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Abstract

The study presented here addresses teacher learning. It is a ‘self-study" in the sense
that it is directed to my own efforts as a teacher educator in Iceland to establish a new kind of
learning environment for my student teachers, guided by the view that, in doing so, I might
better undérstand more generally what learning to teach entails and how such learning might
be facilitated. I ask, “How teachers learn to thlnk and act in particular ways?” Approaching
this question, I turn inward, asking myself what and how I was learning when trying to build
the new learning environment. Howevef, the study also includes an inquiry into my own
practice as a sepondary school chemistry teacher, in particular my efforts to readapt to the
culture of my school after two years of graduate studies in another country but also my efforts
to bring the complexities of my own chemistry teaching to my stﬁdent teachers on campus.

Records collected for this study include my own research journal, copies of my

student teachers’ written coursework, and audio tapings from our conversations both on

campus and in school practicum .settings.b In the last case, the student teachers’ school advisers
were also involved. Beginning to analyze these records, I found myself grappling with
fundamental questions related to the act of inqﬁiw. Exploring this issue I became drawn to
Rortyan pragmatism and this encouraged me to approach my records imaginatively, keeping
in mind that my responsibility was t6 come up with descriptions that might point to new
possibilities for te'acher educators to improve their practices.

Following this lead, I have tried, in this study, to examine my records in light of both

pragmatic and sociocultural perspectives. Two major themes emerged in the course of these
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explorations, that is (a) learning to teach as “personal” and as “social” and (b) the role of
language in learning to teach. I conclude that it may be useful to see learning to teach both as '
“personal” and “social”. Besides, I suggest that seeing learning to teach as a scenario of

“language games” might turn out as a useful description.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In recent yearé there has been a growing interest in teachers as learners, that is “how
teachers learn to think and act in particular ways and what contributes to their leaming” to
quote Feiman-Nemser and Remillard (1996, p. 63). Behind this interest, they add, is the hope
that “understanding more about teachers as learners, what they need to know and how they
learn their craft, can help in clarifying the role of formal teacher education in léaming to
teach” (p. 63).

The study presented here addresses teacher learning and it does so on similar grounds
as explicated above. Basically, it is an inquiry into my own efforts to learn to teach teachers
in new ways guided by the idea that in doing so I might better understand more generally
what learning how to teach entails and how such learning might be facilitated. In this sense,
the study is a “self-study” (Bullough and Pinnegar 2001).

Having been a science teacher educator in my country (Iceland) for some years I went
to Vancouver in Canada in 1997 for further studies in science education and teacher

education at the University of British Columbia (UBC). Returning to Iceland two years later,.

I decided to rebuild the course I had been teaching within the teacher education program at

the University of Iceland. In doing so I would make use of some of the things I had learned at
UBC..

This study reports these efforts of mine to build a new kind of learning environment
for my student teachers, hoping, of course, it might help them learn to teach. However, I was
not only teaching teachers at the university. I was élso teaching chemistry in a secondary
school as I had been doing fof almost two decades. Returning to Iceland in 1999 from my
studies in Canada I was not only going back to my job at the university but also to my

chemistry teaching in my ‘old’ school. Mindful that I had decided to examine closely my own
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learning process and guided by the view that my chemistry teaching was indeed a part of that
proceés, I began to document my chemistry teaching as well.

My records include my own journal, copies of my student teachers’ written
coursework and audio tapings of interviews I had with the student teachers both on campus

and while they were student teaching.

Questions

Basically I am asking:

How do teachers learn to think and act in particular ways?

- Approaching this question I look inward and ask:

What and how was I learning when trying to build a new learning environment for my
teachers? What kind of learning was involved? What was I grappling with? What wés I
undergoing in these struggles of mine?

_Asking these questions I was not only thinking of the classroom teaching part of my
course. Part of my responsibilities included visiting the student teachers during their
practicum teaching periods. Besides being their teacher on campus I was also their faculty -
advisor. Being in that position I could easily see that the school environment, the classroom
in particular, was a powerful influence iﬁ their learning process. And I wondered:

How does the school environment affect my student teachers? What were they
learning from their practicum, and how did this learning intermingle with their learning on
campus, in particular in my course?

Asking these questions, I began to think about my own experiences when beginning to
teach chemistry in 1979. I was not certified. I had simply walked into my first class wifh a
chemistry textbook in one hand and (I assume) a packet of chalk in the other and began
teaching. It was only a year later or so that I began my formal teacher education. However,

things ‘went fine’ during that year so that by the time 1 began to study how to teach I felt I
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knew already how to do my job. Things in the program were like icing on a cake that had
already been baked. In hindsight I wonder:

Had I indeed “learned to 1“each ” before beginning my formal teacher education? If so,
what had 1 been learning?

Broadening the scope, we may ask:

Where do teachers learn to teach? Is the school the most significant context for
learning? How does the coursework at campus enter this picture? Is it the “cake” or is if the

“icing” or both?

The Beginning of My Story

Beginning to téach teachers in the late 1980s and searching for good ideas to teach I
came across the idea of constructivism, that is, the notion that we should think of people as
“knowledge makers” instead of thinking about them as “knowledge receivers”. To put things
straight, this idea “captured;’ me almost instantly. Accordingly, I decided that the course I
was about to establish within the teacher education program at my university would be a
“constructivist” course. However, there §vas a problem. Trying to make use of the
constructivist idea in my chemistry teaching I experienced difficulties. It did not seem to
align so well with the ‘fstoryline” of my school. I felt I was running into a “wall” or being
caught into a web of complexities.

What kind of “wall” was this? What wés I grappling with?

In hindsight I see these early struggles of mine with constructivism as a case story
illuminating the complexities involved when attempts are made fo change existing school
cultures and therefore a plausible introduction to this thesis that significantly is a study of
complexities involved in learning to teach. Besides, I see these early struggles of mine with

constructivism as the beginning of a story that ultimately resulted in a doctoral program and
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the thesis presented here. Accordingly, I begin this thesis (chapter 2) by exploring these

difficulties.

Trends and Hopes

This is an inquiry info learning to teach teachgrs. In spite of having been a teacher for
more than two decadés and a teacher educator for fifteen years, I still feel_ perplexed by the
complexities involved in learning teaching and helping people learn to teach. This, of course,
makes it difficult for me and, I assume, for other teacher educators as well to act
purpo&eﬁdly. We need a better understanding of what learning (eqching entails. Without such
understanding we have no clear guidelines for our doings, no rules of action. Our field of
action is foggy.

However, there ié hope. At least, so I believe. The hope, I argue, relates to efforts of
many teacher educators and scholars in this field to redraw the picture of learning to teach in
an attempt to see how its various parts come together. Besides there is a clear willingness to
reconsider our conceptual underpinnings, a willingness to face the possibility tha't some of the
ﬁonceptions we have been carrying with us might require revisiting, not least the very notion
of learning. Traditionally, learning has been thought of as something occurring only in the
heads of people. Some researchers such as Lave and Wenger (1991) who study learning in
out-of-school settings challenge this narrow conception of learning, even contending that it
has bad effects. Lave (1996), fof example, clairﬁs that, “theories that conceive of .leaming asa
special universal mental process impoverish and misrecognize it” (149). I agree with her and
I think that we (teacher educators) would be better off by broadening our conception of
leaming. Indeed, there are some signs such a broadening of the notion of learning is creeping
into the domain of téacher education. Borko and Putnam (2000) for example present in a
recent zirtiéle in the journal Educational Researcher what they the call the “situative

perspective”, a concept that is meant to weave together three themes that have recently been
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intersecting at the crossrqads of educational research, namely cognition as situated, social,
and distributed. Exploring in this thesis my own experiences when returning to my old school
(chapter 7) and also when visiting a student teacher during her practicum (chapter 8), I found
such concepts quite useful. Actually, I find it difficult to see now — with my thesis nearly
done — how I could have made sense of those experiences without being guided by a situated
or contextual view of cognition and learning. And this is precisely what gives me hope.
Guided by these new views, I feel that I am beginning to ﬁnderstand better those problematic
questions that have been “with me for so long”, in particular the “strong forces™ apparently at
work in the place we call the “classroom”, forces that often seem to “engulf” our students
from the very moment they step inside this place.

However, these understandings (ieveloped gradually through my work with my data
and the writing of this thesis. Retuming from my studies in August 1999, I was still confused
by all these new conceptions. Situated learhing? Learning as social? What on Earth are these
people taking about? So I decided to push aside these ‘strange’ terms. Not completely though

— as will be evident in the next section.

Learning as “Personal” and as “Social”

I am wondering what learning teaching entails. In particular, I am wondering if
learning to teach should be seen as “personal” or as “social”. Indeed, this tension had already
“captured” my mind when returning to Iceland ﬁom my studies in Canada in 1999. Eagér as
was to use some of the things I was carrying with me from Canada I made a list of ten
statenients that I called “My Pedagogic Creed” —a good label I thought because it reminded
me of a philosopher that I had come to admire, John Dewey. While leaving the details of this

to 'chapter 5, I will only say that at the bottom of that list was the following statement:

I believe that my course is only a part of a much bigger picture. You will experience

influences from many sources, €.g. other courses, your school advisers and the pupils
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you come to teach. Your experiences from your schooling will be with you and affect

your knowledge making and the shaping of your attitudes.

Please note that I write “you” at the beginning of the second sentence. I was
addressing my student teachers, trying to tell them (and myself by the way)' that they had
entered a complex landscape. So, the social perspective was there but on the bottom of “My
pedagogic creed”.

What was on the top? This:

I believe that good teaching comes from within, that it is always rooted in personal
attributes and the world-view of the one that teaches. Learning to teach means

developing one’s own theory of teaching.

Making this statement I wa§ influenced by Parker J. Palmer’s (1998) wonderful book,
The Courage to Teach — Exploring the Inner Landscak)e of a Teacher’s Life. Indeed I |
borrowed the slogan “good teaching comes from within” that you see in the quote from
Palmer’s book. However, I was not borrowing it because it “sounded well” or something like
that. I was borrowing it because I found it to be “deeply true”. Reflecting on my own
teaching career “with” these words from Parker I found that my teaching was indeed
grounded in a strong sense of who I am as a teacher. Turning to the literature on learning to
teach (e.g. Aoki 1986, Kagan 1992 and Wideen, Mayer-Smith, and Moon 1998) I found that
many teacher educators and scholars wére saying this same thing. I also felt supported by
authors like Russell and Munby (1992), Zeichner and Liston (1987), énd Korthagen and
Kessels (1999) — all claiming the importance of helping student teachers develop their
conceptions of teaching and learning in a dialectical relationship to their own classroom
experiences. Apparently, Schon’s (1983) The Reflective Practitioner was not far away.

What I am trying to convey is that when I returned from “my campus”, that is UBC in

Vancouver, I felt I was bringing with me two fypes of stories of learning to teach, one type
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pointing to “learning as personal”, the other to “learning as social”. In practice, I embraced
the former while pushing gently aside the latter. That I acted in this way, points, I think, to a
stilAl deeper issue, namely my way of thinking about the world and things in the world: The
fact that I, in practice, pushed aside “learning as social” was‘, I argue, rooted in a cultural
imprint telling me that we cannot have two different types of “Truths” simultaneously. How
yshould we conceive of learning as both personal and social? One of them must be closer to
“how things really are”.

I thought: Were not Lave and Wenger (1991) simply “playing with words”?
Everybody (except Lave and her supporters) knéws that learning actually takes place in the
head. We think with our brains, do we not?

Questions of this kind were flashing through my head (where else?) when beginning
to rebuild aspects of my practice upon returning to Iceland from my graduate studies at UBC
in 1999. Honestly, they made me somewhat anxious. I felt Lave and her likes were saying
something very important (this explains why I use the word “gently” above when telling that
I put the social perspective aside) but could not really align their words with my own words.
Gradually, this knot began to dissolve. Gradually I came to understand that “leamihg as
social” and “learning as personal” were by no means contradictory or incompatible. Both
were good but for different purposes. Speaking in this manner one has most probably adopted
a pragmatic perspective. As a matter of fact I had. Allow me to give you a glimpse of this
part of my story. It appears in full in chapter 3 and colours, I think, most of the text

constituting this thesis.

Pragmatism

Studying at UBC in Vancouver I was introduced to the pragmatists, in particular John
Dewey and Richard Rorty. However, similar to Lave, their language appeared to me as

“peculiar”. I felt they were not speaking “in concert” with the rest of us. With time I realized
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that this was indeed what they are after. That is, they are suggesting that we speak of things
in ways different to what “common sense” finds adequate. They are suggesting a new
language for us (e.g. educators) to use, the language of pragmatism. This language is non-
dualistic. It does not accept distinctions made by the Greeks, for example the appearance-
reality distinction, nor does it accept Descartes’ invention of the mind-body distinction or
Locke’s and Kant’s further work on that project that laid the ground for what later became
known as “epistemology” — the theory of knowledge. In short, they want us to reject those old
world pictures and replace them with “a picture of a flux of continually changing relations”
as Rorty (1999, p. 47) puts it. A key idea here is that we (human beings) have been sort oAf
“lured into a wrong path” by now dead philosophers: There was never a mind in the Cartesian
sense. Human beings did not divide from other animals by beginning all of a sudden to

represent reality. That idea was possibly sensible before but not after Darwin. Rorty (1999)

- explains that:

" when Darwinian evolutionary theory was brought together with the suggestion,
mooted by Frege and Pierce and anticipated by Herder and Humbolt, that it is
language rather than consciousness or mind, which is the distinguished feature of our
species, Darwinian evolutionary theory made possible to see all of human behaviour —

“including that ‘higher’ sort of behaviour previously interpreted as fulfilment of the
desire to know the unconditionally true and do the unconditionally right — as
continuous with animal behaviour. For the origin of language, unlike the origin of
consciousness, or of a faculty called ‘reason’ capable of grasping the intrinsic nature
of things, is intelligible in naturalistic terms. We can give what Locke called a ‘plain
historical account’ of how animals came to talk. However, we cannot give a plain

historical account of how they stopped coping with reality and began representing it,
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much less of how they stopped being merely phenomenal beings and began to

constitute the phenomenal world. (p. 68)

There are a number of “deep issues” in this quote that.need a lengthy elaboration to
grasp the story this quote is telling. I have not spaée for those in this introduction (see chapter
3 for further discussion on this matter). What I would like to stress at this pdint are two
things. First, contemporary pragmatism gives primacy to language as a.tool or as a social
instrument. Secondly, there are no “Truths” — we do not know the world “as it really is”.
Whenever we try to say something about the world we meet ourselves — our ways of
speaking. Therefore, what matters, is how we speak — how we describe reality. Thére are
useful descriptions and Jess useful descriptions but no “right” or “wrong” descriptions. Useful
descriptions are those fhat make us feel better, that bring us less pain and more pleasure.

-Linking to the last paﬁ of the previous section where I told you about my tendency to
push “learning as social” away, you may now understand why I became — in the end —
comfortable with this notion. Following the pragmatic stance, the only criteria of “what is a
good thing” is its usefulness for particular purposes. Thus, if the phrase “learning as social”
helps us to improve our programs then it has performed a useful task. Most likely, |
epistemological sceptics will ask us, for example, “Better on what grounds?” pointing, of
course, to epistemological foundations. However, if we feel good and if our students feel
good and if there is a general agreement in the group that we are indeed making progress
relative to our shared goals and visions then that may be all that we can ask for. Whether
these goals and visions are “right” or “wrong” we will never know. But there is always the
possibility of working out an agreement of the type “this seems like a good program”. That is

the very idea of democracy, is it not?
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Language

“Language” is a central theme in my thesis. This springs in part from my inclination to
neopragmatism which gives primacy to language. But there is another reason and that is the
fact that my study crosses countries and national languages, British Columbia and Iceland,
English and Icelandic. As told, returning to Iceland from my studies in Canada I felt I was
bringing with me some good ideas that might be useful for the new course I was to establish.
Much to my surprise these ideas “disappeared” or “evaporated” when I attempted to translate
them into Icelandic. I was almost unable to speak of my ideas in my native language. I
brought this issue up in an interesting virtual dialogue with Rorty, which I bring fo you in
chapter 5. Suffice to ’say here that this strange experience and my conversations with Rorty
pushed me to start thvir.lking of this thing we call “language”. It became an issue for me. I
began to ask questions of the type: “How should we think of lahguage?” To shorten my story,
I came down saying (and believing) that “Language is a tool” or “Language is a social
instrument”. Saying such things of language points to Wittgenstein, the Austrian philosopher
and, in his later life, a pragmatist. He also made us aware that there are lots and lots of
“language games” going on in every society. In other words, groups of people develop
different kinds of speaking depénding on their needs, interests and purposes. In education,
there are several such language games going on, for example a ‘positivistic’ one and an
‘interpretive’ one. People in those two groups are in different language games with different
‘rules’. Following the pragmatic lead, neither group is closer to reality. The problem is that
they may find it difficult to communicate — because they have different rules. Holt—Reynolds
(1992) tells an interesting story illuminating this point — of a professor and his students who
were (in a pragmatic frame) playing different language games and could therefore not

understand each other. I revisit her story in chapter 4.
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Learning and Language

Most of us may feel that learning and language are close allies. This, of éourse, links
to the fact thaf we are doing a lot of things “in” language when we are learning (speaking,
listening, writing). And few would doubt that a prerequisite for successful academic learning
is a good grip of the national language involved, say English. If I do not understand English I
~ cannot, for example, read my textbooks (which, we suppose, are written in English).
However, in the scenarios of the type described here and (I assume) in most of our social
practices we tend to take language as something that simply “is” like the atmosphere that
surroupds and penetrates all of us much without our noticing unless something isAwrong — for
example when someone experiences difficulty breathing.. Similar for language: We are most
likely to become aware of it when there is some kind of “friction”. For example: One does
not understand a word or >a sentence (spoken or written) and therefore attends to it.

' As hinted at in the previous section, “language” becomes something different when
taken into the prégmatic vocabulary. Here it is thought of as a fool people are using to cope
with their environment. Just as we need tools (say a hammer and a saw) to build a table or a
house so we need words and phrases and stories to build our lives and carry on our projects, _
teaching say. And, as for thé ordinary tools, words and phrases and stories are in need of
“updaﬁng” from time to time. Human beings afe not only language-users; they are also
language-developers. These changes in the way people speak are indeed happening all the
time. We just do not notice it. How we speak and how our speaking changes bypasses our
attention. We are not conscious of these peculiar tools of ours because they are as ‘ordinary’
as the air we breathe. “For their application is not presented to us so clearly”, aécording to

Wittgenstein (1972, p. 6e; see also Wertsch 1991, p. 105; emphasis in the original).
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Now we may ask: Given that learning and language are “close allies”, what happens to
this relationship when we start thinking of language as a too! (rather than as medium of
representation)?

I intend to come back to this question in the last chapter of this thesis — after all my
stories have been told. Suffice to say here that my own learning experiences while working
on this thesis indicate to me that a useful description of those experiences might go something
like this: I was busy picking up terms from the people I was working with (at UBC) and from
the books I was reading and using them to “see things new” and recreating myself as an
educator. Saying that this description mi.ght be useful I am indicating that it milght'serve asa
good tool in future situations, for example when figuring out how I should work with my

student teachers.

The Approach to Inquiry

I tend to think of this study as a “self-study”. Using this term I have in mind a recent

article by Bullough and Pinnegar (2001). They write:

When biography and history are joined, when the issue confronted by the self’is
shown to have relationship to and bearing on the context and ethos of time, the self-
study moves. to research. It is the balance between the way in which private experience
can provide insight and solution for public issues and troubles and the way in which
public theory can provide insight and solution for private trial that form the nexus of
self-study and simultaneously presénts the central challenge to those who work in this

area. (p. 15)

In effect, writing this thesis I was constantly “conversing” with diverse authors about
my experiences, for example Rorty. As hinted at earlier, he pointed out to me that writing this
thesis I should try my best to be imaginative because what matters most in such projects is

how we (inquirers) describe our experiences. I read Rorty to be saying that it is not our data

Chapter 1 12




that matters most but how we deal with them. If they are texts (as in my case) the issue is to
find good “answering words” (Bakhtin; see Werstch 1991 for references) to them s§ that a
“good story” may result, that is a story that points t.o' new and promising ways of speaking
and acting when dealing with our projects. I took this suggestion seriously such that I
established a group of authors to which I refer in this thesis as “my guides” and which
includes Jerome Bruner, John Dewey, Jean Lave, James V. Wertsch, Mikhail Bakhtin, and, of
course, Richafd Rorty. I introduce these people in chapter 3. Suffice to say heré that I cannot

imagine how I could have done this thesis without their help.

The Chapters and Some Further Questions

Chapter 2 is titled ‘.‘Early Struggles with Constructivism”. It addresses the beginning
of my story as a teacher educator and, by the same token, my “first love” with constructivism.
As told, trying to adopt this idea and make it integral to my practice, 1 faced some unexpected
difficulties. Exploring difficulties of this kind, I argue, may help us figure out useful ways of
thinking about constructivism.

Beginning to explore my data I felt uncomfortable. Reading my journal, my students’
accounts and listening to the audio tapes I had made, I began to woﬁder what I was trying to
do and what I was aiming at. Facing these realities I decided to explore my assumptions.
Chapter 3, “Towards Pragmatism” describes this journey. Here I introduce “my guides”, the
people who helped me figure out what I was doing and what kind of researcher I wanted to
be.

Chapter 4, “Stories of Learning to Teach”, is, in a sense, a further inquiry into my own
thinking. In short, retumipg from my studies in Canada I faced the task of beginning to create
a new story of me as a teacher educator. Accordingly, looking at the collection of stories of

learning to teach I gathered while in Canada, I wondered: Which of these stories are most

-useful for the text I am creating?
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“Back home” is the title of chapter 5. Yes, I was back home and that meant most of all
one thing: Back to the practical! As every teacher knows, planning things is one of the most
imporfant things we do because plans guide our work and give it meaning. Now I faced the
task of making plans in accord with all my “new and promising” ideas. As usual for me, this
task turned out to be not that simple. In particular, my mother tongue did not seem to like my
new ideas. Accordingly, I felt compelled to consider the issue of language and I describe my
attempts to develop “My Pedagogic Creed” as mentioned above. Then I was “ready to gq”,
guided as I was by my new “rules of actions”, in particular the belief that “good teaching
comes from within”.

Done with my creed and my plans, time was ripe to see how good they were. Chapter
6, “En Route to a New Pedagogy”, tells of my attempts to evaluate “how things were going”
once the new course was running. Was the Palmerian idea of “learning to teach from within”
that was guiding my efforts showing its value? How did my student teachers respond to this
new adventure?

“But I was not only teaching teachers; I was also teaching chemistry in a secondary
school. Chapter 7, “Teaching Chemistry and Teaching Teachers” explores this relationship,

_ in particular my attempts to bring some of the complexities of my‘own chemistry teaching to
my teacher education students — by means of personal case stories. However, it also explores
another issue. To put it bluntly: Returning to my old school was almost a nightmare to me!
Exploring this issue I found clear similarities to the story told in chapter 2 of my difficulties
making constructivism part of my professional life. In both cases, it was like I was caught in
a web of complex social relations”and deeply held cultural beliefs that made it difficult for me
even to “air”’ ideas I had become drawn to during the “days at campus”, that is when I was
studying at UBC in Vancouver. And now I wonder: Was I experiencing a similar “thing” as
do many beginning teachers when they are trying to establish relationships with students and

teachers in schools? If so, what is this “thing”? How should such experiences be spoken of?
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" Chapter 8, “Visiting Goldie”, is an account of a visit I made to one of my student
teachers while she was doing her secondary school practicum. Writing this chapter I was
guided by an idea that many teacher educators share, namely that schools somehow “engulf”
our students when they begin to teach and “teach them a lesson” that is so powerful that
“things from campus” simply “evaporate”. The account I give focuses on both the student
teacher and me — our actions and interactions — in particular our ways of speaking. In this
description I use a sociocultural lens, in particular the idea of “mediated action” that I
borrowed from James V. Wertsch (1991). In the main it says that human action typically
employs “mediational means” such as language.

Chapter 9, “Bringing Things Together”, is — as the title indicates — an attempt to figure
out what chapters 2 to 8 tells relative to the major themes dealt with in this thesis, in
particular the issue of learning to teach and the issue of language and how these two might be

usefully related.
A Final Note

I kindly ask my reader to keep in mind that the account given.here is a practitioner’s
account in the sense that it is driven by my felt need to figure out better ways of helping my
student teachers learn how to teach. It is simply so that I bring my own struggles as a teacher
educator “into the open” and align them with the public discourse on learning to teach. I am
not making any epistemological claims. Indeed, doing so would be contrary to my pragmatic
attitude. What I am trying to do is quite simply to write “good stories” of my experiences
guided by the hope that these stories may enable me as well as other teacher educators to
improve our future work with our student teachers. In doing so, I grapple with the series of

questions that I have raised in the opening pages.
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Chapter 2

Early Struggles With Constructivism

A story, Carter (1993) tells, may be framed as “situation-transformation-situation”.
My story as a teacher educator seems to fit neatly with this scheme. It began in the late 1980s
with a problematic situation that caused me to start rethinking my practice as an educator.
Troubled as I was by my situation I decided to go to Canada to figure out “how things were”.
" There the transformation part of my story began. In retrospect, I like to think of this
transformation as a vocabulary thing. That is, studying in Canada I learned manyvnew words
that enabled me to redescribe my original problematic situation.

This chapter addresses the beginning of my story as a teacher educator and,
simultaneously, my initial problematic situation. As evident from the title it links to
constructivism. Beginning my career as a teacher educator, I became “hooked” on this idea
and began to experiment with it both in my chemistry teaching and the new science-teaching
course I was about to establish within the teacher education program at my university. To
begin with, the sky was blﬁe. Soon, however, clouds began to pile up. Somehow, this new
idea that seemed to carry with it a new hope for science teaching was making life difficult for
me. Why?

Mills (1959) noted that, “many problems cannot be solved merely as troubles, but
must be understood in terms of public issues and in terms of the problems of history-making”
(p. 226; quoted in Bullough and Pinnegar 2001). Surely, I was expériéncing a problem.
Howeifer, my problem could be seen as a part of a bigger story, that is the story of
constructivism. Actually, at_the time my story as teacher educator begins, constructivism had
already become a leading idea among science teacher educators (Solomon 1994). A new
wave, a néw thinking, was splashing on the shores of teacher education programs everywhere

bringing hopes of better times, at least in science teaching. In essence, it said that there are
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“many worlds”. Each one of us constructs his or her own “inner world” in response to things
“out there” and in accord with the ideas already in place within our heads. Surprisingly,
although sweeping like a fresh wind 6vef the world, this new idea did not seem to spread
significantly to schools. Even at universities, teacher educators. proclaiming their admiration
of it séemea to “hold it at distance”. I link this to what Wideen, Mayer-Smiht, and Moon
(1998) say in their review on learning to teach, namely that it appears that many teacher
education programs advocating progressive practices do so only in content. That is, good
teaching practices are fold of rather than practiced. Actually, the story I tell below of my first
encounters with constructivism speaks to this point. Albeit being thrilled by the notion of
constructivism I “held it at distance”; that is, I did not let it shape the way I was teaching
student teachers. |

Now I wonder: Why?

As hinted at above, I also brought this new idea to my chemistry teaching. Although it
was refreshing to begin with, it soon became a “disturbing element”. At least it did not seem
to not'ﬁtting ﬁeatly with “the system” or the forms of life characteristic of my school.

Again I ask: Why? |

Writing of these early difficulties of mine with constructivism, I am certainly trying td
“come to peace” witﬁ them. Indeed, | fee_l compelled to do so. These struggles were like “the
big earthquake” in my life as a beginning teacher educator and left me in a state of confusion
for years. As it does with big earthquakes, smaller quakes followed “the big one”. Even
today, these events of my past continue to visit me. Now, however, they come dressed in new
. words, wofds I have discovered while exploring the vocabularies of various authors,
including “educational change” authors like Fullan (1991, 1999), Hargreaves (1994), and
Cuban (1995). These authors have enabled me to look at my early struggles witﬁ

constructivism as a case illustrating the complexities involved when attempts are made to
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change exiéting structures or forms of life in séhools and universities. Looking at my
experiences this way, they appear less as a story of my troubles and more as a case sfory of -
educational change. Most recently, looking at these early experiences from my pragmatic
point of view, they seem to be turning into a story of “different vocabu]aries at war”. Using
this metaphor, I am seeing constructivism as a “way of speaking” rather than as an “idea” and
propohents of constructivism as an army fighting for the case of establishing new linguistic
préctices in schools and universities. Faithful to pragmatism (Rorty 1999), we cannot decide
if suéh a linguistic description of constructivism is closer to reality than other descriptions.
On the other hand, we cannot a priori rejéct,the possibility that thinking this way of
constructivism may be useful. Accordingly, I would like you to consider if it might be useful
to frame the case story given below as a “language story” and, broadening the scope, of the
constructivist movement as an attempt to establish new linguistic practices in schools and

universities.

The Spark of Constructivism

Prior to my acquaintance with the constructivist idea, I did not spend much time on
epistemological issues. I even doubt that the term “epistemology” existed in my vocabulary
during the first part of my chemistry-teaching career. Largely I did my job in accordance with
the rules set by my school and the rules set by the subject chemistry as I understood them.
Following these rules, teaching was not a proBlematic issue. My duty, I felt, was explaining
things well to my students and measure (by means of tests) if énd to what degree ~my students
were “getting the stuff”. Abparently and in hindsight, the social practice I was part of was
guided by a behaviouristic line of thinking, focusing on “input” and “output” but not
worrying about what went on between the two. However, behaviourism.or any “ism”
altogether was not a matter of concern or an issue of conversation in this community of

practice. We did not talk about “our inputs” and “the students output” or something like that.
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In other words, “theorizing” about the teaching-learning relationship was not part of our

social practices or of concern to us. We did things in accord with the “map of our culture”

» (Gee and Green 1999). Following that map, we took it for granted that knowledge was a

commodity preserved in books and in the heads of people, especially subject-specialists like

ourselves. This line of thinking, it seems to me, is so firmly ingrained in my culture at large,

and, implicitly, in our (Icelanders”) ways of speaking, that we do not really become aware of
it unless we face a “counter-idea” like constructivism, that is an idea that goes counter to
traditionai ways of speaking. At least, constructivism entered my life as such a counter-idea
and caused me to “go meta” w-ith regard to my teaching, that is, tovstart wondering how I was
thinking of my teaching. From now on, I really became conscious of that I was, while doing
my job, following a particular line of thinking about teaching, learning, and knowledge and,
no less imertantly, that there was an alternative way or even ways of thinking about these
issues. Following the constructivist idea, we (science teachers) would see our students as
meaning-makers busy making their own ‘inner worlds’ and, in doing so, building on their
‘entering ideas’ or ‘preconceptions’. Logically, this implied the possibility that they might go
astray in their building process relative to the agenda set by the teacher or the school, the
result eventually being a set of misconceptions damaging for further learning. What a thrilling
iaea! I said to myself. Turning to my chemistry students, I started to see them with a fresh
eyé. Instead of depicting them as more or less “intelligent”, I now began to see them as active
knowledge makers experiencing difficulties of various sorts and to a varying extent when
trying to make sense of the topics presented to thém.

I felt almost immediately comfortable with the constructivist view of knowledge and
learning. Moreover and somewhat enthusiastically, I felt I was entering a new ‘era’ in my

career and became filled with new hopes for science teaching in my country. Armed with this
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new idea, I turned to the science-teaching course that I was about to build within the teacher

education program at the University of Iceland. Surely, it would be a ‘constructivist’ course.

Facing Better Times

1 should tell you that I am a textbook writer too. Co-occurring with the first encounters
of mine with constructivism described above, was the publishing of my first chemistry
textbook. That was in 1988. With it,. at least for me, something new was appearing on the
scene of secondary school chemistry teaching in my country. Until this point in time, we had
been busy translating foreign textbooks, especially in the natural sciences. My book was
created in my native language, Icelandic. Besides, it carried with it an emphasis on societal
and environmental issues; and, not to forget, it was illustrated with nice colour pictures,
~unusual for a chemistry textbook in those years in my country. No wonder then, my heart was
filled with good hopes in these years. Hardly had my first “re;/olutionary” chemistry textbook
found its way into schools in Iceland when the wave of constructivism splashed at the shore
of my‘consciousness. How promising!

Flashes of this kind must have gone repeatedly through my mind in those years around
1990. I may not have been alone feeling this way. Reading the literature on science teaching
and participating in conferences related to constructivism, one could hardly avoid feeling that
“something new and refreshing” was being born. The most optimistic teacher educators
seemed to be envisioning the rise of a new era §vith science teachers everywhere in a
“constructivist mode”, busy exploring their pupils’ ‘alternative ideas’ and teaching them in
accordance with those ideas. Soon days of mindless remembering would belong to the past to
be replaced by an era where genuine understanding would be the rule rather than the
excepfion.

Moreover, a new era in teacher education might be underway as well! I remember my

student teachers and myself in the autumn 1990 busy carrying out a study into pupils’ ideas in
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science in some Icelandic primary schools. Our rationale was simply that time was ripe to see
if our (that is Icelandic) kids were bringing to the science classroom ideas similar to their
peers’ in other countries. With that study done, we felt that this was indeed the case.
Apparently, our kids too were constructing their own ideas about scientific topics, some of
them even extending the imaginative power of the most imaginary science teachers. A paper
(Gudjonsson, 1991) reporting our findings appeared a few months later in a teacher magazine
evoking, it seems, quite strong responses. At least there were many people who contacted me
and expressed their interest and surprise, saying something like, “How imaginative the kids

»

are’.

Experimenting With Air

Things were blooming and my new science teaching course within the teacher
education program at my university was about to take a “constmcﬁvist shape”. Participants in
it, most of them science student teachers, were eager to hear about constructivism and the
‘odd’ science-related ideas kids were creating in their own heads, even prior to their school
experiences. Relating to these new research findings, we (my students and me) were
convinced that science teaching in Iceland was in need of reform. However, the problem was,
how should we teach if we were to follow the constructivist line of thinking? Exploring this
issue to some extent in the literature did not bring us any decisive answers. Facing this and
aware of my responsibility to show a good exaﬁlple, I deéidcd to explore the issue in my own
chemistry teaching in the secondary school where I was teaching part-time.

"I remember a scenario, a chemistry cléss of ‘mine in October 1990. We were about to
begin with the topic ‘atmosphere’ and, faithful to my emerging constructivist thinking, I
decided to start by giving my students the opportunity to elicit their spontaneous ideas about
this topic. Holding up a big ‘empty’ glass bottle with a cork in it, I asked my students if it was

really “empty’. Having recovered from a previous period of surprise because of this new and
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somewhat strapge behaviour of mine, most of the students soon rejected this possibility,
stating that the bottle certainly contained ‘air’. Coming so far I asked them to imagine that
‘they were using a “magic microscope” that allowed them to see-the air that was inside the
bottle and then draw on a piece of paper what they saw. Obedient, my students started to look
at the bottle through their magic microscope and those able to see something started to draw
picturés of what they saw. What they ‘saw’, in most cases, was not what I ‘saw’. Whereas I
‘saw’ pure molecules of nitrogen and oxygen rushing through the empty space of thé bottle,
most of my students came up with pictures that pointed to something very different, for
examples dirt particles and strange insects. Obviously, ‘air’ meant something else to them
than I had expected given the science curriculum they should have been exposed to in the
Icelandic primary school. Facing this situation and still carried along by the constructivist
spirit I found it plausible to continqe exploring the t.opic ‘air’ ‘through various kinds of
activities.

These experiences were made public. I included them in the article I mentioned above,
together with a report on the investigations I did together with my student teachers in our
inquify into primary school pupils’ ideas in science. Having told the reader about the “air

bottle experiment” and the activities that followed, I wrote the following:

Oh, my God! Things are going too slow. The Mid-term exam is coming close and I am
far behind with all the stuff. Therefore, I finished the topic with a quick lecture in the

next class. (Gudjonsson 1991, p. 16)

To shorten the story: I ran into a “wall”. In the article referred to, I talked about the
"covering-the-textbook-ghost” as the invisible enemy of my efforts. Pointing to the
constrpctivist slogan “less is more” I argued that we (me and my colleagues in the science
department) were too much taken by the view that “éovering the textbook™ was a central

issue. What mattered most, I contended, was that the students understood what was being
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taught. In hindsight, I do think that my colleagues agreed with me on this point. However, if
this is true it is equally true that no reductioﬁ in the chemistry content followed my
constructivist exercises. Saying this I feel obliged to inform my reader that we were, at this
time point, quite free to decide what to te;clch and how much stﬁff to cover.. This has now
changed as the secondary school in Iceland (from the year 1999) is bound to follow a state
curriculum that requires certain topics to be taught. Therefore, even though we were “free” to
decide what to teach and even though we felt that understanding demanded much more time
to be given to particular themes we did not cut down significantly the list 6f chemistry topics
to be covered. Curiously, even I, the “constructivist enthusiast”, was hesitant. As told above,
my first chemistry textbook had just been published at this time. Writing it, I had been driven
by a desire to make something that the students could “really grasp”. Much to my pleasure,
many scienge teachers in my country seemed to welcome it wholeheartedly, seeing it as a
promising thing. Should such hard won “treasure” be sacrificed to the constructivist “less-is-
more-altar’? Besides, what would happen to those students who later decided to enrol in
some of the science subjects at the university level and had not be taught about topic X or
topic Y? The stories we heard ﬁdm the science university professors were all in the same
spirit: you must teach “that and that and that”. Almost every topic seemed to be “so
important”. |

Thinking about these events now, approximately fifteen years later, I tend to see my
colleagues and me as actors in a “play” that had been in the making for long time and in
which we were mosﬂy “following the script”. That play, I argue, links to a positivistic view
of knowledge as “information packets” to be delivered to the students. The more information
is delivered the better because this implies ﬁore knowledge being accumulated in the
students’ brain. Quant;'ty is what matters. Given this attitude and the fact that nowadays

scientific knowledge expands in an accelerating fashion, the real issue is to secure “rapid
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delivery” of information. For most science teachers that I know, lecture-type teaching
presents itself as the method par excellence in this regard. And, I should not forget, this was
significantly my way of teaching chemistry the twenty years I spent in the secondary school.
The story told above of my teaching about air tells about a deviation from my teaching habits.
In doing this, I was acting against the grain, making my own map instead of just following
the map my school and my culture at large had given to me. Such deviations can hardly be

tolerated, in particular if they result in a reduced number of topics covered — can they?

Slowing Down

In the time following the air bottle eXperiment, I felt rather sad. These experiences
were like a blow to my emerging constructivist thinking. I felt confused and I think I may say
that I lived with this confusion for about seven or eight years until I, in my graduate studies at
UBC, began to study educational change and read books by authors like Fullan (1991) and
Hargreaves (1994). Then I began to say to myself, for example, that doing that little exercise
in constructivism I had been swiftly overcome by “organizational and cultural forces”. At the
time of the air bottle experiment, such words were not in my vocabulary, neither in English
nor Icelandic. Lacking such words, I may have felt somewhat powerless because I was unable
to describe well to myself what I was going through. Reading educational change theorists
years later, the air bottle experiment surfaced again but now as a story exemplifying how
“change forces” may constrain one’s efforts. R;adescribing things this way made me feel
better ,becausevnow I coﬁld see that I was not the only one responsible for the “outcome” of
my experiment; certainly things were more corﬁplicated than that (cf. Britzman, 1986).

Returning to the years in Iceland that followed the air bottle experiment, I can say that
the blow, although hard, did not knock me quite over. I did not give up on constructivist
ideas. However, the episode taught me two things: a) teaching against the grain is not that

easy, and b) the secondary school may not be the best place for “pedagogical adventures”.
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The impact on me as a chemistry teacher was that I turned to a slower and more careful
‘inventive mode’ in the years to come, evident in that fact that from now on I focused on
‘small innovations’ such as replacing ‘cookbook’ lab activities with ‘think-about-it’
activities. Teaqhing my student teachers at the university, I continued to approve
constructivist ideas but had to admit to them that teaching in accord with these ideas might be
‘a bit problematic”. As years passed and, in particular, during rﬁy graduate studies at UBC, |
began to realize that I was not the only educator in the world experiencing problems with
constructivist approacheé to teaching science. Later still and back in Iceland (and adopting a
pragmatic attitude) I have begun to think of the “constructivist problem” in linguistic terms,
claiming that constructivism is a specialized vocabulary that dQes not fit very well with our
more habitual ways of speaking.

- There is still another issue that may be seen as an “aftermath” of the air bottle
experiment. It appears to me that this “lesson” caused me to become more “accepting”
toward my student teachers when observing them teaching in schools. Z, the “expert” had
“failed the test”. What should I expect of them? Should I expect them to be able to
demonstrate “innovative constructivist teaching strategies” in this harsh landscape of
secondary school science teaching where “covering the content as rapidly as possible” is the

norm?

Telling About Constructivism

A survey among Icelandic secondary biology teachers in 1993 indicated that teacher - |
lectures were by far the mosf common teaching method (J6nsson & Olafsdéttir 1993). This
finding did not come as a surprise to me. Lecturing is the common way of teaching in
Icelandic secondary schools, at least when it comes to science subjects.

The survey mentioned above is unique in Icelandic context, unique in the sense that

we (secondary science teachers in Iceland) do not usually inquire into our teaching. In fact, at
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least to my experience, we do very little of “reflective practice” if we take that term to mean
" an activity where genuine ansmpts are made to figure out the relationship between teaching
and learning. We feach and we feach a lot. Not enjoying high salaries we have become
accustomed to “teach overtime” as we say, that is, teach more lessons than required for the
normal full-time teaching load, often extending the base-line 24 forty-minute-lessons a week
to 30-35 lessons a week, 40 minute lesson-time serving as a reference. With such teaching
loads, chances for reflective practice become meagre. On the other hand, routine habits are
likely to take over under such circumstances. This trend, of course, may be accentuated if the
school culture supports the belief that teaching is simply a job, not an issue worth exploring, a
view apparently common in secondary schools (Hargreaves 1994). |

Following Dewey (1916/1944), routine habits are “habits that possess us instead of
our possessing them ... They mark the close of power to vary ... [and imply] aversion to
change and a resting on past experiences” (p. 49). Holding on to a Deweyan language, ‘habit’
is not a ‘bad’ or ‘slavish’ thing. On the contrary, it is “a form of executive skill, of efficiency

in doing” (p. 46), indeed a prerequisite for control and for growth:

Habits give control over the environment, power to utilize it for human purposes.
Habits take the form both of habitﬁation, or general and persistent balance of organic
activities with the surroundings, and of active capacities to readjust activities to meet
new conditions. The former furnishes thé background of growth; the latter constitute
growing. Active habits involve thought, inventions, and initiative in applying
capacities to new aims. They are opposed to routine, which marks an arrest of growth.

(Dewey, 1916/1944, p. 52 — 53)

Thinking about my own chemistry teaching and thinking about the landscape of
secondary school science teaching in my country it comes to my mind that both may be

characterized by foo few instances of “active habits” and too much routine. Under such
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circumstances, teaching practices tend to be fixed and disconnected from “thoughtfulness” or
“caring attunement” to borrow terms from van Manen (1997). If this continues for a long
time people begin to see their practices as ‘natural’ ways of doing things. If you lecture all the
time and are never required to think why you behave in this manner you may easily glide into
seeing lecturing as the ‘natural’ way of teaching, especially if your colleagues also do it this |
way and if your school culture and your culture at large supports you by its common sense
way of talking about knowledge and learning.

I call this section “Telling about Constructivism”. Using this title, I am pointing to the
fact that establishing a new “constructivist” course for prospective science teachers within the
teacher education program at the University of Iceland in the late 1980s my teaching
practices in that course were not particularly éonsistent with the very idea of constructivism.
Let me explain.

Building the new course, I was certainly inspired by constructivism. Indeed, mediated
by the fact that constructivism and related research on children’s ideas in science were the
main topics of the course, I tended to think of it as a “constructivist” course. Years later; then
at UBC in Vancouver and reading Richardson (1999), I realized that this labelling might not
be warranted, at least not fully so: while deserving being called “constructivist in content” it
was clearly not “constructivist in form ”. Still following Richardson, my course could ha_rdly
be thought of as répresenting a “constructivist-learning environment”. For example, an
imagined visitor might not have witnessed activities that aimed at “using pedagogical tools of
dialogue, the development of meaningful tasks, and ‘giving reason’ to the participants” to
quote Richardson (p. 152). On the contrary, he would have observed that I was, most of the
time, lecturing, for exarflple telling my students about constructivism and research findings
on children’s alternative ideas in science. Apparently, I am not unique in this respect. Wideen

et al. (1998) in their review of research on learning to teach, report that many teacher
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many teacher education programs, even those who advocate progressive practices, appear to
be a classic case of “Do as I say, not as I do”. Fensham and Northfield (1993), reporting on a
study of science and mathemétics teacher education in 52 Australian schools, tell that, “Only
a handful of the more than 80 programs presented to the teachers even approached a
consistent set of experiences, based on some model of teaching and learning or of the role of
the teacher in today’s schools” (p. 71).

Now we may ask: Why this inconsistency? Why this ‘gap’ between form and content?
Why do we (teacher educatofs) tend to teach in ways that seemingly violate idéas we hold
dear?

. For my part and thinking again about Dewey’s words about routine habits and active
habits quoted above, I am inclined to think that I have, in my teaching career, been closer to
the former than to the latter. Beginning to teach chemistry in a secondary school in Iceland
roughly two decades ago, I was quickly and effectively swept into a particular mode of
speaking and acting that has followed me like my own shadow ever since and made it hard
for me to adopt alternative modes. In retrospect, I find it striking how effectively my teaching
behaviour was “fixed’ from the very start of my career and how‘hard it has been for me to
shake off this ‘old grip’ of old habits. Besides, I have noted that my student teachers seem to.
fall prey to these same forces as soon as they begin to teach in real school settings. Before
they know, the ‘system’ or the ‘culture’ or whatever we call it has ‘tamed” them, made them
into what Erickson (1991) calls “aeronautical equivalent[s] of an autopilot” (p. 235). For
teacher educators concerned about helping their student teachers become reflective
practitioners who see their pupils as something more than “receptaclefs] waiting to bé filled”
(Bruner 1996, p. 56), this is an issue of utmost importance. Indeed, asking — as I do in this
thesis — how I should think and act as a teacher educator, this dilemma is of great concern to

me. I wonder how I or we (teacher educators in general) should grapple with this issue.
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Plausibly then, this “autopilot issue”, this strong ‘cultural pull’ toward routine habits, will be
a recurrent theme on the pages to appear. Before leaving it here, I cannot resist bringing up
Heidegger (1962) who thought of language not as something we use to express our thoughts
but rather as something that “speaks us”. Thinking about my entrance into the classroom
tweﬁty years ago and the associated “fixed behaviour” that followed I begin to wonder if I
might adopt Heidegger’s phrase to my purposes and say something like: “Once in the
classroom it acted me”. Saying things this way I have come close to a sociocultural way of
speaking. Wertsch (1991), for example, suggests that one should think of human actions as
mediated by physical, social, and cultural tools. From this vantage point, a teacher acting in a
classroom is not merely an individual but an “individual-acting-with-meditational-means” (p.
12). Wertsch is one thé’ people I speak of as “my guides”, that is one of the authors to which I
turned for help when trying to interpret my data (chapter 3). Accordingly, we will meet him
again. Now, back to the main story of this chapter. |

Before starting to teach prospective teachers (in 1988), I had spént roughly a decade
teaching chemistry in a secondary school, almost exclusively in a didactic way. This shaped
my behaviour as a teacher educator. Quite simply, teaching chemistry I saw it as my task to
present and explain “facts and principles” to my student teachers. I assumed thélt knowledge
was propositional in form, something to be “looked up” (e.g. in b;)oks) or “listened to” (e.g. |
the teacher speaking). My role as teacher, I thought, was to deliver knowledge to the student
teachers or see to it thét they read some of the stuff available to them. The rest, “the khowing
how”, would come by itself. This type of thinking seems to fall neatly with what Bruner
(1996) speaks of as the domina;lt m;)del in our culture of learners’ mind and as underlying
didactic teaching, which, still following Bruner, is the most common ‘folk pedagogy’ in use
today in Western cultures. Apparently, my chemistry teaching was mediated by a folk

- pedagogy of this sort. Later when asked to teach teachers at the university I simply continued
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to teach the way my culture had imposed upon me. The fact that I was experimenting with
constructivism at the same time did not influence my behaviour so much, it seems. Even
though constructivism was carrying the message that teaching should be seen not as telling
but as “mutual dialogue” (Bruner 1996, p. 56) my doings were in effect mediated by the
former belief. In a nutshell, although saying to my student teachers that our pupils should be
thought of as meaning makers and taught accordingly, in practice I treated them (my student
teachers) as they were “receptacle[s] waiting to be filled” to repeat the quote from Bruner. In
other words, my way of teachiﬁg teachers went largely undisturbed by the story of
constructivism that I was conveying to them. For me, at this point in time, it was a story of
pupils carrying idiosyncratic ideas to their science classroom but not a story about my student
teachers and me, ﬁot a story of our way of knowing and learning! Constructivism for me, at
this time, was a story about othevrs,'not a story about my student teachers nor myself, an idea
separated from my practice as teacher educator, a disembodied idea.

