning of the 

economic, political, legal, and other systems” (Owen, 2007, p. 212). 

University 

 Universities are social systems and “Whiteness defines the normal functioning 

of modern social systems” (Owen, 2007, p. 208), and discourses and emotions are 

directly linked to Whiteness in institutions (Zembylas, 2003; Ellsworth, 1994).  

 Eric pondered his role as a White teacher educator devoted to doing justice. He 

said, “And doing that within a White context will involve working on incidences like 

this [course] evaluation and admissions and all the other things. How do we do that?” 

He added, “I don’t know. I’m not sure. I’m not sure. I think it’s, um. I’m not sure 

whether to just keep changing me. Keep changing to try to change the context.” 

McWhorter (2005) would say that racism is about systems not individuals and that 

“structures of Whiteness will need to be unmasked, challenged, disrupted, and 

dismantled” (p. 218). However, White-as-norm discourses say otherwise. 

 Debbie participated in a university-wide committee during the academic year 

of this research, and she said that it “made me question my own sense of courage and 

my own sense integrity.” She could not discuss specific elements about the committee 

work, but she said that overall,  

I think I could say that it gave me great insight into how many broken  
places really exist in my university. And I love our university. I really  
do. I have loved working here. I love the people I work with. That  
committee exposed me to a broader range of folks that all serve the  
same common goal, and it let me know that issues of gender and race  
are annoying to many people, and I hadn’t anticipated that within the  
Quaker context, although now many people would say to me, ‘How  
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Quaker is your Quaker college?’ and I think that is an interesting  
question, too. 

 

Debbie went on to discuss the experience in terms of a system, saying about her 

decision to go to a multicultural church, “And so I went thinking I am frustrated with 

the system. I need to get a rebound, and I came away thinking, no, I am frustrated with 

the system, and I need a group of people to rebound me.” Debbie negotiated these 

discourses and found a place to reinvent her praxis. 

 Leanne implied that the university-at-large may not be a safe place to discuss 

racial issues. She said that she felt comfortable in the focus groups, stating, “I think 

that we have such a unique department, and certainly the people who chose to 

participate in the study chose, I’m assuming, because they have an interest in the topic 

or a passion or desire to learn more.” As a result, she felt it was a safe place, and she 

said that “even within [the broader] MAT [department] I feel like it would be a safe 

place to have some of these discussions.” Then she added, “As I learned more about 

the broader university here . . .” Leanne stopped talking at this point, censoring and 

practicing surveillance on herself (McWhorter, 2005). 

Academia 

 Academia can be called a culture unto its own. As a social structure in our 

society, it is defined by Whiteness (Owen, 2007; Maher & Tetreault, 1997). 

 Anne identified the world of academics as a game. When asked if she felt 

comfortable being part of the study, she replied, “Well, I’m learning how to play the 

game, you know, the academic game . . . However, in one way it’s an academic game, 

doing it right.” The game is part of the system. 

 Ellen expressed a sense of vulnerability in self-disclosing within the academic 

culture and a need to have it all together or to be seen as having it all together. She 

said, about her interest in racial issues,  

So I am always fascinated and always left with way more questions,  
and sometimes knowledge is scary because it points out ignorance,  
and ignorance is embarrassing, and you know, for people who are  
educated and who are the professor in the situation, you know, we  
like to be knowledgeable and understanding, and you know, it is  
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embarrassing to find yourself in a situation where you think, ‘Oh my  
gosh, where did that thinking come from?’  
 

Despite these fears, she said, “I think these conversations are good conversations that 

we need to have, and so I think it has been a profitable thing for everybody to do 

despite the risks and fears, so I think we need to have more of this.” Fear is an emotion 

that would be worthy of studying within the context of an institution (Zembylas, 

2003). As St. Pierre (2000) states, “discipline blocks relations of power in that it 

objectifies and fixes people under its gaze and does not allow them to circulate in 

unpredictable ways” (p. 491). It is unpredictable for an academic to speak out against 

the norms of gentlemanly virtue (Thompson, 2004). 

Ellen referred to some of the elements of the gentleman’s agreement discussed 

by Thompson (2004). She said,  

In the educational environment, the values, having it all together,  
having the right answer and the perfect answer, and we oftentimes  
don’t know how to handle it, and we come out with something that is  
different from the rest or that we are going to say all that for the first  
time and have to really examine, now how do I, not only deal with my- 
self and who I am and how I believe, but others who I care about? How  
do I handle their perception of who I am based on that and what are  
my expectations of others and is there a safe environment to work this  
out?  

 

Not knowing and the messiness of figuring it out are not valued in academia. 

 Eric talked extensively about academic issues: university course evaluations, 

his identity as a teacher educator, and White privilege in academia. During the time of 

the study, the university was piloting and receiving faculty feedback about new course 

evaluations. Outside of this study, he and I talked about the evaluations and how they 

might be biased against women, non-native English speakers, and others who do not 

fit the academic norm. This is an example of how Whiteness provides cognitive and 

evaluative frameworks around the norm (Owen, 2007). In order to present concerns 

about the course evaluation, Eric said he would tell the person in charge that it “may 

lack construct validity. Our construct is good teaching, and by limiting what that looks 

like, we are going to get false negatives. You know what I’m saying?” I replied, “You 
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need to speak the language people will hear,” and he said, “Yeah, I mean, you know, 

ultimately. Because ultimately that is what it is.” He went on to examine this within 

the context of White privilege. He said, “There are places where you are going to get 

listened to . . . There are places where you will get listened to later on, if you can get it 

on hold.” He added,  

But in a faculty meeting . . . see that’s part of the whole White context  
thing, is that in the faculty meeting there is going to be a certain status  
thing going on, even to the point like if I try to pull some of that stat  
language it is going to sound better, because that is a privileged thing.  

 

According to Owen (2007), Whiteness “shapes actions, social practices and 

dispositions, and thus constitutes a part of that ‘know how’ or practical knowledge that 

competent social actors possess” (p. 205). Eric explored ways of being a competent 

social actor—and a change agent—in academia. 

 Eric further went on to explore his identity within an academic context. He 

said he related to concerns about the course evaluation “because I don’t always fit the 

image of teacher. Now I do as Physics teacher. I don’t as a teacher educator.” He 

explained, “Because I’m supposed to wear a denim jumper. Or I’m supposed to be 

more like Jim or Ben. You know what I mean?” He wrestled with competing 

discourses about teacher identity within different academic disciplines (Winograd, 

2005). 

 Debbie discussed the implications of working in a White academic institution. 

She said that she began attending a multicultural church with her husband  

because we feel impoverished, linguistically and spiritually and intel- 
lectually [within a White system]. In a way, I believe that to be a White  
teacher in a White context, if we are not actively working towards  
change, then I think it may be intellectually dishonest. 

 

In connecting to the wider institution, she said,  

Because if I tell you that, if I tell you that I believe in learning and that  
I believe in searching for broader and ever-widening understandings,  
then to continue in a completely White context means that I am not real  
serious about that search. In the same way in which, if we look at a  
university . . . I am going to get off on a soapbox, and I’m sorry. 
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Debbie began to find a fissure in the dominant discourse of Whiteness and 

found/developed a new discourse, but she disciplined herself for saying it. 

Conservative Politics 

 Conservative politics were addressed by one participant in reference to the 

university. It was such a strong statement about the topic that I put it in its own 

category. Debbie stated,  

But if we look at a university that is a Christian university, and we look  
at it, and we say everyone must attend to certain belief systems, and, in  
the evangelical world, they tend towards conservative belief systems,  
then I don’t think we are being particularly intellectually honest. Because  
if we really want to know who God is in the world at large, then we have  
to open the gates and go out through them and start saying, ‘Where else  
would we find Jesus in the midst of all this?’ It is not in a confined place of 
thinking or believing or voting. I’m sorry. 

 

The conservative discourse is an authoritative discourse at the institution. Debbie’s 

apology speaks to the risk and cost of self-disclosure (Ellsworth, 1994). 

Evangelical Theology 

 Participants referred to evangelical belief systems in various ways, always 

unsolicited by me. Ellen said,  

Interesting to think that, this is totally random off the top of my head,  
but thinking about, you know, religion, and so oftentimes in light of  
an orthodox church ‘other’ is seen as, they wouldn’t say less than, but  
needy, maybe is the word for it, so we go to minister to those ‘other’  
people that don’t quite have the privilege we have. 

 

It is interesting to consider Ellen’s statement in light of St. Pierre (2000), who wrote, 

“the rules of discourse allow certain people to be subjects of statements and others to 

be objects. Who gets to speak? Who is spoken?” (p. 485). The “other” is spoken in 

evangelical discourse. 

In looking at White privilege, Debbie linked it to sexism she faces, saying, “It 

means a certain level of privilege. Because I am gender deficient, and in my culture, in 

the evangelical world, female is gender deficient because that is true. There is an 

understanding on some level of what it must be, but not, you know, I belong to the 
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privileged class.” Debbie went on to describe privileges that she has, illustrating the 

complexity of intersecting oppression and privilege (Ellsworth, 1994). 

 Debbie also described two race-related events in her life in terms of 

evangelical theology. First, she talked about how her father was a “good evangelical” 

and did not protest the Vietnam War. He was also a supporter of the Civil Rights 

Movement and yet he did not want his daughter dating an African-American. He said, 

“Babe, I know that there is nothing wrong before God with interracial couples, but you 

would be working so uphill all the days of your life, that I don’t know if I could bear 

to watch it.” Debbie added,  

This was the same man who immediately, the second it was on film  
and available, was showing Guess Who’s Coming to Dinner? to his  
high school classes. You could tell that intellectually he was in one place  
and emotionally he was in another and that his heart had not caught up to  
his head. 

 

Zembylas (2003) describes the disconnect between emotions and larger social 

systems. Debbie’s father felt particular emotions regarding justice and equity, and his 

actions were limited by norms and rules. 

Debbie also described going to a Baptist college and what that experience was 

like in terms of race. She said,  

The Whites were with the Whites, and the Hispanics were with the  
Hispanics, and the foreigners were with the foreigners. I don’t think  
we allowed Black students. I’m sure they allowed them because we got  
federal money, but I don’t remember African-Americans being there at  
all. But I do remember it was a very hierarchal life and as a woman I  
certainly knew that. 

 

Religious institutions are not immune from being structured around Whiteness (Owen, 

2007). 

Gender 

 Gender issues were discussed quite a bit in the study, again, without there 

being specific questions by me on the topic.  
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 Debbie brought up gender in relation to her experience attending an 

evangelical college and then related these experiences to her present life. Of her 

college experience, she said,  

I learned that there were certain ways of speaking that would always  
be honored and respected and would further the conversation. I learned  
that those ways often required that I put on a certain nice lady outfit,  
not physically but mentally, and engaged in verbiage that other people  
could hear. 

 

Relating this to her life today, she said, “And I am going to be [age] in two months, 

and I continue to struggle with whether or not that kind of verbiage is a violation of 

who I am or whether or not it simply is a bridge that allows people to cross over and 

take a peek at something else.” Debbie wrestles with her identity within the context of 

evangelical life. She faces “socio-ideological contradictions” (Winograd, 2005, p. 233) 

as she confronts competing discourses.  

She went on to provide a different metaphor for experience at the Baptist 

college, saying,  

Years later, I would come in contact with a middle school kid who  
was doing a study on a brank, and I never heard of it, of course, but  
they used to put an iron cage over a woman’s head with a piece that  
went into her mouth that kept her tongue down. In Middle Ages homes  
they were actually, there were branking posts next to the fireplace so a  
husband could call the sheriff and have his wife branked to keep her in  
line, and I often thought that so much of what I learned in that place  
was teaching one how to wear the brank gracefully. As a student, that  
is what I learned. Oh, joy.  

 

 Jim addressed gender issues several times. He talked about how because of the 

university’s history, it is difficult to bring faculty and students from “different races or 

cultures or ethnicities” to campus. He related this to women at the university, saying,  

when I first came to [the university], women, you found very, very,  
very, very few women who were professors on campus. And Sarah  
Quinlan was one of those very few professors on this campus . . . and  
Joan Peabody was, too . . . but there were very few of them, and in  
talking with Sarah about that, she said, ‘The Quakers typically have,  
it has been male dominated.’ 
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Jim reflected on that saying that it “seems so odd to me because of the philosophical 

basis the Quakers come from, and that is that they are a very equal opportunity kind of 

thing, and it was not happening here. So the irony was just kind of, did they shelve 

that or, you know, what’s?” Then, Jim addressed the complexity of gender issues at 

the university, talking about how the MAT department has more females than males. 