Now I sense the possibility that you might have begun to think that I was not doing
very well as a beginning teacher educator; that I was merely swimming in difficulties and
confusion. If I am suspecting right, I would like to balance my account and even convince
you to think that “things may not have been that bad”. After all, I think it is fair to say that I
was enthusiastic about the notion of constmctiviém and the associated research findings on
“children’s ideas in science” (e.g. Driver, Guesne, and Tibergien 1985). No doubt, this
enthusiasm on my part evoked interest in some of my student teachers. Evokiﬁg interest in
one’s students is, I believe, one of the most valuable things that happens to you as a teacher.
If you are a teacher educator, it may entail that someone who is alfeady searching for things
to improve her or his teaching practices, picks up your words and works them into his or her
own teqching story. Fortunately, I am able to bring in an example that speakg to this point. It

is the voice of a woman and a biologist who participated in the teacher education program at
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my university, including my own science-teaching course, in 1992. Her name is Rut
Kristinsdéttir and she wrote about her experiences in a pamphlet published by an
organization of Icelandic biology teachers (Kristinsdoéttir, 1993). Her story is valuable not
only because it exemplifies the point I am making about the interested learners’ search for
new ideas to improve their practices but also because it may enable you to build a picture of

the “Icelandic context” that is a part of my story.

Kristindéttir’s Reflections

Having graduated from her biology studies at the University of Iceland in the autumn
1990, Kristinsdottir got a teaching position ina secondary school right away but enrolled a
year later in our teacher education program at the same university'. In doing so, she became a
pgrticipant in my science-teaching course that, at this point, had definitely become
constructivist in content although not in form as told above. Having made some comments on
her biology studies, she makes the following remark about the teacher education program:

I started in the teacher education program with mixed feélings because there was a
rather bad rumour following it among the older and experienced teachers. Some of them even
went so far as saying that these studies had done more harm than good to them.
(Kristinsdéttir, 1993, p. 52)

~ I'think it is important for you to note this “bad rumour” Kristinsdottir talks about. I
think it may be said that the general attitude toward teacher education in these years (ca 1980
to 1990) in Iceland was not positivé. This applies in particular to a group of practicing
secondary teachers who were required to “go back” to the university and teacher education
studies because of a new regulation taking place in the late 1970s and making formal teacher

preparation obligatory for all but a small group of teachers with very long job experience.
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Some of those required to “go back” were not happy with this state of things and did not |
hesitate to speak out their opinion on the matter. I was part of this group and I remember that
many of them complained about this ‘misfortune’ and even ridiculed the teacher education
progrém or parts of it. I belonged to a minority of student teachers with a rather positive
attitude toward the program.

When Kristinsdéttir arrived in the program it had changed substantially from the time
I was a student teacher in it, having become, for instance, more school and subject oriented.
Nevertheless, the “bad rumour” was still there, making Kristinsdéttir somewhat uncertain
about what to expect from it. Fortunately, things turned out not that bad from her point of
view. Reflecting on her experiences from participating in our teacher education program a
fe;’v months after she graduated from it, she is indeed quite positive, for example toward the

learning environment offered by my course:

In this course ... our attention was directed to how to teach our subject to people, not
only teaching the subject ... we were also required to answer particular questions that
every biology teacher s_hould face from time to time. “What should be taught in
“biology?“ “Why should we teach biology?” Faced with such questions one is forced,‘I
think, to take a different look at the topics and encouraged to make it more goal
directed and meaningful... Above all, what I remember best from this course is the so-
called constructivist view. According to it, each individual shapes and builds his or her
“own knowledge. I find this especially important to keep in mind when I am
introducing new concepts to my students and trying to expl.ain their meaning. Because

what I say or write they shape in their particular ways, depending on their prior

! Formally, teachers are required to have a teaching credential when beginning to teach in schools. Due to
continuing shortage of teacher (science teachers in particular), however, people often begin their teaching
careers without such a credential and (those who want to stay in the profession) only later enrol in a teacher
education program. .

Chapter 2 32




knowledge and how they connect this new information to the knowledge they had

previously constructed. (p. 53)

I must admit that I am very fond of Kristinsdottir’s words just quqted. Fighting
uncertainty and struggling to find meaningful ways of helping people learn to teach, words
like hers sounded (and continue to sound) most encouraging. It is good to know that
somebody finds your ideas interesting. It provides you with a feeling that, after all, you might
not be fighting against windmills, a feeling that often followed me in those years. Besides,
and maybe most importantly, stories of this sort that remind us (educators) of the
contingencies of life, including school life and teaching. Our control of “what hapbens” to
our student teachers is bound to be limited. The “outcome” of our courses, what our students
learn, is no less up to thém than it is a function of our efforts. Fortunately, I have been blessed
with many student teachers, who — like Kristinsdéttir — are eager to grow and rethink_ their
entering ideas on education, teaching, and learning. Such students, it seems to me, are keen to
make their own maps of the terrain we call 7“teaching” and may even influence their
colleagues to start revising theirs. And all this may happen regardless of teacher educators

like me who tend to teach in discord with ideas they hold dear.

Epilogue

In this chapter, I have been revisiting some of my early experiences linked to my
attempts to make constructivism part of my practice both as a chemistry teacher and teacher
educator. Trying this I soon ran into difficulties. In my school I experienced a head-on clash -
with the very way things were thought of and organized in my school, the time table and the
empbhasis on covering the content being obvious examples. Attempting to follow the
‘constructivist trend’ in teacher education when building my course at the university, I only
made it ‘half-way’, that is, it was constructivist in content but not in form. This signifies to

me that [, at this time in my career, kept constructivist ideas ‘at distance’, that I did not
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‘allow’ them become parts of my teacher educator identity. Reflecting on this issue during
my studies at UBC some years later I came up with the idea that I had, at this stage in my

career, not yet become a constructivist. Thus, in June 1999, I wrote the following:

1 feel that I have become a constructivist. I now think as a constructivist. Seeing
myself and other people as constructing knowledge appears quite “natural” to me now.
This is very different from how things appeared to me before. I saw constructivism as
an “ism” and as a “more true” idea about ho§v things “really are” when it comes to
knowledge and learning. During my graduaté studies at UBC, these ideas have

| somehow “moved inwards” and become one with me and my way of seeing the world.

(Gudjonsson, Comp 2/June 1999, p. 7)

Writing these words, I had just been exploring Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger and
Tarule’s (1986) book Women'’s Ways of Knowing - The Development of Sebf Voice, and
Mind. T will revisit this book in the next chabter. Suffice to say here that it helped me start
thinking of constructivism less as an “idea” or “theoretical framework” and more as a “way
of knowing”, less as something “out there” and more as something “in there”. In hindsight, I
see this event as the beginning of a profound shift in my way of being in the world, a change
that iﬁ the end brought me to Rortyan pragmatism. Following Rorty (1999), knowledge
should be seen as power: “a claim to know X is a claim to be able to do something with or to
X, to put X into relation with something else” (p. 50). Speaking this way, Rorty is, of course,
speaking from his pragmatic stance that also includes the view that the only thing we can do

when describing a thing is to relate it to something else — adding:.

For pragmatists, there is no such thing as a nonrelational feature of X, any more than
there is such a thing as the intrinsic nature, the essence of X. So there can be no such
thing as a description which matches the way X really is, apart from its relation to

human needs or consciousness or language. Once the distinction between intrinsic and
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extrinsic goes, so does the distinction between reality and appearance, and so do

~ worries about whether there are barriers between us and the world. (p. 50)

" From this point of view then, at least to my understanding, development of one’s self
is a matter of enriching one’sAvocabulary with new words and déveloping one’s ability to use
words imaginatively to cope with reality.

Studying in Canada I was always looking back at my early struggles with
constructivism. As told, these events of my past gradually changed in a way that gave more
room to the social aspect. Puzzled as I was, I consulted Rorty (19'89) who convinced me that
I had, quite simply, been bringing new words to that segment of my past, words that I had
been collecting at UBC and that were now, through training (e.g. writing), gradually

becoming my own. In the following chapter, I will explore this issue further.
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Chapter 3

Towards Pragmatism

Essentialist claims involve a denial of responsibility — it is social reality that dictates
“the correct theoretical perspective. In contrast, pragmatic justifications reflect the

researcher’s awareness that she has adopted a particular position for particular reasons.
(Cobb 1994, p. 19)

Studying in Canada, I began to ‘look inward’ and question some of my assumptions,
especially those linked to education and research. Back home, I continued to do this, in
particular when beginning to analyze my records. Confronted with the piles of records I had
collected over months of work in the field and including my own journal, transcripts of
interviews with my students and their written course WOrk, I turned to niyself asking: “Who
am | aé researcher?”

Frankly, to begin with, reading my records, I felt somewhat frustrated. For some
strange reasons, [ had expected to find something ‘intereéting’ in that little ‘data mountain’ I
had managed to create. I did not. All I saw were words and ways of speaking and little
anecdotes so mundane to me that I could not avoid asking myself how on earth these pieces
could be turned into a doctoral theéis!

In retrospect, it strikes me that, during tiliS initial grappling with my data, the ‘natural
scientist part of me’ was particularly influential. As well known, natural scientists often
discover most interesting things when they ‘look deeply’ into their data. I remember episodes
from my own biochemistry research where I was looking with wide eyes at radioactivity
numbers I had collected from a tool called a ‘scintillation counter’ into which I had put a
sample of radioactively labelled cell membranes that I was studying. Looking at these

numbers, I was assuming that they were somehow revealing to me ‘the intrinsic nature of
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things’, in this case ‘the structure’ of the cell membranes I was studying. Similarly — and
years later- reading the texts constituting the data of this current study, I was expecting the
words to tell me something about the ‘intrinsic nature’ or the ‘essence’ of the events they
were r.eferring to.

~ Indeed, it may well be that expecting such things I was not only guided by the natural
scientist in me but also, and more broadly, by‘my ‘cultural background’. Speaking this way I
am keeping in mind that how we, human beings, view the world may be significantly shaped
by the‘ words that have been with us long ‘enough to become part of our Iinguistic habits,
including what is sometimes referred to as ‘common sense’. In pa'rticulbar, I keep in mind
those dualistic distinctions invented by Greek philosophers like Plato and Aristotle, for
example the appearance-reality distinction that wants us to think that the changing and
contirigent appearance of things is only a reflection of some ‘underlying structures’ making
up the real world, Plato’s ‘forms’ serving as an example. Closely associated with this
distinction are the idea of ‘Truth’ and the idea of research as a ‘Truth-seeking’ activity. Given
that the world is not the way it appears to us, the airﬁ of research logically becomes figuring
out ‘how it really is’.

No doubt, recent developments in educational research indicate an attempt to break
with the ‘grip’ of ancient ways of thinking about the world and the issue of inquiry.
Increasingly, educational researchers have become ‘travellers’ to invoke a metaphor from
Kvale (1996) that pictures researchers éltematively as ‘miners’ and ‘travellers’. While the
former see it as their task to ‘unearth Truth’, the latter see it as their responsibility to inquire
into more earthly matters. Conversing with ordinary people and gathering stories from them, e
the traveller sees the possibility of coming up with accounts that throw light on how different
individuals or different groups of people see their lives and cope with lives and their

environment. Done with his account, the traveller (researcher) may feel that he has come up
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with a deeper understanding of people and their social practices although not contending that
he has come ‘closer to reality’ or something of that sort.

However, [ think there still is a sort of ‘epistemological uneasiness’ hanging in the air
in the field of educational research. Reading articles on teacher education, for example, |
often start wondering ‘from where’ the author is speaking. Often people write in a ¢ going
between’ style, like they had not made up their mind if they want to be seen as miners or
travellers, truth-seekers or storytellers. It may well be, as Barone (2001) suggests, that most
of us (educational researchers) are preoccupied with certainty, that we “need assurance, with
as high a degree of probability as possible, that our beliefs (including those about educational
matters) are not untrue” (p. 24). At least do I think that this was the case with me when
beginning to grapple with the records that I had collected during the school year when my
new course was running, that is 1999 to 2000. No doubt, beginning to grapple with my
records, I was closer to Plato than Foucault. Not seeing anything interesting in my data with
my ‘Platonic lens’ I turned away from them and began to look for alternative lenses.

This chapter is an attempt to provide you with an insight into my search for alternative
lenses and, by the same token, my attempts to answer who I wanted to be as a researcher. 1
feel justified to do this for two reasons. One is that I want to share with you the story of my
personal growth, a story that I hope you may find interesting because it speaks to the
‘epistemological issue’ so pertinent to many of us in these somewhat bewildering post-
modern times. Secondly, I see it as my responsibility to inform you of my position. Following
Cobb (1994, cf. the quote at the very beginning of this chapter), I am aware that in writing
this thesis I have been guided by pragmatic and sociocultural persﬁectives that gradually took
form in me as a result of intensive conversations with authors that refer to as ‘my guides’.

Sharing with you some of these conversations, I am hoping to provide you with an adequate
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background for you to build an understanding of the vocabulary that I gradually adopted and

used when making sense of my records.

Looking For a Niche

No doubt, the natural sciences were my ‘intellectual home® prior to and even far into
my teaching career in which I, you may recall, was teaching chemistry. I got my Master’s
degree in biochemistry from a university in Norway in 1976. My thesis was entitled
“lodination of synchronized plasma membranes in HeLa S; cells” (Gudjonsson and Johnsen,
1978). Please do not worry if this title does not make sense to you. My point is simply to
draw your attention to the fact that I was originally trained as a natural scientist. Solomon
(1994) thinks that:

Natural scientists have some problems with new usages of language because they have
been socialized into defining words in precise, and indeed unlinguistic, ways. If a word has
only one meaning how could it ever be used in a new way and yet communicate
understanding to another person?’ (p.2).

I find this quote interesting because it helps me make sense of the fact that I felt rather
confused when beginning my graduate studies at UBC in 1997 and confronted the variety of
meanings different authors were assigning to various key-terms, for example the term
‘research’. Prior to my studies in Canada, research meant to me ‘finding out how things really
are’, my hunt for the ‘real structure’ of the cell membranes [ was studying in Norway being
an example. In the community I was part of when doing my biochemical research,
epistemological questions were seldom if ever raised. I dare say that my colleagues and me
took it for granted that there was a world ‘out there’ waiting for us and other natural scientists
to discover its ‘true nature’. With time that ‘big puzzle’ would come together.

Keeping an eye on this background it should not come as surprise to you that entering

the world of educational research in 1997, was for me a rather disturbing encounter. Now I
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learned, for example, that there was something called ‘qualitative research’ to be
distinguished from ‘ﬁuantitative research’, the latter obviously the domain where I belonged
to while studying my cell membranes in Norway, while the former was something that
seemed to be attracting most gréduate students in the department I had become part of at
UBC. Uncertain as | was, I simply joined the ‘qualitative people’, guided by a homunculus
in my mind whispering something like: “Now you are going to study people, my friend!”
Once i’nside this qualitative camp, I noticed that one could choose between several ‘sub-
camps’, for example ‘the interpretivists’, ‘the critical theorists’, and ‘the deconstructionists’,
alternatively referred to as ‘paradigms’ or ‘discourses’ (e.g. Sipe and Consfable, 1996).
Somewhat hampered by my limited grip of the English language, I used considerable time to
look for deﬁnit.ions of these terms and their associates in various dictionaries. However, this
tumed out to be a rather useless effort. Whenever I fe]t I was coming up with ‘the right
definition’ of a term, I came across an author who appeared to use it differently. Now you
may see my reason for quoting Solomon above. My point is that I, having worked as a natural
scientist, had been ‘.‘socialized into defining words in a precise ... way”, and that this made it
difﬁcﬁlt for me to come to grips with the plurality of definitions and meanings characterizing
this new field that I was entering.

Gradually I found a ‘niche’ in this complex terrain: I settled in the ‘iriterpre‘tivists’
sub-camp’, encouraged by the discovery of mine that many people in this camp also spoke of
themselves as ‘constructivists’. Being familiar with that term, I anticipated that I would feel
at home in this place. I did. I felt comfortable because here I met people whom I found it

"most interesting to converse with and that I latef invited to be in the team that was to guide

me when working on my records.
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How Should I Think?

A Returning to Iceland I began to record my attempts to build a new course that would
carry some of the ‘things’ that I had been learning in Canada. Soon, the records began to pile
up. Beginning to grapple with them left me with a feeling of emptiness. Although carefully
reading the paper work and listening to the audiotapes from the field, I did not find so much
‘in there’, at least not any ‘interesting things’. Reflecting on this issue now, in my hindsight
mirror, it comes to my mind that my look at things at this point in time, was coloured by
attitudes related to my natural scientist background outlined above. Studying the cell
membranes during my Master’s years in biochemistry, I had seen it as my task to figure out
how they ‘really were’. Now, twenty-five years later, approaching the records I had collected
from activities linked to my new course I was somehow drawn to a similar mode of thinking.
Analysing this new set of records, I thought my task would be to figure out ‘what really
happened’ in the course. However, I did realize that this might be a difﬁcult if not an
impossible task for the simple reason that the participants of my course, the student teachers,
might see things differently. In other wofds, the ‘constructivist homunculus in me’ was
interfering with the ‘naturél scientist homunculus’ that had been reigning over my thought
processes for quite a long time. These different ‘pulls’ left me in a state of confusion. 1 did
not really know how I should think of my records and how I should deal with them. Reading
my journal, for example, I began to wonder what I was indeed reading. Should I think of the
journal entries — my words — as parts of the ‘objective world’? Is what we say and write ‘the
way things are’, or are our words ‘reflections’ of some underlying (e.g. cogniti?e or social)
‘structures’? What is given and what is made? Moreover, what is actually the fask of the
social researcher? Keeping in mind that I was supposed to be inquiring into ‘my own
practice’ made me even more confused. Studying cell membranes is a relatively clear-cut

task. I was ‘here’ and the membranes were ‘there’. I was studying a thing distanced from my
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‘inner world’. Studying “one’s own practice” one cannot speak like this — caﬁ one? One
cannot say: I am ‘here’ and my practice is’ ‘there;; because your practice is a part of you, at
least if we give ‘practice’ a broad definition including thoughts and attitudes (as I do). It is
easy to think of leaving one’s sample of cell membranes in the refrigerator when going home
from work but hard to think this way of your ‘practice’.
Thoughts of this kind were flashing through my mind during my early struggles with
| my records. Apparently, I was caught between opposite poles, attitudes linked to my past
practices as natufal scientist on one hand, and attitudes linked to my more recent practices as
a teacher educator and an educational researcher on the other hand. Somehow, this dilemma
_ had to be resolved; otherwise I would not be able to deal effectively with my recordé. Facing
this situation, I decided time was ripe for me to figure out my position as an educational
researcher. As hinted at in the previous section, this search took the férm of intense
‘conversations’ with particular authors whom I named “my guides” — an adequate term, I
think, because they helped me out of my confusion and guided my work on my records. I

begin with Jerome Bruner.

Bruner’s Perspectival Tenet

You know how itis. You are reading a book. Somcfhing is troubling you, you feel
confused. You do not see things clearly, you do not know ‘where you are" or ‘where you
should be going’.. Then, all of a sudden, you come across a sentence or a paragraph that
makes the fog clear, at least partly. You get a sense of where you are and a sense of direction
to také. Something like this happened to me when I came across the following excerpt in
Bruner’s (1996) Culture of Education:

The meaning of any fact, proposition, or encounter is relative to the perspective or

frame of reference in terms of which it is construed ... To understand well what -
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something ‘means’ requires some awareness of the alternative meanings that can

attached to the matter under scrutiny, whether one agrees with them or not. (p. 13)

This excerpt is one of the several “teﬁets” that guide Bruner’s “psycho-cultural”
approach to education. He calls it “the perspectival tenet”. It acknowledges that a thing may
be understood in different ways and that understanding it one way does not preclude
understanding it in other ways, and that, “Understanding in any particular way is only ‘right
or ‘wrong’ from the particular perspective in terms of which it is pursued”; to quote Bruner
(1996, p. 13 —14). This may sound plausible to you and so it does to me now. During my
graduate studies in Canada, however, things were not that clear, espccially in the beginning.
Arriving in Vancouver in July 1997 ‘the natural scientist in me’ was still reigning over my
mind and caused me to think that there could only be ‘one world’ and that the role of science
was to figure out exactly how that world ‘really’ was. The structure of cell membranes, for
example, should rof be spoken of és being dependent 6n the observer. On the contrary, the
structure of cell mcmbranes was ‘objectively given’ and it was the role of biochemistry and
associated sciences to figure out that structure in minute details.

Howev¢r, at the time of my arri.val there was another homunculus at work in my brain,
namely ‘The Confused Constructivist’. His existence links to my efforts to establish a
constructivist course in Iceland in my ‘pre-Canada’ period (chapter 2). I call him ‘confused’
because I had (when beginning my studies at UBC) only learned to speak of constructivism
as a theory but not as a way of knowing and acting. This explains why the natural scientist in
me had been so influential up to this point. It was quite easy for him to reign over my mind
because his potential opponent was ‘confused’ and ‘_therefore weak.

During my graduate studies at UBC the confused constructivist gradually gained
strength and began to push the natural scientist toward the periphery of my consciousness. As
hinted at earlier (chapter 2), reading Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule’s (1986)

Women's Ways of Knowing 1 began to understand that constructivism could be spoken of as
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an intellectual vantage point; that is, as a vantage point in one’s inner life journey which -
makes one see the world not as ¢ giveﬁ’ but as created. Returning to Bruner’s excerpt given
above with this understanding it began to dawn on me what he was suggesting. He was
saying that the world is not ‘one’ but ‘many’. He was saying that each one of u§ creates his or
her own ‘inner world’. The meaning of a fact, proposition, or encounter is not given a priori.
It is made in accord with the perspective guiding the agent involved.

In hindsight, what was happening at this point in my life, is that I ‘went meta’ (Bruner
1996) with regard to my own ways of thinking. Encouraged by Belenky and her colleagues, 1
began to look closely at my beliefs, make them into objects of my own inquiry. In doing so, |
began to understand for the first time in my life that I could think of myself as a knowledge
creator. Surely, 1 had been speaking of myself as a ‘constructivist’ for almost a decade, that
is since I launched my first constmctivist-oriented science-teaching course in the late 1980s.
However and as already spoken of in the pervious chapter, I had reserved this constructivist
idea of knowledge construction for students grappling with natural phenomena. In other
words, I did not link this notion with my way of thinking nor did I link it with my student
teachers’ thinking. Nor did they do this, it seems to me.

How could it be so? How could we keep the notion of constructivism at sucﬁ
distance? Part of the reason, I argue, links to the way researchers in the field of science
education were presenting their findings. Following the tradition, their accounts were
‘objective’ — reporting things’ ‘out there’. In other words, albeit seeing children as knowledge
makers the reseafchers involved were acting in accord with the (positivistic) view that their
‘role was to represent reality ‘as such’ but not their constructions ;)f reality. As I see it, we
may here be confronted with a profound intellectual dilemma, a dilemma that has come of
age as a result of two major competing world-views, one derived from the Greeks and the |

'

Enlightenment philosophers like Descartes and Locke, the other from various more recent
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philosophers like William James, Friedrich Nietsche, Michel Foucault, and John Dewey.
Following Rorty (1999), these latter philosophers are antidualists in that:
they are trying to shake off the influence bf the peculiarly metaphysical dualisms
“which the Western philosophical tradition inherited from the Greeks: those between
essence and accident, substance and property, and appearance and réality. They are

trying to replace the world pictures constructed with the aid of these Greek

oppositions with a picture of continually changing relations. (p. 47)
I now turn to one of these philosophers, namely John Dewey. In retrospect, I feel I can
say that he helped me a lot making the ‘epistemological transformation’ mentioned above by

pushing me to think of myself more like an’ agent and less like a spectator.

What is intended?

Dewey’s Anti-Dualism -

| Soon after my arrival in Caﬁada, I began to reaa John Dewey. However, years passed
before I understood clearly how different he was from the European philosophers I had
become familiar with in the past. In fact, it was not before I (then back in Iceland) read the
Icelandic philosopher Gunnarsson’s (2000) introduction to his translation of Dewey’s (1933)
How we thjnk that I could say to myself, “Oh, now I see”, or something like that, referring by
those words to my attempts to come to grips with Dewey’s pragmatic philosbphy. Here
Gunnarsson wrote that, “Western philosophy has viewed human beixigs as spectators of the
world rather than participants in it. Accordingly, Dewey bspoke of the prevailing
epistemology, that goes back to the Greeks, as the spectator theory of knowledge” (p. 28; my
emphasis). In a footnote linked to this sentence, Gunnarsson explained further that, “For the
spectator, the environment is an ‘outlook’, for the agent it is most of all ‘a field of action”.

Reading Gunnarsson’s words had a similar effect on me as Bruner’s ‘perspectival

tenet’ given above: T} hings cleared. Now I began to understand that I had been habituated to
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be a spectator rather than a participant or an agent. Teaching in the past, for example,
whether chemistry or teachers, I tended to think of my students in a similar way, that is, as
spectators. On closer view (and with more reading), I found that this way of thinking about
my students and myself was coherent with how I tended to think of inquiry and knowledge.
Apparently, my worldview was pretty much in accord with Cartesian dualism: There are two
worlds, the ‘world out there’ (including my body) and an interior space called ‘the human
mind’. This is a kind of theatre where ideas appear on the scene to the 6nly spectator present,
that is me or you or, more generally, the human being. Despite various attacks, this view of a
human mind as distinct from the body and the rest of the world h@s held sway up to our time
and continues, I think, to influence our behaviour. At least it is the case that we (people in
Western societies) tend to speak of knowledge as ‘chunks’ that people accumulate in their
minds (from various sources sﬁch as books or teachers). As I see it, this view is pretty much
‘in operation’ in schools today. We speék this way, for example when referring to teaching.
Teachers ‘deliver’ knowledge to their students. Following Bruner (1996), what guides most
teaching practices, is a model of mind that depicts it as tabula rasa, a blank slate. Knowledge
in this model is taken to be “cumulative and the role of the teacher is to present the pupils
with facts, principles, and rules of actions to be learned, remembered, and then applied” (p.
54 - 55).

My point is that culture provides us with a ‘map’ to navigate through our lives. This
map includes ‘common sense’, e.g. the view of knowledge outlined above, and makes it
difficult for us to adopt alternative maps or design our own. This is in a nutshell what  mean
when speaking ébove of ‘our profound intellectual dilemma’. Eagér as we sometimes are to
develop new ways of speaking, we are at least equally disposed to relapse into ways of
thinking our culture offers us because cultural forms are always with us, apparent, for

instance, in our common sense ways of speaking. When I arrived in Vancouver in July 1997
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to begin my graduate studies at UBC, I had been navigating through life and my practice as
an educator according to a cultural map that may be spoken of as ‘Icelandic’ but is certainly
rooted in Greek philosopher’s thinking (e.g. Plato and Aristotle) and European Enlightenment |
thinkers like Descartes, Locke, and Kant. According to this map, there is a fundamental
distinction between subject and object, between ‘the elements in human knowledge
contrii)uted by the mind and those contributed by the world’ (Rorty, 1999, p. 47). No wonder
then that it took me some time to make sense of the story Dewey was telling me because that
story was a head-on collision with the cultural map I had been using.

Dewey’s philosophy is anti-dualistic. This means that he wants us to give up the
distinctions invented by the Greeks and further elaboraied on by the Enlightenment
philosophers and replace them with the notion of continuity. Consequently, ‘mind’ should not
be seen as a container within the body. Rather, and concretely, it is ‘the power to understand
things in terms of the use made of them’ (Dewey, 1916/1944, p. 33, my emphasis). Our
minds are “organized habits” (Dewey’s term), developed through use with other people:

When children go to school they already have ‘minds’ — they have knowledge and

dispositions of judgement which may be appealed to through use of language. But

these ‘minds’ are the organized habits of intelligent response which they have

previously acquired By putting things to use in connection with the way other people
use things. (p. 32-33)

If mind is seen this way, i.e. as continuous with the body and the world, other terms
that we tend to link to mind take on new meanings. In fact, Dewey offers us an alternative
vocabulary fo use when figuring out how we should think — a pragmatic vocabulary.
‘Pragmatism’, William James (1948) noted, is derived from a Gre;ek word meaning action,
from which the words ‘practice’ and ‘practical’ come. The very basic idea in pragmatism is
simply ‘give it a try’, that ‘it’ being an idea (a way of speaking) that you think (for good

reasons) is worth exploring in practice. ‘How it turns out’, its practical consequences, is the
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‘measure’ of its value, ‘the whole of our conception of the object’ to follow James (1948,

p. 143). Herein lies the anti-foundational aspect of pragmatism. Following it, we do not see it
as our obligation to justify our beliefs with regard to some ‘fundamental issues’ or ‘basic
principles’. The reference is quite simply action. The value of a belief lies in its usefulness,
whether it helps us go on with our projects and whether it helps us make the world a better
place to live in. How good it is, is a matter of agreement among those involved.

When the world becomes “a field of action’ and minds ‘organized habits’, knowledge
ceases to be a commodity. It becomes ability to do things, to cope with the world. Dewey
(1916/ 1944) summarizes his pragmatic theory of knowledge in the following way:

Its essential feature is to maintain the continuity of knowing with an activity which

purposely modifies the environment. It holds that knowledge in its strict sense of

something possessed consists of our intellectual resources — of all habits that render
“our action intelligent. Only that which has been organized into our disposition so as to
enable us to adapt the environment to our needs and to adapt our aims and desires to
the situation in which we live is really knowledge. Knowledge is not just something
which we are now conscious of, but consists of the dispositions we consciously use in
understanding what now happens. Knowledge as an act is bringing some of our
- dispositions to consciousness with a view to straightening out perplexity, by

conceiving the connection between ourselves and the world in which we live.

(p- 334; my emphases)

The function of knowledge, in this view, is “to make one’s experience freely available
in other experiences ... [where] the word ‘freely’ marks the difference between the principle
of knowledge and tflat of habit” (p. 349). Knowledge, for Dewey, is power that frees us from
habitual behaviour because it allows us see things as connected rather than isolated. His
example in chapter twenty-five in Democracy and Education of savages responding to a
flaming comet is illustrative. Accustomed as they are to react to events, which threaten their
lives, by shrieks, beating of gongs, and so on, they do the same when seeing a comet in the

heaven. We, in contrast, says Dewey:
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... place it [the comet] in the astronomical system. We respond to its connections and
not simply to the immediate occurrence. Thus our attitude is much freer. We may
“approach it, so to speak, from any one of the angles provided by its connections ... we
get a new event indirectly instead of immediately — by invention, ingenuity,
resourcefulness ... In fine, while a habit apart from knowledge supplies us with a
single fixed method of attack, knowledge means that selections may be made from a

much wider range of habits. (p. 340; my emphases)

If you asked me to state briefly why I have chosen Dewey to guide my look when
approaching my records, I might respond by saying that it is his holistic and anti-dualistic
view of human beings as active participants in the world that attracts me most. This links to
my interest in social accounts of learning in'general (Lave and Wenger 1991) and of learning
to teach in particular (Putnam and Borko 2000). Indeed, accounts like these encouraged me to
explore Dewey’s writings. In doing so, I have come to understand that hi-s pragmatic view of
human beings and knowledge align neatly with these recent accounts of learning. In both
cases, continuity and interaction replace a container-like mind separated from the body and a
body s_eparéted from the environment. This implies that how one thinks and how one acts
may vary with the environment, that cognition is contextual or situated. In other words,
situation A may lead one to think and act in a different way than situation B. A student
moving from campus to school might serve as an example. The campus situation offers a
surroqnding that is in many ways different from the classroom situation. In the latter case
there are, for instance, a group of learhefs and a syllabus to cover. The very issue of adapting
to such circumstances.may be thought of as learning (soéial, contextuai, and/or situated).
Dewey used the word “habituation” to refer to such adaptation processes, defining this wofd
as the “general and persistent balance of organic activities with the surroundings” (p. 52).
Indee(i, Dewey saw habituation as an aspect of or rather as the background of growth.
Growing itself, however, was constituted of “active habits ... [that] involve thought,

_inventions, and initiative in applying capacities to new aims” (p. 52-53). Returning to the
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example of the student teacher with these Deweyan notions we may now say of her that in
beginning to teach two kinds of learning processes may be involved, habituation and active
readjustment. Although these processes may be most visibly at work in a school (or
practicum) context, it might do well thinking of them as operative in other components of the
teacher education program as well, for instance in the various courses offered. In any case,
habituation or adjustment of some kind (e.g. toward the types of activities involved) occurs
by necessity. Whether active readjustment (reflection) is involved, however,. is up to the
participants, most notably the teacher educator and the school advisor (in a school setting).

-1 hope it is clear to the reader that these Deweyan notions speak to the position that [
am presenting in this thesis, namely that we should see learning to teach both as a personal
and a social act. Apparently, one possibility of framing this dichotomy is to speak of it simply
as growth, in the Deweyan meaning of that term — of course. -

. As mentioned in chapter 1, language became an issue for me when working on this
thesis. It was Rorty who evoked my interest in this respect, pointing me to the idea that
language might be thought of as a t0o! or a social instrument. In light of the fact that I was, in
my study, working across two national languages and, indeed, often troubled by this
situation, I sensed that Rorty’s ideas might be useful for me when making sense of my

experiences.

Rorty’s Neopragmatism

The world does not speak. Only we do. The world can, once we have programmed
ourselves with language, cause us to hold beliefs. But it cannot propose a language for

us to speak. (Rorty, 1989, p. 6)
During my work on this thesis, I have become drawn to the pragmatists, John Dewey
and Richard Rorty in particular. These thinkers have enabled me to take a fresh look at the

relationship between human beings and reality. Reading Dewey helped me understand that
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we need not think of the world in dualistic terms. Reading Rorty helped me develop this point
but also, and very importantly, pushed me toward thinking of language in a way not familiar
to me earlier.

There are strong connections between these two authors. Rorty (1999) has written that,
“The philosopher whom I most admire, and of whom I should like to think of myself as
disciple, is John Dewey” (p. xvi). However, there are two important differences between
them and, by the same token, between classical and contemporary pragmatism or
neopragmatism. First, neopragmatists do not assume that there is something called “the
scientiﬂc method”. Secondly, and more important for this thesis, neopragmatists insist that
we should substitufe ‘language’ for ‘experience’. Let us see what this latter issue entails.

In my reading of Rorty (1979, 1989, 1999), there are two major paths for us to follow

. when inquiring into human affairs. The first path departs from "‘the Cartesian-Lockean

picturé of a mind seeking to get in touch with a reality outside itself” (Rorty, 1999, p. xxit).
Following this path, we find ourselves in‘the domain of epistemology and busy figuring out if
our ideas correspond to reality. The second path, which I suggest we might call “the
pragmatic way”:
... starts with a Darwinian account of human beings as animals doing their best to cope
with the environment — doing their. best to develop tools which enable them to enjoy

more pleasure and less pain. Words are among the tools which these clever animals

have developed. (Rorty, 1999, p. xxiii)

The majbr difference between these two paths, as I see it, is that while the first sees
hurﬁan beings (researchers included!) busy trying toéet in touch with reality, the second
persuades us to think that human beings are already and have always been in touch with
reality: |

No organism, human or non-human, is ever more or less in touch with reality than any

other organism. The very idea of ‘being out of touch with reality’ presupposes the un-
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Darwinian, Cartesian picture of a mind which somehow swings free of causal forces
_exerted on the body. The Cartesian mind is an entity whose relations with the rest of
the universe are represeﬁtational rather than causal. So to rid our thinking of the
vestiges of Cartesianism, to become fully Darwinian in our thinking, we need to stop
thinking of words as representations and to start thinking of them as nodes in a causal
network which binds the organism together with its environment. (Rorty, 1999, p.

xxiii; my emphasis)

| As noted earlier, Dewey wanted us to see ourselves as continuous with and as
interacting with our environment. Rorty takes this view a step further, bringing ‘language’
| into this picture, that is language understood as a tool. For Rorty, human beings are most of
all tool-users and tool-developers, and ‘langhage’ is one of the tools they have developed. It
should be emphasized that speaking of language this way is only plausible within a
framework that rejects the Cartesian legacy, that is, within an anti-dualistic (including
pragmatic) framework. Within the Cartesian framewdrk, ‘language’ (in modern times) has
come to be seen as a veil coming between the self and reality, replacing in part the older
notion of ‘mind’. In contemporary pragmatism, however, language is seen as social tool, part
of our complex interactions with our environment that make us continuous with it.

Adopting such a view of language implies a dramatic shift in one’s worldview, in
partiéular one’s way of thinking of human beings, inquiry and knowledge. Now the world
becomes a place where its inhabitants have developed and distributed themselves in different
‘language games’ or ‘vocabularies’ that cut across national languages, ‘physics’ and
‘theology’ being two examples. How you see the world depends on which language game you
are in or what vocabulary you are using. Plausibly you may come up with different
descriptions of reality, depending on what language games or vocabularies you are most in
contact with. These vocabularies (e.g. physics and theology) should be seen as alternatives.
In fact, there is no neutral ground to stand on and judge the ‘rightness’ of the various

descriptions because, in doing so, you will always be invoking some vocabulary or another.
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Every statement of the world springs from a particular vocabulary or vocabularies. What
matters, following Rorty, is whether the descriptions you come up with are useful, that is, if
they serve our purposes, if they help us go on with our projects, if they bring us more
pleasure and less pain. The assumption here is that “The world does not speak. Only we do”
(Rorty, 1989, p. 9). Accordingly, what we say about the world cannot be aligned with ‘the
world itself’. It follows from this that the value of what we say should not and cannot be
jﬁdged with reference to some ‘foundation’ or ‘neutral ground’ but only with reference to
whether it is bringing us something good or not. It also follows that the purpose of inquiry
cannof be attaining ‘Truth’ or ‘getting ;things right’ for the very simple reason that in trying
this we will always meet ourselves, our ways of speaking — which, we know, changes with
time. The world as ‘it really is’ is nothing to worry about, an empty saying. What matters is
how we spgak and whether “each qf the descriptions of reality employed in our various
cultural activities is the best we can imagine — the best means to the ends served by those
activities” (Rorty, 1998, p. 6).

You might at this point have begun to wonder where all this philosophical talk is
_ ‘taking us. Anticipating this let me try to put things straight.

Starting to work on my records I soon found myself in a blind alley. I was not sure
what I was doing or what I was trying to do. Grappling with these issues, I was carrying with
me a cultural heritage saying that that the issue of inquiry is to figure out (in natural science)
;how things really are’ or (in social research) ‘what is really going on out there’ or ‘what
really happened out there’. During my graduate studies at UBC in Canéda, I began to
understand that this rigid framework has been dissolving in recenf times. In particular, I
learned that various scholars were claiming that the world and things in it are open to
interpretation. Accordingly, the aim of inquiry is not ‘getting things right’ but understand

them better, for example by bringing in people’s (participants’) different points of view.
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From this point of view, there is only a short way to pragmatism. Pragmatism accepts the idea
of interpretation. However, it extends this idea. It makes it into an active encounter with the
world by persuading us to sée human beings as participants and agents rather than spectafors.
Our interpretations become parts of our purposeful daily struggles to solve earthly problems.
With neopragmatism, language enters this picture as one of the fools we use in our struggles.
Whatever our beliefs are, few of us would deny that what we call “language”
penetrates deeply into every corner of our lives and our social practices. For most people,
language is simply ‘language’, not an issue as such. However, when it comes to an inquiry
into human relations (for example educational research) language may easily beééme an
intriguing issue. This, of course links to the fact that in this case what most frequently meets
the eye of the inquirer are words on paper — written or'transcribed from audiotaped
interviews. In such cases, one may come up with the question: “What are words?” Answering
that they are representations (of something ‘inner’ or ‘outer’), one’s inquiry is likely to take a
path differ_ent from the one it might take if one says that they are social fools. In the former
case, one might be persuaded to look for what is beyond the words. In the latter case, words
are something one takes af face value, as something ‘given’. Choosing the latter route (as I
have done), one is likely to develop an interest in ‘utterances’ - the way people speak. This

brings us to Wertsch and Bakhtin.

Werstch and Bakhtin

I tend to speak of these authors simultaneously for a very simple ‘reason: Developing a
sociocultural approach to mediated action, James V Wertsch, a student of psychology, relies
heavily on the ideas of Mikhail Bakhtin, a Russian linguist and a contemporary of Vygotsky
and infellectually similar to him in many respects. Al_l three are socioculturalists which means
(to me) that they attempt to see human mental functioning as embedded in cultural, historical,

and social processes. In other words, all of them contend that we should not think of mental
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processes as disconnected from the social plane but as shaped by cultural tools, language in
particular.

Speaking the way I do, I am in particular referring to one of Wertsch’s (1991) book,
Voices of the Mind. The title of the book points difectly to one of Bakhtin’s key idea, namely
that hgman speaking and thinking inhereﬁtly involve the process of invoking or
‘ventriloquating’ the voices of other (socio-culturally-situated) speakers. I discovered this
book at a point in my studies when [ was beginﬁing to ﬁnderstand that my learning to teach
story was significantly a ‘language story’. During my graduate studies in Canada, I had used
every opportunity to reflect on my earlier teaching experiences in Iceland. Back in Iceland, I
began to reflect on my own learning experiences at UBC in Vancouver. In both cases, I was
struck by the fact that my memories of these events appeared to vary with the books that I was
reading. Bringing up this issue with Rorty, he explained to me that this was quite plausible.
Reading these books, you are recreating yourself, he said. You adopt new words and new
ways 6f speaking. When you do that both you and the world changes. In other words,
studying other people vocabularies, “We redescribe ourselves, our situation, our past, in those
terms and compare the results with altémative redescriptions which use the vocabularies of
alternative figures. We ironists hope, by this continual redescriptions, to make the best selves.
for ourselves that we can” (Rorty, 1989, p. 80).

As I see it, there are close resemblances between Rorty and Bakhtin. For example,
both authors want us to see language as a social tool. Apparently, ‘the common link” here is
the later Wittgenstein. Werstch (1991), in the book mentioned above, notes that there are
essential points of similarity between Wittgenstein’s ‘language géme’ and Bakhtin’s notions
of ‘social language’ and ‘speech genres’ (see below). On the other side and as noted above,

Rorty (1999) sees contemporary pragmatism (neopragmaism) substantially as a linguistic

Chapter 3 55




updating of classical pragmatism (Rorty, 1999) influenced by the Wittgensteinian view of
language as a tool.

' Bnkhtin was interested in utterances, the way we speak. His approach to this issue was
sociocultural: an utterance is always a ‘mix of voices’. If you look carefully at- what I say (or
write) you will most probably see in it ‘fingerprints’ of one or another ‘way of speaking’
shared by a group of people which I have been (or am) in contact with. For Bakhtin, these
‘ways of speaking’ were mainly of two types, which he referred to with the tenns ‘social
language’ and ‘speech genre’. A social language is “a discourse peculiar to.a specific stratum
of society (professional, age group, etc.) within a given system at a given time” (Holquist and
Emerson, 1981, p. 430; quoted in Wertsch, 1991, p. 57). Speech genre, on the other hand,
“corresponds to typical situations of speech communication, typical themes, and,
consequently, also to particular contacts between the meanings ef words and actual concrete
reality under certain typical circumstances” (Bakhtin, 1986, p. 87; quoted in Werstch, 1991,
p. 61). For illustration, you might think of my colleagues and me in the chemistry department
of the secondary school where I teach. In the view described here, our national language
(Icelandic), chemistry (a social language), and our perticular ways of communicating about
daily things of our practices (speech genres) all mediate our communication and, by the same
token, our thinking. Even a chemist entering our community might experience difficulties
communicating with us. Although speaking Icelandic and being familiar with the social
language of chemistry, he might not be familiar with the speech genre we use to coordinate
effectively our daily activities.

Following Wertsch, Bakhtin’s interest in utterances links te the latter’s emphasis on
seeing the way we speak as mediated actions. Wertsch (1991) claims:
Bakhtin’s insistence on lexamining the utterance is strikingly consistent with a focus

on mediated action ... in that it focuses on situated action rather than objects that can

be derived from analytic abstractions. (p. 50; my emphases)
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For Bakhtin then (accepting Wertsch’s interpretation), an utterance is a mediated
action. That it is ‘mediated’ means that when an individual speaks he or she will always
invoke a social language and/or a speech genre that shapes what the individual speaker’s -
voice can say. A speaker’s voice, or what Bakhtin also called ‘the speaking personality, the
speaking consciousness’ (Wertsch, 1991, p. 51) is always in a social milieu, never isolated
from other voices. To take me as an example, when writing about my experiences, I am very
well aware of Rorty’s pragmatic voice. Trying to understand him, I have even made
deliberate efforts to use his wbrds and his way of speaking, hoping that I might through this
process learn to speak of my experiences in new ways. While Rorty might have seen this
behaviour of mine as a serious effort to expand my personal vocabulary, Bakhtin might have
conceived of it as an example of ‘ventriloquation’, a concept that to him means ‘the process
wheréby one voice speaks th.roug.hAanother voice or voice type in a social language’
(Wertsch,.1999, p. 59, qudting Bakhtin, 1981, pp. 293 — 294). He might have added that I

was doing my best to develop my own voice:

The word in language is half someone else’s. It becomes “one’s own” only when the
speaker populates it with his own intention, his own accent, when he appropriates the
word, adapting it to his own semantic and expressive intention. (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 293
— 294; quoted in Wertsch, 1991, p. 59)

Assume (as I did above) that we may think of learning (including learning to teach) as
a language development. If we do this, Bakhtin’s approach may have its value. That is, we
may imagine that the learning task for the student teacher is to develop her own voice out of
the mix of social voices she tends to invoke when speaking of issues related to education.
Batkthin’s approach to utterances, I think, points to an interesting description of the
relationship between the personal and the social construction of meaning: They are together
in all of us, in our utterances. Claiming individuality (self-formation) means choosing

appropriate pieces from the social smorgasbord we inherit from our cultural surroundings and
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make that selection into a coherent set of beliefs or rules of action. This would be a
‘Bakhtinian growth’, a sort of linguistic alternative to the Deweyan view of growth

articulated earlier in this chapter.

Lave

For Lave (1996) “theories that conceive of learning as a special universal mental
process impoverish and misrecognize it” (p. 149). Accordingly, she subscribes to historical,
dialectical, and social theory that, “takes learning to be an aspect of participation in socially
situated practices” (Lave, 1996, p. 150). She underwrites that her understaﬁding of learning
as social practice is rodted in her work with ﬁilor’s apprenticeship in Liberia. Asking how
this work could be relevant to school settings, she points to the argument developéd by
Etienne Wenger and herself (Lave and Wenger, 1991), namely “that learning is an aspect of
changing pérticipation in changing' ‘communities and'practice’ everywhere”, continuing:

Wherever people engage for a substantial periods of time, day by day, in doing things

in which their ongoing activities are interdependent, learning is part of their changing

participation in changing practices. (Lave, 1996, p. 150)
Observing the tailor apprentices, Lave found that they were learning many complex

‘lessons’ at once:

To name a few: they were learning relations among major social identities and
divisions in Liberian society, which they were in the business of dressing. They were
learning to make a life, to make a living, to make clothes, to grow old enough, and
“mature enough to become master tailors, and to see the truth of the respect due to a
master of their trade. It seems trivially true that they were never doing one of these
things at a time. This recommended serious scepticism about the assumption that the
‘informally’ educaied should not be able to produce knowledge but only reproduce
existing f)ractice. Scepticism on this issue basically undermines the other claims of

dualist models of education and learning. (p. 151 — 152)
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As in most places, a significant part of my student teachers’ learning process is
constituted by what we call ‘practicum’ or ‘student teaching’. They spend a few weeks
teaching their subjects in real school settings. In general they say that this is the time when
they “really learn to teach”.

What are they saying? Why do they have such a profound feeling of that they are |
learning so much?

- Lave’s argument above speaks to the case. A student teacher in a practicum situation
is participating in activities of various sorts day by day. She is, like Lave’s tailor apprentices,
learning many complex lessbns at once, like establishing a web of relationshipé with the
pupils, the school adviser, other teachers and administrators, learning to write on the
blackboard, walking around in the clas_srobm (trying to get closer to the students, maybe),
learning to say the ‘right thing at thg right time’, make lesson plans, tests, transparencies,

. correcting and marking assignments, and so forth. The thing we (teacher educators) may
overlook is simply how complex the iotality of this scenario is and how much is to be learned.
. Even though we may have been through this process ourselves (like I did) we may never
really have noticed how complex it is for the very reason that we were so busy doing these '
things that we did not have time to reflect on the changes we were undergoing. We should
add to this picture the fact that ‘such fhings’ have not been seen as worth inquiring into.
When I started to teach chemistry twenty years ago I simply walked into the classroom and
began ‘teaching’ and ‘learning to teach’ simultaneously. Nobody aired the possibility that I
should think of my actions! It was only (two years) later that I went to ‘get the certificate’ (as
some of my teacher colleagues in Iceland are p_rone to speak of teécher education programs)
and met some educators that got me to start thinking about my practices. Unfortunately, this
was too late because at this point in time I had got used to things related to my teaching. I

knew how I should do my job. Positive as I was though, I attended to what the teacher
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educators in the programs were preaching. However, this stuff (Piaget and more) was like an
icing on a cake that was already baked. It did not go info the cake. Back in the classroom, I
continued to do my teaching in the same manner as before and in accord with the complex
but invisible ‘rules of the game’, a game that was partly handed on to me by the school
culture and partly made by myself and my students; once again that good old battle between
the self and the other. Piaget became shelved and found ‘not appropriate’.

Like Lave I am struggling to get out of the narrow image of learning most accounts of
learning bring to us. Her descriptions of her Liberian tailor apprentices evoke my interest
because I link them to my student teachers when they go to their practicum. I face the
possibility that she may be offering me words that could help me doa better job. She is trying
to develop a language to describe her experiences. So am 1. Her approach to learning is
sociocultural. I am trying to develop such an approach for my purposes. She thinks that it
would be more useful for us to think of learning as ‘situated’, as ‘participatory’, and as ‘social
becoming’. So do I. She wonders:

...what would happen if we took the collective social nature of our existence so

seriously that we put it first; so that crafting identities in practice becomes the

fundamental project subjects engage in; crafting identities is a social process, and
“becoming more knowledgeably skilled is an aspect of participation in social practice.

By such reasoning, who you are becoming shapes crucially and fundamentally what

you ‘know’. ‘What you know’ may be better thought of as doing rather than having

something — ‘knowing’ rather than acquiring or accumulating information. ‘Knowing’

is a relation among communities of practice, participation in practice, and the

generation of identities as part of ongoing practice'. (p. 157; my emphasis)

' Donald Davidson, a philosopher of language, has suggested a notion of language that dispenses with the
picture of language as a third thing coming between self and reality. Building on what he calls a ‘passing theory’
of language (an account of how two fellow humans go about predicting each others behaviour) he insists that
‘all two people need, if they are to understand one another through speech, is the ability to converge on passing
theories from utterance to utterance’ (quoted in Rorty, 1989, p. 14). Accepting this idea, implies, according to
Davidson, ‘eras[ing] the boundary between knowing a language and knowing our way around the world
generally’ (quoted in Rorty, 1989, p. 15). AsIsee it, ‘Lave’s notion of ‘knowing’ as doing might positively be
aligned with this Davidsonian notion of language.
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similar to those in the quote. In fact, you will see me do this to some extent in the chapters
that follow. For instance, soon after returning from my Canada studies, I began adding the
words ‘from wifhin’ to the phrase ‘learning to teach’ thus transforming it to the slogan
‘learning to teach from within’. Actually this slogan became a favourite tool of mine, for

- example when observing my students teach in their practicum periods. This new slogan, 1
suppose, signifies a new trend in my thinking, a trend that I see as closely linked to Lave’s
words in the quote just given, in particular the sentence ‘who you are becoming shapes
crucially and fundamentally what you ‘know’ ;. These words remind me of Dewey’s
pragmatic theory of knowledge mentiéned above, in particular the following sentence quoted

earlier (in the section on Dewey) but now repeated for our convenience:

Only that which has been organized into our disposition so as to enable us to adapt the
“environment to our needs and to adapt our aims and desires to the situation in which
we live is really knowledge. (Dewey 1916/1944, p. 334)

Are not these two authors, that is Lave and Dewey, strikingly similar in their views of

knowledge?

It appears to me that I might do well thinking of my student teachers with terms 7
Epilogue
|
|

Writing this chapter I was driven by a desire to cl;arify my own position as an
educational researcher. I was asking “Who do I.want to be as a researcher in the field of
teacher education?” The answer seems to be on the table: I think of myself in this regard as a
pragmatist and as a socioculturalist. Subscribing to the former I see it as my duty to help
come up with new and better descriptions for the cause of teacher education. Subscribing to
the latter I see it as promising to frame teaching and learning to teach as socially, culturally,

and historically situated processes.
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Looking for alternative lenses to use when grappling with my records, I have becom¢
drawn to particular authors. Collectively.l speak of them as ‘my guides’. I do this because I
feel that they have helped my out of the confusion that I experienced when beginning to
grapple with my records and n;)t seeing ‘anything particular’. Encouraged by Rorty, I began
to understand that this was nothing to worry about. Your role, he said, is to be creative. Your
responsibility as a researcher is to treat your records in such a way that they become
interesting, that they point to new possibilities for action. Guided by this view I began to
explore the vocabularies of other authors. Exploring these vocabularies and looking at the
‘mundane words’ constituting my records I began to understand that my task as an inquirer
was to weave a promising story from threads originating in my records and threads from
other authors. Actually, this is how the thesis preseﬁted here came of age. It is significantly a
conversation with other authdrs about my records guided by the desire to bring forth some
descriptions that might enable me as well as other teacher educators to deal better with our
tasks. Before I report on these conversations I would like to tell you about some of the stories
that I picked up while studying in Canada and later (when back in Iceland) used for the
purpose of creating a new learning environment for my student teachers. Plausibly, these are

stories of learning to teach, in particular stories of learning to teach teachers.
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Chapter 4

Stories of Learning to Teach

Beginning my graduate studies at UBC in Vancouver in July 1997, I was hoping to
‘knoW better how things were’, that is things related to my practice as a teachér and teacher
educator. No doubt, while at UBC, I certainly ‘learned a lot’. However, included in that
learning was the change in my thinking described in the previous chapter, a change that

brought me to think differently about the world, for example about the issue of knowledge. In

partichlar, I started to think (with Rorty) that knowledge does not mean ‘knowing how things

are’ but rather ‘knowing around in the world’. While the former phrase may be close to
epistemology, the latter may be close to hermeneutics. ‘Hermeneutics’, Solomon (2001) tells,
is an old name for ‘interpretation’. Whereas it was originally confined to translations of
biblical texts, hermeneutics has been turned into a way of philosophizing through works by
authors like Heidegger and Gadamer. Following these authors, life should be considered as a
text and we should give up the idea of secure foundations for our knowledge and concentrate
on dialogues, conversations, and story. If there is any ‘truth’, it lies in the daily struggles of
people, our histqry, and our tradition. |
On this background you may understand what I mean when saying that returning to
Iceland after two years of graduate studies at UBC I was not sure if I ‘knew better’ but quite
certain that I was carrying with me many ‘good stories’ of education in general and teacher
education in particular. Maybe I should not speak like this. Maybe I should not say, ‘I was
carrying with me many ‘good stories’. I might be closer to the point (my stance) by claiming
that these stories had become part of ‘my text’ which means ‘my (teacher) life’ if we use the

vocabulary developed by Heidegger and Gadamer. Speaking this way I may be close to
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~ Connelly and Clandinin (1990) who claim that, “humans are storytelling organisms who
individually and socially, lead storied lives” (p. 2).

On this background, the current chapter may be closer to the prévious chapter than I
originally thought. In that chapter, I told you about my journey toward pragmatism. Aligning
with Rorty, I might think of this journey as a recreation of mysélf in the images of the
authors whose vocabularies I was exploring. Being at UBC, I was certainly busy exploring
authors like Dewéy, Bruner, and Lave. No doubt, I began to use some of their Words.

- Likewise, turning to the stories various authors in the field of learhing to teach were telling, I
picked up some of these, wholly or in part, and began to use them to ‘throw light on” my own
experiences as we sometimes say. In the process, my experiences took on new shapes,
apparently a result of the words I was bringing to them. This, of course, means that I was
- changing — recreating myself. Such things tend to be ‘both ways’.

4 Following this argument, this chapter may be seen as a further inquiry into myself.
This time, however, I am more directed to the question who I want to be as a teacher
educafor or, in accord with the discussion above, what kinds of stories of learning to teach
teachers I would liké to see as a part of my text. Note that I say “more directed”. Saying this I
am referring to th¢ fact that the ‘teacher educator in me’ aﬁd the ‘researcher in me’ are almost
inseparable. This should not come as a surprise because they have been working quite closely
together for some years non. For example, when the researcher ih me begins to explore the
texts constituting my records, the teacher educator in me immediately leans over his
shoulders whispering into his ear stories of learning to teach that he (the teacher educator in
me) may feel as a ‘good point’. Also taking info consideration that the researcher often gives
a critical comment to things the teacher educator is advocating, we may well say that these

two guys are making a good company.
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So, returning to Iceland in early August 1999, I was already well underway recreating
myself in the images of my guides and the stories of learning to teach I had come to like
while at UBC. Beginning to plan my new course, I was aware of the ‘new things in me’, that
is the new words and the new stories. No doubt, they were shaping my thinking, for example
my thinking about the new course that I was about to establish. My guides were there and the
stories were there; both at work, both penetrating ‘my new text’, my new life as an educator.
Later, when trying to make sense of the texts that I call ‘my records’, these new words and
stories were also highly influential. This is.why [ am _telling you the story of my ‘inner
jouméys’. Sharing it with you, I am hoping to enable you to ‘step into my shbes’, see how
things, for example ‘my records’, look from my vantage point. Part of this sharing is already
done with as I — in the previous chapter — told you of my conQersation with my guides and
my journey to pragmatism. Now, in this chapter, I will be telling you of some of the stories of
leamihg to teach that I heard while studying at UBC, and that became a part of ‘my new text’.
Doing this I am hoping to provide you with an account sufficient for you to paint your own

picture of me as an educator and as a researcher. However, the main issue in writing this

| chapter, is for me is to ‘sharpen my tools’, that is the tools that I will use when grappling with

my records. Attending to the stories that will be presented below, I am most of all asking how
they address the issue of learning to teach teachers. Done with the chapter, lam hoping to
have at least a tentative answer to the question: What is good for me to believe when working
with my student teachers? Having answered that question, albeit tentatively, I might be in a

better position to deal with my records in the imaginative way I am after.

The Notion of ‘Learning to Teach’

Until now I have spoken of the issue of learning to teach like a toy I had been playing
with for years. This is not the case. Prior to my studies in Canada I did not know there was

‘field’ called by this name. I had heard of ‘teacher education’ for sure but was ignorant of the
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fact that ‘learning to teach’ had become an issue for so many educational researchers that a
new field had actually been born.

' Exploring the literature in this field immediately caught my interest. It spoke to my
concerns. Besides, I noted that many of authors in this field were using a constructivist
vocabulary. That is, they emphasised that our student teachers do not appear in our classes as
‘receptacles waiting to be filled’ but as ‘meaning makers’ that have been active creating and
recreating their lives for years, ihcluding their emergent teacher identity and that they would
certainly continue to do so with their formal education done. Thus Feiman-Nemser and
Remillafd (1996) stressed that, ‘Teacher educators intervene in a process that begins long
before teachers take their first education course and that continues afterward on the job’ (p.
64 — 65).

I may be of the type that get_s easily ‘hooked’ on things, in particular educational ideas
that I see as promising. At least is it a fact that I became drawn to the field of learning to
teach. Actually, this may not have been a coincidence. As told earlier (chapter 2), beginning
to teach teachers in Iceland, I became captured by the notion of constructivism as it appeared
in the science education literature. Once in a new ‘loop’ we become curious of where it might
carry us, and eager to explore its promises. One of my new ‘loops’ when beginning to study
at UBC was the literature on learning to teach.

Where did this ‘loop’ carry me?

Orientations in Teacher Preparation

Feiman-Nemser (1990) identified five ‘conceptual orientations’ in teacher preparation,
using the term ‘orientétion’ to refer to a ‘set of ideas about the goals of teacher education and
the means of achievihg them’ (p. 220). She refers to these orientations as academic, practical,
technological, personal, and critical. Examining these orientations, Féiman—Nemser found

that they differ in terms of views on the teacher’s roles, teaching and learning, and learning to
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teach..For her, however, these views are by no means something fixed. On the contrary, all
the orientations seem to be changing over time, for example through their influences on each
other, a point also highlighted by Carter and Anders (1996). These latter authors stress that,
“we are currently in the midst of a profound shift in the core conceptions of teaching and
teacher éducation, one that is transforming basic notions in the field” (p. 559). Thus, speaking
of the 'practical (craft) orientation, these authors point to developments in cognitive science |
where notions such as ‘situated cognition’, ‘communities of practice’, and ‘api)renticeship
modes of learning’ have entered the scene and begun to affect how we think of ‘the
practical’. The technological orientation, traditionally concerned with skills training, is also
undergoing deep changes in response to greater emphasis on thinking, reflection, and
decision making in teacher education. The personal orientation that traditionally rested on
pedagogies _derived from counsclin_g has now incorporafed the notion of personal knowledge
and become more inclined to reflection, stories, cases, and action research. Such an emphasis

on reflective thinking is also apparent in the critical (social) orientation, a fact that should

‘remind us that the orientations overlap substantially and may be doing so increasingly in the

years to come.
How do these orientations speak to the issue of learning to teach?

'Following Feiman-Nemser (1990), the academic orientation used to see teaching as
primarily concerned with the transmission of knowledge and the development of |
understanding of subject matter in the learner. Accordingly the teacher, in this view, was seen
as subject-matter specialist. However, recent research on subject matter pedagogy and the
rise of constructivism seem to be altering how supporters of this (')rientation see teaching énd
learning. Broadly speaking the prospective teacher, in this more recent view, should learn to
weave together subject-knowledge, knowledge of learners, and knowledge of effective

teaching strategies, this unity often referred to as ‘pedagogical content knowledge’ (Shulman,

Chapter 4 67




1986). Of particular importance here, besides good knowledge in the areas mentioned, would
be an‘apprenticeship with a skilled and academically prepared teacher.

The practical orientation speaks directly to the classroom situation and gives primacy
to expériehce. It links to Schon’s (1983) insights about the nature of professional practice, in
particular how skilful practitioners learn on the spot, how they learn to cope with ambiguous
and uncertain situations of their practice by developing, through their actions and through
reflection on those actions, “a repertoire of expectaﬁons, images, and technique. [The
practitioner] learns what to look for and to respond to what he finds™ (Schon 1983, p. 60).
Teaching viewed this way, leads to an emphasis in teacher eduaction on “firsthand experience
and interaction with peers and mentors about problematic situations”, to quote Feiman-
Nemser (1990, p. 222). Previously seen as a rather conservative orientation that did not speak
to new psyc_hological insights in the field, this conception of learning to teach has been on the
rise for several years now. Referring to Schén (1983) and accounts by researchers like
Russell and Munby (1992) and Zeihner and Liston (1987), Carter and Anders (1996)
maintain that there is “an emergent cognizance of the essential role of teachers’ reflective
capacitie§ of observation, analysis, interpretation, and decision making in the professional
practice” (p. 562). New insights into apprenticeship learning (Lave and Wenger 1991) and |
situated cognition in the domain of mathematics, science, and technology (Hennessy 1993)
may also have served to nurture and reshape this orientation toward a greater emphasis on
interactive processes in learning to teach (Putnam and Borko 2000).

Coming to the technological orientation, learning to teach involves, following
Feiman-Nemser (1990), “the acquisition of principles and practiées derived from the
scientific study of teaching. Competence is defined in terms of performance” (p. 223).
However, when it comes to praétical uses of this research-based knowledge, proponents of

this view tend to divide. While some believe that prospective teachers should be trained to
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use the knowledge effectively, others tend to think that it should be taught as principles and
procedures to be used by teachers in making decisions and solving problems in school
settings. Even this area of teacher education is, according to Carter and Anders (1996)
undergoing substantial changes due to influences from the other orientations, including more
emphasis on thinking and reflection.

" The personal orientation places the teacher’s own personal development at the centre
of the teacher education program. Learning to teach, in this view, says Feiman-Nemser
(1990), “is construed ﬁs a process of learning to understand, develop, and use oneself
effectively ... [and the teacher educator’s role should be that of] creating a supportive
atmosphere in which preservice students feel safe to take risks and discover bersonal :
meaning” (p. 225). Carter and Anders (1996) consider this orientation as “the most Qigorous
line of work in teacher education today” (p. 560), work that pays particular attention to
teachers’ biographies and sees them as frames for teaching events. Referring to Connelly and
Clandinin (1990) they also stress that, “For an individual teacher, theory and practice are
integrated through her or his narrative unity of experience’ (Carter and Anders 1996, p. 560).

Although building on a long tradition,

.. in the reemergence of this viewpoint ... emphasis is being placed on teachers’ voice
... An issue in the discussion of voice is the extent to which the conventional language

of educational research and teaching skill undermines the authentic expression by

teachers (largely women) of their experiences and concerns and serves to subordinate

teachers to policy and administrators (typically men). (p. 561)

"Proponents for the critical/social orientation want us to take considerations on
teaching and learning to teach beyond the classroom to remind us that our practices are
affected by the society wherein we live. The teacher, in this view, is also a political activist

(Feiman-Nemser 1990). Learning to teach would inevitably include discussions of political
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issues and critical studies of such themes as language, history, culture, and power, evéntually
with a focus on how school organization and practices are shaped by external forces and
cultural myths (Britzman 1986). Linked to such studies would be an emphasis on teacher
empowerment, teachers’ personal understandings of their situation and their own purposes
and values (Carter and Anders 1996).

Table 4.1 is meant to give an overview of the orientations described by Feiman-
Nemser (1990) and to capture the main differences between them with respect to the notion
of learning to teach. In order to remind us of the fact that thesé orientations change with time

I also include a row I call “New trends”.

Orientation: | Academic Practical Technological | Personal Critical/social

LTT Integrate Learn from | Learn research | Develop Engage in

emphasis: ' | academic experience | based skills oneself studies of

| knowledge ' and procedures _ .| language,

culture and
power.

New trends: | Focus on the | Apprentice | Reflection Teacher’s Reflection,

learner learning biographies | empowerment,

action research.

Table 4.1. Conceptual orientations in teacher preparation. LTT = learning to teach.

Studying table 4.1, one may be struck by the plurality of meaning relatéd to learning
to teach. Indeed, facing this plurality first time, in the beginning of my graduate studies in
Canada, made me perplexed. Prior to my ‘graduate studies at UBC, I had not b¢en exploring
the literature on learning to teach. I was, most of all, busy ‘doing teaching’. Consequently,
Feiman-Nemser’s (1990) orientations came as a big surprise to me. Recovering from my
surprise I began to figure out what orientation ‘I belonged to’. Much to my surprise, I found
that I could map myself as teacher educator on most if not all of them. In other words, there
seemed to be ‘elements’ from most of these orientations in my way of thinking about my

teaching. Facing this fact, I was not sure if I should see this as a good or bad news. Thinking
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positively, I should be happy being so ‘broad’. Thinking negatively, I should be miserable
due to a lack of coherence in my thinking of teacher preparation. Going deeper into Feiman-

Nemser’s article made me relax, in particular when reading the following passage:

A plurality of orientations and approaches exists because people hold different
expectations for schools and teachers and because, in any complex human endeavour,
there are always more goals to strive for than one can achieve at the same time.

(p. 227)

So, the fact that I was holding so many beliefs about teacher education (without being
aware of it!) was plausible given the comple}city of my situation. Besides, Feiman-Nemser

(1990) made it clear that the issue for me was not to select one of these orientations because:

... collectively they do not represent a set of equally valid alternatives from which to

choo‘se. Rather, they constitﬁte a source of ideés and practices to draw on in

deliberating about how to prepare teachers in a particular context. Each orientation
. highlights different issues that must be considéred, but none of them offers a fully

developed framework to guide program development. (p. 227; my emphasis)

However and also noted by Feiman-Nemser, teacher educators cannot swim in all

these orientations:

Teacher educators cannot avoid making choices about what to concentrate on. Thus
deliberation about worthwhile goals and appropriate means must be an ongoing

activity in the teacher education community. (p. 227; my emphasis)
Making such choices, Feiman-Nemser continues:

... would be aided by a conceptual framework that identifies central tasks of teacher
preparation, those core activities that logically and practically belong to the preservice

phase of learning to teach. Examples of central tasks include helping teachers to
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examine their preconceptions about teaching and learning; to learn about transforming
subject-matter knowledge for purposes of teaching;b and to develop a commitment to
teach for all children. Such a framework could provide guidance to teacher educators
in program development and evaluation by identifying issues or tasks that programs

| should address, whatever their orientati.ons. In a field like teacher education, which
has been shaped by external factors more than by a cleaf sense of purpose, this kind of

conceptual clarity is essential. (p. 227; my emphases)

As said at the beginning, writing this chapter one of my goals was to figure out what
should be my beliefs regarding teacher education and teacher learning. Following Feiman-
Nemser, there is a big smorgasbord ‘out there’ that I may choose from. Before doing this,
however, I should build a ‘conceptual framework’ that could guide my choicés.'

Now, building such a framework may not be an easy task to accomplish. First, the
field ié ‘messy’. Secondly, it changes continuously. Thirdly, and maybe most -importantly, it
may be undergoing déep changes, signified to some degree by the ‘new trends’ row in table
4.1. To my understanding; these trends link, at least partially, to new conceptions of learning
that do not fit particulariy well with our (educators’) traditional voc;,abulary. In particular, I
am keéping in mind the sociocultural views that encourage us to take learning out of our

“heads and place it between us so that it becomes part of our social and cultural activities (e.g.
Lave and Wenger 1991). We should face the féct, I argue, that underlying the diverse
orientations Feiman-Nemser identified are diﬁ%rent world-views. The practical orientation,
for instance, is rooted in Schon’s (1983) view that knowledge is §omething that practitioners
may develop in their encounters with and conversations about practical issues. The persohal
orientation, at least‘as deveioped in the works of Clandinin and Connelly-(g.g. 1990), sees
teacher stories as a form of knowledge. Both these views contrast strongly with the

epistemology underlying the technical orientation that wants us to think of knowledge as
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principles and procedures created through academic research only and then applied by
practitioners to solve practical problems.

On this background, working toward my stance as teacher educator I see more at stake
than simply picking up good ideas ‘here’ and ‘there’. More fundamentally, I need to be clear
as to how I should think of learning and knowledge. For example, would it be good for me to
think of learning as social? I will return to this theme in a later section. Now I would like to
turn to an issue that has been colouring stronély the literature on learning to teach and that
many teacher educators see as particularly important. This is the issue of pre-service teacher’s
‘entering beliefs’. Referring to the last quote from Feiman-Nemser (1990) above, helping pre-
service teachers examine their beliefs should be one of the central tasks of teacher education
programs. Now we may wonder: what are those beliefs and why do people think they are so

important?

The Role of Beliefs in Learning to Teach

A core idea of the constructivist movement in education is the idea that people do not
see the world as it ‘is’ but rather as ‘they are’. Therefore, a student teacher entering a teacher
education program will not necessarily learn ‘what is taught’ but rather bui!d her own ideas in .
accord with the beliefs she is holding already. When teacher education is seen this way,
student teachers’ entering beliefs become a plausible starting point for their teacher learning.
In fact, many constructivist-oriented practitioners and scholars see it as one of the major
_ goals of teacher education to help student teachers “transform [their] tacit or unexamined
beliefs about teaching, learning, and the curriculum into objectively reasonable and
evidentiary beliefs” to quote Richardson (1996, p. 105). Fenstermacher (1979) makes a
similar claim. Following Wideen et al. (1998) one may even be tempted to think that this way
of working with student teachers does hold some promises, at least relative to more

traditional approaches. Reviewing the research literature in the field of learning to teach,
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these authors found “very little evidence to support an approach to leaning to teach which

focuses primarily on the provision of propositional knowledge” (p. 160). On the other hand:

What emerged as a more productive approach in learning how to teach was the
designing of programs that built upon the beliefs of the beginning teachers. In fact the

- most common recommendation made by researchers in the studies we reviewed was
that having beginning teachers examine their prior beliefs was an essential first steb in
the process. From that point on, learning to teach became a process of negotiating a
satisfying teaching role ... within a notion of good practice. At the core of this

- approach lies the epistemological stance that learning how to teach is a déeply
personal activity in which the individual concerned has to deal with his or her prior
beliefs in the light of expectations from a university, a school, and society, and in the

context of teaching. (p. 160 — 161, my emphasis)

-No doubt, a view close to the one portrayed in this excerpt guided my efforts when
returning from Canada and trying to reconfigure my practice as a teacher educator. I highlight
the part saying that, “learning how to teach is .a deeply personal activity”. Establishing my
new course, I was thinking in a similar way. As I saw it, helping my student teachers learn
how to teach it would be a prime issue for me to enable them articulate and develop their
entering beliefs. Indeed, this may explain the fact that I came up with the slogan ‘leéming to
teach from within’ that I mentioned in the previous chapter and will return to in the next
chapter.

Many studies have examined programs that focus, in part, on the participants’ entering
beliefs. Reviewing these studies and focusing on preservice students, Richardson (1996)
found that they in general “exhibit optimism and confidence, public service orientation, and a

general belief that experience is the best teacher” (p. 108). Besides and in a summary form:
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- Preservice students’ philosophies of teaching are loosely formulated, apparently due
to their limited experiences from classrooms.

-- They tend to carry with them strong images of teachers, positive as well as negative,
and these images influence strongly how they approach their teacher educé.tion program,
some of them holding the associated conception that they already knew how to teach.

- Many student teachers hold a positivistic view of knowledge: the teacher hands
knowledge to students and learning involves memorizing the content.

Asking how these beliefs may relate to learning to teach, Richardson (1996) points to
studies whose ﬁndings indicate the importance of understanding the students’ points of view
so that effective communication may result. Holt-Reynolds (1992) study of a content area
reading course may serve as an example. In this course, the professor’s constructivist view on
learning contrasted strongly with th_e students’ views that were more traditional. Analysing -
the interactions between the professor and the students, Hblt-Reynolds found that the students
did not change their beliefs even though the course was ‘one, extended campaign for the
adoption of student-centered, process-focused, constructivist practices in subject-matter
classrooms’ (Holt-Reynolds, 1992, p. 330). ‘Why? The main reason, Holt-Reynolds holds,
was that differing ideologies or assumptionsv were not surfaced so that each part “talked to the |
other as if there were not differences ... [and] neither side dealt with the argument presented
by the other” (p. 341). Observations of this kind bring up questions of the qualities of the our
create a ‘wall’ between us and our studenté by engaging in a ‘private’ (e.g. constructivist)
language game whose ‘rules’ our students do not know? If we assume that our linguistic
practices are shaped by our social practices and that our social prac;tices and those of our
students may differ substantially, it seems logical to expect that these two groups, on many
occasions, do indeed speak different ‘social languages’ (Bakthin, see Wertsch 1991) even

though the national language (e.g. English) is common to both parts. If this holds it seems
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national language (e.g. English) is common to both parts. If this holds it seems reasonable to
believe that our talks may not always be as effective as we might expect. If we do consider
talk (conversation, dialogue) as an important educationa‘1 tool, (e.g. for the purpose of helping
our students’ explore their entering beliefs), it might be wise for us to focus on our way of
speaking and our students’ ways of speaking and start ask‘ing if the two differ significantly
and in a way that may hinder meaningful exchange of ideas. As I have noted earlier

(chapter 1), ‘linguistic deliberations’ of this sort will be a recurrent theme in the chapters to
come. This links to the facf that I am an Icelander working in Iceland but doing my doctorate
in Canada but also to the fact that I am (as an'educator) serving different roles (teacher
educator, faculty adviser, chemistry teacher, and researcher) that are associated with different
social languages. These frequent ‘journeys’ of mine between different groups of people
speaking different national and/or ;ocial languages have made me, it seems, more attuned to
. problems associated with the language but also aware of the possibility of that we might do
well start thinking of ‘language’ as a ‘learning tool’ freely available for us to try out and to
explore its usefulness.

Richardson (1996) notes that since the mid-1980s there has been a shift in research on
teaching and teacher education “from a focus on teacher behaviour and skills to an emphasis
on teacher thought processes” (p. 110), including an increasing interest in student teachers’
beliefs and a growing number of studies addressing this issue. Surfacing from these studies,
she tells, is “the greatest controversy in the teacher change literature” (p.110). To some
researchers pre-service students’ entering beliefs appear as very difficult or even impbssible
to chapge while others are more optimistic, claiming that carefullsl designed programs have
indeed been helpful in this regard. Surveying the literature for the purpose of examining this
question Richardson ends up with a contradictory picture: “The results are complex. Some

programs effect change and other do not; some programs affect certain types of students and
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not others; and some beliefs are more difficult to change than others” (p. 111). In main, it

appears that change both in beliefs and practice may be easier with in-service teachers than
with preservice teachers. At least is it so that it is easier to point to convincing results when
working with the former than the latter. Richardson connects this fact to lack of experience

on the part of student teachers:

The complications in preservice teacher education are the lack of practicai knowledge
on the part of the students and the difficulty, if not impossibility, in helping students to
tie their beliefs to teaching practices. The beliefs they hold when they enter their
program have not been tested in the classroom, and they are not aware of fhe role that
these beliefs will take in their actions as teachers. Perceived changes in preservice
students’ beliefé and conceptions may be transitory or artificial and turn out to drive

-their-actions as when they become teachers. (p. 113)

In a concluding remark in her review, Richardson makes the point that “preservice
teacher education seems to be a weak interaction [because it is] sandwiched be@een two-
powerful forces — previous life history, particularly that related to being a student, and
classroom experience as a student teacher and teacher” (p. 113; my emphasis).

So, it appeérs that Richardson, on the basis of her review of research into attitudes and
beliefs in learning to teach, does not leave us (tgacher educators) with much hope if our intent
is to affect how our students see their roles as teachers and how they think of teaching and
related terms. Such tasks appear as a prime issue in programs that subscribe to constructivist
philosophy and reflective practices. It so happens that most of the studies on student teachers’
beliefs involve such programs and that many of these have been specially designed to affect
changes in étudents’ beliefs. Disappointingly (for the teacher educators involved), the harvest
seems poor even in these cases. On the whol¢, it appears that changing studeﬁts’ beliefs is a

formidable task. Even when educators think changes have been promoted they may turn out
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to be transitory and become quickly erased when the student begins to teach in a real school
setting (Wideen et al. 1998). However and as noted by Richardson (1996) this does not
necessarily indicate that our programs are useless. Several studies point to the contrary,
Richardson asserts. Besides there are studies indicting that there may be a ‘lag time’ involved
before conceptions acquired in preservice education begin to make impact on practice. In
addition, there are a number of studies that point to changes in conceptions and beliefs
because of specific teacher education clésses. Howevcr,. and back to the bad hews, “these
changes do not appear to have impact on teaching practice in as powerful a way as life
experiences and teaching experience, which leads, perhaps, to the scepticism in the
possibilities of changing beliefs expressed by Ball (1989) and McDermid (1990)” (p. 113).

| In the end, we are left with the feeling that we (teacher educators) should not be too
optimistic when considering the pqssibilities of ‘changing our students’ beliefs. Largely it
appears that powerful forces hold us back and limit our efforts, for example the life histories
of our students and the culture of the school and particularities of the classroom where they
begin to teach. If this holds one might begin to wonder if time might be ripe to start thinking
of teacher education in entirely new terms. The so-called ‘situative perspective’ might be

taken as a sign of such rethinking.

The Situative Perspective

In a recent article in Educational Resea;'cher, Putnam and Borko (2000) explore
research on teacher learning guided by what they call ‘the situative pefspective’. This term,
originally suggested by Greeno, Collins, and Resnick (1996), is meant to weave together
three themes that have recently been arriving at the scene of educational research, namely
cognition as situated, social, and distributed. Seeing cognition as situated attacks the common
notion that learning and knowing are confined to the individual mind and iﬁdependent of

context and intention. Situative theorists posit, instead, that ‘physical and social context in
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which the activity takes place are an integral part of the activity, and that the activity is an
integral part of the leamihg that takes place within it’ (p. 4). Emphasiiing cognition as social
means recognizing that “the role of others in the learning process goes beyond providing
stimulation and encouragement for individual construction of knowledge ... Rather,
interactions with people in one’s environment are major determinants of both what is learned
and how learning takes place” (p. 5, my emphasis). For some scholars this view implies a
view of learning as coming to know how to participate in the discourse and practices of a
particular community. The third theme, cognition as distributed, wants us to see knowing and
learning as ‘stretched over’ the group as well as the various artefacts of the situation such as
physiéal and symbolic tools, an example being a group of navigators who, through
interactions with each other and with their instruments, manage to pilot their ship
successfully (Hutschins, 1990). An _underlying concern, it seems to me, in all these themes
(the situative perspective), is how ‘inauthentic’ typical school settings usually are. Pea
(1993), for example, stressed that, “Socially scaffolding and externally mediated, artefact-
supported cognition is so predominant in out-of-school settings that its disavowal in the
classroom is detrimental to the transfer of learning beyond the classroom” (quoted in Putnam
and Borko 2000, p. 5).

“How would this perspective speak to the notion of leamirig to teach? At first glance, it
would direct our attention to the classroom and the school. If learning is so dependent on
physical, social, and cultural context as the situative perspective holds, prospective teachers
should learn on the spot, that is, in actual classrooms. Now, as we all know, student teaching
and related school experiences have emerged as a widely accepted component of teacher
education (Guyton and Mclntyre 1990). Facing this, one might wonder if the situative
perspective has something to add. I think so. It is not simply so that it directs our attention to

student teaching. It requires us to rethink it. It is an invitation to look at it with fresh eyes. If
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we are imaginative enough, a host of things, people as well as physical and cultural artefacts,
may become involved in the learning process; even to the degree that it‘ may be difficult for
~ us to decide ‘who is doing the learning’.

The best thing with the situative perspective, I think, is that it challenges our deeply
held but. seldom aired assumptions about learning. If we dare ‘face thefn’ it may compel us |
(teacher educators) start exploring new ways of speaking about learning to teach. Following
Rorty (1989), how we speak of things is simply a matter of conventions. We have, in Rorty’s
view, simply come to speak the way we do by sheer contingency. Linguistic practices, he
holds, are as much matters of coincidence as are the species of organisms now living on
Earth. Both are a matter of evolution and evolution is blind. Grim as this may sound we
should not forget that, “genuine novelty can, after all, occur in a world of blind, contingent,
mechanical forces ... [for example a cosmic ray that, by striking a DNA, sends] things off in
the direcfion of the orchids ... [that] when their times came, were no less novel for the sheer
contingency 6f this necessary condition of their existence” (Rorty 1999, p. 17). The value,
again, of the situative perépective is, I argue, most of all that it may lead up to new ways of
speaking and thereby to new forms of teaching practices as well as new forms of educational
research. Guided by the views subsumed under the situative perspective we will most likely
start seeing things that were not there before. Not that they were hidden but because we had
not created them yet. This is, of course, the constructivist tenet. Mediated by this perspective
and willing to give it time to become part of our wéys of speaking we may start see things
new because things m the world are a function of our linguistic habits.. So says Rortyan
pragmatism. |

7 Let me provide you with an example from the literature that Speaks to the words
above. Putnam and Borko (2000), in the article referred to above on teacher learning, tell of

Ball (1997) teachihg children and finding that:
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it was impossible to determine how, and the extent to which the understandings and
‘insights expressed by children during interactions with her were supported by her
implicit (unconscious) guiding and structuring ...[Facing this she suggested.that] we
must recast the question Qf what children ‘really know’, asking instead what they can
do and how they think in particular contexts (Putnam and Borko 2000, p. 13, my

emphasis).

To my pragmatic reading, Ball was in the process of redescribing her children. She
could do this because (a) she recognized a particular recurring situation as a problem (“Who
is doing the knowing?”), and (b) she was knowledgeable enough to start speaking-of the
problem in a new way, that is, as a confextual issue. Speaking more broadly, she was moving
from a dualistic (Carteéian) toward an anti-dualistic (Deweyan) way of thinking about her
childrén and what it means to know and learn. Holding on to this new way of speaking she
will, I anticipate, figure out new forms of working with her students and these may, in turn,
cause her to start see still new possibilities. New ways of speaking point to or may point to
new practices. That is the key.

If it is so that our thoughts and actions (or though-actions) are dependent on the
context as the situative perspective holds we might do well beginning to ask what this implies
for our teacher educator programs. Taking seriously the idea that cognition and learning may
be spoken of contextual (or situated or social), what kinds of programs might follow?

" One obvious possibility would be to simply turn things around and let the students
begin teaching right away aﬁd then help them reconstruct their experiences. Actually, such
programs are already exits (Korthagen and Keesels 1999; Munby and Russel 1998;

Northfield 1998). Let us have a look into one of them.
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‘A theory With a Small t’

The title comes from notes I took while listening to Fred Korthagen explaining at
AERA 2001 in Seattle what he and his colleagues at Utrecht University in Amsterdam call
‘the realistic approach’ to teacher education. This is a concept that he and Jos Kesséls explain
in a recent article in Eduéational Researcher (Korthagen and Kessels, 1999) and in which the
phrasé ‘theory with a small t’ also appears. Referring to Aristotle’s concepts of episteme and

phronesis the authors explain:

If a teacher educator offers epistemic knowledge, he or she uses genéral cor_lceptions,
applicable to a wide variety of situatidns; this knowledge is based on research and éan

| be characterized as ‘objective’ theory, theory with a big T. This is the ty};e of
knowledge thét plays a central role in the traditional approach and that should
certainly not be left out of teacher education programs: Now and then student teachers
should be helped to see the larger picture of educational knowledge. More often,

| however, they need knowledge that is situation specific and related to the context in
which they meet a problem and develop a need or concern, knowledgé that brings
their already existing, subjective perception of personally relevant classroom situation
one step further. This type of knowledge is called phronesis. We would also call it

‘theory with a small t’. (p. 7; my emphasis)

The quote points to a key assumption of the realist model these authors advocate:

Cognition is contextual. The student teacher ‘reads’ the classroom in terms of the concepts

_she brings to it. The role of the teacher educator is to help her see it differently, bring her

current perception ‘one step further’. Learning to teach in this model is seen as a process
starting from concrete teaching-learning situation in which the student teacher is situated and
helped to develop her perception of it and act accordingly. With the authors’ own words, “the

emphasis on phronesis is mostly on perceiving more in a particular situation and finding a
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helpful course of action on the basis of Strengthened awareness” (p. 7). Korthagen and
KesSeis see themselves building on the work of educators who highlight reflective teaching
and researchers addressing teacher’s autonomy and practical knowledge. However, they also
draw upon theories on mathematics teaching and learning that assume students can and
should themselves develop mathematical notions through interactions with practical
experiences and problems (Freudenthal, 1991).' Besides, developing their model, Korthagen
and Kessels make use of the notion of Gestalt to address the holistic feature of the typical
‘immediate teaehing situation’ (p. 8) in which the teacher apparently (and mostly tacitly, they
hold) weaves together a host of feelings, prior experiences, values, and conceptions in a “split
second response’ to a student’s question or answer. Bringing this notion of Gestalt into a
teacher education context the goal now becomes to help the student teacher develop
‘adequate’ Gestalts that - with reflection — may develop further and become a network of
telations (‘schema’ or a ‘theory with a little t’) that enable the student to frame her teaching
experiences in new ways. At Utrecht University in Netherlands where these authors work, the
student teacher begins her fieldwork by teaching one student. The episode is audio taped and
the student teacher required to analyze it. As a rule, she then notices a communication gap
between her and the pupil. “At that point, new Gestalts are formed — an auspicious moment
for the teacher educator to ask further questions and focus the student teacher’s attentions on
| important details of the interaction with his or her student” (p. 13). Albeit focusing on
phronesis in this approach, episteme still plays an important part but is now seen as
something coming later and eventually ‘feeding’ phronesis when is has reached certain
stability. Indeed, the authors hold that theoretical notions like constructivism may be
counterproductive if introduced too early because “the student teacher [may get] blocked by
theoretical guidelines that he or she cannot translate into practice” (p. 13). Very interesting,

indeed.
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I have spent considerable space on Korthagen and Kessels’s (1999) article becéuse 1
find it interesting. What I find particularly interesting is its descriptive richness, including
details both of the theoretical aspect and practical things. An idea comes of age and attempts
are made to inquire into its practical consequences. The article leaves the reader witha
holistic picture that points to new ways of speaking and acting within the domain of teacher

education.

Epilogue

My aim in writing this chapter was exploring ‘myA look’ with regard to beliefs about
teacher education and thus continuing the exploration carried éut in the previous chapter. In
that chapter, I tried to involve you in my journey towards pragmatism, the vantage point that
encourages us (inquirers) to think of inquiry as a creative act. In this chapter, I have been
examining the stories of teacher education that captured my attention while studying in
Canada. In doing this, I have Been guided by the question how I wanted to think of teacher
education but also by the hope that these stories might help me deal with my .records in the
imaginative way I am after. Done with this chapter, I face the fact that I have most of all been
drawn to stories of teécher education that pose pre-service teachers as being in the process of
‘crafting their identities’ (Lave 1996) in a complex interplay with various players and settings
and in which learning to teach is pictured as social, situated and/or contextual. Following
Lave, I see these notions as an effort to break oﬁt of narrow conceptions that limit ‘learning’
to processes taking place in the people’s heads. Lave (1996) encourages us to think of
learning as participatory, more precisely as “an aspect of participation in socially situated
practices” (p. 150). Bringing up memories from my first years as a chemistry teacher
described to some extent in chapter 7, I feel the power of this perspectivé. Bringing up
pictures of my student teachers trying to gain ground in school settings (chapter 8) gives it

even more weight. In both cases, terms like ‘culture’ and ‘language’ demand being linked in
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some way to the term ‘learning to teach’. Faithful to my neopragmatic stance, I am not saying
that making such links might bring us closer to how things ‘really’ are. Rather, I am
expressing the hope that such links might lead to better ways of speaking that in turn may
help us develop our programs. With this, I invite you to Iceland and my attempts to rebuild
my practice as teacher educator with the new terms and stories I was carrying with me from

Canada.
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Chapter 5

Back Home

This chapter explores the issue of language and the issue of planning a course. The
scenario is my returning to Iceland from my graduate studies in Canada. I am a teacher
educator student. I am learning how to teach teachers. I have been at campus and been
exposed to a variety of ideas addressing the issue of learning to teach, promising stories ‘that I
am now eager to make a part of ‘my text’, my teacher educator life. Now, it is time to act,
start teaching again.

Right at the beginning I faced a problem: The. ideas I am carrying with me behaved
like tﬁey were butterflies. They liked to fly around. This made it difficult for me to see what I
was indeed cérrying with me from Canada and, therefore, to make plahs for the new course
that I was trying to establish and that [ wanted to carry my ideas one step further. Fortunately,
I got help in the form of a wonderful book, The Courage to Teach. Exploring the Inner
Landscape of a Teacher’s Life, written by Parker J. Palmer (1998). Teaching, he said to me,
is a question of who you are. Curiously, with these words said my ideas stopped behaving
like they were butterflies and began to arrange neatly into a set of ten statements that I later
learned to speak of as ‘My Pedagogic Creed’, honouring, of course, my good guide, John
Dewey. On the top of that list was a statement saying: “Good teaching comes from within,
from the identity and integrity of the teacher”.

But there was another problem. Plausibly, I turned to my mother tongue, that is,
Icelandic, once home again. In doing this, however, my good ideag from Canada tended to
disappear from my consciousness or at least become not clearly visible. As a result, I found it
difficult to explain to colleagues and friends what I was carrying with me from Canada and,

also, what my inquiry was all about.
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| A dissenter might ask: Why bring up this issue of language? Is not your thesis a study
of the process of learning to teach? You are not studying language, are you?

My answer would be something like the following:

I sense that teacher educators might do well attending carefully to the issue of
languége. My own experiences.from learning how to teach teachers indicate to me that one
way of unpacking the phrase learning to teach would be to think of it as learning to speak in
new ways or develop one’s vocabulary. Nobody would deny that language somehow
penetrates évery corner of our existence. But most people tend to think of language as a sort
of neutral medium that carries our thoughts. Rorty, on the other hand, wants us to think of it
as a social tool that helps us coordinate our actions, create new worlds and recreate our lives.
It strikes me as a possibility that if we frame language this way we might start seeing it as
integral to most learning processes, including the process of learning to teach, in particular if
we think of that process as personal development and/or as social becoming. Accordingly, I
find it worth exploring the language issue, my personal experiences in particular.