Jim also addressed his own growing awareness about gender issues and how he is 

growing in his sensitivity. He described a situation in which an administrative assistant 

came by his office, and he said to her, “How are you doing sweetie? What’s up?” He 

commented,  

And that’s the way I talk to my grandchildren. I thought about that  
after she popped her head in, and I thought immediately that I should  
never have said that. Because that was really inappropriate. And so I 
immediately got a hold of her [and apologized].  

 

In examining Quaker theology versus Quaker practice, context matters (Feder, 2007). 

Jim illustrates ambiguity in navigating gender discourses (Hartigan, 2000), as well as 

the complex issue of being both oppressor and oppressed (Ellsworth, 1994). 

Major Issues/Debates (Usually Contested) 

 Race is a major issue in our time, and partly because it is mostly covert instead 

of overt, it is a contested topic (Owen, 2007). Some people do not believe that racism 

still exists (Tatum, 1999). In the first focus group, participants created a chalk talk 

about race, and in the interviews, they were asked to define race. Out of all of the 

interview questions, this question led to by far the shortest answers and the most 

comments such as, “I don’t know.” This could link to the notion of being a “Good 

White,” which I previously unpacked. It could also be attributed to Whiteness being 

the norm and therefore invisible to Whites (Owen, 2007). How do you talk about 

something you do not see? 

 Melissa and Jim gave brief statements. Melissa said, “I guess this is more kind 

of just a book answer, but I think of race as a group of people put together, oh, not 

necessarily based on ethnicity, but certain characteristics.” Jim first acknowledged the 

difficulty of defining race and then said,  

I automatically think of color, but I still think that when I talk about  
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race, it’s not just color. It also has to do with, and even though you  
may want to say it has to do with culture, etc., but it has to do with  
the culture background, like your values and beliefs . . . I think, too,  
it also has to do with who you surround yourself with. Or who you  
choose to be surrounding yourself with and where your comfort level  
is, I think, a lot of times. 

 

 Ruth and Anne expressed the difficulty of finding the language to express their 

thoughts about race. Anne said, “The definition of race is so well given in the book. I 

mean the idea of, and I can’t say it right yet. I haven’t had a chance to speak it enough. 

But the idea of pushing down someone else, that whole idea.” Ruth said,  

That one has kind of been a tough one . . . I really don’t define it as a  
system, you know, like they talked about or advantage based on race.  
I just think it’s not being open. Well, I think a person is very judgmental  
about another person, and to me that is kind of an overriding definition  
of racism, and it doesn’t have to really be ethnicity, it can just be judg- 
mental and really not being open to differences.  

 

Ruth added, “I’m not sure I have that one down yet in words. I guess at one time I 

would have thought it would be in terms of color, but I don’t know.” The discourses 

available to Whites with regards to race are limited, and within academia, it can be 

seen as impolite to even talk about it (Thompson, 2004). 

 Eric related his answer to a show he had just heard on National Public Radio 

about the history of race in the United States. He said, “I heard a show on the radio 

that was basically talking about how Greeks, Irish, and Italians, how did they become 

White? Well now, how are the Latinos going to become White?” Eric talked about his 

definition of race based on these ideas, saying,  

So that White really, it’s not a skin color concept. It is more of a, are  
you in the mainstream power block or are you out? Anyway, so that  
made a major light bulb go on for me in a lot of ways, that Whiteness  
is more about your positioning and it is a way of looking at your  
positioning in society. 

 

McWhorter (2005) asserts that Whites must understand the genealogy of race, which 

is something the radio show helped Eric begin to do. 
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Implicated Silent Actors/Actants 

 People of Color are the silent, yet implicated, actors in this research because 

the ultimate focus of this research was in helping teacher educators be better prepared 

to help their MAT students meet the needs of all learners in the PK-12 classroom. 

Further, this project zeroes in on White racial identity development, not racial identity 

development in general. Participants pondered relationships with Colleagues of Color 

at the university, as well as Students of Color in the PK-12 system. On one hand, 

Tatum (1999) explains that having all-White groups discuss Whiteness and racism can 

be a good thing, as opposed to talking with People of Color and “reopen[ing] that 

person’s wounds” (p. 111). On the other hand, the fact that People of Color are silent 

actors is troubling and consistent with research about the danger of Whiteness research 

in putting the focus back on Whites (Maher & Tetreault, 1997). Other researchers 

maintain that a coalition of People of Color and Whites is necessary for change 

(Raible & Irizarry, 2007; Bell, 1997; Ellsworth, 1994). Discourse also determines who 

gets to speak and who gets spoken (St. Pierre, 2000). In this research study, People of 

Color were spoken. 

 Jim described his relationship with an African-American colleague. He said, 

regarding White people’s general discomfort with People of Color, saying,  

I don’t know what people feel uncomfortable with, and I feel like  
when I’m with John, I mean he is such a great guy to hang out with.  
And I always call him brother, not because he is African-American,  
but because he is my Christian brother. I also feel like I am missing  
an opportunity, too, as a White man not connecting more with him,  
that I am not doing that. And I don’t think it is because I am trying to  
shy away from him. It is just the busyness of life, but then I wonder. 

 

 Melissa discussed how her learning in this area has caused her to think about 

her recent experience teaching PK-12 students. Her learning began in graduate courses 

the spring and summer prior to this study. She said that this is when she began 

considering what it means to be a White educator. She said,  

I wondered if these two perspectives, my perspective of being a White 
educator and their perception of me being a White educator aligned at all.  
And so I started asking these questions, and in asking these questions, I  
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really started becoming uncomfortable with certain practices that either 
supported or singled out racial or ethnic groups within the school setting, 
within the school district. 

 

During the spring, she was teaching 37 children in a bilingual classroom, and she said 

it was the most diverse group of students she had ever taught. She said, “There were 

some curriculum practices, maybe just things that I would normally take for granted, 

that I really started questioning. Did this single out specific races? Did this separate 

kids? Did this change our perspectives about each other?” Melissa began questioning 

the system. 

 Eric described a situation in his community regarding People of Color and a 

systemic issue in his town. He said,  

But noticing that on the side of the high school where all the White  
middle class people live, the street has a twenty mile per hour speed  
limit and really nice sidewalk and stuff. Then on the other side, where  
the Hispanics live, they used to have to cross a 45 mile per hour highway  
with no lights in the dark until someone got killed. I mean, a woman  
and her daughter were killed going to parent conferences at the high  
school, and so then they put in a divider and a crosswalk and lights  
and blinking and slow down, and they really need a bridge, but that’s  
a big thing. 

 

In analyzing the situation, Eric said,  

But the idea that was likely, in my mind, realizing that that might  
have been overlooked largely because those people weren’t bugging  
the state highway department to do something because they aren’t in  
a position to bug them? You know what I mean? 

 

In this case, Whiteness as a structuring property led to violence against People of 

Color in Eric’s community (Owen, 2007). 

Individual Human Elements/Actors 

 The words, thoughts, and experiences of MAT faculty members were the 

primary data source. It is important to note here that what is said or not said depends 

upon the assessment of risk as determined by the speaker (Ellsworth, 1994). As the 

researcher, I had an active role in the process as I interpreted data and even in how I 

designed the research and facilitated the focus groups and interviews (Clarke, 2005). 
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Participants’ family members and friends played significant roles, as various race-

related incidents with them were recalled. Participants sometimes referred back to 

themselves in previous roles as PK-12 teachers, which for some may have been the 

last time they taught diverse groups of students. 

 Many participants recalled early encounters with People of Color and how 

their White family members spoke about People of Color. Raible and Irizarry (2007) 

comment that our narratives are created in conjunction with others’ narratives, such as 

those of family members. Leanne discussed “having friendships with People of Color 

and other economic levels.” She said she was troubled even in her youth by comments 

of family members about “those people.” She said,  

growing up in my home I heard a lot of, from one particular family  
and one particular side of the family, I heard a lot of ‘those people,’  
usually referred to Mexicans . . . And even as a kid, I remember  
wondering why the term, “those people” bothered me.  

 

Ruth talked about friendships she had with People of Color from elementary school 

through college. She, too, heard racial comments from family members. She said,  

My father was in the Navy, and I do remember him telling stories about  
being with Black men . . . I remember him telling many stories, that he  
worked in the ship, and he was really . . . It was almost stories like the  
Black men would steal, and you had to make sure that all of your belong- 
ings were secure, and I never heard him speak of other White men on  
the ship. 

 

Debbie recalled that her mother was “mortified” when she called an African-American 

man “chocolate.” Ruth talked about her father, who had been overtly rude towards her 

African-American son-in-law, saying how she sees her grandchildren on her father’s 

lap and sees him “loving them and kissing them and showing them every bit of 

affection and care as he does all of his other grandchildren, and yet at one time I don’t 

even know that he believed he could feel the way he feels now.” 

Collective Human Elements/Actors 

 Participants frequently referred to their MAT students and PK-12 students in a 

collective way. 
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 Participants addressed that MAT students come into the program with their 

own biases and assumptions. Jim said that in conversations with students he in some 

cases feels “very offended by the kinds of things that they say with regards to other 

cultures.” Ellen addressed how MAT students sometimes come into the program “with 

the mindset of, ‘I need to know this, this, and this to be a good teacher,’ and not, ‘I 

need to understand a lifetime of listening and learning about people.’ And so they 

don’t necessarily want to hear that message.” She added, “So that is, you know, that is 

where I keep coming back to, ‘You’ve got to know who your students are,’ and we 

have to begin to question some of the deeply embedded ideas and assumptions.” She 

said this process involves disequilibrium and discomfort. Eric discussed how MAT 

students’ assumptions can lead to low course evaluations for Faculty of Color. 

Leanne described two major incidents in which she questioned students’ ability 

to teach in a diverse environment and her own ability to question their assumptions. 

Both happened with White MAT students who made statements in front of the entire 

MAT class. Leanne said of the first incident,  

He talked about what a challenging week it had been, and then he  
said, ‘But I wouldn’t have the struggles that I’m having if I were in  
a middle class White school. I wouldn’t have these struggles, and I  
wouldn’t be tested the way I’m being tested.’ And I kind of looked  
around the room and a couple of students, you know, kind of looked  
at him funny. No one said anything, and we continued to finish up. 

 

Leanne later commented to this student and the entire group, “I really don’t think you 

are going to have. . . You’re going to have struggles. You’re going to be tested 

whether you were in an all-Caucasian, upper middle class school or not.” She said, 

“So I didn’t want to put him on the spot, but I just thought, ‘Boy, if that’s what he 

thinks . . .’”  

Leanne described the other student’s comment at a different time in class, 

saying,  

It was about job fair time, and people were talking about students  
who spoke fluid Spanish were getting job offers. And this student  
said, ‘Well, you know, we still live in America where English is our  
national language. And I hope there are still some jobs available for  
those of us who speak only English.’ And I thought about that several  
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times and wondered. I think I just said, ‘There will be jobs,’ you know.  
A safe answer. 

 

Ellsworth (1994) recognizes the limits of so-called democratic dialogue and how it can 

exacerbate oppression in the classroom. 

 Eric talked about a Masters in Education student he was working with on an 

action research project. She was researching how to better meet the needs of English 

Language Learners in her school. She began to see racism in her colleagues and in 

herself. Further, Eric said,  

She was having just this real crisis of, ‘I need to change my critical  
question, and I’m really unsure about how to even share this now  
because it’s not going to be the answers anyone wants to hear anymore.  
It isn’t going to be about the students and the families. It is going to be  
more about how we have been, how we are putting up the barriers. . .  
It’s our fault.’ 

 

His student was at a critical point of agency, in which she was wrestling with multiple 

discourses. Would she take on—and act on—another discourse about English 

language learners in her school? 

Temporal Elements 

 I identified several temporal elements in the research. The research protocol 

began in August and ended in January. During the time of the study, the university 

was considering new course evaluations, which became a topic on one interview. 

Several participants were involved with university committees. Most participants 

placed participation in the study as part of a life journey. Melissa said, “I don’t know 

if my perspective has really changed . . . but I will say that this had kind of added to a 

fire of something that started in my spring and summer semester.” Eric referred to the 

2008 presidential primaries in relation to the research. He said, “You know and even 

this idea that like maybe Barack Obama isn’t black enough. You know he’s too White. 

Well, that is not about his skin color or anything. It’s more about his position.” He 

added, “If Senator Clinton gets nominated now, there is just going to be a ton of boils 

getting lanced and all the poison is going to come out.” Whiteness research needs to 
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be examined locally and in a broader context (Twine & Gallagher, 2008), as current 

events—local, national, and global—influence discourses. 

Sociocultural/Symbolic Elements 

 I determined that the discourses of race, religion, gender, and Whiteness/White 

culture were major sociocultural/symbolic elements at play. Race and Whiteness were 

designated areas of interest up front and elements that were explicitly addressed in the 

research protocol. Religion and gender came out of the transcripts as major themes 

brought up by the participants themselves with no prompting by the researcher. 