Many student teachers exl;erience severe difficulties adapting to the school situation,
that is, when they move from the terrain of campus to the terrain of the school and the
classroom (Wideen et al. 1998). These difficulties are sometimes spoken of as a ‘gap between
theory and practice’. Thus, Erickson et al. (1994) speak of student teachers under such
circumstances as attempting to ‘bridge the gap between the theoretical knowledge and
perspectives they are taught in their university programme and the “practical’ knowledge and

.strate.gies they experience in their school-based practice settings’ (p. 586 -7). These authors
add a moment later that, “This persistent dichotomy bgtween the r;)le of theory and practice
might be said to define the boundaries between the school and university cultufes’ (p. 587).
The story I tell below may be thought of as a case speaking to this ‘gap’ befween different

cultures within teacher education programs. I am a student teacher educator trying to adapt
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my new ideas from campus (UBC) to the demands of my practical situation. The first task
meeting me is planning things in accord with my new mindset, that is making public my new

beliefs, my new rules of action.
Worries

It is August 24™ 1999 and late summer in Iceland. Our imaginary video camera takes
us to a particular place in Reykjavik, the capital. The place is a little office that the author of
this stﬁdy has installed in the backyard-end of a little building that is called ‘garage’ but is not
used as such. The office takes approximately one third of the total space of the building, the
rest belonging to the authors’ wife who is an artist and an ért teacher and therefore needs
more space than he does. The man in view is sitting in front of his computer which is located
on a two meter long desk that goes from a bookshelf at one side almost to a door on the other
side, a door that opens to the backyard with grass, flowers and trees blooming on a beautiful
Augusi day. A window that spans about three fourths of the wall in front of the man at the
computer offers him a view of a part of the backyard. The man at the computer has recently
returned from Vancouver, Canada, where he had been studying for two years — at the
University of British Columbia, Faculty of Education, Depaftment of Curriculum Studies.
That man in view, you might suspect, is me, the author of this study, secondary school
chemistry teacher, teacher educator, and - most recently — a doctoral student.

I look worried. Why? |

If I remember right, what made me worry was a feeling that I might be trying to do too
many things Simultaneously and therefore be unable to do each of them to my satisfaction.
Serving several jobs was nothing new to me. However, facing the fact that I had become a
doctoral student and that my task would be to examine closely my own practice made my
anxious. For how can one examine something closely when one is so busy?

Please lean over my shoulder and see what I am writing:
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P4 er ballid ad byrja fyrir alvoru. Kennsla ad hefjast 4 badum vigst6dvum. Kennsla i
MS byrjar 4 fostudaginn. Kennslan i Hi byrjar fostudaginn, 3. september. Mér finnst

’ ég vera i lausu lofti. Eg hef s4ralitid hugsad um pessa hluti sidan ég kom heim. Hef
lagt & bad 4herslu ad taka lifinu med r6. Reyna ad slaka vel 4. Safna kroftum. Ljost ad

ég parf ad sinna premur verkefnum.

Of course, you did not understand. This is Icelandic, my native language. I simply
wanted to show you how it looks like and, simultaneously, remind you of my ‘moving-
across-languages’ situation. Allow me to teach you a few words from the quote. ‘Ballid’ in
the first sentence means ‘the dance’. ‘Vigst6dum’ in the second means ‘battleﬁeldAs’. ‘Mér
finnst ég vera i lausu lofti’ means literally ‘I feel like floating in the air’ but might better be
translated as ‘I feel liké having no ground” or something like that. ‘The dance’, ‘battlefield’,

‘floating in the air’. What is going on? Sounds chaotic! Here is my translation in whole:

The dance is about to begin. Soon I will be teaching in both battlefields. Teaching in
MS [that’s a short name for the secondary school where I teach chemistry: |
‘Menntask6linn vid Sund’] starts next Friday. Teaching in Hi [a short name for the
University of Iceland, i.e. Haskoli islands] will start Friday, September 3™. I feel like
floating in the air. Have not thought so much about these things since I came back.
Have concentrated on taking it easy. Trying to relax. Build up my energy stores.

Obviously, I need to address the following tasks:

And then I continue elaborating on those tasks, that is my two jobs and the newest

element of my professional life, that is my doctoral inquiry. Speaking of my school I write:

I will be teaching three classes, two from grade 11 and one from grade 13 (science
line). What I will be doing and how is not clear by now. No doubt though I would like

to try out some new things.
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Attending to my teaching at the university, the new course, I write:

I need to make a plan during the nef(t days. There I will try to incorporate some ideas
from UBC. The emphasis might be on the teaching and learning. This would be the

‘great thing’ (Palmer, 1998).

Note that Palmer is with me already, helping me see things properly. By ‘great things’
he is referring to ‘the subjects around which the circle of seekers have always
gathered’...[such as] the genes and ecosystems of biology, the symbols and referents of
philosophy and theology ... [and] the shapes and colours of music and art, (p. 107)7 The ‘great
thing’ in my course, I had decided, would become the teaching-learning relationship. Now |
envisioned my students and me sitting around this thing inquiring together into its mysteries.
A bit romantic, maybe, but possibly a good way of speaking.

The third and last issue on my agenda this morning is my planned thesis. Coming to
this item, I ask, ‘Where am I?’ responding, ‘It is clear that I need to elaborate on the research
idea, the focus, and the research questions’.

That’s it. Now at least you should have Van idea of ‘my situation’ in August 1999 when
I was beginhing to readapt to the practicalities of my two jobs and also wondering how I
should inquire into those. I will return to myself in front of the computer that morning in a
few pages. Meanwhile I want to bring your attention to the question heading the following

section:

What Did I Learn at UBC?

A plausible question for me to ask at this point, that is, when back home and about to
start teaching again. Most student teachers would do the same, I suppose, that is, look back

on their studies and wonder what they had been learning. After all, we do not go to such
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progrlams simply to amuse ourselves, do we? We go there in order to learn. Back to our
practises or beginning to teach we, of course, ask: What did I learn?

- There is an additional reason for me to ask the way I do. Back in Iceland I saw it as
my task to establish a good learning environment for my student teachers. They should be
‘learning well’. But what was I indicating when speaking this way? What does ‘learning
well’ mean in a context of a teacher education program? Studying at UBC I was not enrolling
in a teacher educator program. I was a graduate student. However and no doubt, I was
learning. Moreover, taking my courses, I felt I was experiencing thiﬁgs that I would like to
see as parts of my course in Iceland, for example the thing we refer to by the term ‘reflective
practices’. |

Therefore, I think it is good to ask: What did I learn at UBC?

| Learning is and has always been a sort of ‘problem child’ in education. We
(educators) teach and we may do so with good intentions. However, when it comes to the |
other end, ‘the learning outcome’, we tend to become hesitant. In some cases, for example
when the teaching revolves around a particular discipline, chemistry for example, we may
feel oﬁ a sécure ground. We give a test, the students answer our questions, and we judge their
answers and give them marks. Over and done! A procédure, a game has been followed from a
to z and all stakeholders are satisfied (except maybe some student that feel their mark is too
low). No more questions, please! Quality of learning? Are you implying that ... ?

This is, in a nutshell, the main story of learning in our Western societies: Learning is
over when the test is ovér and the marks haﬁded out. This relates to what Bruner (1996) sees
as the dominant model of learner’s minds, namely one that lportray.s them as receptacles
waiting to be filled. Bruner claims that, “Its principal appeal is that it purports to offer a clear
specification of just what it is that fs to be learned, and equally questionable,v that it suggests

standards for assessing its achievement” (p. 55).
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Should I think of my learning at UBC this way? Would it be useful for me to describe
my learhing there as the ‘acquisition of propositional knowledge’ as the dominant model of
mind suggests? Was I basically there (at UBC) to learn and to remember facts, principles
appropriate for the education of student teachers? Did I bring with me home piles of
notebooks filled with propositional knowledge from lectures in the coﬁrses I had been taken?

" No, as a matter of faét, I did not. There were few, if any, lectures in these courses.
Most of the time we (the students and the teachers) were busy conversing, reﬂ'ecting on
things, and sharing ideas. Accordingly, I did not take many notes. I was listening and
speaking and reading and writing assignments. Actually, speaking about written things, this is
what I brought home: assignments, lots of assignments that I did in my courses. Why we
were doing so many assignments? To learn to think, 1 aséume. In these courses (or most of
them) §ve may have been closer to the model of learner’s minds that Bruner speaks of as
“Seeing [students)' as thinkers: The development of intersubjective interchange” (p. 56).

From now on I began to understand why it had been difﬁcult to ‘see’ the things I had
been learning while studying at UBC. They were ‘invisible’. They were not ‘clearly distinct
ideas’ but rather ‘new ways of thinking’ or a ‘new mindset’ of mine. Thinking of the
assignments I had shelved in my garage-office I began to see them as signposts telling me of |
my inner journey towards new heights in my ‘thinking powers’.

However, there was still a problem. Good as it was to have become a better thinker, I
still needed some content for my forthcoming course! Thinking deeply (with my new
powers!) I sensed strongly that I was carrying something with me from Canada that coﬁld be
spoken of or clearly related to the wbrd ‘content’.

Gradually they surfaced. The stories, I mean! The new stories of learning to teach!

How could I forget? Stories from Feiman-Nemser (1990), Korthagan and Kessels (1998),

! Quoting Bruner here I allowed myself substituting the word ‘children’ with ‘students’.
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Putman and Borko (2000), and so forth (chapter 4). Besides, here were all the ‘ideas’ I
thought I had lost sight of, for example the idea of ‘learning to teach’ itself, the idea of
‘reflective vpractice’, of ‘inquiry’, of ‘situated learning’, and so on. Good that I found them
again. Now I could go on planning my course. What a relief!

And I turned to work again and, by the same token, to my native tongue, Icelandic.
And then it happened again. I lost sight of them! As soon as I began to use Icelandic, these
precious ‘ideas’ from Canada seemed to hide themselves. It was like they jumped out of my
consciousness or did not want to come ‘up there’ as soon as I began to use my native
language.

Strange, was it'not?

Time was ripe to consult my good guide Rorty. The following conversation took

place:

I: What is happening?
R: What confuses you is that you take ideas to be pre-linguistic entities?
I: What? Pre ... what?

R: Pre-linguistic entities. Our culture predisposes us to think that ‘ideas’ exist

independent of and prior to words. We pragmatists reject that understanding.
I: I see, but ...
R: You are working across languages, right?

I: Right.
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" R: Fine. Try think of it this way: While you were in Canada you began to collect new

words and use them when writing, for example about your past teaching in Iceland.

Right?

I: Right!

R: Do you remember what happened?

I: Yes, my past began to appear to me in new ways. It was strange!
R: And what does that mean to you?v

It Ffankly, I am not sure ... that words can do magic? (I smile.)

R: Good, I think that you are on the right track. Let me puf things straight. While you
were studying in Canada, you managed to build a new English personal vocabulary
that allowed you to link words together in ways new to you. Following the tradition

you referred to those assemblies of words as ‘ideas’.
I: I follow you.

~ R: Returning to Iceland, you felt you were carrying with you many good ideas.
I: Yes!

R: In fact, you were only carrying with you some English words that you had picked
up and learned to relate in particular ways, for example putting the words ‘teaching’,

‘to’, and ‘teach’ together to make the phrase ‘learning to teach’.

I: I see.
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R: With time and by exploring the vocabularies of various authors you collected more
and more words and learned many new ways of putting them together. In the end,
when you left for Iceland, you had managed to build a whole network of English

words relevant. for your field of inquiry.
I: And that is why I felt I had been learning so much?

R: Exactly. Do you see now why you felt your mother tongue was making life hard

for you?
I: Yes, I think so. All the Icelandic vocabulary work remained to be done!

R: You are learning quickly, my friend. Back in Iceland, your Icelandic vocabulary
“had not changed substantially since you left for Canada two years earlier. All the time
you Were studying in Canada, you were doing things of your studies with English

words — right?
I: Right.

R: So, now it seems that we are approaching a solution to your problem or, at least, an-
acceptable description: You lost sight of your ‘ideas’ because there were never any
‘ideas’ in the first place but simply English words and particular learned ways of

_putting them together.
I: So, even though I was translating word and word ...

R: Yes, even though you were translating word and word. You see, moving ideas
across cultures is more a matter of establishing a comparable linguistic practice in the
‘receiving’ culture than simply ‘translating’ words. The words that you may come up

with must ‘link well’ both internally as well as to other homely words so that the new
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ways of speaking you are trying to develop sound well to the culturally formed ear of
" your countrymeﬁ and makes at least some of them think that ‘this isn’t so bad idea’ or

something like that.. You should look to it, also, that habits of speaking comparable to

what you were exercising in Canada were not being established in Iceland prior to

your arrival. I mean, you were importing something new, right?
I: I think so.

R: Therefore we may say that you were inventing or trying to invent ways of speaking

within the domain of your native language, ways not familiar to your countrymen.
* I: I think it is fair to say so, yes.

R: And it is always harder to build new linguistic practices than simply add something

to those that already exist, what? Attending a flouse, say of a friend, you feel better

hanging your cloths on readymade hooks instead of being required to take hooks with
| you and begin the visit by fasten them to a wall somewhere in that house so that you

may hang up your cloths.

I : I would think so, yes!/

Note my strong ‘yes!!” at the end of the' conversation with Rorty. The reason why I
responded with such eager relates to the fact that listening to Rorty I had come to think of my
early experiences with constructivism (chapter 2). Meeting this notion in the late 1980s about
to start teaching teacher it struck me that this was a new notion in Icelandic context, at least
within the domain of science education. Plausibly, there was no Icelandic name for it. Facing
this I made an Icelandic word for the English ‘constructivism’, calling it ‘hugsmidahyggja’

(from hugur = mind, smida = construct, and hyggja = ‘ism’). Nice as this word may be (not
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everybody agrees on that) and beautiful (in my opinion) the concept it is réferring to, it took
years for it to come into common use in teacher education institutions in Iceland. Indeed,
returning to Iceland in 1999 from my studies in Canada, I was surprised to notice that it had
become a frequently used term in the social interactions of at least some of the staff at the
Icelandic University of Education where I had got a part-time position. I could not avoid
saying to myself, “Oh, it has taken that long”.

What [ am hihting at in the paragraph above and by that imaginary conversation with
Rorty is that we might do well thinking carefully about the issue of language and how it
might be related to the issue of learning, including learning to teach. It appears to me that
words affect our ways of thinking more than most of us suspect. We tend to think that we are
‘playing’ with them. Sometimes we certainly do, for instance, when writing poems. However,
it could well be the case that most pf the time language is playing with us. Vygotsky thought
of language development as an ‘internalisation’ of social speech. Words, he contended, are
the very tools of what we refer to as ‘thinking’ (Hodson and Hodson 1998).

Back in Iceland I noticed much to my surprise and somewhat to my horror, that I was
almost unable to speak of things I had been developing in Canada. Being asked, for example,
what I was doing for research, I found myself caught in diﬁ'lcﬁlties articulating things
sensibly. I simply could not tell properly (in Icelandic) what I had been doing, what ideas I
had become drawn to and so forth. Bringing up this issue with trusted colleagues that had
experienced this ‘moving between cultures with ideas’ I was relieved to hear that I was not
alone in this regard. Several of my professional friends had experienced the same and they
told me that it had taken them long time, up to a year, before they‘ felt comfortably speaking,
say of their research ideas, in Icelandic.

‘Let me provide an example. Retumiﬁg to Iceland I was bringing with me the phrase

‘learning to teach’ that I had become fond of because it had made me more attentive to the
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learning aspect of teacher education and compelled me to think of it as a long-term process.
Sensing that this phrase might be the flag of my new pedagogy, I felt I should translate the
term. So I did and the result was the Icelandic counterpart ‘ad lera ad kenna’. Now, while the
English version may ‘roll easily on the tongue’ as say Feirrian-Nemser and Remillard (1996),
its Icelandic counterpart does not. Not that it hurts the ‘Icelandic ear’. Rather, it irritates it.
Apparently words and phrases must sound ‘right’ in order to become acceptable to our
‘culturally foﬁed’ ear. Note that the word ‘ad’ (cdrresponding to the English infinitive
particle ‘to’ és in ‘to read’) repeats itself in the phrase ‘ad lera ad kenna’. This, I think, gives
the phrase a somewhat awkward sound that doés not make it particularly ‘attractive’ to
potential users.

However, we should not forget that words or phrases seldom come to us as lonely
wanderers. Usually they come to us as parts of particular vocabularies or language games
(Rorty 1989). Reading the literature on research into learning to teach we see that this term is
most often tied to a constructivist vocabulary. Thus, Feiman-Nemer (1996) emphasises that
this phrase is “not synonymous with teacher education ... [and that] Teacher educators
intervene in a process that begins long before teachers take their first education course and
that continues afterward on the job...” (p. 64-65). Reading further, one meets térms like
‘entering beliefs’, ‘conceptual change’, and ‘situated learning’ and one senses that one is
travelling within a constructivist vocabulary.

My point is this: Returning to Iceland with my new ‘treasures’ from Canada I was not
?only facing the ‘problem of good translation’ but also that vocabularies of the type I was
developing had not come of age in my country or, at least, not sighiﬁcantly.’ The *hooks’
fRorty talks about in the imaginary conversation point to this problem. Rorty understood my

;problem when saying that the task I tended to speak of as ‘importing new ideas’ might be

better spoken of as the problem of ‘building new linguistic practices’.
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Following this lead, I feel justiﬁed to say that it was not oﬁ]y my mother tongue that
was making life difficult fof me but also, and no less, the fact that language games analogous
to those I had been learning to play in Canada were still lacking or immature in Iceland at the
time point of my return. There were no ‘hooks’. Accordingly (if I‘wanted to carry things on),
my task would be to make hooks, for example by getting some people to start speaking in
new ways analogous to the English counterparts that I had found so promising. In fact, this is
what I tried even though I did not learn to speak of it as a vocabulary thing until a year or two
later. I am keeping in mind the course that I built when I came back frofn Canada and that I
was busy planning when we left me sitting in front of my computer that beautiful August day
in 1999. We will go back to that place and that time in a short while. Before doing so, I
would like to tie things of this section together within a Rortyan frame.

» Rorty suggests that we shoqld rather speak of ‘words’ than ‘ideas’, for example in the

way suggested by the following excerpt:

All human beings carry about a set of words which they employ to justify their
actions, their beliefs, and their lives. These are the words in which we formulate praise
of our friends and contempt of our enemies, our long-term projects, our deebest self-
doubts and our highest hopes. They are the words in which we tell, sometimes

prospectively and sometimes retrospectively, the story of our lives. (Rorty 1989, p. 73)
Rorty calls these words a person’s “final vocabulary”, explaining:

It is ‘final’ in the sense that if doubt is cast on the worth of these words, their user has
no noncircular argumentative recourse. Those words are as far as he can go with

language; beyond them there is only helpless passivity or a resort to force. (p. 73)

Rorty adds that a small part of this vocabulary is made up of “thin, flexible, and

ubiquitous terms” such as ‘true’ and ‘good’ while the larger part “contains thicker, more
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rigid, and more parochial terms’ like ‘Christ’, ‘professional standards’, ‘kindness’, and
‘creative’. The latter ‘do most of the work” (p.73). |

Inmy reading of Rorty, a ;ﬁnal vocabulary? i§ '.not simply a collection of words. It is
also a “power station’. Words do work, in particular the ‘thick terms’. This relates to Rorty’s
hotion of knowledge. Knowledge for him means power. “[A] claim to know X is a claim to
be able to do something with or to X, to put X into a relation with something else” (Rorty,
1999, p. 50, my emphasis). In Rorty’s version of pragmatism then, the distinction between
knowing things and using them breaks down. Knowing a thing does not mean knowing ‘how
it is’ but the ability to deal with the thing in some ways.

Speaking in Rortyan terms about my learning experiences at UBC I can say that |

.certainly expanded my final vocabulary during the time I was there. Reasonably, these were
English wqrds, mostly of the type Fhat Rorty refers to as ‘thick terms’. In my case there were
terms like ‘social constructivism’, ‘the teacher as researcher’, ‘the reflective practitioner’,
‘situated learning’, and ‘learning to teach’. In retrospect, it appears to me that these thick
terms were doing particularly gpod work for me. Once in my personal vocabulary they
étaned to rearrange part of it so that, when the work was over, a new web of relations had
been created with the result that I tended to speak about my practice in a way that was new to
me.

As you may have anticipated ‘these happénings’ were parts of what I called ‘my
episteinological transformation’ in the previous chapter. Rorty prefers to speak of such issues
as redescriptions. Reading books (or articles) we are looking into other people’s
vocabularies. If we like the terms these folks are using we may sfart experimenting with

them, trying them out in our own projects. In the process, we may:

21 often use the term “personal vocabulary’ instead of ‘final vocabulary’.
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redecribe ourselves, our situation, our past, in those terms and compare the results
with alternative redescriptions which use the vocabularies of alternative figures. We
ironists hope, by these continual redescriptions, to make the best selves for ourselves

that we can. (Rorty 1989, p. 80)

Note the word ‘ironists’ in the passage. For Rorty, an ‘ironist’ is someone who fulfils

three conditions:

[1] ...has radical and continuing doubts about the final vocabulary she currently uses ...
[2] realizes that argument phrased in her present vocabulary can neither underwrite
-nor dissolve these doubts ...[and 3] insofar as she philosophizes about her situation,

she does not think that her vocabulary is closer to reality than others.
(Rorty 1989, p. 73)
A moment later, Rorty adds that ironists may be characterized as ‘meta-stable’

because they are:

never quite able to take themselves seriously because always aware that new terms in
which they describe themselves are subject to change, always aware of the

contingency and fragility of their final vocabularies, and thus of their selves (p. 74). '

1 would not reject being labelled ‘ironist’ in this Rortyan sense. In fact, and as you
‘may have become aware of already, I do consider this thesis as an attempt to redescribe
myself as teacher educator or, to paraphrase Rorty above, as an attempt “to make the best self
for myself that I can”. | |
" The picture just provided of my learning at UBC might bé labelled as a “linguistic”
account of learning. I am, as other human beings, a language user. Words are among the tools
that help me deal with my projects. A screwdriver helps me fastén a screw. Words help me

deal with my tasks as a teacher and teacher educator, for example building beliefs, making
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plans, and describing what happens subsequently. Jus_t as some screwdrivers work better with
certain types of screws, so do certain words serve me better than others when coping with my
projects. The term “teacher education” now appears to me as rather ‘powerless’ compared to
the term “learning to teach”. The latter, as soon as it had found a niche in my personal

| vocabulary, started immediately to reconfigure parts of it. The result: I began to speak and
write in new ways about my practice as a teacher educator; and things I did in the past came
to me dressed in new words. With time and more readings, my personal vocabulary continued
to expand and rearrange. As I told earlier, doing coursework at UBC, I was always looking
back to Iceland and my prior teaching practices there. I guess that these experiences served as
a kind of ‘reference’ when learning new things: Meeting a new ‘idea’ I was prone to ‘take it
to Iceland’ and map it on my own experiences. To begin with and in accord with the natural

~ scientist element in me, I made this backward look with the hope of finding out ‘what had
really happened’. Being at UBC meant to me (in part and to begin with) being in ‘the
academic heights’ taking a look at ‘the foggy swamp’ where I had spent most of my career.
While in that foggy swamp I could not see clearly. Now, at the heights, I could. However,>
and much to my surprise, looking over the swamp what surfaced was not ‘how it was’ but
different portraits that seemed to be offering themselves as alternative descriptions of my
past. It was as if I could choose who I had been in the past. “How ridiculous”, said the
narrow-minded one-werld-right/wrong-natural scientist homunculus still creeping around in
my mind, shrieking: “You have only one past! Your past!” Although speaking somewhat
humorously about this now I was not amused at the time these things were occurring to me.
At times I even felt that I was deceiving myself or losing myself iﬁ some kind of fantasy.
Reading Rorty made me feel better. Now I sensed that my past could be seen as something
created and (accordingly) as an objeet of continuous re-creation. There was nothing wrong

with me. With more readings, a little ‘pragmatic homunculus’ surfaced in my consciousness.
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Gradually he took hold on my thinking. In the process, that boisterous little natural scientist
homunculus who had been plaguing me for years, stopped interrupting me.
Now back to the past, that nice day in August 1999, to myself planning a new

language game but still not very Rortyan in my thinking.

The Phrase ‘Leaming to Teach From Within’

We left me sitting in front of my computer on August 24% 1999, You noticed that I
- was writing about my future plans and that I was worried because I felt I might be trying to
accomplish too many things simultaneously; that is, teaching chemistry, teaching teachers, '
and doing research on my own practic¢. But you may remember that I had become fascinated
by Parker J. Palmer’s (1998) book, The Courage to Teach — exploring the inner landscape of
a teacher’s life. Why? |

We should not forget that I was (and still am!) a learner in learning how to teach
teachers. Having spent a number of years as a teaéher educator studying ‘this thing’, I should
have some ideas how to do this. In light of the discussion in the previous section, however,
‘this thing’ in this case is not that simple. When the ‘thing’ is chemistry or some other
(naturgl science) subject, the road is usually clear-cut. You léam (build your knowledge) in a
linear fashion starting with some basics concepts and then on and on. When the ‘thing’ is
‘teacher education’ or ‘how to teach teachers’, what you enter into is a field where a host of
subjects, research genres, diséourses, -paradigms, philosophies, and ‘common sense talk’
meet. An incredible ‘marketplace’ where the student teacher is invited to céllect words and
phrases and sentences from an array of different vocabularie§ to speak in a Rortyan Way.
Having spent two years in such a marketplace (at UBC) I had certainly learned many new
words and ‘how to say things’. However, my collection was heterogeneous, pieces taken

from different vocabularies. Meaning, seen from a neopragmatist point of view, is a
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vocabulary thing. The meaning of a term, in this view, is given by the way it relates to other
words within a particular vocabulary. As soon as you take the term to another vocabulary, it
becomes something else. This applies in particular to thick terms like knowledge, belief,
language, inquiry, teaching, and learning. Returning to Iceland in August 1999, I was not
aware of this, or, maybe better, I had not come to talk like this. It might be adequate to say
that my head was at that point in time filled with “butterflies” of all kinds if we take
“butterfly” to mean English words and phrases I had picked up during my studies at UBC and
were now waiting to be given an adequeate place and function in’my new emerging personal
vocabulary. In fact, this is one of the reasons why I felt it necessary to establish the team that
I call “my guides” and whom I introduced to you in the previous chapter. I was asking them
to help me bring the new terms into a congruent pattern, make a ‘peaceful little collection’
out of the wild ‘butterflies’ that were making me confused. If I succeeded, I could look at it —
the collection — and say, “These are my belicfs!” From that point on I would be ready to build
my new course. As you know from the previous section, doing this was made even more
difficult by the fact that the ‘butterflies’ were of English origin. Given the fact that I was now
in Ice!and and was supposed to speak my native language I would need an Icelandic version
of my new vocabulary.

In accord with what is said above when we return to me in front of my computer in
August 24" 1999, we are justified to think that I am still burdened by the ‘wild Canadian
butterflies’ flying around in my head. Only three weeks have passed since my return from
Canacia aﬁd I am just beginning to make plans for my ‘new future’. Rorty and the other
‘guides’ mentioned above have not really entered my story. On tﬁe other hand, I have got my

‘bible’, Palmer’s The Courage to T ea_ch.
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As you may remember, leaning over my shoulder where I sit in front of my computer
on that day in August 1999, we had just started to read what I was writing on my computer.

Now we continue reading:

During the last days, I have been reading The Courage to Teach — exploring the inner
landscape of a teacher’s life by Parker J. Palmer (1998) and found it interesting.
Commenting on this book (on the front cover), Margaret J. Wheatley makes a good
point saying that, “It compassionately and insistently asks us to recognize that our
capacity to do a good work springs from our recognition of who we are...Our

connectedness to who we are allows us to connect to all others.”

" This is an unusual book. Recognizing the importance of asking what should be taught,
how, and why, the author puts major emphasis on the question, ‘Who is the self that
teaches?’ To explore this inher landscape one iﬁust follow three paths, Palmer holds,
namely the intellectual, emotional, and spiritual path, the last one being described as

“the diverse ways we answer the heart’s longing to be connected with the largeness of
life — a longing that animates love and work, especially the work called teaching” (p.
5). In chapter one called “The Heart of a Teacher — Identity and Integrity in

Teaching”, Palmer says:

After three decades of trying to learn my craft, every class comes down to this: my
students and I, face to face, e.ngaged in an ancient and exacting exchange called
education. The technique I have mastered does not disappear, but neither do they
suffice. Face to face with my students, only one resoufce is at my immediate
command: my identity, my selfhood, my sense of this ‘I” who teaches - without -

which I have no sense of the “Thou’ who learns. This book builds on a simple
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the identity and integrity of the teacher (p. 10)
I then elaborate on this quote from Palmer, writing:

“Palmer supports this claim [about good teaching] by pointing out that stories of good
teachers inevitably imply the idea that a good teacher displays strong personal

characteristics (“a strong sense of personal identity infuses their work™).

Please remember that I was writing these things in my native language. What appears
to you, except where I quote Palmer, is my translation of my Icelandic writings. I think it is |
worth pointing this out because I was, in these writings trying to articulate things in my
Icelandic way or developing my new professional Icelandic ‘voice’ to use a Bakhtinan
language. An unknown ‘homunculus’ within me whispers that I was, at this point in time,
busy practiéing speaking like Palmer — that is, as he rﬁight have done if he was speaking
Icelandic. Could be!.

Let me continue translating my writings for you:

On the other hand, bad teachers are distant; they “distance themselves from the subject

premise: good teaching cannot be reduced to technique; good teaching comes from
. they are teaching — and in the process, from their students” (p. 11). Palmer continues: '
|

Good teachers possess a capacity for connectedness. They are able to weave a
complex web of connections among -themselves, their subjects, and their students
so that the students can learn to weave a world for themselves. The methods used
by these weavers vary widely: lectures, Socratic dialogues, laboratory experiments,
collaborative problem solving, creative chaos. The .connections made by good
teachers are held not in their methods but in their hearts - meaning heart in the
ancient sense, as the place where intellect and emotion and spirit and will converge

in the human self. (p. 11)
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I then continue by citing what Palmer means by identity and integrity. Identity is for
him “an evolving nexus where all the forces that constitute my life converge in the mystery of
self” (p.13) while integrity denotes “whatever wholeness I am able to ﬁﬁd within that nexus
as its vectors form and reform the pattern of my life” (p.13). I then go on quoting Palmer,

including the following passage that still sounds like a nice piece of music to me:

Integrity requires that I discern what is integral to my selfhood, what fits and what
“does not - and that I choose iife-giving ways of relating to the forces that converge

within me: Do I welcome them or fear them, embrace them or reject them, move with

them or against them? ...

Identity and integrity are not the granite from which fictional heroes are hewn. They
“are subtle dimensions of the complex, demanding, and lifelong process of self-

discovery. Identity lies in the intersection of the diverse forces that make up my life,

and integrity lies in relating to those forces in ways that bring me’ wholeness'and life

rather than fragmentation and death. (p. 13)

The last thing I write on this day in August is:

Allt petta verd ég ad vinna med og méta 4 nestu vikum. -

Translated to English:

All this I must work on and shape in the next weeks.

I have spent considérable space telling you what I was writing on my computer on
August 24™ 1999. I do this because this writing helps me @ake sense of my next moves,
including how I managed to bring together the ‘butterfly-like pieces’ I had brought with me
from Canada into an o.rderly pattern. A sign regarding what was about to happen may be seen

in the following journal entry three days later:
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- Friday, August 27" 1999

I am still wondering how my course, Teaching Science Subjects [This is the official

English name] might look like. Yesterday afternoon, ideas related to some basic

prin;:iples began to appear in my mind and that I felt might be helpful ... I said to
‘Gerda (my wife) that it appeared to me that I might be taking a new direction ... in the -

process of building a new foundation for my course.

Something is underway. Next comes a heading — in bold:
Good teaching comes from within

An explication of what this may entail follows:

Nbbody can teach well unless s(he) arrives whole and un_divided at his/her teaching.
The student teacher must know who s(he) is. S(he) must feel security standing in front
of the class. Otherwise, thiﬁgs collapse. Security is within oneself, security is
something that is rooted in deep self-knowledge: I know who I am. I know what I can
do and what I cannot do. I know what I believe in and what I do not believe in. The
éecure student teacher says to him- or herself: My teaching is in accord with my view.
I do not allow others to dictate what or how I shoﬁld do or think. I use the methods
| that I consider useful to me and that I believe in. I am ready to learn from others,
taking in possession things that I see as.valuable to my students and me. The methods
I use are continuous with the teacher within me. When I kndw who I am, I know what

suits me. | am coming to this program to know the teacher inside me.

As a rule, I do not remember the ‘situations’ surrounding my journal writings or ‘how
I was’ at the time of a particular writing episode. This entry is an exception to the rule. I can
almost see the concentration and the determinedness in my face, my eyes in particular. Why?

Following Rorty, I was making significant steps in reforming parts of my final vocabulary,
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that is the Icelandic version of it. With Bakhtin I could say that I was making a good progress
developing my own ‘voice’. “The word in language is half someone else”, he said, adding
that, “It becomes ‘one’s own’ only when the speaker populates it with his own intentions, his
own accent, when he appropriates the word, adapting it to his own semantic an expressive
intention” (see Wertsch 1991, p. 59). I had been reading Palmer intensively for some days,
playing carefully with his words like I did with new precious toys when I was a little boy.
Gradually they began to make connections with other words I was carrying with me, and this
enabled me to start creating a new story of my teaching career. That story, or at least its
contours, is embedded in the portrait given in the excerpt above of an imaginary student
teacher whose teaching is in accord with her beliefs. Looking to my past, I saw that I was
beginning to rewrite the story about me as a chemistry teacher, this time with words and
phrases from Parker J. Palmer, with words like connectedness, identity, and integrity. The
new story of myself was saying that I could not have survived without feeling connected to
my students. The new story was saying that ‘my teaching’ was not a suitcase of techniques I
was carrying around but part of my identity.

Accordingly, Palmer was not only bringing me a beautiful story of himself. He was

helping me to redescribe my past, myself as a teacher by bringing me new words. Once that

new story began to take shape, I felt I knew what should be the core of my new pedagogy

when teaching prospective teachers:

They would be learning to teach from within.

Now we need a little flashback. You remember the ‘word-butterflies’ I was carrying
with me from my studies in Canada. I told you that Palmer helped.me catch these butterflies
and bring them into a coherent pattern, a sort of action framework for the course I was about
to rebuild. Now, some of these butterflies were little stories about what it means to learn to

teach. If we go back to my writings in August 27™ 1999, we find me quoting two such stories.
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The first is from Kagan’s (1992) review article of studies on learning to teach. I quote her

saying that:

The life stories of teachers ... explain that the practice of classroom teaching remains
forever rooted in personality and experience and that learning to teach requires a

journey into the deepest recesses of one’s self-awareness, where failures, fears, and

hopes are hidden. (p. 163 — 164)
The second quote comes from Wideen ef al. (1998):

The recommendations from many studies point to the need for prospective teachers to
- examine their beliefs early in teacher education programs and to negotiate an effective
teaching role based on classroom experience and a sensitive rendering of propositional

knowledge and new expectations of teaching gained on campus. (p. 156)

My point is this: Adding ‘from within’ to the phrase ‘learning to teach’ I was claiming

my stance and that stance was rooted in part in my experiences as a chemistry teacher and in

part in stories of the sort evident in the last two quotes. Reading the literature on learning to
teach I had repeatedly seen authors stressing the importance of biographies and entering
beliefs in learning to teach. I had ‘nodded’ with enthusiasm every time I saw such statements.
However, these were words in other people’s final vocabularies, English words, ‘butterflies’.
Reading Palmer enabled me‘ to tell a new story of my own practice, a story that pointed to the
importance of connectedness, i&entity, and intcgrity. Connectiﬁg this new story of my past
with the butterfly-stories I was bringing with me from Canada helped me start cr_eaﬁng a new
story of myself as a teacher educator.

Allow me to show you a few more examples from the begihning of this new story of
myself. Still leaning over my shoulders where I sit in front of my computer in August 24"

1999, we see three ‘I will’ statements appear in my writing:
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a) I will emphasize that each participant looks to the inside asking: Who am 1? What

are my views on teaching? Do I feel uncertainty? What might be its resources? ...

What is teaching? What is learning? ... What are my expectations to this course? Am I

looking for something? What?

b) I will emphasize that the participants open their mind, make public their ideas and

feelings and I will try to build a good rapport that allows this to be done

“wholeheartedly. I believe that ideas become clearer when one explains them to others.

¢) I will try to provide each participant with as many opportunities as possible to try
his teaching ideas. Our knowledge and attitudes are often most clear in our actions.

Action, what is done, is of prime importance in teaching. It is what the pupils see.

‘Used in the context of the course it creates opportunities for diséussions, critic, and

feedback. We — the others in the course — do not only hear you say Something, we see
what you do. Then we can ask why you did as you did. Being asked this way you must
go inside yourself and find an answer. As a consequence, you will come to know

better who you are.

Obviously, things were beginning to take form. You may also have noted that the

writing gradually turns to an imaginary student teacher: “...do not only hear you saying
something...” As we continue to read, we see}niore about student teachers. Reading this now
(roughly. two years later) I see my ‘Canadian word-butterflies’ gradually ‘slowing down’ and
begin to find their niche in my final vocébulary, helping me form what we might call “my
own voice”. A new story of myself as a teacher educator is about t.o emerge. In my

translation:

They [the student teachers] do not know how much work there can be behind a single

lesson. They have very scant understanding of what it means to take a particular topic
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“and fitting it to the characteristics of the students. They do not know how difficult it
can be to teach for understanding or evoke interest in the pupils. However, in order to
make some progress, learn more and better, the student teacher must start with him or
herself and try to figure out his or her starting point. Assume that s(he) has some ideas
about what good teaching entails. Good. Provide him or her with an opportunity to
explain. Give him or her oppoftunity to try out his or her ideas, for example by
teaching us — the rest of the group. If we thereafter consider critically what (s)he says
and does it is almost certain that.various questions will emerge...The student will then
most probably discover that things are not as simple as s(he) thought. Teaching is a lot
more than performance. Teaching is an activity that aims at having people learn
well.. .Pupils often learn things not intended by the teacher because they see and hear
what goes on in the class in light of their own prior understandings. We do not see
things as they are but rather as we are. This is one of the reasons why teaching is so

difficult. The relationship of teaching and learning are by no means simple.
A few sentences later, on student teachers’ entering beliefs:

They do have ideas about teaching. However and as a rule, they have not scrutinized
them. Accordingly, they do not understand their nature and limitations. They have not
been _;equired to defend them or try them out and see what happens. Therefore, they
continue to thrive ‘in there’, often wrapped into a package with the label: This is how
it is. Ideas of this type are referred to as ‘common sense’ and may be quite helpful for
ordinary daily practices. However, when it comes to schooling and education, such
ideas tend to create messiness. They have beéome so deeply ingrained, have been with
people for so long time, that it may be very difficult for them to understand that it may
be possible to think differeﬂtly about the world. Many student teachers, for instance,

tend to see teaching as such a simple and self-evident endeavour that they find it
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difficult to understand why they are required to learn to teach. Everybody knows how
to teach! If we do not make efforts to surface such ideas and scrutinize them, they [the
ideas] will most probably become a driving force in the students’ minds when they

start teaching.

Toward the end of in this ‘clearing-house’, I make explicit that I am approaching the

course form a constructivist point of view:

I recognize that my view of teaching, learning, and imowledge are different from
common understandings of these issues. I do not say‘that my view is truer or better
than other views. It is simply so that I am arriving at the scene with particular ideas
about the world and things in the world. ..I think that constructivism, the view that
pebple creafe their knowledge, invites much more thinking about teaching than the
_traditional transmission-view. Constructiviém underscores that the relationship

between teaching and learning is complex.

Things were taking shape, it seems. 4 new story of me as a teacher educator was
emerging. In the chapters that follow, I will try to provide you with further glimbses from that
story, hoping that we may learn something valuable from it, especially something about
leaming to teaéh. We are almost through the ﬁrét part of the story, the part that links to my
efforts to figure out who I was when returning from Canada. From the excerpts given above,
you may sense my direction and the type of course that I was hoping to create. As it doés, I
am not happy now with everything I say then, in these excerpts. This applies in particular to
how I speak about my student teachérs, most evident in the last excerpt given. From my
current point of view, I feel that I Was, at this point in time, vgeneralizing foo much when
trying to build a picture of the typical student teacher filled with misconceptions of teaching
and related conceptions. As I see it now, we should avoid creating such pictures and celebrate

diversity instead. The ‘typical student teacher’ does not exist in my vocabulary any more.
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However, it may have been a necessary ‘conceptual aid’ for me at this point in my
development. When we are about to rebuild our vocabularies we need to ‘pin down’ some
things. When a pattern has evolved, time is ripe for diversification. The story to be told in the
chaptérs to come, I think, echoes such an evolution on my part.

However, this first part of the story has not come to end yet. It remains to see what I
came up with in the end in my efforts to calm down my wild butterflies, i.e. the list labelled

“My Pedagogic Creed”.

“My Pedagogic Creed”

In essence, what I did was to state as élearly as I could what I felt were my beliefs
regarding teacher education. I started to make the list in late August 1999, roughly a week
befor¢ I met my group of student teachers for the first time. I handed it to them on September
24" 1999 — three weeks after we steﬁted. If you asked ‘Why so late?” I might respond by
saying that I was slow making it and if you ask why I was slow at doing this, 1 might say that
I was slow because I had problems formulating things in my native language. As you now
know, I was in the process of developing the Icelandic part of my final vocabulary.

| I think we should pay careful attention to the list I call “My Pedagogical Creed”. It
should be seen as a serious attempt of mine to lay down a kind of platform for my new
course, an attempt to tell myself, my students and the rest of the world how I wanted to think
. of teaching and teacher education. Linking to Bakhtin, Clandinin, and Rorty, the list may
respeétively and alternatively be seen as ‘my new voice’, ‘the beginning of a new story’, and
‘developments in my final vocabulary’. However, in this context I like to think of it (now
making a link to Charles Pierce, the pragmatist) as ‘rules of action’. I made the list to guide
my actions as a teacher educator en route to a new pedagogy; Retuming from Canada I was
carry with me a feeling (or a hope) that a new story was in the beginning, that the course I

was planning would not be what it used to be, that it would be much more ‘inquiry-oriented’
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and more ‘reflective’. I use the adjective ‘more’ because such things were not totally new to
me. Discussions, for example, had always been a significant part of my pre-Canada courses,
my teaching style being a sort of ‘lecturing-with-transparencies-but-happy-being-
interrupted’. However, giving time for talks was ‘my (liberal) style’ rather than as conscious
efforts of mine to have my students participate so that they might learn better. 1 explained
earlier (chapter 2), prior to my studies in Canada I did not think of my student teachers in
constructivist terms. Although embracing the constructivist idea, I still saw it as an
‘interesting phenomenon’ or a ‘theory’ rather than a ‘way of knowing a’. Now, post-Canada,
things had changed. According to my emerging final vocabulary, a ‘student teacher’ was not
simply a ‘student teacher’ but a person with a history and beliefs. My new role, I understood,
would be to guide my students, help them develop their beliefs. I had come see myself as a
helper. But how? How should I help them? How should I act in this new role? What should
the course look like and what would I be doing in class? I think it was reflections of this kind
that pressed me to work out “My Pedagogic Creed”, my set of beliefs, my platform of action.
I had to know ‘where I was’ in order to be able to act purposefully and confidently. My
prototype in this regard was a list I had found in an article by Gunstone, Slattery, Baird, and
Northfield (1993). Building a course for prospective science teachers, these authors figured
out what the they called “the major principles” of their program, including their views of
what it means to be a student teacher, what it means to learn to teach, and what it means to
help people learn to teach. Comparing their list to mine I see similarity but also difference.
That is healthy I hope, indicating that I was doing something more than simply copying their

list. Anyway, here is my list, translated to English from Icelandic as usual:

1. I believe that good teaching comes from within, that it is always rooted in personal
attributes and the world-view of the one that teaches. Learning to teach means

developing one’s own theory of teaching.
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2. I belief that developing one’s own theory of teaching is a long-term project that

begins in the teacher education program and continues as long one teaches.

3. 1believe that professional teaching, good teaching, is that sort of teaching that not

only results in good learning but also in the students’ desire to learn more.
4. 1 believe that the relationship between teaching and learning is very complex.

*5. I believe that my role primarily consists in helping the participants to develop their
ideas on teaching and learning in their respective teaching subjects keeping in view

that their teaching will be effective.

6. I believe that it is of utmost importance in teacher education that the student

teachers reflect on their experiences related to teaching and learning.

7. 1 believe that the change from being a student to become a teacher is both difficult

and complicated.

8. 1 believe that the communications within your group and the support you give each

other is of prime importance for the professional growth in each of you.

9. I believe that the outcome of this course is not one but many. I suppose that you are

different as you enter the course and what you learn from it may differ substantially.

10. I believe that my course is only a part of a much bigger picture. You will
experience influences from many sources, e.g. other courses, your school advisers and
the pupils you come to teach. Your experiences from your schooling will be with you

and affect your knowledge making and the shaping of your attitudes.

Running through the list, we see many of my ‘Canadian butterflies’ that I was carrying

with me from Canada. This time, however, you find them in a pattern. Order has replaced
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chaos. On the top of this list is Palmer’s ‘good teaching comes from within’ in good company
with the phrase ‘learning to teach’ that now has come to mean ‘developing one’s own theory
of teaching’. The rest of the items on the list revolve around this prime issue. Developing
one’s own theory of teaching is a long-term project (2), a difficult process (7), and includes
coming to grips with the complex relationship between teaching and learning, reflecting on
one’s experiences (6), and work with the rest of the group (8). Because participants are
different, what they learn from the course will alsp be different (9). Reading stétement
number 10, one can see that the ‘situative perspective’ described in chapter 3, has entered
into the picture I was developing. At least was it so that I had, at this point in time —

influenced, I think, from my readings in the learning to teach literature (e.g. Wideen et al.

1998) — begun to pay serious attention to the apparent complexities associated with the

variety of contexts student teachers Aface. However, in these August days I am tellihg you
about, I may have kept these complexities at distance because I was having enough work to
do with my ‘here and now complexities’!

Anyway, having made that list I was relieved. Now there was a struciure. I had made
something ‘concrete’, something I could look at, even ‘touch’, and, maybe most importantly,
present to others. | had prdduced what Bruner (1996) refers to as an ‘oeuvre’ borrowing the
term from the French cultural psychologist Ignace Meyerson and meant to convey the idea
that “the main function of all collective cultural activity is to produce ‘works’ ...[that] achieve
existence of their own... [and that] give pride, identity, and a sense of continuity to those who
participate, however obliquely, ih their making” (p. 22). The list gave me pride and helped me
figure out my teacher educator identity. In addition, and paniculariy ifnportant for me, it had

been made with Icelandic words!
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The Course Qutline

The course outline included, as usual, descriptions of aims, major topics, and ways of

working. There is one major goal and it goes like this:

The major goal of the course is to assist the participants to develop their ideas on
teaching and learning in connection with their subjects and with regard to building a

varied and effective teaching approaches.
Coming to the next section on “Topics”, this major goal is further emphasized:

Teaching and learning science subjects is the main topic of the course, in particular the
relationship between the two. My experience has told me that it is complex. What

pupils learn is often something not intended by the teacher. Why?
Then comes a section called “Ways of working” saying:

I believe that people learn best by wo:rking on things in v.aried’ ways, e.g. by reading,
writing, discussing, telling, listening, experimenting, observing, researching,
reflecting, etc. I will try to arrange things in the course in accord with this view. The
participants will be expected to participate extensively in the lessons, e.g. by
contributing to discussions, by analysing teaching episodes and by teaching each
other. In other words, the course builds heavily on what the participants do in the

lessons and I expect them to show up for every lesson.
Next comes a section that may be translated as “Learning Resources”:

One may ask: What is a learning resource? One is disposed to think that it is only a
question of books and articles. What tends to be forgotten is that our own experience
is also a knowledge source, e.g. the experience we have from schooling and the

experience that is given us through our own teaching.
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As you see, the major emphasis in my plans is on the teaching-learning relationship.
At ‘the beginning of this chapter, I referred to this issue as the ‘great thing’ of the course.
Influenced by Palmer (1998) I envisioned my students and me ‘gathering around’ the issue of
teaching-learning relationship. Coming to the section “Ways of working”, you may have
noted that I emphasize variety and participation. 1 think it is fair to say that guiding my
intentions in this respect were my experiences from participating in various courses at UBC
and supervising student teaching in some Vancouver secondary schools. Taken together these
experiences enabled me to think of learning environments in which student participation,
social interactions, and learning through activities were the major components. Finally,
reading what I titled “Learning Resources” you see that I stress the idea that one’s own
experiences may be seen as a valuable source of knowledge. The link to Schon’s (1983)
‘epistemology of practice’ is evident.