Spatial Elements 

 My research occurred in the Pacific Northwest at five sites of a Christian 

university. Context matters in Whiteness research, as it is necessary to examine “the 

nuanced and locally specific ways in which Whiteness as a form of power is defined, 

deployed, performed, policed, and reinvented” (Twine & Gallagher, 2008, p. 12). 

Related Discourses (Historical, Narrative, and/or Visual) 

 The history of the United States includes racism and sexism as prominent 

themes. Further, religion and politics have been intertwined in this country since its 

inception (Adams & Sanders, 2003). 

Key Events in Situation 

 Reading the Tatum (1999) text, the focus group conversations, and the 

personal interviews were key events in this research. I also determined that 

participants’ prior life experiences and learning—and the discourses they use to 

interpret them—were key events, as they often drew from these experiences and 

critical incidents.  

Other Key Element  

 I share this final category last because it ties well with the research questions 

that I will outline in summary of this chapter. Praxis emerged as a major theme and 

discussion point in this research, so I have labeled it as the Other Key Element in the 

study. I specifically asked participants about their praxis, and I think they had a 

tendency to be praxis-focused, which makes sense considering that they are teacher 
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educators. Praxis was addressed both in context of personal lives and professional 

lives. 

Debbie discussed how she began attending a new church as a result of 

frustration with the system. As part of her committee work, she asked a Latino man  

how best could we make our university a more multicultural setting,  
and he said without stopping for a second, he said, ‘You are going to  
have to leave your churches.’ He said, ‘You can’t expect us to inte- 
grate yours. You are to have to leave your churches, because we don’t  
send our children to schools that come to us once a year. We send our  
children to the people who kneel next to us on Sunday morning.’  

 

Debbie said,  

I found that really, really powerful. And because we are currently  
churchless, or unconnected, going every Sunday, but not yet members 
anywhere right now, I checked with both the seminary and with our  
multicultural liaison with the university and asked where they would  
send me, and they both named the same African-American church in  
North Portland, so we have attended there for a couple of months, and  
that has been fascinating and powerful. 

 

Confronted with discourses of race and institutions, Debbie began to think, speak, and 

live race differently (McWhorter, 2005).  

 Four participants reported ways they were incorporating their understanding of 

racial issues in their praxis as MAT faculty. Leanne talked about how her praxis with 

MAT students may be changing. She said,  

I think it will be something that I will continually question, at least I  
hope . . . It has certainly increased my awareness of race and racism  
and identity, racial identity what my students who are White and  
what my students who aren’t White bring in terms of racial identity.  

 

She said, “I think I might be able to ask better questions . . . in student teaching when 

they come and they bring questions about Students of Color or students of different 

economic status.” Melissa discussed how she has incorporated her growing awareness 

in looking at how students prepare work samples and in her lesson planning in general. 

She said,  
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I sat down with Leanne. She and I were pulling things in and out of  
those work samples, things that I had completely overlooked, but they  
are inclusive language as it pertained to the student and sometimes  
meanings that were implied through the use of the language. Maybe  
they were racial comments. Maybe they were just characteristic com- 
ments that you would normally overlook as a White educator, but  
when you really try to step into the shoes of that student, would there  
be a different way to portray that? 

 

 Ruth and Eric both used the Tatum (1999) text in conversations with students. 

Ruth said,  

I had the book out last night and ended up giving it to [a student] and  
said, ‘You know, this might be something that might be helpful, and  
you may want to share it.’ Because I think that it’s a rich book. I really  
like it, and it’s done in a very readable way, too. 

 

Eric said that the book helped him frame the issues his M.Ed student was facing in her 

research about English language learners. He said, “I’m not sure I would have had a 

picture of White racial development at all without that, so I referred her to the book.” 

 Anne reported that her praxis did not change, and she said, “I feel bad about 

saying that. . . . because it was a welcome opportunity to talk about where we are and 

what is happening now.” Anne went on to say of the study, “I was already thinking 

about these things . . . because of our team, because of our conceptual framework, 

promoting justice, because of some of the awesome members in our team who remind 

us, continually remind us of that.” Anne went on to name five MAT department 

members and said, “Those are the people who I would want to be stuck in an elevator 

with talking about praxis and diversity. So I think it is already happening, and this 

wasn’t a conduit for change.” As Ellsworth’s (1994) work illustrates, change does not 

occur as the result of the intervention of a transformative intellectual/researcher. Anne 

had been involved in anti-bias curriculum for twenty years, and “these movements had 

not necessarily relied on intellectuals-teachers to interpret their goals and programs to 

themselves or to others” (p. 312). 

 Debbie talked about how this study and the university committee in which she 

was involved, affected her identity and discourse. She said,  
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Yeah, it [praxis] changed. How can it not change the self who teaches?  
How can these conversations and the experience on the [university  
committee] and the visiting for two months at that [multicultural]  
church, how can that not affect the discourse? They are all discourses  
that are acting upon the self who teaches. 

 

Debbie has carved a new identity out of conundrums related to issues of institutions, 

Whiteness, and sexism (Winograd, 2005). She was educated in a place of authoritative 

evangelical discourses and moved to a discourse where “different statements are 

possible” (Ellsworth, 1994, p. 503). As St. Pierre writes, referring to the work of 

Butler (1995), “What enables those tiny explosions of self that refuse to repeat the 

same ‘I?’” (p. 504). 

Final Analysis of Research Questions 

 Research Question #1, What stories do Christian teacher educators tell about 

their own White racial identity development?, was thoroughly addressed in the 

Ordered/Working map. Numerous discursive elements were mapped and illustrated. I 

analyzed these strategies in this chapter and placed them in context of related 

literature. Those categories included people, discourses, places, and events. Research 

Question #2, Is there an impact of studying White racial identity development on the 

praxis of Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways?, was more complex to 

address. As mentioned in Chapter Two, participants had varied responses and yet all 

referred to praxis throughout focus groups and interviews. My overall conclusion 

about this question is this: it was not the right question. Praxis emerged as a large 

theme in the situational analysis: participants referred to praxis quite frequently across 

categories when sharing in focus groups and interviews. My question, particularly in 

its reference to syllabi and course activities, did not allow for discussing how their 

praxis-at-large, personal and professional, was influenced (if at all) by the study. A 

more appropriate question in this case might have been: How do you see your praxis 

(personal and professional) as it relates to White racial identity development? The 

question that I used reflects a critical pedagogy approach to research, one in which the 

only result can be to agree with the researcher (Ellsworth, 1994). The latter reflects a 

poststructural perspective and the acknowledgement that people on journeys in the 
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area of social justice, as all of my participants claimed to be, have never “relied on 

intellectuals/teachers to interpret their goals and programs to themselves or to others” 

(Ellsworth, 1994, p. 312). This discovery had led me to re-think research and teacher 

education pedagogy, as I will discuss in the final chapter. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: CONCLUSION 

This research began with a critical pedagogy lens and ended within an 

emerging poststructural framework.  Because of this theoretical shift, the experience 

of research was a crisis of learning for me, which Ellsworth (2005) describes as  

that moment of letting go of a former sense of self in order to  
re-identify with an emerging and different self that is still in transition.  
It is that moment in which what will emerge from transition is still in  
the making and as yet unclear. In the crisis of learning, I am suspended  
in the space between losing myself and finding myself caught up with  
different knowledges and other people. In the moment of learning, I am  
simultaneously me and not me. (p. 89) 
 
Most of my participants, MAT faculty members, were similarly in transitional 

space, a time when “we are neither ourselves as we have come to know them nor are 

we others . . . we are traversing boundaries between self and other and reconfiguring 

those boundaries and meanings we give them” (Ellsworth, 2005, pp. 61-62). They 

negotiated multiple discourses that were framed by Whiteness and closely connected 

with identity and emotion. They could be seen engaged in ambiguous moments 

(Hartigan, 2000), wrestling with these issues and finding fissures in authoritative 

discourses. 

What Did I Learn? 

 I have described this process as a crisis of learning and a time of transitional 

space. These are effective descriptions and a useful framework. In these moments of 

transition and ambiguity, I learned many things that will affect my own praxis as a 

teacher educator and researcher. 

Psychological Approach to Whiteness 

“When Whiteness is normalized and overt forms of racial prejudice are seen as 

extreme and rare, Whiteness functions behind the scenes, so to speak, to shape the 

world to the advantage of those racialized as White” (Owen, 2007, p. 208). Raible and 

Irizarry (2007), McWhorter (2004), and St. Pierre (2000) critique a psychological 

approach to racial identity because it places racism at the site of the subject, as 

opposed to embedded within a system. Furthermore, it is based on bad science, a 
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history devised by those in power to create and utilize norms to control populations 

(McWhorter, 2005).  

Seeing racism as something perpetrated by individual agents leads to inertia 

within Whiteness studies. Using the concept of White privilege as evidence, 

McWhorter (2005) describes how “anti-racist work becomes for Whites, a project of 

ridding oneself of ‘unearned assets’ rather than of disrupting and realigning networks 

of power” (p. 547). My research was designed with an individual, psychological 

perspective in the tradition of Cross (1971) and Helms (1984). I still hold their work in 

high esteem, but I see how it may be time to take Whiteness to a new level, to the 

“third wave” in which Whiteness is seen as complex, “relational, contextual, and 

situational” (Twine & Gallagher, 2008, p. 7).  

Because of the psychological approach of this research, while some 

participants, on their own volition, referred to systems of oppression and to ways of 

taking action to create change, the focus was on individuals for the most part. One 

critique of focusing on privilege in an individual way is that it avoids looking at a 

system of Whiteness, and “rather, people may acknowledge their Whiteness simply as 

a self-justifying or self-excusing marker of relative personal privilege, and no more” 

(Maher &Tetreault, 1997, p. 331). Also, it brings up the troubling view of giving away 

one’s privilege as if “Whiteness is the sort of thing that can be refused, like a gift” 

(Owen, 2007, p. 204). Further, it places the focus on personal contemplation, rather 

than action. McWhorter (2005) states that 

 saying White people who helped run the Underground Railroad  
refused their White privilege . . . is a bit like saying a prisoner on a  
hunger strike refused to indulge in gluttony. The primary act in each  
of these historical cases does not seem to be the negative one of  
refusal; it seems to be the positive one of fighting injustice. (p. 550) 
 

Racial identity development work from the field of psychology utilizes stages 

of development. While researchers (Helms, 1984; Cross, 1971) stress that the stages 

are not static, I find that it is difficult to explore Whiteness with a pre-defined chart of 

stages, and I am concerned that it implies that Whites will at some point arrive in their 

understandings. Ellsworth (2005) states that “pedagogy practiced for the sake of the 
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grid functions as a mere connector between predetermined meanings and identities.” 

The limitation is that “it does nothing to address the learning self in motion as it 

moves between the grid’s binary poles and is no longer identifiable with or 

addressable through socially constructed positions” (Ellsworth, 2005, p. 120). The 

complexity of human experience is not acknowledged well through stages.  

The notion of arriving at the right answer, the one determined by the 

researcher, helps me answer the question that Ellsworth (1994) asks in her work in an 

antiracism classroom: “Why doesn’t this feel empowering?” As soon as I began 

collecting data, I realized the arrogance of thinking that I could know my participants 

and help them change. At times, I felt frustrated by their responses, but in reflection I 

realized that I was frustrated because participants were not always acting and speaking 

like I thought they would. All of my participants, Anne in particular, helped me see 

that my study was not, as Anne put it, “a conduit for change” and did not require a 

transformative intellectual to guide them to enlightenment (Ellsworth, 1994).  This 

does not mean that I feel the study was a waste of time. As Anne said in the interview, 

it furthered an important conversation that was already going on within this 

department. I now see how it could have been a more appropriate and productive 

conversation by changing the focus from individuals to systems and by designing it as 

an open-ended exploration. 

Dangers of Binaries 

Ellsworth’s (1994) work resonated with me as I researched for the reasons 

previously explained. I saw Hartigan’s (2000) critique of the anti-racism movement to 

be complementary to Ellsworth and also helpful in examining my research project. 

Hartigan (2000) asserts, in order for the anti-racist movement to “gain momentum and 

be effective, it has to deal with the ambiguities Whites confront in relation to racial 

matters” (Hartigan, 2000, p. 399). In the context of what he calls antiracist workshops, 

he claims that racism “emerges as a singular, profound, active force, but in the 

concrete lives of Whites, racialness is hardly a uniform and consistent material” 

(Hartigan, 2000, p. 398). My participants were teacher educators, mothers, fathers, 

daughters, sons, friends, and lifelong learners who had a wide range of life 
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experiences. Their ages spanned three decades, and they all had different memories, 

questions, emotions, and concerns. On one hand, I recognize that race is not always 

salient in White identity because norms and privileges are often invisible (Owen, 

2007), but on the other hand, I recognize the complexity of their experiences. 

Participants recognized privilege and felt oppression in many different ways. Whites 

must wrestle within these ambiguities in order to experience change in their everyday 

lives. Further, “any form of analysis that takes race as its basis runs the risk of treating 

reductively the complexity of people’s social perceptions and behaviors” (Hartigan, 

2000, p. 386). I believe I could have better helped participants explore the complexity 

by creating a research experience that focused on how norms function in society 

(Cadwallader, 2007) and how power functions and circulates to enforce norms 

(McWhorter, 2005), rather than keeping the focus on the self. I now see that only by 

disrupting authoritative discourses about race, gender, or any of the –isms, is it 

possible to create alternative discourses and identities within a White-dominated 

society. 

Learning is Embodied 

A major discovery in my research was that learning is living and breathing. 

“Learning never takes place in the absence of bodies, emotions, place, time, sound, 

image, self-experience, history. It always detours through memory, forgetting, desire, 

fear, pleasure, surprise, rewriting” (Ellsworth, 2005, p. 55). After my first focus group 

meeting, when participants shared their hopes and fears for the research process, I was 

aghast. It suddenly hit me that I was conducting research—among colleagues, no 

less—with people who felt vulnerable, who wanted to learn about themselves but were 

afraid to learn about themselves, who placed trust in me to conduct this research in a 

responsible way.  

Winograd (2005) describes other elements regarding teacher identity. In his 

book, he analyzed his own journal that he wrote while spending a year on sabbatical 

teaching in an elementary school. He examined how teacher identity is a “social 

construction, an outcome in large part of ongoing negotiations by the person with 
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multiple and often contradictory discourses, a project/product of situations and 

history” (p. 231). In his book, he argues that  

the task for teacher education is to help preservice teachers become  
conscious of many identities for teaching, identities that reflect the  
interaction of the micropolitical (immediate situation, biography of  
individual, etc.) and macropolitical dimensions (school district  
structures, state standards, history) of their everyday work. (p. 231) 

 

Within the context of academia, this seems particularly important. A more effective 

research study may have focused on the micropolitical and macropolitical discourses 

that participants negotiated, including those framed by Whiteness, within their roles as 

teacher educators.  

Ellsworth (1994) describes how members of her antiracism course “expressed 

much pain, confusion, and difficulty in speaking because of the ways in which 

discussions called up their multiple and contradictory social positionings” (p. 312). I 

saw this same phenomenon in my participants: they were complex people talking 

about complex issues. To add to the complexity, they were also negotiating powerful 

discourses regarding race, what it means to be a good Christian, what they can say or 

not say within the university, among many others. Because of these elements, 

Whiteness should not be reified, but instead examined at specific sites. Further, at 

those sites, researchers must examine the situations in all of their complexity. 

Hartigian (2000) presents ethnography as a possible tool, since it is a “ view into the 

lived experiences, social relations, and symbolic dimensions of everyday life” (p. 

376). 

 In Zembylas’s (2003) exploration of emotion and teacher identity, he cites 

Haviland and Kahlbaugh (1993) who describe emotions as the glue of identity because 

they provide meaning to experiences. Emotions are extremely complex and the “same 

emotion may be associated with different events, and different emotions may be 

associated with the same event in different situations.  

In a series of case studies of teachers, Zembylas (2007) describes the variable 

emotions various teachers exhibit. Several important elements arise in the case studies, 

first, “social justice teaching is inherently emotional; emotional knowledge as part of 
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one’s teaching is important in creating the individual change that drives social change” 

(p. 359). The story of Jane “provides an account of the nested emotional settings in 

which a teacher develops over time, especially when the issues involved concern the 

society at large” (p. 364). Another case study showed how “Catherine’s emotional 

understanding of the institutional/culture context evolved over the years and what the 

role of school emotional climate was in influencing her own emotional ecology over 

curricular deliberations” (p. 363). All of the case studies were “highly interactive,” (p. 

364) according to Zembylas (2007) and demonstrated various ways in which 

“emotional knowledge in teaching develops along with the (ongoing) formation of 

social justice teaching practices” (p. 359). Change may occur, according to Zembylas 

(2003), when “the emotional salience or power of one’s experiences changes” (p. 

229). I will outline in my recommendations section how studying the history, or 

genealogy, of race, gender, and other norms and how the discourses of these norms 

function may be a way of providing a disruption to the emotions that an institution 

may prescribe (Zembylas, 2003). As Zembylas suggests, “to theorize about teacher 

identity and the teachers’ emotions is to describe how teachers experience these 

discourses, how they struggle to reject normative discourses, and how they find their 

own voice” (p. 229). 

Safety and Surveillance 

This research was conducted within an institution that is structured by 

Whiteness (Owen, 2007). Whiteness is not about race but about “an anxiously guarded 

status” (Thompson, 2004, p. 38) and a “systematic preferential treatment for Whites: 

Whites’ interests, points of view, material well-being, self-image, and notions of 

appropriateness” (Thompson, 2004, p. 32). Given the complexity and intermingling of 

Whiteness, institution, academia, and evangelicalism, this project was hardly safe for 

anyone. The discursive categories that I labeled as a result of focus group and 

interview transcripts run counter to the “interests, points of view, material well-being, 

self-image, and notions of appropriateness” of the university (Thompson, 2004, p. 32). 

Surveillance is practiced in this setting, as the lifestyle standards  (Appendix F) for the 

university states,  
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We believe the Bible teaches that all persons are created in God's  
image and that God actively seeks renewed relationships with every  
individual. We are bound therefore to regard each person with love  
and respect (Romans 12:9-21, 1 Corinthians 13, Ephesians 4:32).  
(Citation withheld for privacy)  

 

While I understand the Christian ideals behind this statement, I think it also represents 

how discipline “objectifies and fixes people under its gaze and does not allow them to 

circulate in unpredictable ways” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 491). It is unpredictable to 

discuss how Whiteness functions at the institution and leads to oppression. It may not 

be viewed by those in power as fitting the Bible verses listed above. Within this 

powerful discourse, certain people get to speak, while others are spoken (St. Pierre, 

2000). “Socially constructed rules and regularities . . . allow certain statements to be 

made and not others” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 483), even within the discourses of love and 

respect at a Christian institution.  

Thus, issues of safety and surveillance must be considered within institutions 

or other sites where research is being conducted. Twine and Gallagher (2008) 

highlight that context matters, as researchers from a third wave Whiteness perspective 

acknowledge the  

relational, contextual and situational ways in which White privilege  
can be at the same time a taken-for-granted entitlement, a desired  
social status, a perceived source of victimization and a tenuous situa- 
tional identity. It is these White inflections, the nuanced and locally  
specific ways [my emphasis] in which Whiteness as a form of power  
is defined, deployed, performed, policed and reinvented that is the  
central focus of third wave Whiteness. (p. 12)  
 

While this research took place in a policed atmosphere, there were moments of 

hope, times when participants saw fissures in the authoritative discourses at work. 

“Foucault’s theory of discourse illustrates that shifts in historical thought do occur 

when people think of different things to say; therefore, resistance to discourses of 

domination is possible” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 486). However, for several participants, 

this was done within “the dysfunctional dimension of identity” in which “there is a 
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large and persistent gap between reality and the impressions one is projecting to 

others” (Winograd, 2005, p. 263). 

Recommendations 

Genealogy of Race 

Structures of Whiteness within institutions, as in society, “will need to be 

unmasked, challenged, disrupted and dismantled in the material dimensions of social 

life, in the ideologies that shape consciousness, and in the cultural representations that 

transmit its meaning (Owen, 2007, p. 218). As I have already addressed, a 

psychological approach to Whiteness does not address structural issues because it 

places racism within subjects, not systems (Raible & Irizarry, 2007; McWhorter, 

2004; St. Pierre, 2000).  

St. Pierre (2000) provides an important background for subsequent researchers 

in “Poststructural Feminism in Education: An Overview.” In this article she critiques 

concepts such as the essential self and science in humanism, using a poststructural 

feminist lens. Ellsworth (2005) states that “educational sociology and the cognitive 

sciences, derived as they are from the natural sciences, are both dominated by thought 

processes that produce grids, identities, positions, categories, linear progressions, and 

causalities” (p. 120). The consequences of this in teaching, and I assert research, is 

that “pedagogy functions as a ladder for moving students’ cognitions up a hierarchical 

grid of scripted schemas and concepts” (p. 120).  

McWhorter (2005) criticizes Whiteness studies because it still promotes a view 

of power as a commodity, as opposed to power that circulates. In describing the 

concept of Whiteness as norm, she states “the assertion by itself, no matter how often 

repeated, does very little to further analysis” (pp. 543-544). She suggests a different 

look at power, in light of Foucault’s (2000) Discipline and Punish, in which “power 

relays are disrupted, which at least opens the possibility that power networks will be 

realigned and come to function in different ways” (p. 544). In “Sex, Race, and 

Biopower: A Foucauldian Genealogy,” McWhorter (2004) outlines the common 

genealogy of sex and race, highlighting how these were concepts that were created as 

part of science and norms. She states, “By the turn of the nineteenth century, this idea 
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that bodies were essentially developmental was having a huge impact on all sorts of 

disciplines, practices, and institutions” (p. 44). As a result, norms were established, 

and those who did not fit the norms were seen as deviant. Early theories of race 

demonstrate a hierarchy in this development, with People of Color grouped at the 

bottom and those with lighter skin towards the top.   

McWhorter (2005, 2004) clearly describes Foucault’s concept of genealogy. I 

suggest using these as a foundation for studying the genealogy of race in my research 

and in my teaching. Because Whites have overwhelmingly not been taught about 

Whiteness or about the history of race, I could redesign this research to take a 

genealogical, systemic approach, as opposed to a psychological approach. Further, I 

could use the work of Feder (2007), who vividly describes how the Black “Welfare 

Queen” was constructed as a societal scapegoat in the 1990s, and Cadwallader (2007), 

who examines how technologies, such as plastic surgery, are re-creating a more 

perfect norm and creating new categories of deviance.  Because the norm is a central 

feature of the structuring property of Whiteness (Owen, 2007), there is great potential 

in seeing how it functions and, upon examination, finding places where this dominant 

scientific discourse can be “unmasked, challenged, disrupted, and dismantled” (Owen, 

2007, p. 218). Beyond the important educational process of unmasking systems of 

Whiteness, McWhorter (2005) asserts that focusing on genealogy provides a new lens 

for looking at race and a new way of living race. Researching and teaching in this area 

would be a promising way to begin disrupting systems of oppression. 

Actively Working for Justice 

 Once an exploration of the genealogy of race and of norms in general has been 

accomplished, it is possible for Whites to have a more accurate picture of who they are 

in the U.S., based on history, not hidden norms and a false sense of achievement or 

superiority. Provided that Whites accept these new counter-memories, they may wish 

to work for social justice and change in society. 

In “Transracialized Selves and the Emergence of Post-White Teacher 

Identities,” Raible and Irizarry (2007) present identity (re)construction of Whites in 

terms of developing what they call “post-White identities,” through a process they 
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term “transracialization.” I think this is a promising notion, because as I observed in 

my study, if Whites, who already have limited information about race, sit together and 

talk about race, there may be more questions than answers.  

In their article, they present a case study of two White women who exemplify a 

commitment to active antiracism. Raible and Irizarry sought to discover the process 

“through which individuals learn to develop multicultural and explicitly antiracist 

perspectives” (p. 188). They assert that negotiations across “multicultural discourse 

communities, where individuals of differing races can form long-term relationships” 

(p. 179) are critical in the process. They explain, “Since all identities, even racial ones, 

are enacted discursively and in dialogic relationships within the various discourse 

communities in which we participate, for individual subjects to transform their 

racialized selves requires the active participation of people of other races” (p. 179).  

Jessica, one of their participants, served as an example of a White person who 

did just that. In looking at Jessica’s identity, Raible and Irizarry write, “we are not 

arguing for a view of her identity as having arrived developmentally at some 

enlightened state, but rather, as navigating through various discourse communities 

where she faces opportunities to negotiate multiple identities, some of which transcend 

typical ways of doing Whiteness” (p. 191).  Thus, they cite that Jessica’s multicultural 

relationships were significant in her process of transracialization. They explain that  

transracialization is better understood as a habit evolving over time,  
a tendency that can be observed in an individual’s cumulative pattern  
of interactions within interracial and intercultural contexts. That is,  
through repeated antiracist acts that transcend the racializing tendency,  
one’s multiple identities may be enacted anew within multicultural  
discourse communities. (p. 191) 

 

This has implications for me as a researcher and teacher in the field of multicultural 

education. I need to consider how to create interracial relationships, not based on the 

Christian notion of neediness that came out in my data, but on mutual respect and 

commitment to uncovering systems of oppression. 
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Related to this notion of transracialization, Ellsworth (2005) states that the 

concept of transitional space suggests that  

the limits of our knowledge of self, of other, and of the world require  
us to put ourselves in relation while at the same time keeping ourselves 
separate. What we cannot know requires us to constantly traverse the  
porous boundaries between self and other, individual and social, personal  
and historical. We cannot know self in absence of separate different others.  
(p. 61) 

 

To try to do the work of multicultural education or social justice research by myself, 

as a White woman, would be, as my participant Debbie might say, “intellectually 

dishonest.”  