Included in the outline that I would hand out to my students at the beginning of the
course was a reminder that their secondary practicum component is seen as a part of the
course. In the teacher education program my course is a part of we have two practicum
components, two weeks in a primary school during the autumn (usually in the first half of
November) and other two weeks in a secondary school during the spring (usually in March).
Formally, only the latter part was within the territory of my course. In effect both were. I
would be my students’ faculty supervisor in both parts. I think it is important for you to keep
this in mind: I was not only responsible for the course that I was about to build but also for
student teaching, including finding placements for my students and visiting them during the
practicum. This is important because serving both these functions offered me the possibility
to gain a “closer view’ of my students. I was experiencing them not only as participants in my
course but also as practitioners in the field. Add to this picture the fact that I was also and

simultaneously (with my university teaching), teaching (chemistry) in a secondary school and
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you may understand what I mean when I say that, “I was all around in the terrain”. Being in
such a position provides the teacher educator with a unique possibility to explore various
‘corners’ or aspects of the ‘learning-to-teach ecosystem’ to borrow a term from Wideen et al.
(1998) and understand better “how the system functions™. In fact, thé thesis your are reading
is an substantially an offspring of this opportunity. The remaining chapters tell of my looking
into the various parts of the learning-to-teach ecosystem in which I was participating in and, I
s‘uppose,vshaping as well, for example with the new ‘thick ferms’ and stories I was bringing
with me from Canada.

Next in the course outline is a section on “Assignments”. Four are intended. The first
will require the students to keep a journal of their experiences participating in the course and
later assemble this into an assignment called “A Personal model of the relationship between
teaching and learning”, an idea that I borrowed from Garry Hoban (1998). The second
assigﬂment addressed lesson planning. Here, the students were required to make a plan for
one lesson (40 — 60 minutes teaching). In doing this, they were supposed to pay attention to
the numerous factors involved (possible students, subject, learning resources, classroom
characteristics, etc), produce a lesson plan and present it to the rest of the group. This act
(requiﬁng approximately half an hour) was videofaped and tﬁe student was required to
evaluate his or her performance, using in that process a set of questions provided by me.
Handing in the assignment, the video recording followed for me to see how the students
gvaluated themselves. The third assignment, “Making a test”, was an assignment in which the S
students were expected to make a ‘good test’ from a part of the subject they would be
teaching. Tb support them in this endeavour I had in advance exﬁlained my views on
assessment (in science) and presented them with examples of various types of tests I had been V
making in my own chemistry teaching during the years. They were then supposed to make

their own test and argue for its appropriateness. Doing the final assignment, labelled
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“Teaching Example from Secondary School Practicum”, the students were supposed to
consider critically part of their secondary school practicum teaching. For this purpose they
were required to keep a journal and videotape their teaching and then analyze it in view of a
set of criteria that I gave them, for example with respect to their pupils’ beliefs and the topic
taught. Writing the assignment they were supposed to describe and justify their plans as well
as their actual teaching and evaluate how well things had turned out in terms of learning
outcomes (established through some kind of assessment). |

- Was all this new? No. I was not making everything from scratch. There were things
~ from my ‘pre-Canada’ period that I still found valuable, including the assignments “Making a
Test” and “Téaching Example from Secondafy School Practicum”. I still saw these as useful
for my purposes and they had been highly valued by my prior student teacﬁers. The two other
assignments were new, at least ‘significantly new’ and carrying the marks of my new
pedagogy. As I see it, it is‘ neither easy - nor desirable - to ‘forget the past’, even when you
feel that you are ‘new’ or ‘reborn’ or something like that. ‘Old toys’ may serve new purposes
and new visions. Besides, teaching prospective teachers is, in my view, a sort of balaﬁcing act
in which one eye is looking at ‘how things ought to be’ and the other at ‘how they are’. The
“Making a test” assignment might serve as an example of such a balancing act, its purpose
being to improve something practising teachers are required to do all the time, that is, making
tests. Making a “fair test’ is a delicate matter, fraught with social and psychological
implications. Helping student teachers making better tests is therefore an important issue.

As you see then, I was carrying with me diverse things from my past practice, my
‘pre-Canada’ period. Indeed, my task, upon retﬁming from Canadé, might be thought of as an
attempt to reconcile Athe old and the new, figure out what was still useful, what needed to be
‘repaired’, and what needed to be ‘rebuilt’. From a ‘bird’s eye view’, the course that finally

emerged may not have looked that new. Significantly, old patterns still reigned. As before,
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we would be meeting 4 hours a week for about twenty weeks. Still, there would be these two
two-weeks practicum periods, the same type of assessment and marking, and I would be a
doing most of the talking. Besides, the new course would be situated within a teacher
education program with its particular traits, including the different and even contradictory
orientations toward teacher education mentioned earlier (chapter 4). In brief, social and

cultural forces would inevitably shape the ‘child’ that was about to being born.

Educating Teachers — for What?

Reading this chapter you may have come to woﬁder about my visiqn as a teacher
educator, asking for exgmple what kind of teachers I would like my students to become or
how I would like them to teach. You fnight even havé asked if the phrase ‘learning to teach
from within’ should be taken to indicate that I did not have any vision at all, that it was
completely up to them to figure this out. This is not the case. An indication to the contrary
may be found in “My Pedagogic Creed”. There I say, for instance, that “good teaching is that
sort of teaching that not only results in good learning but also in the students’ desire to learn
more” (emphasis in original). You may also have noted that I repeatedly bring up the term
constructivism on these pages. In fact, constructivism has been the major issue for me as
evident from my story in chapter 2. And I still believe that seeing people as ‘meaning
makers’ is a good belief, a good rule of action. It encourages the teacher to act in a way that
‘gives reason’ to the students (Schn 1988), to think of them as “capable of holding beliefs
and ideas which, through discussion and interaction, can be moved toward some shared frame
of refgrence”, to quote Bruner (1996, p. 56). This is my vision. This is what keepsA me going
as a teacher and teacher educator plus what Howard Gardner (1988, 1999) is always
stressing, namely the issue of understanding. I share with him, for instance, the belief that a

good grasp of some of the major concepts in the natural sciences (e.g. natural selection and
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theory of matter) may help people think better and feel less alien in the technological world in
which we live. However, I must also face my own scepticism in this regard. Thinking of my
own attempts to teach éhemistry for understanding (and write chemistry textbooks for the -
same cause) makes me somewhat pessimistic. It éppears to me that the vocabulary of
chemistry (and maybe other science subjects) is simply too far from the common sense
vocabulary of the day to be useﬁzl and meaningful for people in general. Thinking about my
own chemistry students, I suspect that only those who continued to study chémistry at
university level found it useful and meaningful, not so much for their daily life but for their
professional activities in chemistry and related subjects. If seems to me that peéple like me
who have been putting so much emphasis on natural science /iteracy for every citizen may
have been acting rather idealistically. The issue may be much more complicated and difficult
than we have tended to think. I, .foy example, have been assuming that my chemistry stﬁdents,
at least those who do well, take their ‘chemistry knowledge chunks’ with them and use them
when appropriate, e.g. to understand scientific news or to build an argufnent in an
environmental dispute. From the ‘situative perspective’ (chapter 3), this may turn out as a
rather naive thinking. This perspective holds, remember, that cognition is ‘situated’ and
‘social’. How we think depends on where we are and with whom, that is, on our physical,
social, and cultural surroundings. The space within schools is different in most respects from
the space outside schools. The community of practice in a chemistry classroom does not have
much in common with social practices other places; and the vocabularies used are very
different. Once you are out of the chemistry class you leave the ‘leaming-cﬁemistry-in-
s_chool-discoursé’ behiﬁd you because it does not fit ver;y well wifh how people talk on the
streets and in their homes..Saying things like this I face a new development in my thinking
about science subjects in schools and I recognize the impacts of ‘my guides’ (Dewey and the

others) and my own explorations of my learning described earlier in this chapter. However, 1
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should stress that this is a very recent trend in my thinking. Two years ago, starting my

_ ‘Canadian-influenced’ subject-oriented course within the teacher education at the University

of Iceland, I did not think in terms of ‘vocabularies’ nor was I, although familiar with some
of Lave’s writings, looking at things through a socio-cultural-historical lens. But I was, or felt
I was, a constructivist — even ‘by heart’ because now I had come to see that it was not enough
to talk about constructivism as ‘something interesting out there’; it had to be practised within
the course I was about to establish. I would be treating my student teachers a§ meaning
makers, hoping that doing so would encourage them fo treat their future studenfs in a similar
way. Having said this I cannot resist telling you that I was not always arriving at my
university class ‘filled” with such lofty aspirations. If it could i)e said that I was ‘filled’ with
something when cbming to my university class it might rather have been recent episodes
from my own secondary school ch¢mistry class in which things did not always go as
intended{. In addition, I sometimes told my student teachers stories from my chemistry
teaching classes that made them surprised beéause they had thought that I was an ‘expert
teacher’. Now I fear, however, that we may be a bit ahead of ourselves because this is

something I intend to deal with in chapter 7.

Epilogue

Writing this chapter my original aim was to figure out what my intentions were when
planning and rebuilding the course I had been teaching for some years within the teacher
education program at the University of Iceland. In particular, I was curious to know why
‘learning to teach’ in my case turned into ‘learning to teach from within’. As soon as I started

to think about these issues in the current context, that is the context of writing this thesis,

however, 1 felt pressed to look back at my experiences during my graduate studies at the

University of British Columbia, wondering what I had been learning over there and what I
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had been ‘bringing with me’ to Iceland. Analysing this last issue I found that I could say with
confidence (and with good help from Rorty) that I had been recreating myself with help of
terms from diverse vocabularies. Accordingly, returning from Canada I was carrying with me
new words and new word-relations, that is tools to build a new course and a new future.l
There were two major problems, however. First, the words I was carrying with me from
| Canada were still ‘butterfly-like’. They needed to be brought into a coherent order. Second,
‘the Icelandic version of my final vocabulary was, upon my returning to Iceland, still
immafure. My task then was to bring things together in order to be able to tell — with words of
my native language — my student teachers, my colleagues, and myself, who I was now and -
what I wanted to accomplish. Doing this I felt great help from Parker J. Paimer who enabled
me to redescribe my past experiences as chemistry teacher coming to see it as a journey in
which the ‘I that teaches’ is fundamental and a prerequisite for conﬁectedness with my
students, another major aspect in this Palmerian view. Coming so far things began to fall
neatly in place, including the ‘butterfly-stories’ 1 v;/.as carrying with me from Canada. In the
end I was able to create what I call ‘My Pedagogic Creed’, that list of ten statements that I
saw as my ‘rules of action’ with regard to my practice as teacher educator. On top of that list
is a slogan that I borrowed from Palmer (1998) saying that “good teaching comes from
within” followed by my claim that, “Learning to teach means developing one’s own theory of
teaching”, which may be seen as rephrasing of the slogan “Learning to teach from within”.
As evident from the chapter and also from the account to appear in next chapters, this slogan
was to become a key-idea in my search for a new pedagogy.
How does the account provided speak to the issue of leafning to teach?
I seelmy studies in Canada and my efforts to bujld a new course in light of those
studies as a learning act. 1 was learning to teach prospective teachers. Wondering how I

should describe my learning experiences, it struck me as a powerful idea that I might do well
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speaking of them in linguistic terms. With Rorty’s help, I came down saying that during my
gradua;te studies in Canada I was developing my final vocabulary with terms from diverse
authors. Back home, I continued this work. In doing this, I noticed that it was not enough
simply to translate terms. Rather, my task now was to create an ‘Icelandic version of my final
vocabulary’, that is to figure out an appropriate set of Icelandic words and word-associations
that niight do a similar job as their English counterparts. This work resulted, in part, in “My
Pedagogical Creed”, the list I later handed out to my students in order to inform them about
the beliefs that I felt were guiding my efforts to help them learn to teach. Done with it I felt I
had made a suBstant_ial step forward in my attempts to relearn how to teach. Looking back on
the process leading up to it I saw a struggle with words, repeated attempts to find good words
to speak for and help create my new teacher educator identity. Interestingly for me, I felt I
discovered the roots of that identity by looking back at my chemistry-teaching career. In
doing this, I came up with a strong feeling telling me that at the core of my teacher identity
was the word ‘connectedness’ standing for ‘feeling connected to my students’. No less
interesting for me was the fact that I was first now, after twenty years, saying something that
in a sense ‘had been with me’ all the time. Now we may ask, how could this happen? The
answer, [ argue, is in the chapter just written: I was searching for a new grouhd, a new place
to stand with regard to my practice as teacher educator, asking myself how I could most
clearly tell myself, my students, and my colleagues how I saw my job now when returning
from Canada after two years of graduate studies_. It was then the ‘miracle’ happened:

Stories I was carrying with me from Canada enabled' me to understand what I saw as
the core of my own teaching practice and to tell who I wanted to .be as teacher educator. 1
realized that ‘connectedness’ was the word and that I was coming to say that, ‘good teaching

comes from within’.
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I cannot but' wonder if speaking in linguistic terms as I have done here might help us
unpack the phrase learning to teach. Saying this I keep in mind that learning to teach is pretty
much a ‘language game’ on two fronts. For one thing, our students are (during their course
work) learning new words from diverse vocabularies. On the other hand, coming to the
school classroom our students must somehow cope with this new environmént_. In doing that
they also need worcis to describe (for themselves, their school adviser, the faculty adviser,
and some others) their experiences. Using Bakhtin, this task includes both developing a |
handy. speech genre to cope effectively with immediate things during teaching but also
developing an appropriate social language (or discohrse) to be able to communicate fluently
with colleagues, parents, friends, and others. When things are framed this way, the teacher
educator becomes ‘one who helps prospective teachers finding and using words that may
serve _them‘well when coping with their tasks’. What that ‘serve well’ means is ultimately the
business of the student teachers because they must learn to sbeak from within, that is in such a
way that fits with the emergent ‘I’ that teaches. On this account, my obligation as a teacher
educator is to point out for them that there are various ways of talking and acting when it
comes to teaching. If I know the students I am working with ‘well enough’ I might even be of
help to them in their initial attempts to figure out their paths as teachers by helping them
fashioning their final vocabularies. That ‘well enough’ needs of course an ongoing scrutiny
in light of changing ways of speaking about teachiﬁg énd education.

I am aware of that I am using much space on the issue of ‘language’. However, I think
the issue deserves good pl#ce and careful considerations because of the possibility of linking
it to the notion of learning to teach and the practices of teacher educators. Of prime interest to
me as a teacher educator is that my students ‘learn well’ and that includes, in my view, that
they consider alternative ways of speaking about teaching and learning. Certainly, I would

like them to adopt a ‘constructivist look’ at the learner. However, doing this means, in a
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pragmatic perspective, rearranging one’s final vocabulary, that is, establishing new word
relations, for example for thick terms like ‘learning’ and ‘knowledge’. Following the
tradition, my students tend to think of knowledge as a ‘commodity’ or as a ‘package’ to be
deliveréd their pupils. Such a view of knbwledge is incompatible with the constructivist
vocabulary. Adopting constructivist thinking ir‘nplies hooking the word ‘knowledge’ to other
words than usual; learn to say for example that, ‘knowledge is constructed by the learner’.
Learning to speak this way, however, is by no meané a simple matter because it implies going
against our habits of language, including what Bakhtin refers to “speech genres”. Speech
genres, in my reading of Bakhtin, mean the particular ways that people belonging to the same
community of practice use when communicating and coordinating their activities. Such
speech genres, Bakthin tells, are “stable typical forms of construction of the whole” adding
that, “Our repertoire of oral (and written) speech genres is rich. We use them confidently and
skilfully in practice, and it is quite possible for us not to suspect their existence in theory”
(see Wertsch, 1991, p. 61). When I - as a chemistry teacher — arrive in a classroom I
immediately ‘switch’ to ‘my chemistry teaching speech genre’ which has become so much a
part of me that I do not notice it. Schon (1983, p 60), speaking of “knowing-in-practice
...[that] tends to become increasingly tacit, spontaneous, and automatic”, points to the same |
thing; as does Korthagen and Kessels’s (1999) use of the notion of ‘Gestalt’ that help us “see
objects or situations as and entity and respond to them as such” (p. 9; cf. chapter 4). Directing
your attention again to my student teéchers, I see it as my task to help them talk about |
classroom experiences in new (for example, constructivist) ways. While Schon might prefer
to talk of this as helping them ‘reframing’ events related to the ciassroom situation and
Korthégen and Kessels as a matter of enabling ‘gestalt formation’, Bakhtin might have seen
this as the task of helping the student teachers adopt a new speech genre or ‘form a new

stable typical forms of construction of the whole’. However and regardless of which way we
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prefer to talk about this issue, this task is fraught with difficulties. The student teacher not
only need to ‘fight’ against the habits of language that have formed her through life and years
of schooling but also against the way other people in her current context talk, for example the
school advisor and the pupils. We may even extend her ‘battlefield’ to the very arrangements
of things in the classroom, in particular if we think of them not simply as ‘things’ but as
artefacts ‘speaking’ a particular social language that affects the course of events in
classrooms. For example, in the secondary school I was teaching, the traditional rows of
tables together with the 40 minutes lesson time forcéfully said to me when I was planning a
lesson: “No group work, please!’ For practical reasons, I usually obeyed this voice even
though the constructivist in me was protesting. I realized that rearranging the tables would
take time and that it would also take time to push them back to their original positions,
something I would need to do in respect of a colleague teaching after me. “Coping
wifh..;organizational constraints, teachers have invented a practical pedagogy that is tailored
to fit their needs and classroom practices”, says Larry Cuban (1995, p. 5). I think Cuban is
speaking well.

As I see it, establishing what Cuban calls “practical pedagogy” includes developing
habits to cope effectively with the rapidly changing circumstances characteristic of the
classroom situation. The habits involved include habits of Ianguage, Ways of speaking.vBeing
a trained teacher means being able to use words quickly and effectively to coordinate events
within the space of the classroom. A novice is not iso good at this. The work of Stabilizing his
or her'practice belongs to the future. Part of that work is ‘word-work’, the creation of suitable
speech genre. This word-work is, I think, particularly important Because we build our worlds
with the words we carry with us. When I started to teach chemistry in a secondary school
twenty years ago I did sd without a formal teacher ¢ducation. Arriving in the classroom first |

time, I may have been rather ‘spoken through’ than ‘speaking’, that is, my teaching behaviour
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may have been largely shaped by cultural habits telling me how I should think and act in this
domain. I was, it might be said, following a script that had been made by many hands and
minds4 before me, extending far into history. I was using the same words and ways of
speaking about teaching and related things as my prior teachers and my current colleagues.
Now, twenty years later, I see teaching differently from how I saw it in the first years of my
career. However, I also realize that my new way of thinking about teaching is the result of
changés in my personal vocabulary that have come about through years of hard intellectual
work on my part. This makes me wondef what I should expect of the people whom I am
supposed to help to learn to teach. These people, remember, are young Iéelander’s, busy
establishing homes and having children, and, most of them probably, concerned about ‘doing
a good job’ in accord with culturally sét standards rather than ‘imported ideas’, Canadian or
whatever. When they read articles'on education and teaching they usually meet English
words because Icelandic sources in this regard are sparse. Dependent as they are on
translating these words into Icelandic and given the short time span of the teacher educaﬁon
program (9 months) I cannot but wonder if they manage to reconfigure their personal |
vocabularies to a significant degree and create new and durable meanings that might help
them cope with their future school environments. Examining what sense my student teécher§
made of the new learning environment outlined in the previous section might give us a clue
on this matter. Indeed, this is what I intend to do in the chapters to follow, that is try figure

out ‘what was happening out there’ to use a non-Rortyan language.
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Chapter 6
En Route to a New Pedagogy

...if we decide to change the way we practice our craft, it takes time to make the
- transition — and while we are in transit, we are not very good at what we are doing. En
route to a new pedagogy, there will be days when we serve our students poorly, days

when our guilt only deepens. (Palmer 1998, p. 132)

"I was on route to a new pedagogy. With Palmer’s (1998) help, I had finally managed
to calm down my “English Butterflies” and even succeeded to make a neat list of statements
telling what my new beliefs were. On the top of it was “good teaching comes from within”.
Attempting to understand what I was saying with this phrase, I wrote in my journal in August

24™ 1999:

... T will emphasize that each participant looks to the inside asking: Who I am?

... I will emphasize that the participants open their mind, make public their ideas and
feelings.

... I will try to provide each participant with as many opportunities as possible to try

his teaching ideas.

Please keep in mind that these are translation from Icelandic. 1 was beginning to write
my new story in my native tongué! But words and slogans and ‘creeds”, however well they
may sbund, are not good in themselves. Their value, to follow the pragmatic lead (Garrison
1994), can only be judged with reference to action. Accordingly we should ask whether my

- new beliefs were making difference in practice.
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Meeting my Students

“Our first class was on Friday morning, September 3™ 1999. A rather curious
beginning, I would say, because we experienced a problem finding a room for our class (a
sign?). We were in the science department and, for some reason, people there responsible for
allocation of teaching rooms had provided us, this group of a dozen people, with a chemistry
laboratory appropriate for approximately a hundred people with lot of space to do
- experiments but no ordinary tables to sit around and no ordinary chairs to sit on! In the end
we managed to find a small physics room with a big table in the middle covered with some
strange equipments. Running around looking for a room I had noticed the students appearing,
one after one, apparently wondering what was going on but simultaneously surprised when I
greeted each of them with their respective name. They did not know that I had been studying
photographs of them the night before in order to be able to do exactly this! Something I
usually do? No, certainly not, but this time something new was in the air and I was already in
the process of changing old habits. So I felt. |

As usual, I started by having the students introduce themselves. Having read the
participants” applications, I was prepared to see a heterogeneous group. Now it was “so real”:
Two economists, three nutritionists, two geologists, three geographers, an engineer, a dentist,
and a physiotherapist; nine women and three meﬁ; three of the participants already teaching
in schools; certainly a varied group. Then it was my turn to introduce the course, my doctpral
thesis and myself. Would they be so kind to allow me audiotapé....? Nobody protested,
friendly looking faces met my eyes, necessary papers were signed in quick order and then it

was time for coffee. Back home, I wrote in my journal:
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What was done?

Largely, I followed the plan...Around 10.30 we went to a nearby building for a coffee.
There, all of us were sitting in a tight group around a small table and, all of a sudden,

: we were deeply engaged in a discussion on teachers” self-confidence, security, and
self-knowledge. I wish I had had a tape-recordef. Many of us spoke and people

~ seemed to be listening attentively to each other. Cathy [one of the three students
already teaching in a secondary -school]l told us that she had kept a journal (and still

- did) in which she tried to map herself as teacher, e.g. by writing down what happened
in class and how she responded. She felt that she had been learning a great deal doing

this and this had helped her build her self-confidence.
How did I feel about the class?

For me this was a comfortable and joyful experience. I was feeling well with these
people. Not anxious at all. On the contrary, I had a strong sense of security. I had
hardly begun to speak when I noticed that what I said was awakening attentiveness

and discussions....
How was the group?

[ felt that the people were really engaged in the discussions. Very interested. People
seemed to be listening carefully, both to what I said and to one another, and many
voices were involved. There was a good rapport. People seemed to connect to each

other.

What a wonderful beginning!

! Cathy is a pseudonym. The same rule applies to all participants in this thesis.
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This was Not Real Teaching — What?

Continuing my journal writing that Friday afternoon and now asking, “How was my

teaching?” I reply by saying:

I thought of this first morning as an introduction; accordingly, I did not pay much
attention to organizational matters and instruction. This was not real teaching —
what?...I was rather well prepared, I think...It strikes me thoﬁgh that I did not write
down any goals for this class. I should remember this in the future.j am determined to

demonstrate good teaching.

“This was not a real teaching — what?” What a curious questioh! Apparently, I did not
feel quite safe even though I saw us, my students and me, “sailing” well. Sticking to this
metaphor, We may think of my coﬁrse as a sailboat. Lét us call it “The New Course”. I am the
captain of course and it so happens that I have just been through a particular Canadian
“school of navigation”. That school provided me with a map that should help me bring my
students (the rest of the crew) to the “Land of Good Teaching Practices”. However, I
suspected that some of crewmembers were hiding alternative navigatién maps. [ even feltI
saw this in their faces.

~Gee and Green (1998) liken culturé to “different schools of navigation designed to
cope with different terrains and seas” (p. 124, quoting Spradley 1980, p. 9). Words we use,
they contend, do not operate in vacuum. They have “situated meanings”. They are associated
with cultural models that in turn may be spbken of as “story lines”, that is “families of
connected images (like a mental movie) or (informal) “theories” shared by people belonging
to specific social or cultural groups” (p. 123). Asking “This is not a real teaching - or what?”

points to my awareness of culture as “different schools of navigation™. In fact, underneath the
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Canadian map [ was carrying with me there were other maps telling different stories of

teaching. One of them said that “real teaching” was a scenario where the constantly speaking

teacher is the norm. And, frankly speaking, I repeatedly caught myself red-handed staring at

these alternative or “traditional” maps, wondering if I should rather use them and saying to

myself that if I did, I would be closer my students, i.e. their way of thinking about teaching.

Then all of us would smile because we would feel we were “really traveling together”. Seeing

three of the crew jump over-board when we were about to leave the harbour (that is, a few

weeks after the course had started) may have pushed me further in this direction. However,

the rest of the crewmembers appeared rather happy. Indeed, there was a kind of joyfulness

and “expectant attitude™ on board, because the crew was expecting “something good” might

be waiting us behind the horizon if we used the map I was carrying with me from Canada.

Therefore, I decided that we should stick to it.

The Course in Brief

Before I left my students on our first meeting, I handed out to them the course outline.

It included an overview of the main topics to be addressed during the first part, the autumn

term:

Days Topics

Sept 3™ Introduction

Sept 10™ Assignment 1. Start
Memorable Teachers

Sept 177 Teaching science — to what end?

Sept 24™ Preparing instruction

Oct I How can we teach for understanding?

Oct 8" Assignment 2. Students present.

Oct 157 Assignment 2. Students present.

Oct 22™ Assignment 2. Students present.

Oct 297 Assignment 2. Bringing things together
The practicum. Diary and portfolio.

Practicum Nov Ist to 12th.

Nov 197 Discussing practicum

Nov 26" Interviews. Handing in assignment 1.

Table 6.1. An overview of the first half of my course.
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We have been through September 3" already, the morning with the good coffee break.
On September 10™ the students would start with “Assignment 1” that required them to spent
approximately half an hour toward the end of each class to reflect on what they had been
learning from the class. As you see from table 6.1, they were expected to hand in this
assignment on November 26™ - when coming to an interview I was planning to have with
them and that addressed how they felt about the course so far. We will revisit this issue later
on. Suffice to say now that what some of them wrote in that assignment made me wonder,
once more, if my Canadian map was “adequate”. Also on September 10™ is something I
called “Memorable teachers”, a little activity that we will look at in a few moments. Then
three sessions (September 17" and 24" and October 1*) followed in which I tried to present
my viéw of teaching and learning, taking into account constructivist ideas but also my own
experiences from teaching chemistry in a high school. As you know, I had been teaching
chexﬁistry for years besides teaching teachers. This time, hov;/ever, I did something I had
never done before: I made records of my chemistry teaching. If you ask me why I was doing
this, the best I can say is that I was hoping these memoirs from my chemistry teaching might
serve my doctoral work in some way. I was studying my practice as teacher educator. My
chemistry teaching was (had always been) closely linked to that job. As simple as that! As
these entries accumulated, I started to think that they might be good for my student teachers.
Soon I found myself reading aloud to them some of these entries, i.e. stories from my
chemistry teaching; “stories of success” as well as “stories of less success”. In any case, my
students seemed to like them. I remember one of them saying that they (the students) were

“sucking these stories like sponges”! Why? I will explore that issue in chapter 7.
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Memorable Teachers

This was an activity that my students, or at least some of them, felt instructive. I
borrowed the idea from Parker J. Palmer’s (1998) book, The Courage to Teach, from a

chapter called “Mentors Who Evoked Us” that starts with the following words:

If identity and integrity are found at the intersection of the forces that converge in our
lives, revisiting some of these convergences that called us toward teaching may allow

us to reclaim the selfhood from which good teaching come. (p. 21)

Elaborating on this issue, Palmer reflects on two sﬁch convergences, “with the
mentors that evoked us and with the subjecté of study that chose ﬁs” (p. 21). Addressing the
former, his point is that when student teachers consider such memories, “not only are the
qualities of the mentor revealed, but the qualities of the student are drawn out in a way that is
equally revealing” (p. 21). Thinking about my enterpfise, that is, having my student teachers
learn to teach from within, 1 thought it might be a good idea to do as Palmer suggested.
Therefore, before they left after our first meeting I asked them to think of a teacher, which
they thought of as memorable and figure out thé reason why they felt so. They would write a

little piece addressing this issue, bring it to our next meeting, i.e. on September 10™ and

share their stories. With that class over and back home, I wrote:
Friday, September 10"
The story-telling hour was really entertaining....

Again, I was not really teaching [!]. However, I think one may regard story-telling as a
[worthy] part of a teaching where the aim is to have the students make it clearer to

themselves what they think of as good teaching...

I am becoming ever more convinced about the importance that people [student
teachers] tell stories. This kind of activity appears to...help people understand. In

addition, it is exciting to get this spectrum of experiences.
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Listening to the audio-recordings I made of the class gives me the same impression:
We were having a good time together. However, I notice when writing this now (in June,
2001) that I afn about to devaluate this point, saying something like: “Yes, entertaining - but
so what? What were they learning from this?” On closer examination, I find that I should
rather celebrate this joyfulness. We were about to start a journey together, apparently a new
type‘ of journey. Now, in the beginning of the journey, we were telling stories; we were
listening carefully to each other, we were sharing parts of our lived experiences, each
participant allowing the rest of the group to have a little look into a segment of his or her life.
What a good thing! What a good thing for our being together, our little community. |

I may have been thinking something like this when I went home that Friday. At least
was I in good mood, happy once again because of the seemingly good rapport that was
evolving in our group. However, reminding myself that I was a researcher of my own
practice I started to take a “closer look” at the stories the students had been telling. In doing
this I noticed most of all striking similarities in their views of what constitutes a gc;od teacher
and that these could be assembled into four major categories, shown in 6.2 together with

some excerpts or examples from the students” written work.

Theme /category. Examples: excerpts form the students” written work.

Teacher shows e Their interest in the subject was so evident. One could feel

interest in and that they felt their subject to be of utmost importance.

knowledge of o ...and it happened that he became immersed himself in the

teaching subject. subject.

Teacher shows o They were well prepared and used the time efficiently,

interest in teaching, | teaching materials exemplary.

good preparation e Excellent lesson plans, homework and other things

and organized associated to the work in the class.

instruction. e That teacher was “the contentious type” who always comes
well prepared, with good notes and good knowledge. The
stuff was organized and presented on well made
transparencies.
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Teacher is e They were shining. They were so cheerful. Living
sympathetic / shows | performance.

lively performance | e He was ruling like a military leader. -

and /or is a special | o They were so good at telling stories...appeared self-
(strong) character. | confident and clever...

e ...such a strong character.

o His voice was strong and good to listen to.

Teacher connects to | e They looked at students or appeared to do so...gave
students. opportunities for questions.

o ...she really listened to what we were saying...

o This teacher was demanding.. .kept strong discipline...was
in contact with us...was not indifferent about us

e Was one of us...interested in us...wanted us to feel
good...respected us and was respected.

e It was unbelievable how she engaged us...involved us in the
most unbelievable things, even learning!..

Table 6.2. Memorable teachers. Each dot (e) in each category represents a new
student’s utterance. :

The categories that emerged from my analysis neither surprised my students nor me.
These are images that commonly surface when people in my country begin to talk about
teachers and teaching. What surprised us, however, was how similar the students’ attitudes'
were. 1n fact, most students appeared in each of the four categories. I take this to mean that
there was a high degree of consensus in the group concerning what it takes to be a good
teacher. Most notable are qualities like interest and enthusiasm toward students and/or
subjects. Scanning the stories, what emerges most forcefully and associated with “the
memorable good teachgr” is a sort of wholeheartedness and strong presence. The “ideal”
teacher is close, caring and enthusiastic.

A useful activity? For me it was. Listening to the stories and doing that little piece of
analysis (table 6.2) was quite informative from my point of view. Having done this I felt I
was closer to my students” thinking about teaching. Concerning the students, I do think that
the activity helped them develop their thinking a bit. My intent, as you already now, was

creating a learning environment that would help the participants develop their thinking about
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teaching and learning. I think of this particular activity as a part of such an environment. At
the core of it is the idea that if you examine what qualities you assign to teachers you like you
may be exposing things that you see as important for your own development as teacher.
Besides, doing such an inquiry may in itsélf bea sigﬁiﬁcant event, at least for my students
who, following the tradition, have usually been allocated rather passive roles as learners. My
intent is to evoke the thinker in my students in the hope that they will treat their future pupils
in a similar way. A prerequisite for this to happen is that my students panicipéte in inquiry-
oriented activities. Thinking about my own way of teaching in the past, I recognize this as a
new trend in my way of teaching. “Before Canada” I tended to restrict my teaching to talks,
thinking that they were (toggther with a good intent) sufficient to launch new modes of
teaching. “After Canada” I was convinced that student teachers must do fhings and reflect on
their actions.

Did this activity make any impacts on my students? A difficult question to answer. No
doubt, while we were doing this activity there was seemed to be a general enthusiasm in the
group like the participants were really enjoying these stories. What is of importance, of
course, is that they find in them something valuable for their own leaming to teach project. In
a particular assignment the student did some weeks later and in which they were required to |

reflect on the course, only two of them mentioned this particular activity. One of them wrote:

- One of the things I found most interesting was the session in which the students told
about memorable teachers. I felt I was learning a lot by listening to the students and
we agreed substantially what characterizes good teachers, e.g. discipline, organization,

ambition and interest in students.

The other student wrote:
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In the beginning of the class, each one of us told about this day’s assignment, i.e.
memorable teacher. It certainly took two hours doing it all. Maybe it was too long,

-maybe not.

Such is contingency of life. Sometimes things we say and do as educators are
embraced and carried to new situations, sometimes not. Apparently, the former student was
activeljz picking up these stories and aligning them with her emerging teaching story while
the latter was not so taken by them. We may link this to what Dewey (1916/1944) speaks of
as “active habits” (p. 52) that for him is the active part of “growth”, the part that constitutes
“growing” in involve “thought, invention, and initiative in applying capacities to new aims”
(p. 52 — 53). This is in contrast to the more ‘passive adjustment’ of the individual to the

| environment, the part or form that Dewey speaks of as “habituation”. The challenge for us
teacher educators, it seems to me, is to create learning environments that affect our students
in such a way that “active habits” replace the passive ones. Apparently, I was experiencing
some success in this regard in the “Memorable Teachers” activity. The question for me is '
how this activity may be improved so as to engage more students. Listening to the audio-
tapings of the session wh¢re “Memorable Teachers” was on the agenda it strikes me that we-
tend to ‘rush’ from one story to another. When the rest of the class responds to the teller the |
comment tends to be a ‘counter-story’. It is as though what X says evokes in Y certain
memories, which Y ‘can’t wait to tell’. Many “good points™ appear in the stories told but few
are given attentive though, it seems. They do not, as a rule, become an issue of inquiry. This
is my responsibility and I may nbt be doing a good job in this regard. Indeed, I was also
‘carried away’ with the stories being told. My ‘excuse’ may be tﬁat I am a beginner - en route
to a new pedagogy. I need time to learn and that is precisely what I am trying to do in this

~ current writing. This is my “reflection-on-action” to borrow a term from Donald Schon

(1983), my inquiry into my “swampy lowland where situations are confusing “messes”
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incapable of technical solutions” (p. 42). Doing this reflection, I am hoping to become
somewhat better at doings such things in the future.

On the other hand we (teacher educators) should face the fact that we are not in
control of everything. Following the constructivist lead we should be prepared for different
‘outcomes’ of our efforts (MacKinnon and Erickson 1992). In other words, we should expect
our student teachers to follow different “learning routes”, each one choosing a route that is in
accord with his or her beliefs or dispositions. Indeed, the slogan “learning to teach from
within” that I think of as an appropriate flag for my course aligns with this type of

understanding.

Evaluating my Students’ Performances

One of the things I have always found difficult when it comes to my practice as
teacher educator is evaluating my student’s performances, that is, figuring out what to say or
how to respond when observing them teaching. I will revisit this theme later when describing
in some detail a visit to one of my students during her practicum (chapter 8). Here I want to
do draw your attention to a little episode that speaks to the same issue but from a somewhat
different angle.

I am sitting in my home observing video recordings made in connection with the thing
called “Assignment 2”. As may be seen from table 6.1, this assignment was given a
prominent place in our agenda during the autumn term. Briefly, the students were supposed,
individually, to make a lesson plan. In doing so they were required to elaborate on a set of
criteria or “things to consider” such as connections to the state curriculum, characteristics of
students and learning sources (the textbook in particular), their own understanding of the
content, conditions in class, and teaching methods. In our class, they presented their plan and
gave the rest of the group an idea of how they would teach. The presentation and the

discussion that followed were videotaped and, as a part of the assignment, the participants
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‘were required to observe and reflect on the video and their colleague’s responses. Handing in
Assignment 2, these video-recordings followed. Now I was looking at two of these

recordings. While doing this I wrote in my journal:
Tuesday, November 16"

I was looking at the video-recordings that follow Assignment 2. As before, I do not
find it easy to evaluate the students” performances. I looked at Ricky and then Cathy. I
felt both of them were doing quite well; they are well organized and appear confident.

I give each of them 4 points (out of maximum 5). However, they are very different.

For an outsider this activity of mine rﬁay not appear as a “big issue”. For me it was. As
usual when observing my students I found it difficult to judge if what I was looking at should
be labelled as “excellent”, “good”, “satisfactory’f or whatever_. As usual, I was uneasy,
confused, ihsecure, looking in vain for “adequate criferia” or some kind of “grid;’ to hold on,
even a bit ashamed of myself feeling like this. After all, I had been doings such things for
years, i.e. observing student teachers. In most cases, I did not feel confident. That was
“before Canada”. Now it is “after Canada’_’ and with “all my new l.eaming”, I should be more
conﬁdent. I was not. On the contrary, I felt even less confident than before. Why?

No doubt, my dilemma is linked to my new pedagogy. I had started to say in public
that “good teaching comes from within”. I was saying to myself that I would try my best to
help each of my students to figure out their own theory of teaching, their teacher identity. In
doing this, I would certainly push away or forget altogether the checklist I used to carry with
me when visiting my students doing their practicum teaching. Sitting there, in from of my
TV, watching Ricky and Cathy, I was certainly not using a checklist. I was turning to these
individuals as persons in the process of “crafting their teacher identity” to borrow words from

Lave (1996). I was trying to see them “as they were” rather than relative to the universal

“principles-of-teaching-criteria” apparent in most checklists. In other words, I was trying to
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see Cathy and Ricky (like the rest of my students) as being in the process of learning to teach
from within and now I was offered a little “window” into that process — a half hour video
recording from each of them showing their performance. Doing this looking I feel that both
of them are doing “quite well”, and that they are “well organized and appear confident”.
Accordingly, “I give each of them 4 points” even though recognizing that “they are very
different”.

While working on this chapter, .I came to read Pinar (1995) quoting Tetsﬁo Aoki
saying that, “what matters deeply in the situated world of the classroom is how the teachers’
‘doing’ flows from who they are ... Teaching is fundamentally a mode of being” (Aoki 1986,
p. 8). 1 felt relieved. I was happy to find Aoki saying this and I felt comfortable seeing him
speak of teaching in a similar way as does Palmer (1998): “good teaching comes from the
identity and integrity of the teacher” (p. 10). And I said to myself: My confusion when
observing my students and my reluctance in using a checklist, connects to this issue of
‘doing’ that flows from the ‘I’ that is teaching or presenting. I — the teacher - must be allowed
to do things the way I am instead of “suffer the pain of having my peculiar gift as a teacher
crammed into the Procrustean bed of someone else’s method and the standards prescribed by
it” to quote Palmer (1998, p. 11-12) again.

I was learning to teach teachers. I had started saying in public that ‘v‘good teaching
comes from within”. Maybe that voice had been with me for a long time. Maybe Palmer
helped me say this thing. However, I was and I am living in a world of standards and
checklists. I remember hours and days of work with my colleagues producing “new and
better” checklists but, when coming to observe a student of mine feaching, either I did not
bring these lists on ‘the table or — if I did so — tended to push them aside like they were

disturbing me.
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I was experiencing a tension. I had come to speak openly (with Palmer’s help) that
good teachers are able to connect with themselves, their subjects and their students. Methods,
modes of teaching can vary widely but they must flow from the “I” that teaches. Coming so
far and following your students’ teaching you begin to look for something “different” — the
way the student is, the way she is in that particular situation, her “being” with her students,
how she acts in this particular learning community. However, describing what you see from
this new vantage point is not that simple. %{'ou lack words. Your new “vocabulary ” is still
immature. You wanf to bring what you read in your books and articles into your way of being
with your students but you run into difficulties because that sphere is crowded with words
and habitual ways of speaking from the vocabulary of “technical rationality™ (Schon, 1983).
This creates tension.

William James (1948) once remarked that, “New truth is always a go-between, a
smoother-over of transitions. It marries old opinion to new fact as ever to show a minimum of
jolt, a maximum of continuity” (p. 149). Applying this wisdom to my case, I might say that in
my efforts to think and act differently I could not simply “wall off” my past beliefs and my
past practices.

Cathy got 4 points out of the maximum 5. Why that “minus one”? I explained:

Clear presentation. The voice was good. Explains well. Good preparation. I realize
that this was a lecture / presentation; however I would have liked to see you interact
more with the students [us] in the part where you were teaching. You were responding

professionally to the critic given.

A sort of “smoothing -over”?
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Little Miracles

As the weeks passed, I felt increasingly comfortable with how things were going in
my new course and I am convinced that this good feeling linked to the particular assignment I
have been describing, that is, assignment 2. Continuing watching the video recordings

accompanying this assignment, | wrote some days later:
Thursday, November 25th

I am watching the video recording with Gisela...She is doing so well. A very
interesting discussion follows that 1 feel casts light on a particular development in the
group. Ricky, for example, tells that he feels he is always experiencing “little
miracles” [in the course], [saying that] “all of us are somewhat delighted by the fact
that we are approaching things in new ways”... I find it very interesting what is
happening and important for me to grasp better how this has been developing. Does

this link to the way assignment 2 was constructed?
Later the same day:

I am looking at Peggy. All of a sudden, I see so clearly, how important the person is.

What you [the teacher] bring to the classroom is primarily yourself.

Please, note this: “... how important the person is ... What you ... bring to the
classroom is primarily yourself”. No doubt, a new story is in the beginning, a new story of
myself as a teacher educator, a story in which I am learning to think of my student teachers
with new words, with words from people like Palmer and Aoki. “Peggy - such a strong
presence!” I say to myself. Indeed, thinking of her with Aoki’s words I can still see how her

performance was “flowing from who [she is]”.
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The Miner

As méy be seen from the course outline in table 6.1, my student’s first practicum
period (in a primary school) was scheduled to November 1* to 12%. I was quite concerned
about this event, asking for instance, “How willvthey be doing?” Lurking behind this question
was something like, “Well, we have been approaching things differently this term and,
indeed, things have been running quite well, I think, so maybe...”

Such questions and thoughts are to be expected of a teacher educator who fhinks he
has bgen doing a good job preparing his stﬁdents. I, at least, was hopeful feeling fhat
“something good” was happening in the course. The problem for me, however, was to figure
out why I was feeling this way. Frankly, I was not sure what I should expect nor was I sure
what I should be looking for, for example when observing me students teaching. What should
be my criteria of “something good”, for example?

The excerpt from my journal given below is dated November 13™. Obviously then, the

first practicum this year is over. Now, it is time to relax — or what?
Saturday, November 13™ 1999

Should be relaxing because it is Saturday, late afternoon, and I had said [to my wife] -
that I was going to have a little nap. When I saw my laptop [beside the bed], I could
not resist [start writing on it]. I had been walking in Oskjuhlid [my favourite outdoor
area) and then lot of thoughts and ideas began to rush into my consciousness, some of

them worth deliberation...

The practicum. I felt that I was experiencing it differently this time. Indeed, I went to
the practicum schools with a different attitude. Whereas before I had been a sort of
inspector or a judge ... ] was now more like a researcher determined to figure out what

was happening. In the post-teaching conferences I was not so much asking what had
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been happening in the lesson just finished, but rather attending to how the student
teachers had experienced the practicum as a whole, what they thought of their actions,

‘what they felt interesting and what they felt they had been learning.

For some reason I cannot explain, the next section of this journal entry is in

parenthesis:

[When 1 say this it is not clear to me what I was emphasizing in those
interviews...These were open intervi.ews where the interviewees [the student teacher
and the school adviser] shaped the course as much as I did. My impact was mainly
that I asked the student teacher to describe better what I felt was unclear aﬁd/or
curious. In every case though, I think I tried to have the student to tell how they saw
the relationship between the practicum and the study at campus. As I told Hafdis [my
colleague at the University] that I was rather surprised to hear how decisive the

students saying that the time spent on campus had been very important.]
At the end of this journal entry, appearing like out of nowhere:

Another thing that surfaced [in my head] during my walk [in that outdoor area] was
the question what I mean by the question: What am I learning? What do my students

learn from my course? What do I mean by “leam;’ when I ask this way?

-Now, I do not intend make further comments on these words because I thinkvthey
stand for themselves and serve well to illustrate my situation - my anxiety and my confusion
at this point in time. Apparently, establishing a new pedagogy may not be the simplest thing
one does. .

. Here is an additional piece from that Saturday writing:

It strikes me what a broad spectrum [of classroom cultures] I have seen. The

mathematics classroom ... everything so straightforward. Following the book in every
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detail. The lesson begins with a short teacher-talk and so the students start on their
math problems and the teacher walks between them. The biology lesson ... like a

conversation. The geography lesson ... almost an examination.

Why was I writing things like this? Was I trying to discern some sort of a pattern? I do
not know. Going through my journal, I see that I was quite often writing things like this. It
appears that [ was trying to ‘capture’ something. | am a researcher. I should be figuring out
‘what is happening’; in my course, in practicum, as well as in my own chemistry teaching. At
this point in time, I tended to think of the goal of my research as figuring out “how things
really were” or “what was really happening”. Interviewing my students I tended to behave
like “a miner who unearths the valuable metal” to use a metaphor form Kvale (1996, p. 3). To
refresh our memory (cf. chapter 3), Kvale thinks researchers may be grouped into “miners”
and “travellers”, the former label pointing to those that think knowledge as a buried metal
and, consequently, busy unearthing it. The traveler, on the other hand, “wanders through the
landscape and enters conversations with the people encountered ... asks questions that leads
the subjects to tell their own stories of their lived world” (p. 4). Knowledge for the traveller is
a matter of conversation in the sense that those who participate (the researchers as well as
those being visited) in it may build new understandings of the world and their lives. At this
point in time (1999), 1 was not thinking of knowledge as a matter of conversation. That came
later — when starting to explore some readings of Rorty. However, I think I may say that I
was, in this period, becoming somewhat uncomfortable with thinking of knowledge as
“chunks accumulating in the head” or something like that, maybe because of my readings of
socioculturalist authors like Lave and Wenger (Lave and Wenge.r 1991; Lave 1996).
However, there were still enough of the personal constructivist in me to make me wonder if
my student teachers were not carrying with them some “good constructs” that might be

ascribed to things we were doing together in my course. These would be “the impacts from
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my course”. “Unearthing” these would help me justify the course I was building with so
much care and enthusiasm.

These concerns are evident in the transcript that follows below and was taken from an
interview I had with one of my student teachers right after a class (in a primary school) where
she had been teaching mathematics. I call her Gisele, shortened to “G” below. Reading the
transcript now (several months later), I feel like reading a miner’s report rather than a
traveller’s. Just before the audiotape was started, Gisele’s school adviser had just told me that

" she (Gisele) had been doing a very good job. I then respond:

(I)Yes, this must be some kind of sensitivity that...

[Noise, unclear. The school adviser is coming. I ask her to come closer because I am

- audio taping this ...]

(I:) I am sort of trying these things out. I like to explore these thi.ngs a bit so that I may
understand the student better ... and, yes, I am, you know, collecting data...you, see, |
am teaching them how to teach. Seriously, I feel like I am doing this first time; |

‘ although I have been in this business for ten years. I went to America, Canada, you
know, I am sort of trying new ways ... I would like to ask you, I mean, maybe it is a
bit difficult for me to say this, to speak frankly because I am your teacher, but I would
really like to know ... [disturbance, a woman I know passes by and greets me] ... Do

"you see any relationship...?
(G:) To your class?
(I:) Yeah, I mean, generally.

(G:) Generally ... aah, I do not think so. Not what I am doing in the general didactics

course ... | am only taking it and your course. In your course it is all this discussion
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about ... the individual [student], attend to him, that people differ and all that, of
“course I knew ... it is just that when things are highlighted like this that they fasten in

one’s mind, they come in.
(1:) They come in.

A few moments later:

(I)) It’s a difficult thing to do ... to prepare you folks, it’s simply so that people

[students] do not see any relationships...

(G:) You see, isn’t it so, as I am saying, what we have been talking about, we know of
these things but when they have been pumped into us so strongly they sit there, maybe

we do not realize fully that they came from you.
(I:) Good to know from where good things come from!

(G:) (Laughs) Yes.

Laughing. Gisele does a great deal of that — cheerful as she is. Earlier in the interview
she told me that she “knew” she would like to teach before she tried to do so, adding that “it’s
my problem and I have to face it ... that I find everything so fun”. Then she laughed. Trying
out new things with people like her makes one worry less and to do more of smiling.

Interviewing her, I am a miner. I make efforts to unearth some “gold bits” from her,
figure out if she was carrying some “good bits of knowledge” from my course and/or the
teacher education program. From her responses, one is tempted to believe tilat this was
indeed the case. It appears to her that things we did in our group, the talks in particular,
somehow “follow” her. She feels this way. However, this is not something easy to articulate.
In fact, Gisele’s responses to my questions are typical for the responses I got when asking my

students (in practicum settings) to reflect on possible links to our work at campus. Most of
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them felt so but... To begin with, these responses made me somewhat anxious because I was
worrying that my new course might not make any difference in practice. However, with time
I have come to think how difficult if not impossible it is to uncover such “impacts” in case
they occur. It may be easy to figure out the impacts of teaching your students some chemical
formulas. You arrange a test to figure out if the formulas (the ‘gold bits’) have been
“received”. On the other hand, how should I figure out if ‘things I was teaching’ in my
teacher education course were ‘received’. What does ‘received’ mean in this case? Should it
be thought about as a ‘precious mineral to be unearthed’ through observation and a post-
teaching conference? Or should we (teacher educators) drop the miner and stick to the
traveller? If we do that, how should we act? What does it entail acting like a traveller when
observing our students teach and talking to them afterwards?

Further complicating the issue of “impacts from campus work” is the fact that moving
from campus to a practicum setting inevitably involves some kind of “adjustment” to new
surroundings. What that “adjustment” entails will depend on the analytical lens used. Using a
sociocultural lens, this implies adapting to a new culture that has designed its own “maps”
(Gee and Green 1998) for its members to navigate in the terrain called “teaching”. This may
result in student teachers not knowing how to behave or “not able to integrate their
expefiences in ways that would help them learn to teach” (Wideen at al. 1998, p. 160)
because the maps of the new culture are different from the ones that were handed to them at
campus. Inexperienced as they usually are and still struggling with their teacher identities,
they do not know which maps to choose. In many cases, this results .in individual student
teachers trying to mix maps. That, however, may not be a good solution because trying to
adapt to contrasting rules of actions often makes people cénfused and, consequently, unable

to act with poise;
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Gisele was not confused. She was happy as usual. She was enjoying teaching like she
was enjoying most other things, according to her own words. Not carrying different maps? — 1
hear you asking. I do not know. Gisele ié, I think, a person of the type that is good at making
maps. Entering our teacher educator program, she was (I assume) already busy making maps
because she is so curious about life and eager to explore different seas and terrains. Contrary
to many other students, she is particularly good at picking up “useful stories” from her
surroundings and for her own purposes. Besides, she is carrying a strong story of herself,
including an image of the teacher she wants to be (as a child, she told me, she ‘knew’ she
would become a teacher in the future). Much to my pleasure, she found “all this discussion’ in
our group useful. She said, “Of course [she] knew [it all] ... it is just that when things are
highlighted like this that they fasten in one’s mind, they come in”.

That is what Gisela said during our post-teaching conference and her words sound like
good music to me. After all, is seems that she was experiencing our talks at campus as useful
or as she put it, as helping her to “fasten [things] in [her] mind”. Thinking about Rorty makes
me wonder if I was, through the “learning-from-within-environment” I initiated with my new

course, enabling her to develop her final vocabulary. Could be!

"And We Were All Happy Toward the End of That Term

The group appeared enthusiastic, not least during the sessions where the students were
presenting assignment 2. The discussions went high and the rapport in our group was good.
When we met again after the students’ first practicum period and then coming close to the
end of term one, we discussed the course. Here are some pieces from my journal on this

occasion:
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Wednesday, November 19% 1999

The discussion on the course, that is, the autumn [part] was very encouraging for me.

In particular, the students felt satisfied with:

K Assignment 2. It appears that the students found this assignment particularly
satisfying. They found it well organized and demanding. You could not escape
justifying your actions. I reminded them that the main goal of the course was to help
the participants to develop their own theory of teaching. However, one may ask what
this means. What counts most in this regard? This launched considerable diséussions.
Some of the students felt that'techniéal things such as how to use the overhead
projector or the blackboard properly was most important while others meant that

thinking was the major issue. .
* My lectures, in particular the examples from [my school].

* The discussions. I pointed to the fact that a considerable part of our time together
had been spent on talks; that we were always taking together. I could hear from this
: discuséion that students seemed to be satisfied with having had so good opportunities
to express their ideas. 1In addition, it was good to listen to others, hear how they
thought about things that they had been struggling with. On the other hand, they felt it
was important to hear more from me and, in fact, encouraged me to tell them more
_about the things I was doing in [my school] and what I had learnt from my studies in

Canada.

I told them that I was trying to change my own chemistry teaching, e.g. by putting
more emphasis on the pupils’ own work, that I was getting tired using my [old]

transparencies and was eager to figure out new ways. Early on in my career, I had
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started to write textbooks and create material related to it, such as a bank of
transparencies. When all this was done, I found it natural to use those materials.
However, with time this may have led me to be following the textbook and the
associated transparencies in a slavish way.... Always standing beside the overhead
with a pile of transparencies one may risks being seen as remote and that the students

feel that their presence does not matter.

After this discussion 1 had the feeling that the people in my course were moving
forward. The thesis that ‘good teaching comes from within’ ... appears to be gaining

increasing understanding.

Evaluating the Course

My university follows the practice of giving students the opportunity to evaluate the
courses they enrol in. The evaluation comes in two parts, a survey part in which the student
responds on a 1 to 5 (Likert-type) scale to various statements and an open-format sheet where
the student is supposed to describe what she feels about the teacher and the organization of
the course. Usually, the students do this on the last day of the course. My students, however,
did this two times during the course, first toward the end of the autumn term and then again
toward the end of the spring term. What did they say after the first part was over?

As you may know, 3 on a Likert -scale means that you are “neutral” with regard to the
statement given whereas 1 indicates that you “disagree strongly” and 5 that you “agree
strongly” with the statement. Inspecting what my students said “on the average” about my
teaching and the course (when it was half-way through), I find them on the positive side
(above 3) on all but one item: They did not feel it was easy to take notes in the course (score:
2,8). Frankly, this did not come as a surprise to me! Close by (but above 3) were things like

“evokes interest” (3,3) and “the course was well organized” (3,3). The highest score were on
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“teacher is interested about the teaching” (4,3), “teacher encourages questioning and
discussion” (4,3), and “teacher is positive to the students’ ideas about the course content”
(4,2) and “content and assignments enhance understanding” (4,4). Comparing my course to
other courses in the Faculty of Sdcial Science (in which the teacher education program is
located) I find “niy averages” for the most part close to the average for all courses in the
faculty except when it comes to note taking and organization where my course is significantly
below the overall average score. Believing thét the survey was constructed within a language

game different from my pedagogical beliefs, this outcome did not cause me much concern.

_ However, I was curious about what my student said in the open format part where they are

allowed to express themselves freely and, not to forget, anonymoﬁsly. Inspecting this part, 1
found on the positive side that they tended to describe me as “enthusiastic”, “open”,
“critical”, and “encouraging” and that many of them found our discussions “interesting” and
“illuminating”. When it comes to things that they felt might be improved, they advised me to
be more firm controlling the discussions and provide them with more stuff from my
experience and “knowledge reserves”.

Examples:

Student. 1: Teacher is interested in what he is doing and enchants people. Gets us to
think ... Teacher should control better the discussions and see to that all students get a

share.

Student 2: The teacher is very interested and active in class...encourages critical
thinking ... the only thing one might criticize is that we, the students, are talking too

“much...the teacher should talk more, give more presentations.
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Student 3: The teacher is interested, enthusiastic and joyful...the lessons are running
well ... teacher is maybe too liberal. Might stop discussions when they are taking up

-too much time from other things. But this is also one of his major strengths!

Student 4: You are very enthusiastic about the course, our opinion and us. You should
give more presentations. One with so much experience and knowledge might share

more things with us.

I should stress once again that these student responses came when our course was
halfway through. We should also note that I did not receive them until late February when we
were a good way into the latter part of our _céurse. Accordingly, the survey as such did not
affect my plan for the second half of our course. However, beginning the spring term I was
already aware of the criticism implied in these responses. As you saw in the section preceding
this one, these things surfaced in our discussion in cléss toward the end of the autumn term.
Then I noticed in particular that a substantial part of my students were becoming increasingly
sceptical to “all this talk”. The discussions, even though they were interesting, were taking to
much time from other things, e.g. things that I had — my students suspected — been “holding
back”. You have been teaching chemistry for twenty years and, besides, studying “these

issues” in Canada for two years. Why not tell us, Hafthor?

Clouds Over the Horizon?

This was the message I got from my students when the first part of .our journey was
over. Was I happy with it? No, not really, at least not to begin with. Now, when it comes to
happiness or unhappiness the discussion comes close to so-called ‘personal things’ and,
maybe for some, too far from ‘the cognitive’ that many feel should be the main if not the

exclusive content of a doctoral dissertation. However, this is a self-study and I feel obligated
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to bring forth fny feelings too. Indeed, I do subscribe to Palmer (1998) on this point;_I agree
with him that “if we want to grow as teachers — we must do some thing alien to the academic
culture: we must talk to each other about our inner lives...” (p. 12).

For some reason I felt miserable at this point in time — that is, during the last week of
November and first week of December 1999. As evident from the course outline (table 6.1),
last thing I did was to conduct interviews with my students (on November 26™). On that
occasion, they handed in “Assignmen£ 1”. This assignment was thought of as a summary of
their own “reflective journal entries” they had been making in class up till this point.
Providing them with a set of questions concerning how they felt about “this particular
lesson”, fhe group, and my teaching, they were given approximately half an hour toward the
end of each class to write their responses. In order to facilitate their summary, I provided
them with a framework adapted frqm Hoban (1998), materialized in a table where they could ‘
assemble their entries into a set of four predetermined categories: (1) Personal factors (me-the
student), (2) teaching factors (the teacher; Hafthor), (3) social factors (the group; other
students), and (4) situational factors (e.g. adequate resources). Each category (row) was
divided into (columns of) “positive” and “negétive” influences resulting in a matrix of eight

cells. Below is an example from one of my students:

Positive / enhancing factors | Negative /inhibiting factors
Influences
Personal factors (I as a student) 5 1
D Pre-knowledge Good
o Feeling Positive, optimism, well- Anxiety, feel pressed to express
being in a good group myself even if I feel I have nothing
to say. .
o Interest Considerable
Teaching — (the teacher) 10 5
D Preparation Teacher full of wisdom. Did not always have the best
Was well prepared when resources — they were on the way
speaking. from Canada.
o Goals Clear Not followed
o Teaching methods Unusual, i.e. mostly Monotonous, usually discussions.
: discussions. Few presentations. Group work
: two times. Student presentation
once.
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o Learning resources

o Management

Our journal, good. Articles
Hafthor selected were fine.

Not goal-directed enough.
Discussions often went into
stupidity.

o Instructions Clear Teacher sometimes forgot as
when....

0 Guidance Very good with respect to
assignments, homework
and during practicum.

Social factors — (the other 1 1

students)

o The group Diverse with respect to Diverse with respect to educational
experience. background.

Situational factors 1 1

o Physical environment

The room was not too big
and not too small. All

teaching equipment
available.

o Time management Coffee.break usually not on time. -
In the beginning we were
wandering between rooms and that
was disturbing.

Sum 18 9

Table 6.3. Goldie’s table from Assignment 1.

The author of this table is a student I call Goldie. You will come to know her better in
chapter 8 in which I describe my visit to her during her practicum in a secondary school. To me
Goldie appears as an “accurate 'persovn”. She wants to do things thoroughly. The table she made
points to this thoroughness or care. She extends my guidelines, adding various subcategories to
the categories I gave her and she also counts how many “positives” and “negatives” she comes

up with, resulting as you see in 18 of the former and 9 of the latter. Goldie:

According to points given the positive factors are twice as many as the negative ones. I
found that acceptable but it would have been better if the negative factors had been fewer

or even absent. (Goldie, Assignment 1, p.4).

The table Goldie generated in this assignment mirrors what she wrote in general in that
document. Some things were good, some bad, the former exceeding the latter. Seeing what the

other students came up with I recognize a similar pattern. Taking into account that I
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was trying new things, change my practice, this “outcome” halfway through with much more
“positives” than “negatives” might have been takeﬁ as indicating that the course was, by and
large, -going well. Consequently, I should be happy.

However, I was not. In fact, I felt somewhat miserable. I connect this unhappy feeling
to accounts of the type given by Goldie and some others participants who had been rather
silent in our group in this first part, during the autumn. As you may have noted, I was quite
happy with the course most of the time during the autumn.ll felt our boat, “The New Course”
was sailing well. We were telling stories that often made us laugh and we were having lot of
little “show and tell” events that warmed our hearts. I, the captain, was becoming
increasingly convinced that the map 1 was carrying with me from Canada was a good fnap
and that it was leading us the Land of Our Promises. Now, halfway, in the middle of the big
ocean, I noticed that ﬁot all of us had been feeling well. Nor had they felt the discussions as
informing and enlightening as I did. Goldie, for example, felt that they often “went into

stupidity” as she says in the table above (table' 6.3).

En route to a new pedagogy, there will be days when we serve our students poorly,

days when our guilt only deepens. (Palmer 1998, p. 132).

I was miserable because I felt that I had been serving some of my students poorly, in
particular those who did not have any teaching experience behind them. You may remember
the heterogeneity of our group. Of the eleven participants that stayed “on board” (three
escaped when we were sailing out of the harbour, remember), two were already teaching
while two others were working in the labour market. Only the remaining six students could
be said to be “ordinary” (fu_ll-time) student teachers; and, as a matter of fact, these students
did ndt speak so much, at least not as much as the others. In fact, it was not until now — in this

particular assignment - that I really heard those voices. Ruth, one of the silent students wrote:
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The discussions were often lively...especially in the beginning. It was often so that

those with teaching experience had most to say while we who had not been teaching

did not have much to say. What affected me most negatively with respect to the group
“were the discussions that...tended to go astray with respect to the topic that we had

originally planned to talk about. (Ruth, Assignment 1, p. 2-3)

I felt sad. Obviously, not all the participants were that impressed by the lively
discussions we had been though so far. They were expecting something else, waiting for
more “concrete” stuff, information, facts, and principles. Once aware of this I looked for

more examples of such “disturbances”. They were not difficult to find:

The journal writing created in me a feeling of insecurity that had somewhat disturbing
impact on me in class. Because I had never before kept a journal I felt it difficult to
analyse our lessons in this form; and when I looked over what I had written in my

journal, I found that there was not much useful information in it. (Ruth, Assignment 1,
p- 2)

Reading this passage, I was reminded of a little episode in one of our classes earlier

that term. I wrote about it in my journal, after class on October 1st 1997:

Ruth came to talk with me [after class] and told me that she was experiencing
difficulties with her journal keeping, there was so little comiﬁg out of this. She was
worrying about this because Assignment 1 would be building on this [the journal
entries]. She said that maybe this was difficult for her because she was a rather closed

personality.

Commenting on this I continued:
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This gives me reason to reconsider how useful a journal is for people like her and what
- might be done to help them forward... I should look for some research on this thing.

Maybe it would be better for some of ‘them to use some kind of portfolio.

Moving our “camera” closer to the present, i.e. to December 17", we still find me
grappling with this issue. I am sitting in front of my coniputer writing a lengthy piece,
beginning:

It came over me when I was working on my plan for my course in the spring. There

was something that did not fit. I had been making a draft of the course outline...Then I

went to a meeting. It was around noon. On my way back I began to think about what

Goldie had said in Assignment 1:

In my thinking, theory of teaching means theory that individuals who are planning
to teach should learn in order to become professionals because the theories show us
the best possible ways to present the topics in an effective way to serve the pupils.

(Goldie, Assignment 1, p. 6)

I thought: Maybe this is precisely what my students are hoping for! It is not unlikely
that some of them think that we who teach these subject courses know what the best
-approaches are and even that we have them at our disposal and are able to use them
effectively in our own teaching [in schdols]. At least it must be known what works:
“the theories show us the best possible ways to present the syllabus in an effective

way”, Goldie said.
I goon:

Was I not driven forward by a similar view of theories, before I went to Canada? Was
I not constantly looking for the “best way”? Was I not pretty convinced that the “best

way” had already been found?
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What follows is a lengthy dialogue with myself abvout teaching, in particular my own
chemistry teaching. I reflect on the time when I was trying out “constructivist ideas” in my
own teaching, believing that [ was beginning “to develop modern methods of teaching
science in a way that would make sense”. As you may remember from chapter 2, T did not
experience much success with that adventure. These memories of my own unsuccessful
attémpts to live up to my own expectations, surface with force when I recognize that some of
my student teachers seem to believe that I am the expert who knows “what works”. Sitting in
my office at home reading what those student teachers expect of me, my thoughts go to my
own chemistry teaching. You may even hear me whisper to myself, “This is not that simple”.
Bringing together my own experiences as a; “change agent” in my old school and what I
learned from Walter Werner in his course on educational chmée at UBC in Vancouver I feel
the burden of the immense contextual complexity involved when trying to ‘teach well’ or, if
you like, ‘for understanding’. I went to Canada to learn “what the best ways are” in this
respect. I returned with the attitude that “we have a long way to go”. Things are not that
simple. How could I share this view of mine with Goldie and the other students? How could I
describe to them how things appeared to me? How could I be of help to them? How could I

- help them learn to teach? How could we communicate effectively? Our worlds seemed wide
apart.
We will continue grappling with these issues in the chapters to come. Before we round
this one off, let us take a shqrt look into the “future”, that is, the second part of the course I

was running.
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The Spring Term

.My focus in this chapter is on the first part of my course, the autumn term.
Accordingly, I will restrict my discussion on the latter part, the spring term, to a few brief
comments.

I can say that as we continued our sailing to the Land of Our Promises, lookgd a bit
more often at “my old map”, the one I had been using prior to my graduate studies in Canada.
I was, for instance, doing more lecturing. This resulted in higher scores on the university
driven survey mentioned above and that was repeated toward the end of the spring term.
Now, for example I was scoring 3,9 on “easy to take notes” item, whereas the aufumn score
was only 2,8, i.e. up 1,1 points — apparently a significant “improvement”! The same applies
to the items “enthusiaétic about the teaching” (4,9), “encourages questioning” (4,9), and
“positive toward the students” ideas” (5,0). Top scores! Not on all items though. As before
my students did not find the course particularly demanding (3,3; down 0,5) nor well
organized (3,6; up though 0,6!). Looking to what they write I see that my students continu¢ to
praise me for being “friendly;’, “involved”, and “patient” but still reminding me that I might
do better “controlling things”, fhe discussions in particular. Some complain that I am
“pedantic” when evaluating their assignments. Lastly, some of them suggest that there should
have been given more time for explications' of teaching methods. This last point did not come
asa sﬁrprise to me. I simply admit that this issue continues to cause me trouble. Coming to
this part (labelled “Teaching methods”)‘ in my course, I still feel somewhat “guilty” not being
able to tell my students “what works”. Part of my trouble may be a more “diversified”
attitude of mine toward the issue of “things that work” after my studies at UBC. [ am
thinking, for example, about “the complexity issue” touched upon in the foregoing section.

Besides, it appears to me that I am being quite good at “problematizing things”. Instead of

telling my student right away about all the wonderful “little teaching tips” out there I tend to
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tell them anecdotes from my own practice, étories that convey the message that “things are
not that simple”. As mentioned earlier, my students (or at least some of them) tended to “suck
these stories as sponges” as one of them said. Still though I hear them — some of them -
saying, “How should we feach, Hafthor”? |

What a burden!

Epilogue

| My intent inwriting this chapter was to provide you with some glimpses from the

course I tried to create in light of ideas I had come to like while studying in Canada. My idea
was that it might be informative for us to “have a look at things from inside” and try figure
out the “cash-value” of the ideas I was carrying with me from Canada. Were they leading to
something “good”? |

Obvious to me, good things happened. Right from the beginning, most of the
participaﬁts seemed to welcome the idea of learning to teach from within. In other words,
they seemed to accept the belief that learning to teach was, partially at least, a question of
examining and building on their own entering beliefs. In retrospect, it appears to me that this
idea helped evoke in my students (at least some of them) a feeling of agency and |
responsibility. Faithful to the idea of learning to teach from within, I was saying to them:
Learning to teach is your task. I am expecting you that to take things into your own hands and |
that you start figuring out who you want to be as teachers. There are plenty of resources
available to you to carry out that task, for example your life history, your schooling, your
own teaching experiences, a whole bunch of literature, and so on. My role is helping you with
this task; support your own attempts to develop your abilities as teacher.

I think I may say that I tried to conduct the course in this spirit. I made efforts to give
room for the participant’s ideas, feelings, and concerns. There were lengthy discussions and

stories were exchanged. The participants were given possibilities to develop teaching plans,
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present them to the rest of the group, defend them, and respond to critique. They were
encouraged to reflect on each session and collect their entries into a particular assignment that
would facilitate them to explore the complex relationship between teaching and learning.
Coming toward the end of the first part of the course I was becoming incrgasingly convinced
that things were, for the most part, going well, and that the participants were indeed “moving
forward”. The participants seemed to support me in this — most of them.

"Most of them. Some of my students did not say so much. They did not participate
actively in our discussions. I noticed this but said to myself that some people tend to talk less
than others or may not want to talk so much. One should respect that. However, as time
passed I realized that the issue was more complicated. I had failed to note that there were
" “clouds over the horizon”.

This became clear to me on November 26™ 1999, the day 1 had interviews with my
students. Now the silent students broke the silence. Now they told me how they saw the
course. Now I realized with full force that there were “different versions” of the course. Now
it came right up to my face that the stories of teaching and the lively discussions were
experienced quite differently. There were individuals vin the group that could not ma;ke much
sense of these stories and those discussions. These were in particular individuals with no
teaching experiences and therefore without the possibility of linking the talk§ to their own
lived experiences. For them, much of the discussions were simply a flow of words
disconnected from “active concern with the world” to quote Dewey (1916 / 1944, p. 144).

Frankly, this was rat.her shocking for me. In the days that followed, I was
overwhelmed with uncertainty - and guilt. After all, my intentioﬁ was to serve all my
students well. Apparently, some of them felt they were being “betrayed”. They expected me
to explain to them how to teach their subjects. What they got instead were stories of teaching,

mostly of the type pointing to the complexities of the teaching — learning relationship. Telling
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stories from my own chemistry classes, for example, I tended to emphasize these
complexities. In fact, during my studies at UBC in Canada, it had become clear to me “how
complicated things are”. Besides, I had learned to “problematize things”, my own chemistry
teaching included. Without doubt, I carried these new understandings to my class at the
university. I wanted to convince my student teachers that teaching is not a simple affair. This
rang bells in the minds of those who could link my words to their own teaching experiences. -
For the rest of the group my words did not have much value. “Understanding one another
means that objects, including sounds, have the same value for both with respect to carrying
on a common pursuit”, says Dewey (1916/1944, p. 15).

In retrospect, experiencing these problems was a good thing. Most of all, I am happy
that the silent students finally spoke of their difficulties and dissatisfactions. In a way, things
had been gqing “too smoothly”. Once the silent students had spoken I understood better the
diversity of learning experiences that was unfolding. The students were experiencing the
course and the various activitieé in it in widely different ways! Besides, the voices of those
students made me come down to earth and lookv with a more critical eye toward the coursé.
The stories that were told of memorable teachers, for example. We were having a good time
with those stories although I may not have been good at helping my students to see them as
cases speaking to or illustrating particular problems. Anbther issue were the students’
reflections toward the end of each session. Gradually I sensed that some of them were having
difficulties doing this but found myself somewhat helpless doing something about the matter.

‘I could bring up more examples of suchl unresolved perplexities but those already provided
should suffice to underscore my point, namely that once my silen; students had helped me
penetfate the “happy surface” of my course various problematic issues surfaced.

Understandably! This is to be expected. Approaching things in new ways will always bring
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up some difficulties. The important thing is to bring those difficulties into the open.
Otherwise, we keep on smiling and learn nothing.

As hinted at above, writing this chapter, I saw it as my task to start exploring the
“cash-value” of the ideas I was carryiﬁg with mé from Canada, reflected in the ten statements
(“my pedagogical creed”) I managed to put together when organizing my new course.
Thinking pragmatically, their value depends on if they help make difference in practice or if
they help us go on with our projects, for example becoming better teachers of creating a
better fﬁture. As Rorty (1999) has noted, pragmatists tend to become rather vague when
pressed to articulate clearly what they mean by such statements, for example when asked

what “better” in the sentences just written might entail:

Pragmatists can only say something as vague as: Better in the sense of containing
more of what we consider good and less of what we consider bad. When asked, “And
what exactly do you considér good?” pragmatists can only say, with Whitman,
“variety and freedom”, or, with Dewey, “growth”. “Growth itself”, Dewey said, “is

the only moral end”. (p. 28)

Sticking to Dewey’s (1916 /1944) notion of growth, we may ask: Did the course I
established nurture growth in the participants? As told (chapter 2), Dewey’s notion of growth
includes both habituation, the “general and persistent balance of organic activities with the
surroundings” Aand “active capacities to readjust to meet new conditions” (p. 53, my
emphases). Returning from my graduate studies in Canada and wondering how I could be of
help to my student teachers I came up with the idea that my role was helping them develop
their ideas and their thinking related to education and teaching. They would be learning to
teach ﬁom within. As I see it, this phrase comes close to Dewey’s notion of growth, in
particular the “active capacities” part of it, which, for Dewey — we should remember —
constitutes growth (while habituation should be seen as its background). Making these linké

enabls me say that my idea is simply helping my students grow intellectually or become more
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thoughtful about their doings. This explains my emphasis on reflection and dialogue. The
glimpses you have got from my course reading this chapter may help illuminate this point. |
However, if you asked if my students “really changed” or if they “managed to develop their
ideas significantly” or something like that, you might be pressing me too hard. As told, I do
believe good things were happening in my course. I sensed more enthusiasm and j&y than
' beforé. I think I may say that my new beliefs helped me see and “treat” my student teachers
differéntly, more like thinkers and_less like containers, more like agents and less like
spectators.
A good course?
| Yes, I think so if we take “good” to mean something like “He or she was feeling well

most of the time, enjoying most of the talks, getting somewhat more confident about his or
her teacher self, and getting insights into the complexities of teaching and learning”. Even
Goldie — the silent but critical voice, found double so many “positives” than “negatives”
when éxploring her experiences from the course (table 6.3). She felt that the negatives should
»have been fewer. I feel happy about her judgement now — that is, having recovered from the
initial depressive feeling that caught me when I first saw her table. After all, I was en route to
a new pedagogy. Indeed, I still feel so — like a novice, I mean - albeit somewhat more
confident now than I was during that first year with my new stories from Canada. The
difference, I think, is mainly that I am gradually threading those stories into my own teacher

educator “text”. This gives me a feeling of integrity.
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Chapter 7

Teaching Chemistry and Teaching Teachers

If freedom is, in part, a capacity to look at things as if they could be otherwise, it may
be endangered less by external constraints than by acquiescence to the given, a

submission to what is. (Greene 1986, p. 75)

Returning to Iceland I was not only returning to my job as teacher educator at the
university but also to the secondary school where I had been teaching chemistry for about
two decades. The latter position has always been my main job. Indeed, I was hired to
establish the course I téach at the university because of my school experiences. It was thought
— or so I assume — that my experiences teaching chemistry wquld enable me to help
prospective science teachers learn how to teach. Admittedly, I took this for granted; sure, my
school experiences would be of help to them. Returning from Canada in 1999 after two years
of graduate studies I was still guided by this idea. Now, however, I felt time was ripe to take a
closer look at the issue: How do these two worlds connect? How do my school experiences
affect the way I work with my student teachers? As I see it, these questions are highly
rélevant for this thesis. After all, my aim is to figure out better ways of working with my
student teachers. For more than a decade now .have I ‘grounded’ this work in my own school
experiences, saying to myself “this is how it should be”.

Now I wonder: Should it? If so - for what reasons?

A seqond aspect of this chapter is my return to my old school. This was not an easy
task. For some reasons I felt difficulties adapting to the environment that had been my
“intellectual home” for two decades. Why? As a matter of fact, I had been away for two years

‘studying things’, science education included. Coming back, I felt I was bringing with me
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new beliefs about science teaching and was hopeful these might somehow turn out as useful.
However, as soon as the school started I found myself falling back on teaching behaviours
that contradicted my newly acquired beliefs. Why?

| I argue that exploring this issue of returning to my old teaching context is worthwhile
for our main theme, that is, with reference to the issue of learning to teach. Doing this
exploration, it may be helpful to think of me as a student teacher. I had been studying at
‘campus’. I was carrying with me new beliefs about teaching in general and ébout teaching
science in particular. Now the time had come to try them in practice, that is in my school.
Once in the school, however, things became damn difficult. Somehow, this thing I call “my
school” intervened, brought me down to my knees. Sounds familiar? Of course it does. The
literature on learning to teach is filled with stories of this kind (e.g. Wideen et al. 1998).
Student teachers everywhere tell us of difficulties they experience when trying to use things
they thought they had been learning in their courses. Like me, they have seen their precious
ideas ‘evaporate’. As in my case, what they thought they had ‘learned’ during their course
work did not seem to ‘fit’ so well with the place éalled “school”. Why?

Note the frequent use of the quotation mark in the last sentences in preceding
paragraph. I do this on purpose. It is my idea that we are somewhat at a loss when speaking
of experiences of the sort brought up here, that is, experiences beginning teachers have when
moving from the university to the school and finding it problematic to gain ground with
things learned in the teacher education program. Following my pragmatic stance, I see the
possibility that we may be in need of better descriptions of such encounters, that is
descriptions that help us deal better with the issue. The ‘situative 'perspective’ described
earlier (chapter 3) may be a step forward in this regard. In this perspective, learning is no
longer confined to the individual head; it is social and contextual. It lets us focus our

attention on interactions, the interplay between the various “actors” (Latour 1987), whether
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individuals, cultures, institutions, or physical objects. A student teacher entering a school is,
in this view, not simply entering a place or a building. She is entering a new environment.
The immediate task for her is to adapt to this new environment, finding a way of functioning
within it. That, of course, includes ‘aligning’ with the culture of the school. If the school in
question is a secondary school, this méy imply adapting to a particular ways of behaviour
within a particular department, for example the chemistry department. The story that follows
will be told in the spirit hinted at in this paragraph, that is, in a frame that highlights
interactions. I begin with a short description of my school. My rationale for doing that is
simply that you should have some idea of the school where I was teaching. My actions can

only be understood in relation to this place and its associated forms of life.

My School .

It is among the biggest secondary schools in Iceland, enrolling around 800 students
and 50 — 60 teachers. It was established around 1970 as an outgrowth of the oldest secondary
school in Iceland, once called “The Latin School”, when the latter could not accommodate
the inéreasing number of students applying for it. Its organization is fairly typical; the basic
instructional unit is ‘the class’ with approximately 25 students that, once inside the
classroom, most often sit in an orderly pattern, facing the teacher, listening to her and ready
to take notes. |

" The school takes four years to finish. The first year (grade 11) is common to all.
Coming to the second year, however, the students divide into three lines, i.e. a mathematics-
natural science line, a language liﬁe, and a social science line. These lines are divided further,
e.g. the natural science line into a physics liné and biology line. The subjects taught are
traditi'onalb. During the first year, for example, the students study Icelandic, English, Danish,

German or French (optional), mathematics, chemistry, geology, history and sociology. The
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teaching is 'organized around 40 minute lessons and this means, in effect, that the typical
school day, from the student’s perspective, is quite packed: up to seven subjects to deal with
in one day. Not having a particular ‘base’ or a homeroom, the students move from one
classroom to another during the school day. Logically, this means a quite heavy student-
traffic in the school every 40 minutes wifh the students carrying with them all their things,
including their books and overcoats. When it comes to teaching, I think it is fair to use the
term ‘traditional’ again. The major aim in most subjects is to ‘cover the content’. Reaching
this goal three main working styles are followed: lecturing, seatwork, and a blend of these.
Group-work is rather unusual, a fact that may partly be ascfibed to the short lessons, partly to
the emphasis on covering the content, and partly to views on teaching (and learning) that do
not see student talk as particularly important.

Now you should have some idea of what I tend to call “my school”, the place in which
I have spent most of my teacher life and that has, without doubt, shaped my teacher identity.
Returning from my studies in Canada, I began to teach chemistry in this school again, part-
time as usual because I was also teaching teachers at the university. As hinted at above,
returning to place where you have spent approximately twenty years of your teaching life is
more than> simply returning to a building or an institution. I was, in a sense, returning to my |
past, a world that I managed to build together with my colleagues in the ‘good old days’. In
other words, returning to “Menntaskéiinn vid Sund”, as my school is called in my native
language, I was re-entering a world or a culture that I had been complicit in making. As soon
I was there, I saw signs from my past activities, especially in the chemistry department where
I had been in charge for many years and been quite active, for exémple making various
teachfng materials such as assignments and lab activities. Not surprisingly, it was all there

when I came back — waiting to mediate my actions in the form of organizational features such
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as the time table, the 40 minutes lessons, the 5 minutes breaks between them, the packed
curriculum, the students and the teachers rushing from one classroom to another.
Pink Floyd’s The Wall! Why did it come to my mind in this moment?

_ Before soon, I had become part of this heavy traffic; besides, I tried my best to make
sense of it by keeping a journal. Opening “The Red Book™, as I call the journal that contains
these entries, I discover that I started to make field-notes a week before the school started.
Facing me is a short memo that I made on the first meeting we had in the chemistry
department that school year. At first glance, I did not find it attractive — it appeared to me as a
very ordinary note from a very ordinary meeting in a very ordinary secondary school
department. However, when I began to bring to it new words that I had been learning from

the literature, it began to take the form of a story that I found interesting.

A First Meeting in the Chemistry Department

We (the chemistry teachers) met in a classroom. Having arranged some of the pupil’s
desks and chairs to our purposes we sat down. Now we were facing each other:‘ five, middle-
aged men, teachers with years and years of experience. Few young people enter the teaching
profession, the statistics says. While taking my things out of my bag, I looked with a curious
eye around the room that I knew so well. For some reason, it awakened my interest and I

found my look traversing the room:

. There are the desks and the chairs and the blackboard and the overhead
projector...How familiar...And soon I will be there writing on the blackboard and |
using my transparencies and explaining and the students will be taking notes and I
will ask some questions .and they will answer my questions and I will explain more and

_they will take more notes and then, booms, the lesson is over! 40 minute — too short!
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[ was the only one making notes from the meeting. Field notes. I had become a
researcher. Such people make notes, field-notes. Translated to English, the ‘memo’ I made

takes the following shape:

Chemistry teachers” meeting 26.08.99

MS [the short name for my school, Menntaskélinn vid Sund] is becoming more
| popular. This year we will have more [new] students with high scores [on the national
standardized test given at the end of the primary school]. Time of prosperity.
Grade 11: Start with a survey, also in grade 12 and 13. |
It is suggested that we should begin with an English textbook in organic chemistry.
'The syllabﬁs will be ready next week.
Safety issues [in lab] should be improved.
Should hand out a packet with the periodic table etc. in grade 12 and 13 next week
already.‘
“ Should make transparencies of the periodic table.
Covering / grade 11: Cover the entire book. Select [certain] chapters [for exclusion].

Covering/ grade 13: Finish the book before Christmas.

" So, what is so interesting about this memo? Does it speak to our object of inquiry, the
issue of learning to teach, in some way? I think it does and I will try to explain why I think
so. In order to make my point a bit more ‘vivid’ I suggest we think of me as a beginning
teacher entering oné of the school’s “departmental cubbyholes” és Hargreaves (1994) calls
the departmenfs in the secondary school. Using this labelling, he is spelling out his view that
the modern secondary school has “balkanized” its teachers into departmental groups that,

although sustaining to some degree an internal collaboration, tend to hinder collaboration
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across subject boundaries. The result, he contends, is “pgdagogical inconsistency, competitive
territoriality and lack of opportunities for teacher to learn from and support each other” (p.
18) in the school as a whole. Now, thinking 6f me as a new teacher may seem absurd in light
of the fact that I was returning to a place where I had been teaching for almost two decades.
However, [ was ‘new’ in the sense that I had been quite busy expanding and reorganizing my
“final vocabulary” (Rorty, 1989) during my two years of graduate studies in Canada, not least
the part of it I use when talking about teaching. In a more ordinary language, this meant that I
was in the process of rethinking my teaching, seeing it now as the act of creating favourable
learning environments with good opportunities for the students to interact with equipment,
the teacher as well as with each other. While I went to Canada as ‘constructivist in theory’, I
was now returning as '‘constructivist by heart’, and, on top of that, a social constructivist
ready to live up to my values.

- Was I? Was I actually ‘ready’?

On that meeting, comfoﬁable as it was, with a nice August day outside and the
classroom so clean and “inviting” I did not say a word about my new ideas, the things I felt I
had been learning in Canada. Nor did my colleagues ask me. Not this time nor in the months
to come. I felt that they did not want to hear about it. Was I wrong? Was it me that did not |
want to bring up ‘the new things’? Could it be that my ‘pre-Cénada experiences’ were sitting
with me, e.g. the failed attempts to teach in a constructivist spirit described in
chapter 2? Or was it the case that I did not want to speak about ‘the new things’ because I
could not really speak properly of them in Icelandic? Sure, I could easily speak of practical
things like this or that kind of activity in my native language. Hdwever, the words I use for
these practical things are, in my final vocabulary, linked in a web-like fashion to a set of
other terms that I use to justify the practical things, for instance, the thick term “social

constructivism” and associated ways of talking. As you may remember from chapter 5, I was
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at this time point busy rebuilding the Icelandic part of my personal vocabulary, or more
precisely, that part of it that has to do with all the ‘new things’ I had been learning in Canada.
In other words, I was learning to speak about the ‘new things’ in my own native language,
and, being a beginner in this sense, I was somewhat hesitant talking about ‘the new things’.
Besides, having been in the place I call “my school”, for two decades, I knew that my
colleagues pfeferred to talk about things to do rather than the ‘whys’ and ‘hows’ so popular in
academy. I also knew that my colleagues tended to talk about the practicalities of teaching in
their own ways, the “departmental way”. In short, there are, in this community, certain
‘allowed things’ to talk about and there are certain ‘allowed ways’ of talking about them. It is
in this light that a memo like the one shown above becomes interesting. It points to how

things may be conceived of in a department of a modern secondary school:

More student with high scores this year. Good! Survey — the one I made? An English
textbook in organic chemistry? How interesting! Syllabus... yes. Cover the book... yes.

Make transparencies of the periodic table... yes. Yes, yes, yes.

. How familiar everything was coming to be. Except for more students with high scores
and, maybe, a new textbook in organic chemistry, things were going to be as usual.
Folléwing the pattern, we would start with the surveys I had made years ago. Officially, these
were a sort of diagnostic devices meant to identify weak and strohg sides of the students’
current status with respect to their knowledge 'of chemistry S0 that our teaching might be
better tuned to their needs. In effect, the surveys were ‘something good to start with’, and
maybe, ‘something that gets the students see how much they have forgotten since last year’.
Anyway, we gave these to our students in the first lesson, corrected them and then returned
them to the students. By then it was time to turn to ‘the real thing’, that is the textbook. Much
to cover this year! In grade 11 it would be the entire book ... no, not exéctly, maybe not

chapter 17 and/or 18 and/or 20. We would discuss that — as usual. What book? My book, of
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course!; the first chemistry textbook I wrote, first published in 1988; now used in most
secOndary schools in Iceland. For grade 12 and 13 we would be using the other two books I
wrote — as before. The content would be familar, it seemed. Things would be as usual.

On closer look, that little memo was carrying with it a story pointing to the ‘forms of
life’ (Wittgenstein, 1972) characteristic of my school, forms of life that soon would ‘engulf’
me and make me act in accord with its rules rather than the ‘ideas’ I was carrying with me

from Canada.

Tgaching Chemistry Again

Returning to my chemistry teaching in September 1999 I may have been gomewhat
anxious. Leaving it two years earlier, I had become somewhat tired of it. My encounters with
constructivism (chapter 2) had not led me tov the Promised Land. On the contrary, it had made
* things difficult fof me. Having appropriated the constructivist idea, it began to mediate my
thinking about teaching. Looking at my own teaching with this new ‘lens’, made me feel |
disap;;ointed, even sad. This was not how it should be. I was not teaching the way I should.
However, the ‘system’ of my school was somehow pressing me to act in ways that
contradicted my new vision. |

Having met my colleagues in the chemistry department a week before the new school
year would start, my anguish did not diminish. As indicated by the description above of our
first meeting, things had not chapged. ‘Coveriﬁg the content’ was still the issue. “The more,
the better’ was still the prevalent slogan of this community of practice. Facing these realities
brought me down to the earth. Everything would be the same. Studying at UBC I had found
new and interesting words. Now it appeared to me they would not be appropriate.
Accordingly, I kept them to my private sphere. I did not speak of Canada and, God knows, I |
did not want to speak of social constructivism, my new thick term. I did not fit the agenda of

that first meeting. It was not adequate for the culture of my school.
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Returning to my chemistry teaching, I was not really carrying with me ‘particular
ideas’ that I would like to see implemented. Studying science education in Canada I had
noted a ‘gap’ existing between ideas held to be good in the academy and the actual practices
in schools (Coble and Koballa 1996). In particular, science educators were facing the fact that
constructivist ideas were not shaping the activities of the science classroom as many of them
had hoped. Reading the literature, one could feel growing frustrations among those people
who had been taken by the notion of constructivism. Clearly, the issue of changing current
science teaching practices to accommodate constructivist ideas was much more complicated
£hen previously believed (Solomon 1994). Retumiﬁg to Iceland then I was aware of this
problematic side of constructivism, that is, the apparent difficulties accompanying efforts to
have it direct teaching practices in schools. Accordingly, I was not expecting ‘miracles’ to
happep. My ‘pre-Canada’ encounters with constructivism and my studies had taught me to be
less expectant than I was a decade ago. However, when you have spent considerable time and
efforts on ‘understanding things better’ and feel that you have found new and better terms for
your project it is plausible to expect ‘something good’ to happen, at least in that little world
called “your classroom”. Therefore, even though I was not expecting ‘miracles’ to happen 1
was héping that ‘something good’ would happen, at least within the boundaries of ‘my
kingdom’, i.e. my own classes. There, at least, some of my new terms might be useful,
including ‘social constructivism’.

In what follows, I provide you with some glimpses from my journal that address
event§ occurring during the first weék of my returning. How you read them is of course yours
to decide. However, I would advise you to let my introductory wbrds in this section guide
your look. That is, I am encouraging you to think of me as trying to readapt to the ‘story line’
(Gee and Green 1998) of the school culture without denying my own constructivist-oriented

story of teaching. Monday, August 30™ 1999, was my first day of teaching chemistry after
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my studies in Canada. My first class started at 8.15. Less than an hour later, I had begun to

write of my classroom experiences.

Monday, August 30" 1999

Things have started. Right now (9.03) the students...are struggling with the survey I
“made some years ago and is meant to reveal the studenfs' status at the beginning of thé
school year. This is lesson two [the second part of 2 times 40 minutes with 5 min
between]. The first lesson was somewhat strange. Maybe I was somewhat ‘stiff”. I
used the time mostly to chat with the students about the purpose of studyihg
' chemistry. Few of them seemed to have considered why they were leamiﬁg those
subjects in schéol. “Collecting credits”, one of them said. “A good question”, another,

a girl, said.

Later that day, with the teaching done

- This was a strange experience..; Standing there in front of my students it was like I
was ‘falling’ into tﬁe world I left two yiears ago. UBC, Vancouver, was so far away. I
simply did as I used to do before I left. The fact that most things are as I left them
enables me tol walk into this world; e.g. the course outlines and the surveys wé start

~with...I thought I would be clumsy when helping the students in grade 13 with this
[refresher tasks belonging to the prior year’s syllabus] but I wasn’t. As soon as I began

~ to help them, things came by themselves.

I am very curious how things will develop in the weeks to come. Will I succeed
' push-ing things forward? Will I succeed bringing in some of the things I was learning

about in Vancouver?
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One thing I notice: My colleagues do not ask me what I am doing for research? It
appears to me that they want to keep me at some distance, that they are a bit shy of

me. Is this the fear Palmer talks about?

Tuesday, August 31°

Late in the day, tired after a long day. The time is 8:55 pm and soon I will be going to

the swimming pool with my wife and my children.