Research Praxis and Discourse 

 Prior to this study I thought I understood discourse, but now I see how 

discourses affect every aspect of human existence. Because of this realization, I 

analyzed participants’ responses in the context of how discourses were operating, as 

opposed to looking at participants as the sole creators of their own words and 

thoughts. In this vein, Hartigan (2000) advises that antiracist facilitators give “a keener 

attention to the difficult interpretative processes Whites are engaged in, rather than 

focusing solely on discerning the ideological core or belief structures that might be 

revealed by their comments” (p. 389). I hope to continue this new discovery and 

attend to these ambiguous places as participants and students negotiate multiple 

discourses. Further, I think it is important for me to help my students and participants 

in future studies to explore the notion of discourses and identity. Marsh (2002) 

discusses the importance of teachers recognizing various discourses and how they 

impact teaching. She states, “presenting educators with strategies for analyzing the 

discourses within which they speak and act provides them with a powerful analytic 

tool to draw upon as they continue to work in school settings” (p. 467). Marsh (2002) 

suggests that  

teaching multiple discourses provides educators with the opportunity  
to choose to work more actively toward more equitable schools. They  
are more prepared to seek out alternative ways of viewing the world in  
which relations of power can be disrupted and reconfigured. These  
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reconfigurations of power have the potential to create spaces for the  
formation of identities that have yet to be imagined. (p. 467) 
 

 Call to Action 

This research in transitional space took me from a place of binaries, a critical 

pedagogy perspective, to a poststructural feminist lens. Ellsworth (2005) writes that  

transitional space opens up the space and time between an experience  
and our habitual response to it . . . it introduces a stutter, a hesitation.  
It jams the binary logic that keeps self/other, inner/outer, individual/ 
social locked in face-to-face opposition. (p. 64) 

 

Because of this transition in my life as a teacher and researcher, I realize that I will 

and should always be in transitional space because “knowledge, once it is defined, 

taught and used as a ‘thing made’ is dead” (Ellsworth, 2005, p. 1). I cannot claim that I 

have made the transition and have arrived at a place of enlightenment.  

In light of this, Ellsworth (2005) leaves all of us with a charge:  

Are we up to it? Are we up to the trial of experience, to walking the  
spaces of difference in between? Are we up to putting who we think  
we are at risk by putting ourselves in relation to outside others, the very  
others who we have used through our fantasies of them to create a  
sense of ourselves?” (p. 86).  

 

It feels risky and new and exciting and overwhelming to embrace the notions of 

transitional space and ambiguity in Whiteness research and to take action in the world 

instead of continuing to spin my wheels considering self-awareness. It seems 

particularly dangerous in an academic environment. However, “audacious learning 

selves in the making” (Ellsworth, 2005, p. 175) will take that risk. 
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Original Literature Review 

 This research investigates two questions: 1) What stories do Christian teacher 

educators tell about their own White racial identity development? and 2) Is there an 

impact of studying White racial identity development on the praxis of Christian 

teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 

 Using the metaphor of qualitative researcher as quiltmaker, I will weave 

together research from three different fields: Counseling, Psychology of Religion, and 

Education. The squares of the quilt are various research studies, each telling a story 

about the topics I am examining. As a Critical Race Theorist, I will examine the quilt 

carefully for the stories given in each square, the stories not told, and where the edges 

fray. That is to say, I will look at what researchers claim, what researchers do not 

examine, and what researchers claim but do not back up with evidence.  

 In this chapter, I will review Janet Helms’s theory of White racial identity 

development, which she first developed in 1984, and I will highlight how the theory 

has been used to promote better multicultural counseling interactions in the counseling 

field. I will posit that similar research studies would be promising in the field of 

teacher education, and I will argue that my current study of White racial identity 

development in the field of teacher education is well-grounded. Next, I will examine 

the history of research about religion and prejudice, examining the strengths of various 

research studies, as well as the many frayed edges. I will place my research within 

these edges, and I will argue that the complexity of responses and deeper meanings 

regarding religion and prejudice can be better addressed by a qualitative study such as 

this present research. I hope to transcend stereotypes and assumptions about religious 

people. Finally, I will highlight research on teacher education programs that use 

professional development about diversity issues to improve the practice of teacher 

educators. Research in these three areas will support my inquiry by demonstrating 

where my research will build on prior studies in various fields, as well as address 

qualitative questions not explored in quantitative research. 
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White Racial Identity Development and Counseling 

Race and Racial Identity 

 Race is a controversial, complex topic in the United States (Chavez and Guido-

DiBrito, 1999). I have seen this first-hand in my work with pre-service teachers. “Why 

do we have to learn this diversity stuff?” is a question I have heard many times from 

students. Tatum (1999) cites the frequency with which she hears a similar sentiment in 

her anti-bias workshops. As one of her White students asked her, “Oh, is there still 

racism?” (p. 3).  

 The term race itself is widely misunderstood. As Chavez and Guido-DiBrito 

(1999) highlight, even “researchers are not consistent in their meaning, which makes 

these concepts particularly challenging to grasp” (p. 40).  Racial categories were 

historically created to separate groups of people and to further discrimination (Tatum, 

1999), and race is widely considered in the field of psychology to be a social construct 

(Chavez and Guido-DiBrito, 1999; Marshall, 2002). It was socially constructed to 

benefit an economic system that arbitrarily allocates resources according to race 

(Helms and Richardson, 1997; Helms, 1994a). 

The term race is often difficult to define, and its definition frequently changes 

(Helms, 1994a). To complicate matters, race had been studied little in the 

psychological community up until the mid-1990s and is, as Helms states, “at best . . . 

an ambiguous construct . . . [and] at worst . . . an ever-changing specter” (1994a, p. 

286). Because of its social construction, Helms (1994b) suggests that race should be 

referred to as sociorace. I appreciate the notion, but because the term has not been 

widely used in the research community, I will continue to use the term race in my 

research. 

The concept of race is further complicated by researchers’ tendencies to use 

the terms race and ethnicity synonymously (Helms & Richardson, 1997). Helms 

(1994a) suggests that ethnicity is used as a euphemism for “the construct of race” (p. 

289) and cites two dangers of this practice: 

1. it encourages the use of deficit models to investigate the  
psychology of members of groups of color and  

2. it consigns racial collective identity to groups other than  
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Whites while ignoring the implications of the construct of  
racial identity for Whites. (p. 290) 
 

The same danger lies in the increasing embrace of the term multiculturalism (Helms, 

1994a; Helms & Richardson, 1997). In this approach, other elements of identity, such 

as socioeconomics, sexual orientation, and gender, are held to be equal to race “in 

terms of sociopolitical implications and psychological consequences” (Helms, 1994a, 

p. 290), which Helms finds troubling. As Helms states, “Too pluralistic an approach 

communicates the message that the construct of race holds no different psychological 

significance than do any of the variety of dimensions on which humans vary” (1994a, 

p. 291), and as a consequence, the focus on race as a major factor in identity 

development can be overlooked (Helms, 1994a). This type of pluralism seems 

misguided and dangerous. I share Helms’s view that “of the many collective identity 

groups to which a person might belong, race is the most salient, enduring, 

recognizable, and inflammatory” (1994a, p. 287). 

While race has been socially constructed, and to suggest otherwise would be 

considered racist by many researchers in the field (Chavez & Guido-DiBrito, 1999), it 

does have real-life implications, and people do “develop identities in conjunction with 

their racial classifications” (Marshall, 2002, p. 11). Identity is, of course, much more 

complex than racial identification. As Tatum (1999) explains, racial identity is 

intertwined with other aspects of identity, such as gender, age, socioeconomic class, 

sexual orientation, religion (or atheism), or disabilities. Further, race may not be the 

most salient aspect of a person’s identity (Tatum, 1999). For example, an African-

American person might identify more with her evangelical Christian beliefs than with 

her race or culture. That said, it is often our “targeted” identities, such as race, which 

are not part of dominant society, that first capture our attention (Tatum, 1999). 

Therefore, a White woman may not see her race as a key aspect of her identity, but she 

may see gender as having a big role in her life, due to sexism. “In the absence of 

dissonance, this dimension of identity [race] escapes conscious attention” (Tatum, 

1999, p. 21), whereas gender may be readily identified as salient, due to the 
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oppression she faces as a woman. Again, the variation within this construct of “White 

woman,” can be limitless and will depend on many other factors. 

Marshall (2002) describes racial identity, like race, as a construct. It describes 

“our inclination to identify (or not identify) with the racial group to which we are 

assumed to belong” (p. 9). Many factors contribute to one’s racial identity 

development, including family, society, politics, and history (Tatum, 1999), and 

“racial identity also influences the quality of an individual’s racial group 

identification” (Pope-Davis, Liu, Ledesma-Jones, & Nevitt, 2000, para. 4). In addition, 

how others perceive us is a critical element of the racial identity development process. 

In the United States, People of Color commonly receive messages of inferiority and 

unacceptability, whereas Whites develop a sense of superiority and entitlement due to 

societal messages (Chavez & Guido-DiBrito, 1999). In fact, “societal norms have been 

constructed around [Whites’] racial, ethnic, and cultural frameworks, values, and 

priorities” (Chavez & Guido-DiBrito, 1999, p. 39) to the point that Whites receive and 

internalize the message that they do not have a race or culture but that they represent 

the norm. Whether a Person of Color or White, people’s responses to their identity 

categorization give meaning to racial identity (Helms & Richardson, 1997). 

White Racial Identity Development 

 Models of racial identity development originated in the 1970s (Diller & Moule, 

2005). The models were designed with People of Color in mind, particularly African 

Americans, with the purpose of defining the process of creating a positive identity in a 

racist environment (Helms, 1995). Racial identity theorists accept the notion of race as 

a social construct, not a biological reality (Helms, 1995). Nevertheless, the racial 

identity development process is an important one for those who consciously deal with 

the ramifications of a racist society on a daily basis (Helms, 1995). Helms (1990) 

began to develop a model of White racial identity development in the 1980s, coming 

on the heels of racial identity development models for People of Color that were 

developed in the 1970s. As she points out, “the central racial identity developmental 

task for a Person of Color is to resolve intra-psychic conflict involving Whites as the 
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contrast group” (Helms, 2003, p. 46), whereas developing a non-racist identity is part 

of developing a “healthy White identity” (Helms, 1990, p. 49).  

 In 1995, Helms updated the White racial identity development model. She 

asserted that the word stage implies a one-time developmental step, despite the fact 

that this was not her original intent. The term status, on the other hand, more 

accurately labels the dynamic, cyclical process of White racial identity development. 

In my research, the terminology itself is not important. In fact, I will continue to use 

the term “stage” because I feel the term status is more confusing to one who has not 

studied extensively in the topic (such as my participants and readers). However, her 

point is well taken: one never arrives at a sublime point of racial identity self-

actualization. Rather, it is a lifelong, cyclical process. Another important point Helms 

(1995) makes about stages is that they are “expressed according to the level of 

dominance within the individual’s personality structure” (p. 184). Therefore, a person 

may be between stages or even fluctuating among stages, but it is the person’s 

behavior that gives evidence as to the person’s operating stage of White racial identity 

development in a particular context at a particular moment. 

 Helms’s update (1995) offers clarification and illustration to her original 

theories but no major changes. Thus, the stages and their descriptions remain the 

same: 

(a) Contact—denial, obliviousness, or avoidance of anxiety-evoking  
racial information; (b) Disintegration—disorientation, confusion, and 
suppression of information; (c) Reintegration—distortion of information  
in an own-group-enhancing manner; (d) Pseudoindependence— 
reshaping racial stimuli to fit one’s own “liberal” societal framework;  
(e) Immersion-Emersion—reeducating and searching for internally  
defined racial standards; and (f) Autonomy—flexible analyses and  
responses to racial material. (p. 188) 

 
As part of their research in the area of White racial identity development, 

Helms and Carter (1990) designed a tool to measure White racial identity 

development: the White Racial Identity Attitude Scale (WRIAS). It has been used in 

many studies since that time, beginning in the early 1990s when it was used in the 

examination of various personality constructs. For example, Utsey and Gernat (2002) 
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studied White racial identity development and ego defense mechanisms. In a group of 

145 White counselor trainees (masters and doctoral), they found that trainees with 

lower levels of White racial identity development were more likely to use primitive 

ego defenses in counseling situations, whereas those with higher levels of White racial 

identity development were more likely to use more flexible and less defensive 

approaches. The results came from the use of tools, not actual counseling situations. In 

2001, Silvestri and Richardson studied White racial identity development and neo-

personality constructs with 105 White undergraduates and found, through the use of 

measurement tools, that there are some links between personality elements and White 

racial identity development stages. They recommended further study of the topics. 

Finally, Gushue and Carter (2000) completed a study about White racial identity 

development and social memory with 197 White graduate and undergraduate students. 

They found that White racial identity development correlated with a likelihood to 

associate stories that they heard and later recalled with stereotypes rather than with 

accurate information. 

A number of studies specifically relate to White racial identity development 

and levels of and/or improvement of multicultural counseling competencies. A key 

study, according to some researchers (Vinson & Neimeyer, 2000; Parker, Moore, & 

Neimeyer, 1998) is Ottavi, Pope-Davis, and Dings’s (1994) study that showed a 

correlation between White racial identity development and multicultural counseling 

competencies. Ottavi, Pope-Davis, and Dings administered the White Racial Identity 

Attitude Scale (WRIAS) and the Multicultural Counseling Inventory (MCI) to 128 

White counseling graduate students. Participants completed and returned the two data 

collection tools, as well as personal data sheets. The researchers examined age and 

gender, education and clinical practice, and the WRIAS subscales. According to the 

researchers “the WRIAS explained variation in the MCI subscales beyond that 

accounted for by the demographic, educational, and clinical variables” (Ottavi, Pope-

Davis & Dings, 1994, “Discussion” section, para. 1). As a result, the researchers 

explained that despite some limitations and the need for more study, their data 
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suggests that it is valuable to consider White racial identity development in the 

multicultural training of counselors. 

Vinson and Neimeyer (2000) conducted a similar study, this time with White 

counseling doctoral students and with doctoral Students of Color. The White students 

completed the WRIAS and the Multicultural Counseling Awareness Scale-Form B 

Revised Self-Assessment (MCAS-B). The Students of Color completed the People of 

Color Racial Identity Scale (POCRAS), as well as the MCAS-B. The researchers 

found a strong correlation among racial identity development and multicultural 

counseling competency. As a result of their study, which they cite as consistent with 

Ottavi, Pope-Davis, and Dings’s (1994) previously described study, they suggest that 

it would be worthwhile to conduct further research about multicultural counseling 

competency and racial identity development. 

While the previous studies utilized measurement tools, two other studies 

measured relationships among White racial identity development and multicultural 

graduate course work. In the first study, Parker, Moore, and Neimeyer (1998) found 

that a multicultural training program in a graduate counselor education program 

caused growth in three stages of White racial identity development: contact, pseudo-

independence, and autonomy and that participants expressed increased interracial 

comfort. Brown, Parham, and Yonker (2001) found that a multicultural course 

changed White participants’ racial identity attitudes. 

Research in the counseling field shows correlation among White racial identity 

and many other factors. The specific links between White racial identity development 

and multicultural courses form a strong base for my research. Such correlations are 

likely in my study focusing on professional development regarding White racial 

identity development with White Christian teacher educators. Further, I will build on 

prior quantitative research as I work to understand stories of white racial identity 

development, as opposed to attempting to determine how my participants fit in 

predetermined categories. 
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Religious Orientation and Prejudice 

Religion and prejudice is an oft-studied topic within a body of research 

regarding the psychology of religion. While studies on religion and prejudice date 

back to the 1940s (Allport & Ross, 1967), Allport and Ross’s (1967) study of religious 

orientation and prejudice is largely considered to be the germinal work in the field 

(McFarland, 1989; Leak & Fish, 1989; Gorusch & McPherson, 1989; Kirkpatrick, 

1993; Altemeyer & Hunsberger, 1992). Hunsberger (1995) points out that prior to this 

time, research on religion and prejudice oversimplified “the complexity and diversity 

of ‘religiousness’” (p. 116). Allport and Ross’s study added something new and 

important to the research that had thus far found the following three things 

1. On the average, church attenders are more prejudiced than 
nonattenders. 

2. This overall finding, if taken only by itself, obscures a  
curvilinear relationship. While it is true that most attenders  
are more prejudiced than nonattenders, a significant minority  
of them are less prejudiced. 

3. It is the casual, irregular fringe members who are high in  
prejudice; their religious motivation is of the extrinsic order.  
It is the constant, devout, internalized members who are low  
in prejudice; their religious motivation is of the intrinsic  
order. (p. 432) 

 

In other words, church attenders are likely to be more prejudiced than nonattenders, 

but there are many exceptions to the rule. The new and previously unexamined 

element was Allport and Ross’s hypothesis for their 1967 study. They believed that “a 

certain cognitive style permeates the thinking of many people in such a way that they 

are indiscriminately proreligious and, at the same time, highly prejudiced” (p. 432). 

While their findings were mixed, the line of thinking posed by Allport and Ross was 

influential on subsequent researchers. Allport and Ross suggested further research on 

individuals who seem to be “undifferentiated dogmatist[s],” those who, for example, 

may not be able to “distinguish in their thinking and feeling between Communists and 

Nazis,” to cite a 1960s example, and therefore have a generalized negative emotional 

and cognitive reaction to “Communazis” (p. 441). This charge to future researchers 

led to studies on this yet undefined personality trait. 
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Springing from Allport and Ross’s (1967) work were a series of research 

studies in which people’s various orientations to religion were examined in 

quantitative studies. For example, Kirkpatrick (1993) examined the link between 

Christians with fundamentalist, orthodox, or intrinsic beliefs and discriminatory 

attitudes. McFarland (1989) studied religious orientation and discrimination, while 

Leak and Fish (1989) looked at the topic from a slightly different angle: the effects of 

impression management and self-deception on the results of two tools that measured, 

respectively, intrinsic religiosity and a tendency toward socially desirable responses.  

Two studies are particularly germane to my research and explicitly address 

Allport and Ross’s charge to examine dogmatic individuals in regards to prejudice. 

Altemeyer and Hunsberger’s (1992) research “Authoritarianism, Religious 

Fundamentalism, Quest, and Prejudice” is the first and most often cited (Sciarra & 

Gushue, 2003; Kirkpatrick, 1993). A perfect match for my study is Sciarra and 

Gushue’s (2003) study “White Racial Identity Development and Religious 

Orientation.”   

Altemeyer and Hunsberger, 1992  

 In “Authoritarianism, Religious Fundamentalism, Quest, and Prejudice,” 

Altemeyer and Hunsberger examine the personality attributes of authoritarianism, 

religious fundamentalism, and quest in connection with prejudice. They conducted 

three separate studies from the Fall of 1990 through February of 1991. Their goal, as 

stated in their introduction, was to learn if religious people are usually good people. 

Altemeyer and Hunsberger utilized several scales in their studies. The Right-

Wing Authoritarianism Scale included statements such as “It is always better to trust 

the judgment of the proper authorities in government and religion, than to listen to the 

noisy rabble-rousers in our society who are trying to create doubt in people’s mind” 

and “Government, judges, and the police should never be allowed to censor books” (p. 

129). The Religious Fundamentalism Scale included questions such as “God has given 

mankind [sic] a complete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation, which must be 

totally followed” and “Different religions and philosophies have different versions of 

the truth, and may be equally right in their own way” (p. 130). The Manitoba 
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Prejudice Scale included items such as “There are entirely too many people from the 

wrong sorts of places being admitted into Canada now” and “In general, Indians have 

gotten less than they deserve from our social and anti-poverty programs” (p. 131). The 

Quest Scale presented statements such as “It might be said that I value my religious 

doubts and uncertainties” and “It is better for a person’s religious beliefs to be firm 

and free of doubt” (p. 132). Finally, the Attitudes Toward Homosexuals Scale 

included statements such as “Homosexuals should be locked up to protect society” and 

“People should feel sympathetic and understanding of homosexuals, who are unfairly 

attacked in our society” (p. 133). As can be easily seen, each scale asks for responses 

either in agreement, disagreement, or someplace in between. While each scale 

measures one particular aspect of the researchers’ greater questions, all of the scales 

address individual’s orientations to bigger concepts such as truth versus doubt, 

certainty versus uncertainty, and an openness to change versus an aversion to change. 

Altemeyer and Hunsberger’s results were mixed. I think it is safe to say that 

they were unable to answer their original question: “Are religious persons usually 

good persons?” (p. 113). In their first study, they found that the Quest Scale correlated 

surprisingly well with prejudice. Because of this, they developed a better Quest 

instrument, which they administered in their second study. The first and second 

studies were not described with enough detail to clearly understand the methods or 

results. In the third study, involving 339 parents of undergraduate students, they 

administered the Right-wing Authoritarianism Scale and the Religious 

Fundamentalism scales. Next, they were given the University of Manitoba Attitudes 

Toward Homosexuals scale and the 1990 Manitoba Prejudice Scale, along with a 

“Posse-Radicals” survey, in which they explained opinions about outlaw or radical 

organizations and a “Trials” measure, in which they “passed” sentences “in three cases 

involving a dope pusher, a pornographer, and someone who spit on a provincial 

premier” (p. 121).  

The researchers found correlations among right-wing authoritarianism and 

prejudice. They found that both fundamentalists and non-questers were “more likely to 

be prejudiced, more likely to be hostile toward homosexuals, more likely to ‘join a 
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posse’ to hunt down radicals, and more likely to impose stiff sentences” (p. 123). The 

researchers highlighted that not only were fundamentalists and non-questers more 

authoritarian, but they were also more “submissive and aggressive” (p. 123). For 

example, they were  

more willing than nonfundamentalists/questers to support the  
arrest, torture, and execution of ‘radicals.’ And they not only  
wanted to isolate and restrict gays’ opportunities in life, they also  
felt more that ‘the AIDS disease currently killing homosexuals is  
just what they deserve.’ (p. 123) 

 

 Overall, their studies showed no major differences between fundamentalists 

and non-questers. Those who tend to believe in the infallible nature of scripture are not 

likely to be seeking new revelations regarding religious truth (p. 126).  

 Altemeyer and Hunsberger also cautioned that the findings should not be 

generalized. They found that some who, based on scores, could be defined as non-

questing/fundamentalists “showed nonprejudiced, accepting attitudes, whereas some 

nonfundamentalist/questers were quite bigoted” (p. 126). However, these individuals, 

according to the researchers, were atypical (p. 126). 

 While overall the study was enlightening and an important step in examining 

orientation towards religion and the link to prejudice, it was also riddled with 

unexamined bias and overstatement. They used inflammatory language, such as 

calling certain participants “equal-opportunity bigots” (p. 115), and they described 

other participants as “amazingly susceptible” (p. 115) to particular arguments, which I 

feel was editorializing. Finally, the researchers stated that correlations below .75 were 

high, whereas I think it would be more accurate to say they are moderate correlations. 

Nonetheless, I believe their findings are significant to the field and significant to my 

research. A moderate correlation between fundamentalism and prejudice is still a 

disturbing correlation. Their findings that there is variation among participants who fit 

various categories serves as a rationale for qualitative research in this area to 

understand the personal stories of individuals. In my research, I hope to capture 

individual stories and exceptions to the rule. 
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Sciarra and Gushue, 2003 

 Sciarra and Gushue’s (2003) research on White racial identity development 

and religious orientation is the only study I found that incorporated both of my 

research areas: White racial identity development and orientations towards religion. It 

has valuable implications for counselors, explaining that counselors need to 

understand how religious beliefs are an important aspect of a client’s personality and 

that these beliefs must be considered when working with clients. The article was 

published in a counseling journal but cited the work of Allport and Ross (1967) and 

Altemeyer and Hunsberger (1992), among others in the religion field. 

 Sciarra and Gushue (2003) studied 233 White undergraduate students, 87% of 

whom self-identified as Christian. Eighty-three percent of the total group described 

religion as being very important, important, or somewhat important to them, while 

17% described religion as unimportant or very unimportant. 

 Participants completed a number of measures and a demographic 

questionnaire. The White Racial Identity Attitude Scale (WRIAS) was designed to 

measure individuals’ levels of White racial identity development. The Intrinsic-

Extrinsic Revised Scale measures levels of religious orientation, from intrinsic to 

extrinsic, and is based on Allport and Ross’s 1967 work on the topic. The New 12-

Item Quest Scale measures the levels of individuals’ quest orientation to religion. The 

fundamentalism scale measures individuals’ orientation towards fundamentalism, 

especially as seen in views of the Bible. 