The first ‘real’ teaching lessons are over, i.e. now I was in action, started on chapter
“two in “Almenn efnafredi 17 [the title of my first chemistry textbook: “General
chemistry 1”]. Managed to find some transparencies, diverse exemplars of chemical
substances, made a lesson plan and, before I knew, I was there on full speed, first with
1.E and then 1.G [the two grade 11 classes I tapght; the number ‘1’ signifies that these
-are first year classes in our school]. Found this rather difficult, in particular the lesson
with 1.E. They were somewhat restless. And I found myself somewhat ‘clumsy’ with
all these chemicals, holding them in fhe air, asking what ‘this’ was and, of course,
nobody knew the answer. Lot of suggestions though. Responses anyway, and with
-things over, I am not that unhappy. However, I ask myself: Who are these kids? How
do they really feel about this? How do these things appear to them? And I ask myselif:
Am I a bit out-dated? How do.I reach them? Does this serve some purpose? And I am
a bit surprised how I simply rush into this world, grabbing transparencies and
_chemicals and there I ami following the same route that I left two years ago. Feeling
that I ém doing not that bad, must appeaf well organized and determinate. However,
underneath there is an annoying feeling that tells me that something is not as it should
be. There is a lack of joy, of pleasure, of enthusiasm. One finds oneself simply in

“some system where things proceed in a particular way and everybody is busy
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surviving! ... Am I about to fall off this chemistry wagon?... As before I feel a strong

desire to look for new ways, find something that turns these kids on.

' Mbnday, September 6"

Lab in MS

I am having lab with 1.E. I have divided the class in two groups, with the girls in one
and the boys in the other. The girls are doing the lab exercise; the boys are elsewhere
working on a particular assignment they will deliver to me after class. The girls appear

very interested...

It strikes me how well this particular lab exercise captures the girls interest and this
, coﬁvinces me once again ébout the value of working with concrete things and, in
particular, create an environment which encourages the pupils to link symbols, names,
and feal chemicals. It strikés me how different this is from just sitting and listening to
the teacher... Toward the end of the lesson I use the opportunity to ask the pupils for
B their opinion, e.g. “did you feel this useful?” and “did you learn much from this?”

There were few answers...

In Café Paris around two o’clock [later that day]

I am reading Palmer [1998], page 45:

- Students are marginalized people in ouf society. The silence that we face in the
classroom is the silence that has always been adopted by people on the margin —
people who have reason to fear those in power and have lgamcd that there is a safefy
in not speaking...Implicitly and explicitly, young people are told that they have no

- experience worth having, no voice worth speaking, no future of any note, no

significant role to play.
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- Monday, September 15 — in MS [in class, at 10 o’clock]

I am working with the boys in 3.X [the symbol for the grade 13 class; the number ‘3’
indicating that this is a third year class]. Feel better now. Feel that I am getting into
this again and feeling comfortable teaching. I realize that I have not been doing things
‘right with 3.X. In particular, I have not made efforts enough to figure out how things
loék to them; found that I was giving them too much stuff (too many concepts) in a
too short time. Now I have changed gear and arranged things in such a way that they
will have opportunity to get some training with things I have presented and they read

-about in the textbook.

I have been thinking: Could it be that we [the teachers] in the secondary school are to
the degree occupied with teaching and covering the content that the aims become

forgotten?

After the class in MS (3.X)

I really feel how my security is growing...

A meeting with the chemistry teachers

We should have a test without a prior notice (10 min) [in grade 11].
| Lab exercise 1: Needs to be revised

Station 2: We should add more questions...

Prepare a new lab in grade 11 [for next week]

John [pseudonym] will make copies

"Grade 13: Should have a test on chapters 1 and 2.
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Reflections

You have got glimpses from the first week of my teaching chemistry again. Before
attending to them, I encouraged you to think of me as one trying to find a balance between
the story line of the community I was re-entering and the new story of teaching I was trying
to build. This tension is already evident in the excerpt from my first day of teaching. With the
teaching done, I am taken by what I ciescribe as “falling into the world I leﬁ two years ago”,
adding that, “UBC, Vancouver, was so far away. I simply did as I used to do before I left”.
Looking for an explanation, I note that “most things are as I left them” and that this fact

“enables me to walk into this world”. Retrospectively, and guided by the “situated

perspective” (chapter 3), I find this description interesting. Actually, I am saying that things I

made in the past such Aas my textbooks, transparencies, and lab-descriptions, are enabling me
“to walk into this world”. It is as the things I made in the past are cairns marking off the road
for me to follow when teaching in tﬁis school landscape. I once helped build an environment.
Now, when returning to it, it ‘kicked me back’, made me relapse into ways of speaking and
acting that characterized this school and the chemistry department in it - and that I had
adoptéd before I left for Canada.

Asking how beliefs and aspirations can be communicated, Dewey (1914/1916)
contends that, “The answer, in general formulation, is: By means of the action of the

environment in calling out certain responses”, adding for further clarification that:

... the particular medium in which an individual exists leads him to see and feel one

thiﬁg rather than other; it leads him to have certain plans in order that he may act

successfully with others; it strengthens some beliefs and weakens others as a condition
- of winning the approval of others. Thus it produces in him a certain system of

behaviour, a certain disposition of action. (p. 11; my emphasis)
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Dewey was an anti-dualist. He wanted us to replace dualism with the principle of
contiﬁuity. This implies dropping the Cartesian legacy of a mind seeking to get in touch with
the external world and replacing it with the Darwinian idea that we are — as living creatures —
already in touch with reality. In other words, we are continuous with our environments. This
is one side of the coin. The other side is interaction. For Dewey, these two terms are
inseparable: We are continuous with our environment through our interactions with it. It
follows that the word environment, in this vocabulary, should not be seen as a container
surrounding the individual. Rather, “The things with which a man varies are his genuine
environment” (p. 11). This definition implies that things remote in time or space may fqrm a
man’s environment as well as things close to him. The activities of an astronomer, for
example vary both with the stars and his telescope. A social environment is constituted as

soon as man’s activities are associated with others, Dewey contends. In this case:

...what he does and what he can do depends upon the expectations, demands,

"approvals, and condemnation of others. A being connected with other beings cannot
perform his own activities without taking the activities of others in account. For they
are the indispensable conditions of the realization of his tendencies. (p. 12; my

emphasis)

| It follows from this, Dewey contends, that “Thinking and feeling that have to do with '
action in association with others is as much a social mode of béhqviour as is the most overt
cooperative or hostile act” (p. 12; my emphasis). -

Returning to my school, I was taken by the fact how easily I ‘glided’ into the world
had left two years ago. Framing this event in the Deweyan terms articulated above, the story
might now be retold as follows: -

I am a human being. I am continuous with my environment. My environment is the

specific continuity of the surroundings with my own active tendencies. Returning to my
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school I began immediately to vary with people and things in it. The people and the things
called out certain responses in me. Meeting my colleagues and feeling the need to join them
so that we might act successfully together, I kept back certain words while uttering others. In
particular, I kept back thick terms that I had learned to use while in Canada. Meeting things I
had made in the past such as the chemistry textbooks, the transparencies and the lab-
handouts, they immediately began £o direct my thinking and my acting through their very
existence and by virtue of the fact that we had been close ‘collaborators’ in the past. Now
these things called out certain responses in me. I began to say, for example, “Here is the
textbook I wrote”, “Tomorrow I will begin with chapter four”, “Maybe I should use this
transparency — not that bad, indeed”, “This lab would be appropriate”, and so forth. Before I
knew it these things of my past (through their names and my constructions / memories of
them) had become parts of my thinking and my way of speaking. Moreover, 1 felt this was
‘good’ because now I had begun to use words and ways of saying that helped my colleagues
and me coordinate our actions in accord with the storyline of the culture of which we were
parts.

‘ Davis and Sumara (1997) describe school experiences similar to mine. Acting as
teachers in an elementary school, they noted their tendency to “fall into conventional patterns
of acting” (p. 113). Subscribing to what they call an ‘enactivist theory of cognition’, these
authors emphasize what might be called “the authority of the collective”, saying for example
that they “were drawn into collective patterns of expectation and behaviour” (p. 114,
empbhasis in the original). They conclude that, “it is clear from the records of the research that
our teaching was as much shaped and controlled by its context as by our conscious intent. It
was not primarily the individual teacher but the collective that set the standard for good
teaching in the setting” (p. 114). The enactiviét theory of cognition that guided these authors’

descriptions of their experiences holds that cognition is relative to the environment, that it is
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not a ‘fixed’ entity in the head of the individual but rather a unity that emerges as people
interact with each other and with phenomena (Kass and MacDonald 1995). As I see it, these
ideas are fairly similar to Dewey’s anti-dualistic ideas of the relationships between human

beings and their environments articulated briefly above.

Learning to Teach

How does the story above of my returning to my school connect to the issue of
learning to teach? In short, it says that a student teacher entering a school may expect bging
mediated by the particular eﬁvironment of the school. Entering the school she will be joining
a community and that means gliding into a particular collective behaviour, including saying
things and doing things in particular ways and in accord with the linguistic and non-linguistic
rules of the community. As in my case, this may imply leaving behind or pushing aside
‘ideas’ she had come to like during the teacher education program. I put the woyd ‘ideas’ into
parenthesis. Following my ‘linguistic bend’ I think it may be better to talk of ‘words’, ‘ways
of saying’, and ‘linguistic practices’ rather than ‘ideas’. From this (neopragmatic) point of
view, words are parts of our interactions with our environments and how we say things flows
from and intermingles with our non-linguistic acts (such as using an overhead projector).
Words, in this view, are tools and are, as other tools, judged by the community for their
usefulness or appropriateness. Words that are found useful become parts of the community;
words that are not found useful disappear from the scene. In other words, linguistic practices
that are found effective sustain. I argue that a student teacher hés to ‘align’ with these
patterns. Indeed, this very act of ‘aligning’ with the practices of the community should be
seen as basic to the process of ieaming to teach, a first thing to learn. Given that we accept
such an understanding of the practicum part of learning to teach we may wonder what the

campus part might entail or how it might be linked to practicum. From my (neopragmatic)
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point 6f view, academic coursework should be thought of as a process of self-formation.
Reading books and articles one is figuring out how different authors have come to think of
education, teaching, knowledge, and learning. In doing this, one acquires new words to deal
with these issues. The ‘problem’ is to figure out a plaée for oneself to stand: ‘What is my story
of education and teaching? How do [ like to think of these issues? In fact, building my new
course within the teacher education program I must have been thinking in this manner. The
slogan ‘learning to teach from within’ points to terms like ‘self-formation’, ‘my story’ and
‘my voice’. This emphasis on ‘voice’ may. also explain why I found it so important ‘to bring
my chemistry teaching to my student teachers’, an issue that I will describe below.
Establishing the new course, I felt that my role was helping my student teachers to develop
their thinking with regard to teaching. ‘Thinking well’ about teaching one could not, in my
opinion, avoid facing the complexities involved, in particular the numerous ‘factors’ that
shape what and how the students learn. The student teacher, I thought, must have adequate
words to deal with these complexities. If she does not have such terms, she is likely to sustain
or adopt the idea of the teacher as an individual working in a social vacuum, that is, as one
who is free of the organizational vand cultural constraints of the school and the wider society
(Britzman 1986). In whaf follows I will present to you some attempts of mine to bring the
complexities of my chemistry teaching to my student teachers. Doing this I was guided by the
idea that my story might enable them to build their stories, help them create themselves as
teachers aware of the importance of the environment that inevitably interacts with our way of

thinking and acting.

Bringing the Complexity of Teaching to My Student Teachers

We are now arriving at a class of mine at the University of Iceland. I am inviting you

to follow my student teachers and me during a part of a class where the main theme is
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‘preparing instruction’. My aim is to illustrate to you hoW I, in my attempts to learn to teach
teachers, introduced them to some of the complexities 1 often encounter in my own chemistry
teaching, even when simply fbllowing tﬁe routine ‘covering the content’ procedure
characteristic of the secondary school.
The date is September 24™ 1999 — Friday morning, as usual. The schedule for the
morning was as follows:
~ . 8.15 to 9.40: General discussion

a) The lesson last Friday — responsés / evaluation: What did you learn?

b) Memorable teachers — analysis

c) School visits

d) Other courses / connections

e) Other issues (practicum, ....)

f) Next class/ plan/ reading
9.40 to 1.0.00: Coffee
10.00 to 11.30: The theme of the day: Preparing instruction. Introduction: HG [that is
me}.
Discussion.

11.30 to 12.00: Journal [students reflecting on the class this morning and writing in

their journal]

When you enter, we have just had the coffee break and I am about to begin my
introduction to fhe day’s theme: ‘preparing instruction’. At home,. earlier this morning, I
wrote in my journal: “Have prepared myself quite thoroughly, I think”. Curiously, I did not
write more about the day’s theme that morning. Howevér, I think I may say that I was indeed

well prepared. For example, I had been writing extensively about my chemistry classes
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during the week. Now, the key-idea was to present to my student my lesson plans and contrast
that issue to what ‘actually happened’. Underlying this idea was, of course, the old legacy saying
that our dreams do not always come true. Planning things is one thing; ‘bringing them to life’ is
something different. Usually, there are things that interact with our plans, things that we have
little or no control of — contextual factors. This creates complexity, and it was complexity I
wanted to show them, in this case, the complexities of teaching.

Recreating this episode, I am drawing upon an audio taping that I made of the lesson and
my journal writing, not least entries I made in connection with my chemistry teaching in my
secondary school. In fact, implied in my lesson plan with my students teachers on ‘preparing
teaching’ is to bring them into this particular week of my teaching. For this purpose I have made
a transparency of my weekly teaching schedule and here, at the beginning of my introduction,

the overhead projector is casting it on the white screen on the wall. In translation it looks like

this:
Time Monday | Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday
8.10-8.50 1E 8
8.55-9.35 l1E 8
9.45-10.25 1G 8 3X 8
10.30-11.10 1G 8 31X 8 Meeting
11.15-11.55 3X 8 1G 7
12.10-12.50 Meeting
12.55-13.35 3X 13
13.45-14.25
1430-15.10 1E 1 | Meeting
15.20 - 16.00 1G 1 [Meeting

Table 7.1. My timetable in my secondary school.

‘1 E’, you may remember, means a particular first year class. The number appearing

behind this symbol in the table refers to the number of the classroom used. ‘8’, the most
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common one, refers to the room that houses the chemisﬁy laboratory. Obvioﬁsly most of my
teaching was located in this room.

In the next minutes to come in my introduction, 1 presented the lesson plans I had
made for my chemistry classes during the week we were passing. From now on, the
discussion centres on the issue of ‘what really happened’ in these various classes during the
week. I begin by telling them about the lab with 1.E on Monday, September 20" and I enjoy
doing so because here is an example of a well-planned lesson that seemed to evoke
enthusiasm in the pupils. Besides, I was proud telling them that here I was using a particular
idea from the science education literature, what has been called “the prediction-observation-
explanation technique” (White, 1988). I even use the opportunity to involve the student
teachers in the activity, that is, having them grapple with some of the problems my chemistry
students were dealing with, e.g. by predicting what would happen if .... This evokes
considerable discussion in our group and we almost forget ourselves in this little chemistry

game. I say:

I could spend a whole day talking with you folks about these things. This is so funny

- (laughter in background).

To my experience examples of this type, that is problems from the classroom that
evoke interest in the pupils, are likely to create considerable interest ih the student teachers
too. Besides, they seem to like being given the chance of trying for themselves, ‘get into’ the
problems the pupils were engaged in. As you may remember, my group of student teachers
was a heterogeneous one, including people from diverse subject fields. However, even the
non-science people showed interest and wanted to predict say, how much air in a syringe
could be compressed by hand force alone. The fact that I was using fairly. simple and ordinary
tools like a syringe and a balloon when working with my students may have helped creatixig

interest in my student teachers. I was showing them how much we (teachers) can do with
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quite ordinary things like a syringe or a balloon when we want to illustrate scientific ideas. At
this point I use the opportunity to bring them into things ‘behind the scene’, the preparation

work, saying:

To do such things demands a lot from the teacher if things are to-proceed smoothly.
For example, an important thing in this experiment [with the air in the syringe] that I
- have found — by trying - is to let the pupils have a syringe like this and try push in the

plunger themselves. That is a must.

There is, I think, a little ‘psychological trick’ in doing things this way. When you
succeed engaging your student teachers in a p;irticular activity you did with our bupils in
your classroom you have set the stage for the next act, that is the question of what is needed
in order to create such an leaming environment. Note that I say, “....that I have found — by
trying...” in the passage above. Speaking this way, I think, points to an influence from my
graduate studies in Canada. Lurking beﬁind these words is the notion of ‘the teacher as
learner’ or ‘the teacher researcher’. In a way, I am saying to my students: We must inquire
into things, learn from our experiences and from our students. However, I did not use these
words or speak this way. I only pointed out to my students that behind ‘little success stories’
like the one I was bringing to them there might be a lot of ‘learning by doing’ on the part of
the teacher. |

We now jump a bit, into a part of my p-resentation in which I have come to the next

day of ‘my week’, i.e. Tuesday, September 21%:

On that Tuesday... I teach three classes... That room number 13 is miserable. It is so
- noisy because of some air-conditioning equipment and the window turns to a play area
with lot of children playing...an example of when situational things that hamper

schoolwork; obstruct teaching.
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I think this talk about physical conditions is not a coincidence. I was determined to
take my students with me into my world and the complexities of teaching, showing them the
various factors that may shape the teaching-learning relationship. We should also take into
consideration that my students were already working on ‘Assignment 1’ in which they were
encou‘raged to build a personal model of the teaching-learning relétionship. Among the
influences they were asked to look for were ;situational factors’. Here I was giving them an
example of such factors from my own teaching. In rétrospect, I cannot but wonder how I was
bringing ‘my teaching world’ to them. Going into such ‘details’ in the conscious manner I did
was sémething quite new to me and I see this as one more example of ﬁow I was changing as
a teacher educator as a result of my graduate studies at UBC in Canada.

I then bring my students” attention to the next classes this day, i.e. 1.E and 1.G,,
saying:

| Still there is a sort of pain in my stomach when I go to these lessons. Having been in
the school since early morning, they [the pupils] have become tired. In addition, in this
week, these lessons did not go as well as the lessons on Monday. And I want you to
know — you folks who are heading for this job — that we, people who have been

| teaching for years, experience good days and bad days and that is just natural,
perfectly normal. I have told you that this first month of mine after retuminé from
abroad and having not taught [chemistry] for two years has been rather difficult time
for me. I am trying to put myself into my prior existence. That has not been easy. As

" you may hear now from my journal, how things were going. I tried, as you see from
this document [pointing, I think, to a transparency that shows a lesson plan] ... what
was I trying to do there, for example with 1.E? ... I had planned a sort of refresher

work and had collected some very, very, very, very nice transparencies.
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I then show therﬁ an example of those ‘hyper good’ transparencies because I want “to
show you the technique I use when presenting things on transparencies”. What I am referring
to is the simple act of hiding most of the transparency to provide an opportunity for my pupils
to wonder ‘what comes next on it’, i.e. have them think while taking notes. Stressing the
importance of using transparencies mindfully I tell them a story a young Canadian friend of
mine told me about his chemistry teacher (in grade 9 if I remember right) who practiced the
technique of putting a transparency on the overhead and then go away to appear a bit later to
put on a new one. According to my Canadian friend, this scenario affected him in such a way
that he decided to give up his plan to become a doctor. Doctors must learn a whole lot in this
subject, he reasoned, and now as he had lost interest in this subject, he should simply start to
think about something else to do in the future.

T tell my student teachers this story and then I add:

Here you see how such things can affect young people when they are thinking about
their future jobs ... how the way the teacher works can have strong influences on

them...

'Having shown my students the transparency and explained to them how I use it, then I

ask them if the whole thing is worth the effort:

This is a nice transparency, isn’t it? ... [A pause]. However, it may be a controversial
issue if the time that was spent on it was well used...Would it have been better just

giving them a copy?
After this question, a rather long silence followed. Then:
~ [A student:] Copy it afterwards.

[I:] Afterwards, yes. |
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[A second student:] No, I do not agree. I think that some... most [pupils] ... [unclear

_but she says something about students that may learn well from taking notes]
[I:] Yes, that’s a point of view too...This needs to be weighed...
[A third student:] What do you do?

[I:] What? What did you say? [I do think I heard what she was asking, I just needed

some time to form an answer.]

[The third student repeats:] What do you do? You do.this in between [she is referring,

I think, to the act of copying transparencies for the students]

[L, feeling ‘resciled’:] Yes, in between.

I continue talking about my “transparency-technique’, including some remarks on

advice I give my pupils who are in the process of taking notes and the habit of mine of

carrying with me a tray with things and chemicals to show my pupils actual examples of

things that are portrayed on the transparencies, saying for example:

This is an extremely important thing. I am not only telling them. I am showing them
things. Even though they have had multiple...thousand encounters with water. Here is

water! Here is a ball. Holding things like this up for them to see...

I continue by going into further details that need not concern here. My point is that I

think I wﬁs doing something useful, that I was actually helping my students understand better

what it means to teach. I feel strongly that scenarios like the one described, that is, the

detailed descriptions of my own teaching, really affected my student teachers. Goldie, in her

‘Assignment 1’ said:
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I also felt that the lesson on December 24™ [obviously a mistake; read: September!]
came out well; here the teacher was in good control of the lesson [note this!] and many
interesting things came up. In particular, the teacher’s presentation in which he

| allowed us to have a look into ‘the world of the teacher’. This suited me very well
beéause here I got some concrete teaching experience and could better understand

what it means to teach. (Goldie, Assignment 1, p. 6).

Note that Goldie at this point is still without teaching experience. In spite of this, she
feels she could now ‘understand what it means to teach’. I take her comment as pointing to
the potential usefulness of cases in learning to teach, aligning in this regard with Carter and
Anders (1996) who point out that, “the case idea is consistent with a large body of literature
on situated learning” (p. 581). However, they also point out that .“[f]ew attempts have been
made ;co examine or verify systematically the consequence of studying cases” (p. 581). My
experience, portrayed to some extent on these pages, tells me that, one promising way of
using cases, is of the type given aboye, that is, in which the teacher educator brings her
personal story to her class; telling, showing, and reasoning on the basis of his or her own
intentions and experiences. As Carter and Anders also point out, cases (in the context of
teacher education) may be used for different purposes, for example to exemplify promising
practices and illustrating problematic situations. The examples given above belong to the
former type. In the presentation I was giving and which you have been following, I was soon
to arrive at the laﬁer type. Leading into it is a discussion that centres on how difficult some
lessons can be, e.g. a ‘Friday lesson’ or a lesson in a day when a ‘big event’ like a school

dance is on the agenda. A student asks:

And what do you do in such situations?
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[1:] You see, yesterday... [l am referring to the fact that yesterday, September 23"

1999, there was indeed a dance in my school]
[Same student:] You just let them work on something or do something else?

[I:]1 realize, for example, that if I do not have at my hands a reaily striking
_demonstration or something, it may be really difficult to catch their attention then I
prefer to have them work [do seatwork] ... I am seriously thinking about having a
different kind of student work in late hours lessons like those on Tuesday [now
referring to my time table, Table XX]. Then [in those late lessons] it is much more
difficult for them to take things from me ... [pause] my speech... Wait, wait, there are
so many things I would like to address here. This week, I concentrated on, keeping
you in mind, and also my thesis ... to examine carefully what I was doing and how it

works, and not sparing myself. You see...

. A rather long pause follows. Listening to the audiotape one can hear the rustle from
pages being flicked over. I am looking for things in my journal, things I was writing during
the week we are in, things associated with my classroom experiences. Then, at last, I begin to
read from my journal. In doing so I often interrupt myself, apparently feeling it necessary to |
add comments to what I wrote. In what follows, these c’omments to the text I was reading

aloud are embedded in parentheses and written in Italics.

Tuesday, September 21

_ In MS/ after class with 1.E and 1.G

Very difficult lessons. Everything helped to make the situation intolerable.
Fantastically nice weather [the temperature was 17 degrees [Celsius] I looked outside,

this was around 3 [pm]), I was poorly prepared [I said that, I thought this was good
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enough, I am so good at this, I just pick this transparency, 1 expéct everything will go
as it did in the good old days, it didn ’t]...‘ [pause] ... the students restless, did not
connect to them. [So bad becau;ve I am so dependent on being connected to people ... I

Just, just fall down’ [become weak] when I do not feel connected to them ... I |
nervously rush with all these nice transparencies ... [goes into an indiscernible
whisper] and I become impatiént, my self-confidence falls off even though I have been
teaching for twenty years.] |
Now a student makes a comment in such a low voice that one can hardly discern what

she is saying, I can hear though ‘why this must be so’ and then my voice comes in again:

[I:] One loses power.
[Same student:] Loses power.
{1, almost whispering:] [Losgs power. That’s it! ... [pause] ... Then at home, a short

| time later.] [Now again reading aloud:] I was reading Palmer in the meantime.
[Wonderful book. The Courage to Teach. I am always carrying it with me on the bus
[laughter]. This is a quote from it.] [I continue reading:] Teaching, like any truly
human activity, emerges from one’s inwardness, for better or worse. As I teach, I

| project the condition of my soul onto my students, my subject, and our way of being
together. The entanglements I experience in the classroom [entanglement means
something like response or, indeed I am not quite sure] [I go back to the beginning of
the sentence and continue to read, very slowly, I sound like a priest:] The

4 entanglemenfs I experience in the classroom are often no more or less than the
convolutions of my inner life. [If I am restless, it easily sﬁreads to my students. I can
tell, to be completely honest with you, when I arrived at my school that day I was sad.
1 did not feel well, I do not know why. I was simply somewhat sad. And that did not

"help. They recognized this. And my preparation was not what it should-have been, and
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the weather was nice, late in the day, everything coming together to make this
difficuit.] [1 continue to read:] These lessons [i am referring to the lessons with 1.E
and 1.G on Tuesday that week, cf. table7.1] were somehow absurd. I did not get any
contact with the kids, and I was rushing around the school to find some handout that
should have been ready and another teacher was supposed to make but had not. I was
running and running [from the tape one can hear rapid footsteps, obviously I am
playing myself running] around the school looking for this thing. So, the cooperation
was no good. And there were some boys there [in class] who were, frankly speaking,
dreadfully boring with their feet upon the desks, rocking their chairs, and then one [of
them] all of a sudden wanted to go to the washroom, just coming from the break! I
was simply offended. [Laughter] And people [the students] did not care taking things
out from their bags. [Just sitting there with the bag, like this [ was now imitating a
student of the &pe just described]]... |
[A student teacher, one of the two already working as teacher:] Waiting for you to tell
them!

[I:] You recognize this? [Laughter]

[There is a lot of talk in the room but it is indiscernible. Until I say, obviously
imitating myself teaching these unruly students — with a grim face if I remember
right:] Are you going to take your things out of your bag? [Laughter] Now, what about
taking your things out of your bag?

[Then addressing my student teachers:] Do you see?

I then continue to read from my journal:

Did not care about taking things out of their bags [ves]. When 1 began to distribute the
handouts with the solutions...few of them showed sign of interest in it. Gradually I

“ became increasingly restless, irritated, my self-confidence about to crush. [ know it
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_must be strange for you to hear this.] Then I at last began with the day’s topic, a
recapitulation of chapter 2. Wrote on the blackboard things I had recently been”
teaching them. [They knew this all!] This was as little interesting as it could be.
Somehow, I felt the absurdity in all this shrieking to me with every word I was writing

“on the blackboard. This is not my style, I thought and felt increasingly bad. Once
again I was reminded of the fact how dependent I was on good preparation. It also
strikes me now that this was the first time I did not bring with me any chemicals [on a
tray). [Do you see? I am such a teacher. I am very dependent on having such things

- with me. Otherwise things do not work. I even doubt that would have helped so much
this day, had I brought with me some things...]

[Sqme indiscernible comments from some students].

[1:] Do you see?

I go on reading. Lesson after lesson is portrayed. What my students hear does not
indicate that I was having much success. Most of all I was experiencing problems, serious
difficulties. Things did not work, at least not the way I wanted. It was like we (my pupils and
me) were worlds apart, disconnected. What was happening? I felt bad and I was looking

feverously for a way out of this dilemma. On Wednesday, September 22" I wrote:

I was coming from a lesson with 1.G. Things went better than yesterday. I felt better,
was better organized, my self-confidence OK. I am beginning to think that the ways of

teaching that I felt comfortable with before now are thorns in my flesh...

Was this a part of my dilemma? Could it be that I was seeing my teaching with new
eyes? Could it be that my experiences during my graduate studies in Canada had been
changing my look in such a way that things I used to be comfortable with were no longer
acceptable? Reviewing the records I made of my chemistry teaching that week and in the

weeks to come makes me think that this was indeed the case. I had changed and that made me
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construct my experiences in ways different from how I did in the past. This may explain the
fact that I now began to look with a critical eye at things I did not pay much attention to in
the past and ask new questions. The following part (and please do remember that I was

reading these things to my student teachers) may illustrate this point:

...[Working with the pupils] I noticed their ‘textbook-problem-disease’, i.e. they do
not read the text or read it poorly but start immediately to work on the problems [that
follow each chapter in the book]. When I arrive to help them they may be asking about

things that ‘glow’ in the book. I ask myself: Do they read [the book]? If so, how?

I highlight the last sentence of the quéte. Asking this way was something new to me.
In retrospect, I link this with my graduate studies in Canada. Through them, I had become
familiar with the work of Ference Marton and colleagues in Sweden (e.g. Marton and Booth
1997). These scholars have noted that people reading the same text may experience it very
differently and therefore build from it different ‘conceptions’. Having been a teacher for two
decades and written several chemistry textbooks, I had not really thought about this
possibility. Curiously, even becoming familiar with constructivism did not affect this attitude
of mine and this may underscore what-I have said earlier (chapter 3), namely that
constructivism was for me, to begin with, a sort of curiosity, an idea to play with rather than
something affecting my way of knowing. Basically and priof to my studies in Canada, I took
it for granted that, ‘a text was a text’. Sure, I had noted that some of my students were ‘good’
at reading my books while others were ‘not as good’. Noticing this, however, I subscribed to
a view common in my school culture saying that some students are bright, some not and that
some students are energetic, some not. Reading the reports from Marton affected my way of
thinking of this issue. Returning to my chemistry teaching I had begun to wonder what was
happening to my students when they were reading my books, what they were indeed learning

from them, asking as I did above: Do they read [the book]. If so, how?
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Apparently, the concerns depicted above made me change my practice a bit. On the
following day, that is Thursday, September 23" I-wrote in my journal right after class with

1.G:

I started this lesson by telling the pupils that I was going to read with them chapter 4
(on atmosphere), i.e. that I was concerned if they really read [the textbook] at home...
"Now, I read [the text aloud] with them the first 3 — 4 pages of the chapter and pointed
out to them‘things that I saw as the main points (they underlined these). I used the last
minutes to ask how they felt [about this way of working]. Their responses were very
determinate. They liked it. One of the students said I should have explainéd better the

-things I asked them to highlight.

I remember tha;t I walked out of this class somewhat rélieved, feeling that I was taking
a step forward, a step toward something meaningful. In retrospect, I was desperately trying to
find meaning in my work. Returning to my school, I was shocked by what I saw with‘ my
‘refreshed eyes’, my new look. Things I had become used to were now shrieking at me as
‘mindless’ or ‘miseducative’. I felt there was aimost no room for reflection, dialogue, and
negotiations of meaning, that is, modes of acting compatible with the constructivist idea.
‘Cover the content’ was still the reigning slogan, the major rule of action. Guided by my early
encounters with constructivist ideas I had, prior to my graduate studies in Canada, come to
dislike how we did things in my school, how v;'e were mshing all the time. Now I was finding
this behaviour almost intolerable. It did not help that I was experiencing serious difficulties
controlling one of my classes. It did not help either, that I had returned to my chemistry
teaching with some hopes of doing ‘good things’ but was néw feeling like being caught by a
strong river that was carrying me away from doing meaningful things. Only from time to time
did I experience events that made me feel I was doing something fhat really mattered or made

sense to my students. That little episode with 1.G is an example of such an event. Here I
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succeeded to crawl from the heavy river that had taken me. However, it was only for a while.
Before long, the next day or the next week, the strong river had got hold on me again; as it
did more than a decade ago when I was trying to teach in a ‘constructivist spirit’ (chapter 2).
Carry on! Hurry! So much to cover! No time for pedagogical adventures! That was the
message, now as before.

As told, I brought parts of this story to my students; my intentions, plans, things I did,
things that went well and things that went wfong, my feelings, my frustrations — in person, in
minute detail. They were surprised. I, the ‘expert’, was exp‘eriencing so many problems —
even disciplinary ones! What they learned from this? I am not sure. Goldie felt she “got some
. concrete teaching experience and could better understand what it means to teach”. Deborah,

writing about this lesson I have been portraying:

After the break, Haftor was giving a lecture. I liked it, maybe because this is a form
one knows, i.e. lectures... He gave us a checklist ...we were supposed to give him + or
— for his teaching... Soon I forgot this because he was flying and it was so interesting
to listen to him and follow him. I felt I was learning so much and I found myself
making links with my own teaching from ... I understand now how good it was for me |
- go to the North ... [and have that teaching experience]. I feel that I am thinking so
much in these classes, that I am really activating my mind. What it is that matters
when it comes to teaching. There are so 'many questions coming to one’s mind which

one continues to work on all the week, at least me. That I feel very important.

"In contrast to Goldie, Deborah had some teaching experiences. She had been teaching
for some months in a secondary school in the northern part of Iceland. Listening to my story
she makes links to these experiences and she “understand[é] how good it was for [her] to go
to the North”. Things happening in our class are “activating [her] mind” and “many questions

[are] coming to [her] mind”. Reading her account makes me feel good. I say to myself: “She
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was learning!” She was learning in a sociocultural sense. She was enriching and rethinking
her past experiences with the story I was telling. Having been a classroom teacher enabled her
to bring in ‘answering words’ to my words to speak a Bakhtinian language; or shouid we
rather talk about ‘answering images’ or ‘memory pictures’ from her classroom experiences?
With Lave (1996) we could say that I was, with my story, helping her “crafting her identity in
practice”, albeit afterwards; helping her to come closer to who she wanted to be as teacher.
With Palmer (1998), 1 cogld say that this lesson was a good example of connectedness.
Deborah was so engaged in my story that she forgot the checklist I had given her for the
purpose of evaluating my teaching. Listening to my story she began to reweave her own
teaching experiences. With Munby and Russell (1995), I could say that I was helping
Deborah realize what they call “the authority of experience”. She felt my story was powerful
because shg could link it to her own experiences, make better sense of them and, reflexively,
use them to make sense of my story. So many descriptions possible, but a]l, I aréue, pointing
to learning in a sociocultural and constructivist sense. Deborah is on a joﬁmey. She is
creating herself, including herself as teacher. In the process, she picks up “bits of life” (Gee
and Green 1998) and carries them from one context to another. In this lesson and through her
reflections on it afterwards, she brings up ‘bits’ from her teaching life and maps them on my
story; or the other way around: she takes my story and maps it on her prior navigation map.
The outcome may well be a new ‘map’. Following Frake (1977), culture may be seen as a
cognitive map that is being constantly redrawn. However, people do not simply acquire the
map in whole or in part. “People are not just map-readers; they are map-makers” (Frake, cited
in Gee and Green 1998, p. 124).

I would like you to think of the last paragraph as a glimpse of my efforts to recreate
myself as teacher educator. Here you see me struggling with the notion of learning. As Lave

(1996), I do not like learning being seen as an epistemological problem. I am thinking that we
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(educétors) might do better linking this ‘thick term’ (Rorty, 1989) to words that take it to the

social and participatory domain rather than the individual and cognitive domain. I am trying

to say that thinking socially about learning is more likely to lead to activities that help people

grow in a Deweyan sense than the traditional ‘inside-the-head’ model may do. Guided by a
social/participatory/enactivist view of learning might help us focus on conditions of growth
and build learning environments that may “call out favourable responses in our students” to
use a Deweyan language. Drawing upon what my students said about the lesson described
above and linking their accounts to social accounts of learning, as I have done above, makes
me think that I am, indeed, learning well. | am weaving a web for myself that may serve well

my future student teachers. Now I am learning to say to myself, for example:

As you work with your student teachers, think of their learning not as some processes
going on in their brains and that may result in different ‘outcomes’ but rather as their -
"attempts to craft their identities, to figure out who they are and who they want to be as
teachers. Think of your class at the university as a meeting where you and your
Students sit around thé ‘great thing’ (Palmer, 1998) called teaching and share stories

about it.

- Now, in this writing moment, I reread this last déscription and I say to myself: “That’s
how I willed it”. Howevgr, as soon I have done this, I feel the shadow of my culture falling
on my pleasure. Apparently, this culture wantg us to see teaching, including teaching of
teachers, as transmission of knowledge. As you saw in the previous éhapter, it made me ask
myself if what I was doing in my new course was “réal teaching”. Among the ‘bits of life’
(Gee and Green 1998) my student teachers are carrying with them are stories of this sort.
Assuming that i)eople live by stories (Connelly and Clandinin1990) these studénts may feel
betrayed if not ‘taught properly’. Goldie felt that “discussions often went into stupidity” and

Deborah felt somewhat relieved when I began lecturing, “because this is a form one knows”
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to repeat a part from the excerpt given above. However, such is life. We see things differently
— and thank God for fhat! Indeed, even ‘shadows’ may be thought of as good things. The very
fact thaf Goldie and Deborah write such things may be taken as good signs, signs of turmoil
associated with the process of their self-formation. At least was it good that they articulated -
their beliefs and thus gave me the opportunity to learn, to grow as teacher educator.

Grappling with variety is essential in this business.

Epilogue

“This chapter includes two stories. Oné addresses my return to the school where I had
been teaching chemistq for a number of years. The other story addresses my attempts to
bring some of the complexities I was experiencing in my chemistry teaching to my student
teachers that were participating in my course. Both stories, I argue, bring with them some
important ‘messages’ to the teacher education community. Both of them touch some ‘deeper
issue’ worth exploring for those who are responsible for educating teachers.

What do they tell that is so important for teacher educators?

We know that student teachers often experience difficulties when moving from
campus to school (Erickson et al. 1994;Wideen et al. 1998). They often find it difficult to
align what they have been learning at campus with the culture of the school and the
practicalities of the classroom. These two settings -oﬁen appear to them as two distinct worlds
with few, if any links between them. Why?

The story about my return to my sphool may be recast as a story of a student teacher. I
had been at ‘campus’, that is, at UEC. I had been learning many new things. I had become
enlightened 5y new ideas. I was hopeful I might be bringing something good to my old
school. On the very first meeting with my colleagues in the chemistry department I sensed

very strongly that this would not be the case. For some reasons I could not even ‘air’ my
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ideas. Part of the reason, no doubt, was simply that I was not carrying with me ‘ideas’ but
words — English words arranged in particular ways in my personal vocabulary, ‘thick terms’
like ‘social constructivism’ linked in a complex way to various other words. Returning to my
school I had not yet learned how to say these things properly in my native language.
However, even if I had I do doubt I would have brought them up for discussion with my
colleagues. Mindful of my earlier failed attempts (chapter 2) to bring ‘personal
constructivism’ into this school culture had turned me into a sceptic. Studying in Canada that
‘old burden’ had become even clearer to me as I learned to bring to it new words, words that
made me see how complex school cultures are and how difficult it is to change them. In this
respect [ was not a newcomer. Contrary to the beginning teacher I knew the place I was
entering and was therefore not expecting ‘great things’ to happen as enlightened beginning
teachers sometimes do when they start teaching in schools. Logically they do not carry with
them ‘old burdens’ from prior teaching in the past.

However, there was something more. And that ‘more’ was old forms, old ways of
thinking, old habits. Somehow I sensed at the very first meeting that things wéuld be as
usual. As the school year began, as the weeks and months passed, this feeling only deepened.
Things would be as usual — except may for the new textbook in organic chemistry. Even that
plan was discarded. We used the book from last year...

And so the school began and I was busy teaching and busy looking at my watch
asking, “Will this day never come to an end?” Toward the end of that school year I quit.

I tell this story because I am concerned about our student teachers, in particular those |
who enter schools hoping for ‘something good’ to happen, even e);pectant to see their ideas
from ‘campué ‘coming alive’ in their students’ faces and modes of speaking and acting. I am

keeping in mind student teachers that have become ‘enlightened’ by constructivist ideas
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during their campus day but feel, when entering their new school, that “one should not think
like this”. |

They may start to think like I did: Keep your mouth shut and stick to old forms.

I will return to this story in the final chapter of this thesis and recast it there as a case
story addressing the ‘situatedness of teaching’ in relation to the notions community,
comm.unication, and connectedness. Now I turn to the other story of this chapter.

As said, that story addresses my attempts to involve my student teachers at campus in
what I call “the complexities of my teaching”. I was telling them about my teaching, my
chemistry teaching. I was bringing to them anecdotes from my own classroom teaching. I was
bringing with me my journal with notes I had made both in class and affer class, including
‘good stories’ as well as ‘bad stories’. I was reading things aloud from my journal.

And they “sucked my storie; as sponges” as one of the students said.

Why?

When do people start to listen attentively? Is it not when they hear something
‘different’, sbmething ‘unusual’, something they had not expected?

Indeed, they could hardly believe their ears. I, the ‘expert himself® was experiencihg
all kinds of problems in my teaching. After twenty years of teaching I was still experiencing
difficulties managing classes and connecting to students. I was even experiencing ‘mindless’
teaching on my part. Bad results from a test came as big surprise to me because I had thought
thingsr were going so smoothly in that small class with only six boys.

I, the expert! They were surprised, they could hardly believe this, at least those who
had never been in charge of a classroom before. |

Was I acting appropriately?

Yes, I think so. I am deeply convinced that I was doing right. I was bringing to them,

first hand, some of the complexities facing teachers in their daily work. I was providing them
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with an insight into\the situatedness of teaching. The theme of the class, you may remember,
was ‘Preparing instruction’. Planning this class, my first idea was to simply teach them some
‘basics’ about the necessity of good preparation.

However, planning things at home the night before this class I began to think about the
‘realities’ of my own teaching in that particular week. I looked at the table in front of me.
There.were my transparencies explicating the ‘basics of good planning’ and there was my
Jjournal with stories from my own teaching, including stories of plans that did hot go as
intended, portraying how things went wrong. And I said to myself something like: “Damn it,
this is how it is! Why not tell them of things that go astray? Why not provide them with the
realities of the classroom? Why not, as least, try to balance the ‘rosy’ picture we tend to draw
of the school classroom?”

Questions of this kind ﬂashgd through my head that night before that Friday class.
And, as you now know, I did things this way. I brought ‘it all’ to them, my experiences that
particular week, in minute details.

And they “sucked my stories like sponges”.

- Was I doing right? Is this not ‘dangerous’? Was I not blowing their hopes into pieces?

No. I was not blowing anything to pieces. I was doing a good work. Just let me séy
that. My students’ respons.es, documented in this chapter, tell me that I was doiﬁg right and
that I was doing things quite well. Besides, and that is also fairly important: I told them the
‘whole story” and that means that I also told them of the good things that happened in my
classes this week. My account was a balanced account. Actually, it is easy for me to give
such a balanced account of my teaching because I often experiencé good things with my

students.
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But my student teachers should know. They are on the way fo the place called “the
school” and the place called “the classroom”. They should have the right to know that things
do not always go as planned.

One more question: Why did I do tﬁings this way?

My answer is, in brief: I was building a new story of myself as a teacher educator. 1
was saying, ‘Good teaching comes from within’. I was coming to believe that it was my job
helping my student teachers grow, in particular helping them develop their ideas and their
thinking about the teaching — learning relationship. Not using this opportunity to illustrate the
problematic ‘real-life’ aspect of that relationship would have been a serious mistake.

1 did right.
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Chapter 8
Visiting Goldie

Can the requirement of language for fixed meaning be yoked together with the no less
urgent need of language users for meanings that can be various in the countless
different contexts created by the flux of everyday life? (Bakthin, quoted in Wertsch,

1991, p. 50)

During my graduate studies in Canada I was constantly looking back on my past
practices as a teacher and teacher educator in Iceland in an attempt, it seems, to cbme to grips
with them. One of the issues that continued to puzzle me was the issue of practicum or
student teaching. In particular, I was puzzled by how little connection there seemed to be -
between my course at the university and the classroom activities conducted by my student
teachers during their practicum. Indeed, these two segments of reality seemed to be worlds
apart. During my graduate studies in Canada, I learned that what I was observing was a
generé.l phenomenon. Many places people engaged in teacher preparation seemed to be
experiencing a “gap” between things taught in teacher education programs and act;lal school
classroom activities. As noted by Wideen et al. (1998) this “gap” tends to be conceived of
differently by teacher educators and prospective students, the former complaining that
schoois are conseryative institutions forcing beginning teachers to adopt traditional teaching
practices while the latter tend to complain teacher education programs for not preparing them
adequately for the realities of the classroom.

My purpose in writing this chapter is to explore the issue of practicum. I am
wondéring how I should think about this component. What “happens” to my students when

they begin teaching? What and how do they learn? How does this component relate to the rest
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of the teacher education program, my course incfuded? Assuming that my students are indeed
leamiflg something during their practicum and that this learning may be described in various
ways, what would. be the most useful description? After all, it is my job to help them learn.
How I do this must depend on how I think about practicum and how I think about learning in
this context. My aim then, writing this chapter, is to describe my experiences in such a way
that rﬁay help me do a better job when working with my future student téachers. I am looking
for “good rules of action” in this regard to speak like a pragmatist.

As the title of this chapter indicates I will explore the issue of practicum by describing
a visit I made to one of my student teachers. However, the focus will not be solely on her. I
am part of the game. After all this is a self-study. I am looking for better practices when
working with my students. Therefore, I am no less interested to figure out how I was acting
- during the visit, in particular how I went about “observing” her and helping her to reflect on

her teaching.

Consulting My Guides

As before, while visiting Goldie I made field-notes. I followed her teaching and wrote
down in my journal things I found worth noting. Besides, Goldie and her school adviser (I
will céll her Jane) permitted me to audio record the conversations we had and that related to
Goldie’s teaching. In addition, I had access to Goldie’s practicum diary and some assign-
ments she had made so far in our course at campus. The account given in this chapter
addresses these records. It is an attempt to make “good sense” of them. As before, I have
been consulting my guides, in particular Bakthin and Wertsch (I see these two as associated)
and Dewey and Rorty (whom I also tend to associate together). As you may have noted,
much of what I have writfen so far in this thesis bears the marks of these authors. In other

words, dealing with my data so far I have been inclined to link them with sociocultural and
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pragmatic terms. In particular, I have‘been drawn to the pragmatic idea that human beings are
continuous with and interact with our (socioculturally made) environment in accord with our
own “active tendencies” to borrow a term from Dewey (1916/ 1944). Invoking Rorty (and
Wittgenstein) I tend to see language as integral to this interplay, that is as a tool we use to
coordinate our actions. Coming so far there is only a short way to the Russian
socioculturalists V&gotsky and Baktin, both of whom (according to Wertsch, 1991) saw
human action as mediated by cultural tools, language in particular. This view implies that,
“the answer to who is carrying out the action will inevitably identify the individual(s) in the
concrete situation and the mediational means emplbyed” to quote Wertsch (1991, p. 12). Note
that “action”, in this treatment, includes utterances. Following Bakthin, utterance is a
mediated action, mediated in the sense that we will, when we speak, inevitably invoke some ‘
“voices out there” (e.g. a_particulay professional language or a speech genre characteristic of
the work place). In other words, attending to an utterance we are permitted to ask, “who is

doing the speaking? ” as Bakthin liked to do when dealing with pieces of literary work.