 Overall, the findings in Sciarra and Gushue’s study supported the hypothesis 

that White racial identity and religious orientation correlate. The researchers stated 

that “a principal finding in this data is that more highly developed forms of racial 

identity that use more complex cognitive processing strategies are associated with 

more personally integrated and flexible forms of religious orientation” (p. 479). 

Overall, those with the lowest levels of White racial identity development possessed 

the most rigid beliefs and binary thinking concerning racial issues. Sciarra and Gushue 

frankly described the limitations of the study. As always, a sample made up entirely of 

college students is not generalizable to the entire population. However, I can see 
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generalizability to my research setting in a university. Also, they presented a “chicken 

or the egg” sort of conundrum that their study did not answer: “Does a more highly 

evolved racial identity lead to greater integration and flexibility in religious 

orientation? Or, on the other hand, do certain kinds of spirituality promote racial 

identity development? Are both constructs influenced by some superordinate 

variable?” (p. 480). I hope to better understand questions such as these in my 

qualitative study of White racial identity development and Christian teacher educators 

as I attempt to discover the stories behind the data. As Sciarra and Gushue stated, the 

relationships among various aspects of religious orientation as related to White racial 

identity development “may provide the foundation for further exploration with the 

client to promote and sustain greater psychological openness and flexibility in 

approaching a number of domains essential to effective functioning in a multicultural 

society” (p. 481). I maintain that the findings are equally applicable and important to 

the increasingly diverse field of education. Specific to my study, teacher educators 

must first develop this “greater psychological openness and flexibility” before 

fostering this growth in their pre-service teachers.  

Professional Development on Diversity Issues and the Impact on Praxis 

Participants in my study are part of a teacher education department that 

espouses a shared belief in social justice. The mission statement of the School of 

Education at this private Christian university is “Preparing and supporting 

professionals who think critically, transform practice, and promote justice.” What does 

social justice mean? More importantly, what does it look like in the praxis of teacher 

educators? 

Nieto (2000) states that “a concern for social justice means looking critically at 

why and how our schools are unjust for some students” (p. 183). Citing familiar 

statistics about increasing diversity in P-12 schools and a lack of diversity in schools 

of education (p. 181), Nieto recommends that teacher education programs “(a) take a 

stand on social justice and diversity, (b) make social justice ubiquitous in teacher 

education, and (c) promote teaching as a life-long journey of transformation” (pp. 182-

183). One study (Cochran-Smith, et al., 1999) highlighted a department’s work on 
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shared values of diversity and how it impacts praxis, while two recent studies (Keehn 

& Martinez, 2006; Sanchez, 2006) showed an improvement in teacher education 

faculty members’ attention to diversity in course syllabi and topics after participating 

in diversity-related professional development activities. In my study, I plan to bring 

together teacher education faculty members for diversity-related faculty development 

activities regarding White racial identity development. I will attempt to understand 

how these activities influence their praxis. These three studies provide support for my 

approach, as well as ideas for how I will carry out my research. 

Cochran-Smith, et al., 1999 

Cochran-Smith and eight colleagues (1999), all faculty members in the 

Department of Teacher Education, Special Education and Curriculum and Instruction 

at Boston College, undertook a group self-study in which they examined their own 

understandings of social justice and how to help their teacher education students do 

the same. The ultimate goal of the study was to help P-12 teachers better meet the 

needs of increasingly diverse student bodies. The setting of the study was a university 

with strong Catholic and Jesuit ties; faculty/participants held various religious beliefs. 

Sixty-nine faculty were involved with activities related to the study, while forty 

faculty co-wrote the results. Demographic information regarding gender, rank, race, 

and disciplines within education were provided. The department serves 1200 

undergraduate and graduate students. 

The study took place over two years and involved a variety of activities. 

Department meetings with a focus on social justice were a data source, as well as 

emails, notes from large and small group discussions, and notes from professional and 

personal conversations. Seven large-group discussions and research group meetings 

also took place. All of the above discussions were transcribed and later analyzed by 

the research subgroup. One of their three research questions is particularly relevant to 

my research  

How are relatively abstract understandings of social justice put into  
praxis (or not) in the day-to-day business of teacher education,  
including curriculum development, course instruction and assessment  
of students’ learning as well as student/faculty recruitment, retention,  
advising and mentoring? (p. 234) 
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Cochran-Smith, et al. organized the results thematically. Under the topic 

“talking about social justice” they pointed out that trying to agree on a definition of 

social justice was not only impossible but also counterproductive. Instead, they 

participated in two discussions over a 10-month period that were facilitated by 

researcher/author Beverly Daniel Tatum, the author of the text that will serve as the 

professional development focus for my research study. Under the theme impact of 

talk, the researchers explained that talking through the issues was personal and gave 

participants the opportunity to confront their own worldviews. They further 

recognized that “questions of justice are not simply played out on a grand scale in 

social and political movements but also have to do with the ways we treat each other 

on a daily basis” (p. 240). They recognized the important difference between intent 

and perception: how what we intend for our words to mean does not always equate to 

how others perceive our words. One final note on the impact of talk is the need, 

according to the researchers, to engage in this kind of talk on a regular basis in order 

to continue to have personal and collective growth. Finally, the researchers identified 

some new understandings gained in the area they defined as beyond the individual 

level. One result of the self-study was that social justice was brought into many 

departmental conversations and decisions. For example, while reviewing curricula, 

faculty examined concepts of social justice. Discussions about policies and procedures 

were impacted. For example, processes for admissions were adjusted to reflect a social 

justice framework, and faculty searches were changed to reflect a departmental 

commitment to diversity. 

The researchers suggested that their work “provides a ‘proof of possibility’” 

for faculty groups attempting to emphasize or infuse social justice into pre-service 

teacher education despite profound differences in politics, disciplines and 

perspectives” (p. 230). I firmly agree. They modeled how to collectively come to 

agreement on a commitment to—not definition of—social justice. As a result of 

repeated conversations over a two-year period, social justice became infused in their 

practice. As of the publication of this article, the self-study and faculty conversations 

were continuing. 
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Sanchez, 2006  

Sanchez (2006) presented a qualitative study of social justice in a teacher 

education program in a paper presented at the meeting of the American Educational 

Research Association (AERA). Sanchez is a faculty member at the University of 

California, Los Angeles (UCLA) and examined the effects of a diversity professional 

development program among members of the university’s Teacher Education Program 

(TEP). The research questions were: How do you build community among TEP 

faculty to support anti-racist/anti-bias work, and what does it mean to be a social 

justice educator?   This emergent-design study included all of the TEP faculty advisors 

and administrators, 21 participants in all, who represented 100% participation among 

department members. Five sources of data were designed to address the two research 

questions. The data include quickwrites, questionnaires, professional development 

surveys, focus groups, and a review of meeting notes and audio recordings. It took 

place during one academic year and directly related to faculty development activities 

in the area of diversity. 

Sanchez discovered that the TEP faculty defined two areas of praxis as integral 

to being social justice educators: awareness and action. Findings were illustrated by 

faculty comments that were representative of various themes. Awareness encompassed 

awareness of inequities in education, awareness of self, including one’s biases and 

complicity with oppression, awareness of the diverse P-12 community which the 

department served, and awareness of the knowledge base of social justice theory and 

research. Action was defined by how faculty members lived out social justice ideals, 

both professionally and personally. One participant noted 

Whenever you work you are engaged in helping to empower people  
so they can think critically about their life circumstances/society and  
question the status quo. You also question the status quo and take  
action to be a social agent of change. This happens in educational settings, 
community settings, every facet of your life. (p. 14) 

 

Another theme that faculty addressed was that in order to take action, one must 

examine her or himself for biases and be “willing to speak up, and ready to bring a 

critical lens to all issues” (p. 15), whether they be issues with students or across the 



  
154

campus. Action also involved serving as role models for pre-service educators, which 

was a theme in faculty responses.  

 As a result of the research process, Sanchez discovered the importance of a 

safe community, one in which “trust, respect, and honesty” are valued and lived out in 

order to “engage in ‘hard talk’” about social justice and education (p. 16). She 

suggested the need for teacher educators to engage in this type of dialogue and to 

continue in it in order to become faculty characterized as a “community of allies—a 

coalition that provides the possibility of transforming individual lives and society at 

large” (p. 17). Sanchez highlighted the need for repeated dialogue about social justice 

in order to transform the practice of education. 

Keehn and Martinez, 2006  

Keehn and Martinez (2006) provided the most compelling study that showed 

the benefits of diversity-related professional development activities of teacher 

educators. It is an extremely clear qualitative study, and it would be easy to replicate 

step-by-step because of the detailed explanations of the procedures and data collection 

tools. It serves as a model of how to report on a qualitative study in a clear and 

thorough way, and it supports the importance of my research plan to provide a 

professional development activity on White racial identity development and to 

examine potential changes on the praxis of teacher educators. 

The study took place within the Department of Interdisciplinary Learning and 

Teaching at the University of Texas at San Antonio. The researchers were regular 

faculty members in a department that relies on adjunct faculty for 75% of 

undergraduate classes. The department had begun a Diversity Initiative with specific 

goals for pre-service teachers. Based on these goals, the department began faculty 

development sessions for all faculty, including adjunct faculty. This study measured 

how professional development about diversity and the amount of this professional 

development affected how adjunct faculty infused diversity in their classes.  

This was a qualitative study using the focused multiple-case study approach. 

Using this method, the researchers constructed profiles that were representative of 

various participants’ experiences. Out of a pool of 41 adjunct faculty, they created 
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groups of those with high, medium, and low participation levels in the Diversity 

Initiative activities. They randomly selected adjunct faculty from each group to be the 

eight participants in the study. Participants were interviewed at the beginning and at 

the end of the school year when Diversity Initiative activities took place. The 

researchers also looked at syllabi, using a rubric to determine the infusion of diversity 

goals, and student questionnaires. After looking at the triangulated data, the 

researchers asked three outside reviewers to examine the data and to determine the 

accuracy of the case study summaries.  

Keehn and Martinez (2006) found that the Diversity Initiative activities had a 

positive impact on all participants. The researchers cited evidence in “participants’ 

description of their instructional goals related to diversity, as well as their 

incorporation of multiple instructional approaches, learning experiences, and 

assignments related to diversity” (p. 24).  Further, they found that the degree of 

participation determined the degree of greater infusion of diversity topics in 

subsequent courses. Those with the highest participation levels “made significant 

strides in their infusion of diversity issues throughout their courses,” (p. 24), while 

those with low participation “made the fewest changes to address diversity” (p. 24). 

One participant was considered an exceptional case because she came into the 

program with already high levels of addressing diversity in her classes. 

Keehn and Martinez (2006) provided further evidence that diversity-related 

faculty professional development may affect the praxis of teacher educators. 

Conclusion 

I have examined research related to counseling and multicultural tools/course 

work, religious orientations and prejudice, and diversity-related teacher education 

professional development and the impact on praxis. These three areas provide a 

research foundation as I examine my research questions: 1) What stories do Christian 

teacher educators tell about their own White racial identity development? and 2) Is 

there an impact of studying White racial identity development on the praxis of 

Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 
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Informed Consent Document 
 

Project Title: White Racial Identity Development Among Christian 
Teacher Educators 

Principal Investigator: Jean Moule, Assistant Professor, Teacher and Counselor 
Education 

Co-Investigator:  Gennie Harris, Student, PhD in Teacher Leadership, 
Teacher and Counselor Education 

 
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY? 
I would like to invite you to join me in a research project. I am studying White racial 
identity among Christian teacher educators. The questions guiding my research are: 1) 
What stories do Christian teacher educators tell about their own White racial identity 
development? and 2) Is there an impact of studying White racial identity development 
on the praxis of Christian teacher educators? If so, in what ways? 
 
This research will be disseminated in published journals and at professional 
conferences. More immediately, the data will be used in my doctoral thesis at Oregon 
State University. 
 
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS FORM? 
The purpose of this consent form is to give you the information you will need to help 
you decide whether to be in the study or not. Please read the form carefully. You may 
ask any questions about the research, what you will be asked to do, the possible risks 
and benefits, your rights as a volunteer, and anything else about the research. This 
process is called “informed consent”. If you decide to participate in this research, you 
will be given a copy of this form for your records. 
 
WHY AM I BEING INVITED TO TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY? 
You are being invited to take part in this study because my research focuses on teacher 
education faculty members in a Christian university. I am inviting MAT faculty 
members to participate. I am asking potential participants to self-identify as a) White 
and b) Christian, because the focus of the study is White racial identity development 
among Christian teacher educators. 
 
WHAT WILL HAPPEN DURING THIS STUDY AND HOW LONG WILL IT 
TAKE? 
I. Three monthly audio taped focus groups (90 minutes each) will take place, one in 
September, October, and November. 
Focus Group 1: September 2007.  (Read Tatum, 1999, chapters 1 and 2) 

• Restate purpose and research disclosures 
• Norm Setting Protocol  
• Chalk Talk: Race 

Focus Group 2: October 2007. (Read Tatum, 1999, chapters 3, 4, & 5) 
• Restate purpose and research disclosures 
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• Review Group Norms 
• What Comes Up Protocol Personal Timeline of Racial Memories & 

Understandings  
Focus Group 3: November 2007. (Read Tatum, 1999, chapters 6 and 7) 

• Restate purpose and research disclosures 
• Review Group Norms  
• What Comes Up Protocol 
• Group question: What does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White 

context? 
 
II. One individual audio taped interview per participant (60 minutes) will take place in 
January 2008, at which time I will interview you alone, using the following questions:  

5) Tell me about your Personal Timeline of Racial Memories & Understandings. 
Has it evolved over the course of the study? If so, how? 

6) How would you describe race? (I will have a copy of the Chalk Talk on this 
topic from the first focus group session available.) 

7) What does it mean to be a White teacher educator in a White context? 
8) Has your participation in this study affected your praxis? (i.e., changes to 

syllabi or course activities or other effects) If so, how? If not, why not? How 
will it/will it not affect your praxis in the future? 

 
Focus group and interview tapes will be transcribed either by me or by a hired 
transcriptionist.  
 
Risks 
During focus group meetings and the interviews you may experience feelings of 
inadequacy or embarrassment as you share in small groups and with the researcher 
personal information regarding your White racial identity development and teaching 
practice. You may also experience problematic interactions with your peers in 
discussions. You will also be volunteering your time to participate in the study and 
will be asked to participate in all aspects of the study, and this time will detract from 
time otherwise spent completing your academic responsibilities. 
 
Benefits 
Taking time to examine your White racial identity development may lead to personal 
and professional growth. The focus group sessions will serve as a professional 
development opportunity focused on the topic of diversity. You will have the 
opportunity to study the topic with the help the researcher, who has studied the topic 
in depth and may be able to provide mentoring. 
 
Compensation 
There will be no monetary compensation given to participants. I will provide you with 
coffee, tea, or another drink at each focus group session, which is a requirement of the 
facility we will be using (a coffee house). 
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Confidentiality 
Before each focus group meeting, you will be reminded that what is said in the focus 
group meeting is not confidential. Your identity and your peer’s identities in focus 
group meetings during the study will not be anonymous since you all know each other.  
Names will be replaced with pseudonyms when the research is published. Records of 
participation in this research project will be kept confidential to the extent permitted 
by law. Data will be kept in a secure location with access limited to the research team 
members. However, federal government regulatory agencies and the Oregon State 
University Institutional Review Board (a committee that reviews and approves 
research studies involving human subjects) may inspect and copy records pertaining to 
this research. It is possible that these records could contain information that personally 
identifies you. In the event of any report or publication from this study, your identity 
will not be disclosed. Results will be reported in a summarized manner in such a way 
that you cannot be identified.  
 
Voluntary participation 
Taking part in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to take part at all. 
If you agree to participate in this study, you may stop participating at any time. 
Furthermore, at the beginning of each focus group and the interview, I will remind you 
that you do have the option to drop out of the research at any time. If you decide not to 
take part, or if you stop participating at any time, your decision will not result in any 
penalty. Choosing to participate or withdrawing from the study will not affect your 
professional standing, since I do not hold a position of authority at the university. 
 
Audio taping 
By initialing in the space provided, you verify that you have been told that audio 
recordings will be generated during the course of this study. Audiotapes will be 
transcribed by the researcher or by a paid transcriptionist. Participants’ names will 
remain on transcriptions during the study and will be replaced with pseudonyms when 
writing of the research text begins. The researcher will have access to the tapes, and 
they will be destroyed upon publication of the dissertation. 
 
____________Participant’s initials 
 
Questions 
Questions are encouraged. If you have any questions about this research project, 
please contact: Gennie Harris 503 538 0908 or gennie_harris@hotmail.com or Jean 
Moule 541 737 3529 or moulej@oregonstate.edu.  If you have questions about your 
rights as a participant, please contact the Oregon State University Institutional Review 
Board (IRB) Human Protections Administrator, at 541 737 4933 or by email at 
IRB@oregonstate.edu. 
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Your signature indicates that this research study has been explained to you, that your 
questions have been answered, and that you agree to take part in this study. You will 
receive a copy of this form. 
 
Participant’s Name (printed): __________________________________________ 
 
Participant’s Signature:  ____________________________ Date: _______ 
 
 
Researcher statement 
I have discussed the above points with the participant. It is my opinion that the 
participant understands the risks, benefits, and procedures involved with participation 
in this research. 
 
Researcher’s signature: ____________________________ Date: _______ 
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Protocols 

McDonald, J. P., Mohr, N., Dichter, A., McDonald, E. C. (2003). The power of 

protocols: An educator’s guide to better practice. New York: Teacher’s 

College Press. 

Norm Setting Protocol 

Group members identify behaviors that will ensure an emotionally safe and 

productive time during the session. Group norms “involve such other things as how 

we treat each other’s ideas and how we push our own thinking” (p. 19). Norms will 

vary according to the group. I will ask participants to brainstorm group norms. We 

will then work until consensus is reached. As needed, I will add ideas of what might 

make it a safe and productive experience. 

In facilitating this process, I will use “Fears and Hopes” (p. 24) as a way of 

addressing emotional safety for the group. The steps are as follows: 

1. I will ask participants to write down briefly for themselves two things 

(a) If this is the worst group learning experience you’ve had, what will 

have happened (or not happened)? 

(b) If this is the best group learning experience you’ve ever attended, what 

will have happened (or not happened)? 

2. I will ask participants to share items from their lists. I will list these on 

the white board. I will wait until everyone has had an opportunity to 

share everything they wish to share. 

3. I will ask participants to list guidelines—norms—that spring from fears 

and hopes and that will be helpful in our group learning experience. 

What Comes Up Protocol 

 This is a five-step protocol that I have adapted to allow a response to a 

common experience, such as a text or movie. After reading a text, I will ask 

participants, “What came up for you as you read the chapter?” Participants will have 

an opportunity to share, one-by-one, their response to the chapter(s). They are not 

allowed to interrupt or respond to one another. The goal is that each participant has an 
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opportunity to share openly and honestly without fear of another participant 

challenging what came up for them. 
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Chalk Talk 
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Chalk Talk 

 This is a protocol I experienced as part of a doctoral class. It is not found in 

McDonald et al. (2003). I will put the word race in the middle of the white board. I 

will ask participants to create a web on which they list everything they think of that 

relates to race. They will all work on the same web but without talking. Here are some 

basic guidelines: 

1. Draw a line from the word race to a word you add or from a word that 

someone else added to your word, as appropriate. 

2. Write only word a word or two: complete sentences or arguments will take 

away from the main purpose which is to map out all of the things we think 

about when we think about race. 

3. What you list may or may not represent how you personally feel. List whatever 

you think of and don’t assume that others are representing what they 

personally feel. 

4. Do not respond to others or engage in a back-and-forth mapping conversation. 

The Chalk Talk continues until writing ceases for several minutes without any new 

entries. 
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Personal Timeline of Racial Memories & Understandings 
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Personal Timeline of Racial Memories & Understandings 

 I will ask participants to, on a blank sheet of paper, map a personal timeline of 

their own racial memories and understandings. While I am interested in their White 

racial identity development and what that means for them, I feel that kind of wording 

may be more limiting than helpful. I give the following instructions: 

1. Please create a personal timeline of your racial memories and understandings. 

The timeline may be linear or may take any other shape you choose. 

2. Feel free to include any elements from our current study, if relevant, but do not 

feel like you have to do so. 

3. Once we create the maps, I will invite each participant to share highlights. 
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Appendix F 

University Lifestyle Standards 
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University Lifestyle Standards 

As a community we encourage and teach our members to follow Jesus Christ 

and be collaborators in God's work in the world. We urge each member to become the 

kind of person and live the kind of life that Jesus taught and modeled. We believe such 

a life is described by the "fruit of the Spirit" as listed in Galatians 5:22-23. These fruits 

include love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, gentleness, goodness, faithfulness, and 

self-control. 

We believe the Bible teaches that all persons are created in God's image and 

that God actively seeks renewed relationships with every individual. We are bound 

therefore to regard each person with love and respect (Romans 12:9-21, 1 Corinthians 

13, Ephesians 4:32). So we avoid discrimination, abusive or manipulative actions, and 

gossip or mean-spirited behaviors. We seek actively to honor each person, loving and 

serving one another as Jesus taught us. 

Our lifestyle excludes immoral practices and calls us to transformed living as 

we "offer [our] bodies as living sacrifices" to God (Romans 12:1-2). In regard to 

sexual morality, we believe that only marriage between a man and a woman is God's 

intention for the joyful fulfillment of sexual intimacy. This should always be in the 

context of mutual compassion, love, and fidelity. Sexual behaviors outside of this 

context — including adultery, promiscuity, sexual abuse, and homosexual practice — 

are inconsistent with God's teaching. We recognize these principles may conflict with 

the practice or opinion of some within the larger culture. We are convinced that this is 

God's design for providing the most loving guidance and practice for individuals and 

our community. 

For a community to be successful its members must live with integrity. This 

includes doing honest academic work, telling each other the truth, keeping our 

promises, and living so our actions match our words (James 1:22-25).  

The university is eager for each member of the community to grow spiritually 

(Hebrews 10:24-25). We encourage involvement in activities designed to nurture 

spiritual growth. This includes Bible study, small prayer groups, service opportunities, 
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and chapel attendance. The university encourages all members of the community to 

maintain personal practices of discipleship and to participate in a local church.  

Our goal is to help each community member to think the same way Christ thought  

(Philippians 2:5). This includes disciplining our minds to think about whatever is true, 

honorable, just, pure, pleasing, commendable, and excellent, worthy of praise as 

commended to us in Philippians 4:8. We avoid giving attention to what is obscene and 

pornographic, whether in print, on the Internet, or in entertainment. We choose 

entertainment that will strengthen, not undermine the "mind of Christ." We avoid 

gambling, not only to practice good stewardship of our resources, but also to prevent 

welcoming greed inwardly and joining in the social inequities on which gambling 

thrives.  

While we recognize that committed Christians differ in how they view the 

consumption of alcoholic beverages, it is clear that the improper use of alcohol by 

students, faculty or staff could bring much harm to the communities of [the 

university]. This is especially true of the traditional undergraduate community which 

consists largely of students who are under the legal drinking age. Nationally, it is well 

documented that underage and binge drinking as well as driving with significant blood 

alcohol levels are major problems on college campuses. In addition, there is growing 

evidence that some individuals are predisposed to alcoholism. For these reasons, the 

use of alcohol by traditional undergraduate students is not allowed at any time they are 

enrolled at the university.  

Within committed Christian communities there are diverse views regarding the 

use of alcohol. Some choose a testimony of abstinence for a variety of legitimate and 

honorable reasons while others believe they can use alcohol occasionally and 

moderately without harm to their body, spirit or relationships with others. As a 

community that honors Spirit-led diversity among Christians, [university] employees 

and students in non-traditional programs (degree-completion and graduate programs) 

are given the freedom of Spirit-led conscience in deciding whether to consume 

alcoholic beverages in moderation when not in the presence of students from 
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traditional undergraduate programs. The use of alcohol at university-sponsored events 

or activities is not allowed. Further, the presence or use of illegal drugs or alcoholic 

beverages is not tolerated on any [university] campus, nor is the illegitimate use of 

prescription drugs. The use of tobacco is not permitted in any [university] building or 

by employees or traditional undergraduate students. 

The goal of the [university] lifestyle standard is to create a community in 

which individuals are encouraged to be transformed into the image of Christ. In 

addition, we desire that our common life would reflect the teachings and Spirit of 

Christ in all that we do and say. In this ongoing process of transformation, all 

members of the [university] Community are encouraged to consider the following 

questions as a means of self-examination, in the tradition of the historic Friends 

(Quakers). As individuals or groups within this community reflect on these questions, 

we encourage them to respond in obedience to God's leading and to seek 

encouragement, support and accountability from other members of the community.  

• Am I actively pursuing the highest call of God on my life even if that means 

giving up a personal "freedom" for the sake of others within the community? 

• As a member of the [university] community, do I recognize my duty and 

responsibility to others within our Christ-centered community? 

• Am I a faithful steward of the resources which God has entrusted to me?  

• Do I discipline my mind and body to serve as instruments of God?  

These lifestyle standards reflect the university's mission, faith commitments, values, 

and our rich heritage. They are intended to facilitate our life together at [the 

university]. 