Seeing Actions as Mediated

Reconstructing my visit to Goldie I have been guided by beliefs of the kind described
above. This implies that I am focusing on Goldie’s actions and my actions and trying to see
both as socially and culturally mediated. Teacﬁing chemistry, Goldie was “not alone”.
Observing her, I was “not alone” either. Using the term, “not alone” I am not simply
addressing the fact that we kwere surrounded by other people, for example Goldie’s students. I
am also keeping in mind that we were in a classroom that is located in a secondary school in
a place call_ed Iceland where the iﬁhabitants speak a national language called “Icelandic”.
Besides, I keep firmly in mind that Goldie is not only teaching but also teaching a particular

subject called “chemistry”. No doubt, this subject with its long-held traditions will be among

Chapter 8 213




the “mediational means” (Wertsch 1991) guiding her actions. Writing the foregoing chapter, I
invoked Dewey when grappling with the issue how strongiy my old secondary school seemeci
to “engulf’ me when I returned to teaching chemistry aﬁer my two years of graduate studies
in Canada. Having referred to Dewey (1916/1944, p. 11) speaking of how the environment
acts by “calling out certain responses” in us and that “the particular medium in which an
individu:;.ll exists leads him to see and feel one thing rather than other”, I continued: “Return-
ing to my school I immediately began to vary with people and thiﬁgs in i’ (p.185 — 186).

I emphasize the last part of the sentence because it may help clarify the point I am
trying to make here, namely that we might do well thinking of agents in a social setting as
“individuals-acting-with-mediational-means” instead of thinking about them as “individuals”
(Wertsch 1991). When I s.ay “might do well” I am thinking pragmatically: approaching things
(e.g. practi(;um) this way may enable us to figure out better ways of helping our student
teachers gain ground in this complex territory called teaching. From my point of view, this
territory is filled with mediational means that our student teachers and their advisors as well
“grab” for when khowing around. Unfortunately, we may not be so much aware of this. Our
Western culture has emphasized “the individual” very strongly for almost 500 years (since
the Reformation period; Solomon 2001). The Enliéhtenment philosophers then invented thé
notion of “mind” as a private and independent sphere within the individual and difecting his
actions. Accordingly, dualis\tic thinking has become the norm up till our present times. Being
guided by that norm, one is l‘ikely to see people as “free” (isolated) individuals being directed
by their “knowledge reservoirs” and various (associated) “mental abilities” (Bruner, 19'96).‘
This, I would think, is the “image” behind what Schon (1983) refers to as “technical
rationality” and what Korthagen and Kessels (1999) label as the “application of theory
model” in the domain of teacher education. The iinage I am recommending here, on the other

hand, comes close to what scholars speak of as “situated” or “social cognition”. Putman and
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Borko (2000), for example, claim that emphasizing cognition as social means recognizing
that the “interactions with people in one’s environment are major determinants of both what
is learned and how learning takes place” (p. 5). However, good as such descriptions may
l(;ok, they may need more “flesh”. What does the term “learning” in this frame entail? How
should we (practitioners) use it in practice? After all, working with our student teachers,
things need to be said one way or another.

By now, I have provided you with a part of the beliefs that have been guiding my
work when trying to build an imaginative account of my visit to Goldie in March 2000.
Before we enter the school where Goldie and Jane are waiting for us, however, might do
well spending some space on the rest of the piéture I have been drawing when framing this

visit, a part we may label as “Learning from experience”.

Learning From Experience

Most people involved in teacher education seem to think that practicum is important
because it provides the students with a first hand experience of teaching. Goldie, for example,

reflecting on her first [primary school] practicum experiences, reported that:

I felt that it wés impossible for me to develop my theory of teaching before I had been
in the field and taught myself. Having done that I felt I understood what was behind
the stories my fellow students and my teacher were telling because often I could not
imagine how this and that might work within the classroom. (Goldie, Assignment 1, p.

6).

No doubt, many scholars in the field of teacher education would have nodded at these
words, for example Fenstermacher (1992) who has claimed that, “The overwhelming

evidence of a decade of research on teacher knowledge is that knowledge of teaching is
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acquired and developed by personal experience of teaching” (quoted in Munby and Russel
1998, p. 659). In fact, many scholars in this field think that time has come to take such
evidence seriously, some of them even arguing that teacher education programs should be
tumed afound so that the work of th¢ universities can build productively upon what is learned
in schools (Korthagen and Kessels 1999; Munby and Russel 1998 and Northfield 1998).
Plausible as this may sound, such a shift may not be straightforward because students
entering teacher education programs may not be prepared for the task. Carter and Anders

(1996) have pointed out that:

Students arrive in teacher education with finely polished skills, developed 6ver their
many years in schools, for navigating the traditional academic rituals of reading
textbooks, writihg term papers, and cramming for exams... Soon after their arrival,
however, candidates for teaching are immersed in the field settings and thus
confronted with the alien task of learning from their own experiences. This transition
Jfrom an academic to an experiential base for learning presents special challenges for

field-based teaching. (p. 570, my emphases)

Thinking about my own experiences as a beginniné teacher and the fact that I bega_n to
teach without formal teacher preparation (that occurred later), I feel justified to say that my
initial learning in this area was (significantly) “by experience”. However, it remains as. a
puzzle to me what I am really referring to when using the term “experience”. Similarly, we
may Wonder What people are implying when using the phrase “learning from experience”?
Apparently, they mean something different from say “learning from a book” (cf. the quote
from Carter and Anders above). But what?

I note with interest that in my culture, “experience” is often spoken of as “master
teachér”. We say “reynslan er besti kennarinn” which translates to “experience is the best

teacher”. However, if you asked an Icelander to elaborate on this saying he would most
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probably hesitate. He would hesitate, I think, because the word “experience” brings us very
close to words like “life” and “being”. Accordingly, you might as well have been asking him
or her what life is or what it means to be a human being. Again focusing on my learning from
experience when taking my first steps into the terrain of teaching it strikes me most that I did
not think so much about “these steps”. I simply walked into the échool and then into the
cléssroom, exchanged words with my colleagues and my students, wrote words on the
blackboard, explained principles and text book problems and 50 on. Apparently, I “glided”
into this world without much friction just as I did when returning from my graduate studies in
Canada as described in the foregoing chapter. And I wonder: how could it be so? -

The word “experience” has been quite central to philosophical disputes for ages. The
Greeks saw it as something “out there”. Later — with the 'v‘vorks of the Enlightenment
philosopﬁers - it moved inward concomitantly with the invention of the individual mind.
With experiences firmly embedded in the head, the dispute centred on if experience should be
thought of “sense data” presented to the mind (e.g. Locke and Hume) or (as Kant suggested)
as something “synthesized” by the mind with the help of a priori given forms of “reason”
such as space, time, and causality (Skirbekk and Gilje 1999: Solomon 2001). Dewey, we
know, took another approach to this issue. Experience for him was a question of interaction, |
a view consistent with his non-dualistic attitude. In short, for Dewey (1916/1944), experience
has two sides, an active side and a passive side, a doing side and an undergoing side. We do
something with the world and the world kicks us back. “Learning from experience”, on his
account, means explicating the connection between the two sides. Indeed, for Dewey (1916 /
1944); this is what constitutes thinking in the first place. Thinking, for him, is “the intentional .
endeailour to discover the connection between something we do and the consequences which

result, so that the two become continuous” (p. 145).
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Later developments in pragmatism have pushed the term “experience” off the table
and replaced it with the word “language” (Rorty, 1999). This is the result of the “linguistic
turn” in pragmatism, that is, the incorporation into it of the Wiﬁgensteinian notion of
language as a tool. Having made this turn, pragmatists see the world as a matter of language
that w;: cannot step out of (Rorty 1999). Dewey thought of experience as an interaction
between the individual and his environment and thought as a means of explicating that
interaction, the link between what we do and what we undergo. Indeed, Dewey (1916/ 1944)
asserted that, “No experience having a meaning is possible withouf some element of thought”
(p. 145). In contemporary pragmatism (at least the Rértyan versiop), both the boundary
between thought and language and between these two and reality has become blurred. There
is no such thing as a pre-linguistic thought, and there is nothing to look for “behind” words,
neither “degper meanings” nor “strpctures”. Words are not repr;esentations of “the given”,
they constitute it. Accordingly (in my interpretation), if we want to understand human beings
and communities we should attend to what is said and how things are said.

What happens if we replace “experience” with “language” in the phrase “learning
from experience”? Literally, it converts to “learning from language”. We come up with a new
phrase. Behaving pragmatically, we should then ask if this new phrase or tool might be of
some use. Moreover, focusing on our object of inquiry, that is the phrase “learning to teach”,
we might ask if it would helpful to treat it as a linguistic issue, e.g. as the issue of learning
new words and try them out. In fact, this is significantly what I have already been doing in
this thesis (chapter 5). Back home from my graduate studies in Canada, I looked back
wondering how I should speak of my learning experiences over theré. I came down saying
that I had I had been learning new words. and new ways of speaking and that I, by uSing these
new words and ways of speaking, became able to recreate my past teacher life. Apparently, I

saw a close link to “my experiences” in this case and “the new words” I was adopting for my
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use. With this said, I should stress that I am nobt suggesting that we (teacher educators) should
replace the word “experience’; with the word “language” every time we use the phrase
“leaming from experience” (or similar phrases). That cannot be done. My point is rather that
it might be useful for us to make links to “language” when using such phrases.

Thinking about my first steps into the v;'orld of teaching, I might do well describing
them in linguistic terms. Entering the “school”, the “chemistry department” and the
“chemistry classroom”, my task, was to learn to play the “language games” carried out in
these compartments. For example, learn to say, “I teach my own book” when asked, “What
textbook do you teach?” and “I have come to chapter XX” when asked (in a specific context),
“How are things going?” In a sense I was “ready” to teach chemistry at the very start because
(a) 1 speak Icelandic fluently, (b) I was acknowledgeable of the subject chemistry, (c) I was
interested in teaching this subject a:nd'(d) I found it easy to connect to young people. This
may help explain why I felt it “so easy™ to gain ground it the world of secondary school
chemistry teaching even though I was without a teacher license and particular preparative
acts beyond having been given a chemistry textbook and told how many chapters in it to |
cover before the “Christmas-tests” as we called the mid-term exams. If we think of schools
and departments and classrooms as “forms of life” where things are done and said in
particular ways, “the issue” for the student teacher is, significantly, to adjust to these forms.
Given the fact that they are already familiar with these forms (e.g. through speaking the
relevant native language and having been in schools and classrooms for years) they may feel
this adjusting process as rather “automatic” and effortless. They “glide” easily into the
“game” because théy “know the rules”, at least approximately. Mediated by their native
language, their prior experiences as students, and their khowledge of the subject they have
specialized in, they know approximately how to act. Thinking about my student teachers

entering the secondary schools such a description seems to me as adequate. At least does it
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harmonize well with the feeling that I have been carrying with me for years, namely that the

" student teachers I have been trying to help most often appear to glide rather effortlessly into

the forms of life characteristic of Icelandic secondary school teaching. This applies to Goldie,
the student teacher we will meet in a moment. The data I have and reiate to her, all indicate
that she almost instantly felt “at home” in the secondary school where she did her practicum.
Before we go inside the school where she and her school adviser are waiting, I will introduce

her.

Goldie

You met her in chapter 6. There I introduced her as one of the “silent students” in our
group but also as a “critical voice”. Interviewing her toward the end of the first half of the
course Goldie made it clear to me that she waﬁ not so pleased with all aspects of my course.
In particular, she complained that the frequent discussions tended to go astray, even develop
into “stupidity” to borrow a word from her. Apparently, her project was not aligning so well
with mine. She was expecting me to teach her how to teach. She was convinced that there
was a “Theory” with a big “T” somewhere “out there” that she might acquire and then apply

when working with her students:

In my mind, a theory of teaching means a theory that individuals who aim at teaching
should acquire in order to become professionals because the theory shows all the best
thinkable ways to deliver the subject effectively and to the best of the students.

(Goldie, Assignment 1, p.1)

However, she was not very confident about herself, at least not in the beginning of her

studies in the teacher education program:
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Before attending the teacher education program, I often wondered if this was
something for me and I had some doubts about myself. Now I see that teaching is
something much more than simply teaching a subject; it is about communication,
" management and my personality. Coming to the end of this term I feel, by seeing
‘teaching differently, I am more confident about myself as a becoming teacher.

(Ibid. p. 8)

As you see from this excerpt, she gradually became more confident. Besides, she
feels, when reflecting on the first half of the teacher education program that her notion of
teaching is changing, her “te;acher web” expanding. As told previously, she was not
particularly happy with my way of managing the course she was participating in at campus,
especially the discussibns. Nevertheless, it appears that she also found some of our activities

useful. This applies in particular to. the classroom stories we were sharing:

What I see from my journal [that she kept ‘over the autumn term for reflective
purposes and as part of assignment 1], when it comes to the development of my theory
of teaching is that I grabbed happily all the stories being told by my fellow students
‘and my teacher ... In my view, a teacher was sorﬁebody that enters the classroom and:
teaches so the subject is transmitted and then walks out. I had not thought about being

connected with the students but now I see how important that is... (Ibid. p. 5)

To give you an example, I had told my students how surprised I had become when
facing the result of a particular test I had made and given to one of my chemistry classes.

Goldie responded to this story in the following way:

On October 1%, I wrote in my journal that Hafthor had been giving a test to his class
and that he had been surprised how poor the results were because he had thought that

the students were in better shape. I remember that I was really amazed that Hafthor
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had not recognized better his students” status but now I understand what he was

grappling with. (Ibid. p.7; my emphasis)

I provide you with these pieces from Goldie in an attempt to give you some insights
into her story, her project of learning to teach. No doubt, Goldie is quite serious about this
project. Besides, she is very interested to serve her students well. Serving them well means to
her teaching them so that they understand. Connected to this issue and of particular interest to
Goldie is her emphasis on connecting the subject (chemistry) to daily life. For example,
during the student teaching in which we are going to partake soon, she was teéching about

polymers. Elaborating on this issue in her diary at home later in the day she wrote:

I wanted to link this stuff as much as possible with reality so | émne up with the idea
of having the stﬁdenfs making a nylon thread andla piece of eraser. I had a few days to
find some recipes and material and try the things myself; so, this has been'somewhat
stressing and, no doubt, taken some time from preparing the ordinary teaching.
However, having been through some telephone calls, some trips here and there, and
with help from Jane [the school advisor’s pseudonyfn] who was very supportive and

enthusiasﬁc, all went well. (Goldie’s practicum diary, 1.3.00, p. 4)

Note the éositive attitude of Goldie to her school adviser. Thinking about the visit
waiting us, I cannot but feel that they were having a good time together, sharing a genuine
interest in serving well their students. We should keep this in mind when we now walk into
the high school where Jane is chemistry teacher and head of the chemistry department and in
which Goldie has already been teaching for some days. The day before the visit, I sent her

and Jane an e-mail announcing my arrival. Goldie wrote in her journal:

Ooowh, I got an email telling that Hafthor is coming tomorrow. I am a bit stressed.

(Ibid. p. 4)
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Entering the School

The school building we are entering is of the type that “breathes” the past: old, made
of wood, with narrow corridors and stairways that creak. Goldie was already there but during
these ten minutes or so that elapsed before the teaching began, I did not see so much of her.
The reason was that she was experiencing a computer problem or, more precisely, a double
éomputer problem: she was unable to f)rint a document from a disk shé was carrying with her
and she was unable to get at an e-mail and an associated attachment she had been sending to
herself from her home. I sensed this was soniething Goldie had planned to use in her teaching
this morning but was not sure what it was. An aspect of learning to teach in post-modern

times? - one might wonder. Back home that day Goldie wrote in her diary:

“J a:jé, 0 jeja” [something I think is untranslatéble; a kind of intonation or cadence that
carries with it an emotional content, like the English “OK” may do when it points to
an act of embarrassment or a feeling of having failed]. That morning went astray but I
was astonishingly calm having to improvise for Hafthor and teach his book [she is

.referring to the fact that she was, in two of her classes using a chemistry textbook I

| wrote some years ago]. The e-mail did not work... the backup failed, the disk was
damaged, what a beginning... I had to think quickly. Happily, I had been working
through the textbook problems fairly recently. This is not so difficult... (Goldie’s

practicum diary, 2.3.00, p. 3)

Using the word “improvise” links to the document that she could not print or get
through the e-mail she was sending to herself. To put things plain: she was without the

teaching plans she had been making at home.
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We went downstairs to the basement where the chemistry laboratory is located.
However, this lesson was not going to be a chemistry lab but, as we say in Icelaﬁd, “boklegur
timi”, literally meaning “bookish lesson”. In science subjects, such lessons quite often begin
with the teacher presenting a topic or a problem and then the students “take their turn”, i.e. do
some seatwork linked to the teacher’s presentation. Typically, the teacher shows the students
how to solve a particular textbook problem and then the students work on similar textbook
proble_ms for the rest of the lesson. Such a form of “bookish lessons” has become common
practice in physics and chemistry teaching in Icelandic secondary schools.

The students came in, approximately twenty of them, apparently a courteous and
friendiy group. The teacher in me sensed the building up of a good rapport from the very
start. I was right. From _the very beginning the students seemed to really aitend to what
Goldie was saying, not least her introductory words telling that she was not going to do what
shé had intended to do because the computer... etc. You know that story. Then she said: “Vid
skulum bara reikna verkefni” which might be translated to “we shall just calculate a
problem”. In addition, she announced that she would be working out textbook problem
number 7.7.

I felt excited. Why I was excited? Because I knew that problem! The textbook of use
in this class was one of the chemistry textbooks / wrote during my life as a textbook writer.
Therefore, I knew this problem 7.7 very well. Did I make up this problem? No, following the
practices of most science textbook writers, I tend to borrow such things from various sources.
The problems go from textbook to textbook. We are all in the same game so... What game?
The game of chemistry, I mean all these problem types and the aséociatcd techniques that
lead us (good users) to the right answer. You know, this is (with van Manen (1997) the
“essence” of “teaching chemistry in a secondary school in Iceland”, the upper classes in

particular. Our first years students get “some basic facts about the world”, for example the
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atomic theory and the periodic table. Then comes the “mole concept” and once it has been
introduced, we (chemistry teachers and their students) are busy “calculating problems”. Such

is our practice.

When Lave Appeared

} Let us leave for a moment this Goldie’s first class that morning and jump to her lesson
number three. Here, she is teaching organic chemistry. I sit in the back of the room. I am
“observing” Goldie. Leaning over my shoulders you see that I have just been writing a
chemical equation:

H2C =CH, —» 2xCO, ?7?

Note the two question marks. I wrote them because I feared that the students would
start worrying about how the four “Hs” might have disappeared. You see, after Antoine
Lavoasier saved chemistry from medieval misteries, we (chemists) do not think matter can be
changed into nothing. Now, having written this equation, I apparently change subject
because what appears in front of our eyes now (in parenthesis for some reasons) has very

little to do with chemistry:

[When I talked to Goldie in the break, she said something like this: This was nothing

special, no “activators” or such things.]

“Activator” is my (I suppose: bad) translation of the Icelandic word “kveikja” which
originally was (and still is) used to point to the mechanical object that ignites a mixture of
fuel and air in a vehicle motor with the result that it starts going (if things are normal).
Recently, this term has become a part of the Icelandic “principles of teaching vocabulary” in
which it has become associated with the sentence “something that turns kids on”. In a way,
this is a “smart idea” — it “shines with power” and must appear as a promising tool to

prospective teachers who have heard many stories of “distracted” pupils nowadays and may
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even (i.e. the student teachers) be carrying with them memories of their own sleepy eyes
during boring lessons in the past. Accordingly, this new tool has become quite popular in our
teacher education program and when things become popular people tend to become happy
with them. Although somewhat sceptical, you (as faculty adviser) may not want to destroy
that happiness. Besides, the idea seems to fit neatly with common (Icelandic) ways of
thinking about teéching (aS transmission of facts and principles). It follows that when a
faculty advisor comes on a visit to a student teacher the latter is likely to pointvto a thing in
his lesson plan saying that she “used it as an activator”. The faculty advisor is likely to nod
with acceptance and maybe add a little “good!” to that little nod. Indeed, that faculty adviser
might very well be me although I am trying my best to avoid thinking of teaéhing in such
terms (because I link them with a technical orientation toward teaching). However, words
have power, in particular those words that the community of which you are a member shares
and speaks of as “something good”. You simply accept it (or go with it) because you want to
be a full-fledged participant of your community of practice. “Kveikja” is such a term. It has
become a “community term”. Before I knew it had snared me. Returning to my account of the
chat I had with Goldie in that break right before her third class that morning, you may now
better .understand that she was in a way “excusing” herself, fearing that I was not happy with
her teaching because she had not been using an “activator” to turn her students on. Now, lét
us continue to follow my writing in the back of the class. Following the note about Goldie’s

words about “activators” in the break comes:
What are we trying to ingrain into our student teachers?

From the context outlined above it should be clear that I am worrying if we (teachers
in the teacher education program), by accepting terms like “activators™, are encouraging our
students to think about teaching in a technical way.

I continue writing:
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I begin spontaneously to think of Lave’s social cognition and cognitive apprenticeship.

(Underlining in the original.)

Here, I stop for a moment, apparently surprised by what is coming out of my pen. I

leave a space of two lines in my notebook before proceeding:

Our student teachers enter particular environments, ... [my writing — one word - is now
indiscernible to myself], organization — something that is already shaped. What

matters [to them] is to adapt to the environment, do a good job, do a good service to

the school adviser and the pupils. The student teacher walks into the work with the

pupils and their teacher [the school advisor]. (Underlining in the original.)

{

If I remember right, Lave appearqd suddenly and without prior notice. For a few
minutes I forgot Gdldie and the chemical equation with the four “Hs” and began to converse
with Lave. From my current (neopragmatic) position, I see this as an instance of
“vocabularies at war” going on in my 'mind and body and in the pen I am holding.
Apparently, what turns on this war is Goldie’s mentioning of “activators”. No doubt, I get
somewhat irritated (cf. “What are we trying to. ingrain into our students?”) and then I go to
attack on “the technical army” that threatens my existence. Interestingly (for me) I then go to -
Lave for support and she gives me the words “social cognition” and “cognitive
apprenticeship” to fight against my enemy, TRA (“The Technical Rationality Army”). I
should tell you that Lave’s words appeared in my journal entry iﬁ their English format, i.e. as
written above, whereas the rest of my writing is in Icelandic. The reason, I think, is simply
that I have not found the Icelandic counterparts to Lave’s English terms. Doubt they have
been translated to Icelandic. In the “battle” that follows Lave’s appearance‘(see the excerpt
above), I threaten TRA with new words and new ways of putting words together, e.g.
“something that is already _shaped”, “adapt to the environment”, and the partly underlined

sentence, “The student teacher walks into the work with the pupils and their teacher”. The
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fact that the last sentence is partly underlined indicates to me that I was saying to myself that
it was particularly important. Apparently, this sentence links to Lave’s notion of learning, i.e.
her view that learning is a pattern of participation in a community of practice (Lave, 1996;
see also Lave and Wenger, 1991). Here you are witnessing me trying to swiftch to a new

frame, bring new “answering words” to Goldie’s student teaching. I am trying to see Goldie
in her practicum in a way akin to how Lave saw her Vai an Gola tailors: Goldie is a
newcomer in a particular community of practice. Her;ﬁaster “teaches chemistry” and her
master knows that “teaching chemistry” is a particular “form of life” with multiple links to
history, culture, subcultures, society, language, classroom architecture, textbooks, and
students. Goldie knows, at least approximately, what is expected of her because she has been
an apprentice of such forms of life for years and years in school and university (Lortie 1975).
There is the textbook spread over the desks, there is ’the whiteboard and the marker, there is
the overhead projector, there are the students with their faces turned to you ready with their
pens aﬁd their notebooks and .... The scene is familiar and the scene tells yo‘u how to act. It
mediates your actions whether you like it or not. It “caught” me when I came back from
Canada and it is ready to catch Goldie into its intricate web of relations, values, customs,
habits of language, etc. Learning td teach in this place, | argue, means “being encultured” orv
(with Lave, 1996) “crafting identity in practice” or (with Dewey, 1916/1944) “get[ting] used
to things by first using them” (p. 47; emphésis in original). And penetrating every corner of

| this scenario, not to forget, are “habits of language” that make us say things in particular
ways and in accord with “what is permitted” in the community of practice involved.
However, having said this I should be quick to add that I do not think of learning to teach as
synonymous to “getting used to things”. When I think of Goldie, for example, I feel I can see
in her way of being as prospective teacher something that might be labeled as “distinctively

her own”. Making this move, I once again sense a “push” from Dewey. As we know,
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education for him means growth. Growth has two sides. One is the “getting-used-to” side, -
which he names “habituation”. The other form, the one that constitutes growth, is the “active
capacities to readjust actively to meet new conditions” (Ibid. p.52). When I think of Goldie in
light of these Deweyan growth terms, i.e. habituation and active readjustment, I feel 1 can see
both “at work™ in her. During the primary school practicum to which she is referring above,
she was without doubt being drawn into the “forms of life” characteristic of the school she
was in. Interviewing Goldie and her mate (our students work in pairs when doing the primary
school practicum) and their school adviser with the practicum done, I was for instance taken
by how strongly Goldie and her mate seemed to be “absorbed” into the school adviser’s (and,
I assume, the school’s) concern for individual pupils’ social problems. 1 take this as a sign of
habituation. They (Goldie and her peer) were becoming participants in the discourse of this
community gnd, in doing this, learning what things were important and picking up appropriate
words and ways of talking of speaking about those things. However, in the midst of this all,
they were trying out “their own little things”. Goldie, for instance, was teaching about nuclear
energy during that practicum and she made great efforts to “encourage the pupils to think
about the issue and awaken their interest... [and involve them in discussions on it] so that they
might be better at participating in discussions on nuclear energy that take place in society”
(Goldie, Assignmént 2, p. 4). Doing things like this is not a common practice in science
teaching in Iceland and I think Dewey would have given me right to think of this as an
example of “active readjustment”. It should be noted that Goldie and her mate were given
considerable freedom in this case. “Do what you like”, might have been the message. Such
messages to my science student teachers are not uncommon when they enter primary school
practicum and may in part be explained by the fact that their primary school advisors often
see them as somebody “more knowledgeable” than themselves. In general, those who teach

science in pi'imary schools in Iceland are not subject specialists. Also a part of this picture is
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the fact that science teaching in primary schools in Iceland has not hitherto been assigned
high status, at least not when compared to subjects like mathematics and Icelandic that have
been objects of centralized state tésting for years. Accordingly, science teaching in primary
schools is not that “nailed down”. In the secondary schools, however, science teaching is
more meticulous or strict because it is guided by the common view that “there is so much to
cover”. Goldie is familiar to this emphasis on “covering the content” because she has been a
student in a secondary school. Accordingly she may have been prepared for less “free play”
when entering her secondary school practicum than she experienced in the primary school.
This, we would expect, will help mediate her actions.

We should now return to Golide’s first class that she was teaching this morning in
March 2™ 1999. She had just explained to her students the problem she had experienced
earlier this morning with the computer that denied her access to the things she had been doing

at home in preparation to this lesson and announced that:

“We Shall Just Calculate a Problem.”

To refresh our memory, the problem of concern heré is a “textbook problem” in a
chemistry textbook I wrote some years ago. This was my second book in this area, a book
filled with “type problems”, that is problems where the solution procedure has been explained
(theoretically and by example) beforehand. Learning this type of chemistry entails learning to
identify a problem X as being an instance of a particular problem type and work it out in
accord with the rules giveﬁ for that type. The problem Goldie is about to explain to the class

goes like this — in my translation of course:

When 12,29 g of metal at 95,0 °C is stirred up in 40,0 g of water at 22,0 °C the

temperature of the water goes up to 24,0 °C. Calculate the specific heat of the metal.
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| When I read this text, I bring to it an array of words and other symbols. For example,
I read that little “g” immediately following 12,29 as “grams” and link it instantly to the term
“mass” and the associated symbol “m”. In similar ways, °C brings up “temperature” and the
symbol “T”. To the phrase “goes up to”, I assign instantly the symbol “A” (é symbol for
changé) and to “specific heat”, I respond By the symbol “Cgp”, the agreed-upon chemical
symbol for this term. In my trained mind these symbols then rapidly assemble themselves
into a formula that rglates the relevant quantities: q = Cyp - m - AT where q stands for heat. No
less important, I structure the problem immediately as being an interaction of two sy»stems in
terms 6f heat exchange. That is, the metal, being hotter than the water, will give off heat and
the water will absorb all that heat because these systems are interacting in a heat-insulated
environment. In other words, we assume that the water will take up all the heat given up by
the metal.

I do not know if Goldie reads problem 7.7 as I do. I doubt that. However, when

writing about this particular class in her diary later this day she remarked:

Happily, I had been doing these problems. This wés ... S0 easy that I would have

managed it anyway. (Goldie, Practicum diary, 2.3.00, p. 4)

Saying things this way (“I would have managed it anyway”) she is making a
connection to the fact already known to us, i.e. that she was improvising because the
computer would not let through her teaching plans and resources for the lesson we are

following. She adds:

I would of course have worked out the problems keeping in mind that I was going to
explain them on the blackboard [whiteboard]. But I feel things went quite well in spite
of the fact that I was not prepared. Who would do better! And now I had forgotten

Hafthor and was no longer stressed by his presence. (Ibid. p. 4-5)
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Note these words! They may appear ordinary but on closer look, we may see them
filled with connections. In my reading of the excerpt, Goldie is “in good hands”. She is being
taken care of by the vocabulary of chéﬁisﬁy. Like me, she has been “programmed” to
respond to problems of this type with particular symbols and equations and decision
procedures. This explains why things “went quite well” although she was “not prepared”. In a
sense, she was not telling the truth. She was prepared. She had been building these chemical
symbols and techniques into her “final vocabulary” (Rorty, 1989) for years. In addition, she
had been doing “such problems” and had found them easy. Despite the fact that she is
meeting the class with no lesson plan and other things that she planned to use, she just smiles
and says: “We shall just calculate a problem”. Having said this she is calm and no longer
worrying about my presence; and we all look to her, we see her grabbing the blue marker
with a ﬁrm hand and moving it toward the whiteboard. The students grab their pens and I

grab my pen. We are ready.

Who Was Doing the Observing?

Figure 7.1 below shows what appeared in my journal while “observing” Goldie

teaching in this class:
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Problem 7.7

metal 95 °C

v

Final temperature: 24 °C
22 °C H,0

Specific heat of the metal?
Csp ?

q=Csp'm'AT

We cannot use this equation now, can we?

> Now she comes t0 Qwater = - qmetal

Note

> presentation of the problem
> blackboard [whiteboard!] use
> guidance

* The students begin to work on their own.

* Here Goldie is solving a problem that is quite demanding
logically and that requires deliberate organization.

* ] notice that Goldie is doing this without anything on paper. I
would think it might be better for a beginner to have such things on
paper, having made up her mind beforehand how to work out the
problem.

* It is a bit of an art to deliver well such a problem because there
are so many threads that need to be woven together. When twenty
people watch you the thing gets even more demanding.

* Obvious that Goldie was making efforts to connect to the
students.

Figure 7.1.

At first glance, notes like these may not appear as interesting or as worth commenting
on. However, things are nothing “in themselves”, at least not to pragmatists like me. They

become something. What they become depends on the words we bring to them, the links we
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make. In fact, “ordinary words” may become highly interesting if we think of ourselves as
participants in language games as Wittgenstein did and of utterances as mediated actions like
Bakthin did. If we do this, language bhanges from being a medium of representation to
become social activity. Moreover, barriers between what is going on “in there” (in people’s
heads) and what is going on “out there” evaporate. For language, in this view,-is no longer a
third thing coming between the self and the reality. I am not using it to express some pre-
linguistic thoughts nor I am using it to represent reality out there. My reality is rﬁy language,
the words at my disposal. These are my tools for knowing my way around the world. During
my graduate studies in Canada, I learned new words and new ways putting words together to
describe my past. As a result, new “pasts” were created. Earlier, during my studies in Norway
I also learned new words and word links. In particular, I became familiar with the vocabulary
of chemistry and this vocabulary showed me the way while writing my chemistry textbooks
for example. And, as you see from figure 7.1, when Goldie begins to explain problem 7.7,

this chemical vocabulary was activated. Note the thick line in the middle of the figure. Down

 to that line, I was simply “copying” things Goldie wrote on the whiteboard. “Simply?” Why

do I speak like this? There is nothing “simple” in this. On the contrary, we should pause and
ask: why do I behave like this? Why do I copy what Goldie is writing?

We should remind ourselves that “officially” I am a faculty advisor. I am representing
the teacher education program. My job is to figure out if Goldie is doing a satisfying job. I am
expecfed, in cooperation with her school adviser, to judge her teaching, identify “what is
good” and “what is less good” in her teachér behaviour. I am supposed to provide as
comprehensive and balanced picture of her as possible. For that pﬁrpose, some of ﬁs (faculty
advisors) carry with us so called “checklists”. However, I was not carrying with me a
checklist while visiting Goldie. In fact, since I came back from Canada I have not found a use

for or tried to avoid such checklists, saying to myself: “Don’t tear them apart”. “Look at them

Chapter 8 234




holistically”. Here, “them” points to my student teachers, of course. Adopting such ways of
speaking happened concomitantly with my beginning to avoid checklists when following my
studeﬁts teaching. Besides and as told above, I was carrying with me — as a rule of action -
the slogan “learning to teach from within”: I was trying to see my students as agents crafting
their teacher identity.

Nonetheless, we should ask: What is a checklist in this context (teacher education)?
From iny (linguistic) point of view, it is a sub-vocabulary, a subset of a bigger vocabulary
called “the vocabulary of principles of teaching” or, if we like, the vocabulary (social
language) of those who tend to think of teaching in a technical way and of teachers as users
of research-based academic knowledge, what Schén (1983) refers to as “technical
rationality”. Here you may find one thread why I dislike checklists: I do not like to think of
teaching and teachers in such terms. Accordingly, I turn from this technical vocabulary and
start hunting for alternative terms and ways of talking. However, there is a “danger” inherent
in this move: Where is my “place of destiny”? To what vocabulary should I turn for words
When I have rejected the vocabulary of technical rationality?

I was “observing” Goldie. At the very beginning, in front of me on the desk, was only
a white page of my journal. That white page was waiting for my “answering words”. I
grabbed my pén and began to write. Figure 7.1 shows what appeared in my journal, my initial
account of Goldie’s teaching. Looking at it, an array of chemical symbols meéts the éye.
Down to the thick line, I rewrite Goldie’s writing on the whiteboqrd. Saying this now I do not
use the word “simply” as descriptor because there is nothing simple about this. We might
better say that the scene is very complex. For one thing, the “I” thaf is following Goldie is a
remarkable “gathering of diverse actors™: It is a faculty adviser, Goldie’s teacher at the
university, a secondary school chemistry teacher, an author of the textbook in use, and a

researcher. Holding firmly to my neopragmatic (linguistic) stance, I tend to see these “actors”
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as labels for different vocabularies or (with Bakthin) as representing different social
languages. Assuming that you accept this vantage point (at least for a while), I now invite you
to take a “linguistic look™ at figure 7.1. This time we look at it and say: How is this writing
mediated? What vocabularies are at work? Which social languages are invoked? When I look
at figure 7.1 with the help of (mediated by) such questions, I first of all see the marks from
the vocabulary of chemistry. To begin with, I “copy” her writing. It would be quite
misleading, however, to think of this copying act as mechanical. I am not a copying machine.
I am a human being, a user of language. Words are tools that I use to interact with other
human beings. Right now, I am interacting with Goldie and it just happens that at the very
moment my pen touches the white paper of my journal I start to co-build a “little chemical
world” with her. She is working out problem 7.7. In doing so, she is mediated by the
vocabulary of chemistry. I go with her, I follow every single step she makes along the route
to the desired end, and we see that this route is the route predetermined by. the rules of a
language game called “chemistry”. I go wiih her and I am excited to see if she will be
following the rules of this game. I become easily drawn into this game because I am doing it
all the time. A chess master plays chess. A chemistry teacher plays the game of chemistry.
When I entered my first class aé teacher in early September 1979 — without teacher certificate
"~ — I was already into this game of chemistry. I was trained as chemist. I was holding a
chemistry textbook in my hand. Add to this the fact that I was quite able to use my native
language with its metaphors of communication and knowledge and it becomes perfectly
understandable why I felt ready to teach. My actions were firmly mediated by my native |
language and by the social language of chemistry. 1 was “in goodi hands”. Later “additions”
té this picture, for example “pedagogical ideas” of various kinds, have for the most part been
“disturbances”, that is they have largely served to problematize things I took for granted in

the first place. Most disturbing of all was “the constructivist idea” that wanted me to see my

Chapter 8 | 236




students as architects of their own knowledge because such an idea is incompatible with
forms of speaking inherent in my mother tongue. From the very moment this idea came into
my teacher life, my rules of actions became weakened. From this point on, my actions as
chemistry teacher were guided by two sets of beliefs, one linked to constructivism, the other
to culturally inherited ways of speaking about things of the world, teaching in pérticular.
When the world causes you to hold contradictory beliefs in regard to your profession, you -
may be facing a serious dilemma.

Goldie is learning to teach. That is the general part of her agenda aﬁd that part is
surrounded by diffuse and contradictory ways of speaking, exemplified by the different
orientations Feiman-Nemser (1990) identified in the teacher preparation literature. However,
she is also learning to teach chemistry in a secondary school in Iceland. That is the situéted
part of her agenda and [ dare say that it is the strong part guiding her actions, the “strong
hand” leading her. Entering the school we are visiting here, she was entering something
Jamiliar. From the moment she entered the chemistry department of this school, she was “at
home”. “Being at home” in a place means feeling comfortable with the practices
characteristic of that place. Once in there, she looks around: There is the periodic table -
hmm. Chemical glassware on the bench there — hmm, the textbook — hmm, problem 7.7 —
hmm. Lots of “hmms”. And when she becomes a bit frﬁstrated because one of her classes is
“not ready to accept new things” she feels relieved hearing her school advisor say that, “this
class was of the type that wants things directly into the vein and nothing more about that”
(Goldie’s practicum diary, p. 2). Proclamations of this type, I would argue, may easily
become part of the beginning teacher’s beliefs. Tﬁe claés and the school adviser cause Goldie
to hold a particular belief about the class involved. As Rorty (1999) points out, beliefs (rules
of action) are usually true because we weave therﬁ into our “justificatory web” (p. 37). Jane’s

words help Goldie make things coherent; and this will enable her to meet this class next time
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— now as it has been framed adequate_ly. She will most probably act in accord with her belief.
I doubt she will try to counteract what she holds as true.

There I am following Goldie teaching her first lesson that morning. Now you have
seen what I wrote in my journal while “observing” her (figure 7.1). You have seen that out of
this social gathering constituting my “I” the chemistry teacher has emerged as the “person in
power”. The text that appeared in my journal, my “observational account”, is a “chemistry-
laden” text. This is obvious in the beginning, down to the thick line I have insertéd in the
figure. Unﬁl that line the chemistry teacher in me was doing the observing and the associated
writing. Underneath this line, other social languages enter the scene and it becomes more
mixed. Note the question that comes right after the inserted line:

We cannot use this equation now, can we?

Followed by:

> Now she comes t0 qwater = - qmetal-

- Obviously the chemistry teacher in me “goes meta” (Bruner, 1996) at this point. The
reason, I think, is that Goldie is not following precisely the havigation route prescribed by
Mother Chemistry. She should have introduced the equation Quater = - Gmetal at an earlier point
and before she introduced the formula q = C, - m - AT. As Mother Chemistry sees it (and I
am pretty close to her, you know), the problem Goldie is explaining is a problem of two
systems interacting in terms of heat exchange. This is how it should be structured if we are to
follow the map Mother Chemistry has given us and pfogrammed in people like me. If you
think I am loosing myself in details, you are entirely wrong because it is “details” of this kind
that separates the “expert secondary school chemistry teacher” ﬁém his less expert
colleagues. As I have said earlier, the sine qua non of teaching chemistry in a secondary
school is explaining a problem type to the students in the hope that they may be able to solve

similar problems by themselves. This has been a substantial part of my work in the school
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classroom for two decades. No wonder then that ways of speaking associated with this part of
my social practice come to the fore in the moment Goldie “gets off the road”. My past social
practice and its associated lénguage mediate my observing and the associated writing. Goldie
is learning how to teach chemistry. I am supposed to help her. Accordingly, I write in my
“journal things that point to central issues of chemistry teaching as seen by the culture that has
fostered me most. |

Next (in my notes - figure 7.1) comes:

-Note
> presentation of the problem
> blackboard [whiteboard!] use
> guidaﬁce
- Also highly to the point, it seems. These words speak to the structure of the problem
outlined above. Using the word “Note”, I am saying: When I converse with Goldie and her

school advisor afterwards I will address this issue. I will be doing my job!

And then:

* The students begin to work on their own.

* Here Goldie is solving a problem that is quite demanding logically and that requires

deliberate organization.

- * I notice that Goldie is doing this without anything on paper. I would think it might
be better for a beginner to have such things on paper, having made up her mind

beforehand how to work out the problem.
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* Tt is a bit of an art to deliver well such a problem because there are so many threads
that need to be woven together. When twenty people watch you the thing gets even

more demanding.

* Obvious that Goldie was making efforts to connect to the students.

-How ordinary! Look at the first sentence: “The students begin to work on their own”.
So what? Why write this? Did I expect them to walk out of the room or begin to sing or
something? Glance through it all — my notes. What do yoil see? Something interesting? Is this
not quite simply typical of the things that slfp out of our pen when we try to describe a
classroom scenario that aligns well with hofv things usually are? Is this not simply an
instance of “something must be said”? I am a faculty adviser. Faculty advisers are expected to
make reports, write something.

Certainly, my notes, the words I write while observing Goldie, may not be candidates
for a literature prize or something of that sort. However, seen from a particular perspective
they may appear as interesting. Seeing them as tools I am using for particular purposes they
may gain importance. For, as Wittgenstein has noted, the “functions of words” are as diverse -
as the functions of tools in a tool-box (a hammer, a saw, etc.) and what “confuses us is the
uniform appearance of words when we hear the spoken or meet them in script and print. For
their application is not presented to us so clearly” (Wittgenstein, 1972; quoted in Wertsch,

1991, p. 105). Look again at:
* The students begin to work on their own.

When I read this sentence now (one and half year after I first wrote it) it brings up a

web of answering words. For example:
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. Following the tradition, when the chemistry teacher has explained the problem- type,
the students should begin to work on similar problems because this is what matters.
When the exam comes, the students must be able to sWitch to the appropriate decision
procedure for every problem type appearing in the exam. Such is the came of

_chemistry in secondary schools in my country, especially in the upper classes.

Now look at:

* Here Goldie is solving a problem that is quite demanding logically and that requires

deliberate organization.

Reading this sentence, I feel I can see‘ several of the “actdrs” in me at work; certainly
the chemistry teacher, but also the textbook author and even the researcher who has been
rather silent until now (mostly followi.ng at the other actors with a surbrising look).
Obviously, the sentence links to the structure of the pfoblem mentioned above (e.g. the
€quation Quater = - Gmetat) bUt it connects also to the problem-solver (e.g. Goldie) and what
Shulman (1987) has spoken of as the “processes of pedagogical reasoning and action”. As far
as | remember (and contrary to Lave), Schulman’s name did not appear in my conscious
thinking that morning while observing Goldie. Nevertheless, I see “him” af work in this
senten'ce. During my graduate studies in Canada, he was one of the authors whose final
vocabulary I explored. And I was most impressed by his way of speaking about teaching, in
particular his notion of “pedagogical content knowledge”. In other words, he was one of
those people that helped me bringing new words to my teaching experiences, including
saying things like “requires deliberate organization” in the sentence above.

" Let us continue:
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* 1 notice that Goldie is doing this without anything on paper. I would think it might
be better for a beginner to have such things on paper, having made up her mind

beforehand how to work out the problem.

The dialogue in my head continues. Hardly has the researcher in me (or some of the
other actors) spoken of “deliberate organization™ that the faculty adviser steps in and notes
that Goldie is “without anything on paper”. It is like the phrase “deliberate organization”
activateg the faculty advisor and makes him aware of the fact that Goldie is “improvising”.
Seen from my current position (a year and half later and all that) this writing appears rather
strange because all actors of my “I” knew that Goldie did not get her things through the
computer. However, who is infallible? |

Next:

* ]t is a bit of an art to deliver well such a problem because there are so many threads
‘that need to be woven together. When twenty people watch you, the thing gets even

more demanding.

‘T have italicized the part of the excerpt because I want to stress a linguist aspect here, a
habit of my mother language. Using it, I wrote — in Icelandic:

Pad er talsverd kunst ad koma svona verkefni vel frd sér...

Given that “verkefni” means “problem” it should be clear to you that I use “deliver
well” for “koma... vel fra sér”. Taken literally, that Icelandic phrase means “sehding
(something) well away”, i.e. you send some “information packet” to another person (or
persons) knowing that you have prepared the packet so well that it will most likely appear .
undistorted to the “inner eye” of the receiver to use a Cartesian term. An appropriate analogy
might be that you are going to send a valuable but fragile thing to your friend aﬁd to ensure
that it reaches him undamaged you wrap it carefully. This way of speaking of knowledge

aligns pretty well with what Micheal Reddy (1979) calls “the conduit metaphor” of
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communication (see also Wertsch 1991). Following Reddy, this metaphor governs how users
of English speak of communication. It implies that once you have come up with an ideaor a
thought and want to share it with a listener, you insert it into language (words), which you
then send to your listener who in turns “extracts” the idea or the thought from thé words he
received from you. According to Reddy, trying to escape the conduit metaphor of
communication when addressing thé issue in English may be risky because “practically
speaking, if you try to avoid all obvious metaphor expressions in you usage, you are nearly
struck dumb when communication becomes the topic” (Reddy 1979, p. 299; quoted in
Werstsch 1991, p. 72). Turning to Icelandic, one faces the same. vHowever, one should note
that the conduit metaphor is not only shaping how we speak of corﬁmunication but also how
we speak of knowledge. Given its prominent place in the way we talk of communication, the
conduit met_aphor also determines how we speak of knowledge because “knowledge”
happens to be one of the things that is “sent” through the conduit. Following this thread,
teaching and learning soon follow into this web of relations because they centre about the
term “knowledge”. In short, our mother tongue determines how we speak of issues most
central to education. This is evident in the way I speak of knowledge in Icelandic in the
excerpt provided. The example reminds me of the power of our mother tongue: day in and
day out and in the most subtle ways, it controls my speech. Most of the time I simply live
deeply in my mother tongue and use unconsciously words i_t “hands” to me. So firm is the

~ grip of my mother tongue that I do not notice, for instance,. that I often speak in a ways that
contrafdict what I, in my “more conscious moments”, consider as “my way of thinking about
knowlgdge”. “My way of thinking about knowledge” is “the consﬁ'uctivist way” or so I have
told my student teachers and myself. However, in practice — when speaking - the metaphors
of my language, including the conduit metaphor, take power over me. My mother tongue, to

precious to me, may be my worst enemy in this respect, that is, when trying to rethink my
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practice because “rethinking my practice” implies adopting new ways of speaking about it.
Given the “grip of my mother tongue” this is by no means simple. Conversing with a student
teacher after a lesson, I glidé - almost without a friction - into a particular language game,
made prior to my arrival at the scene of teaching and even prior to my arrival on the place
called “Iceland”. Alternative metaphors, say of communication (e.g. of the constructivist
type) may of course be brought up during the conversation but only to be swept away in the
strong current of the mother tongue because they appear as alien fragments that do not fit
with “how we talk”.
| And lastly:

* Obvious that Goldie was making efforts to connect to the students.

Once again, something very “ordinary”. Let us make a little flashback, this time to
chapter 5. Ip that chapter I told you about Parker J. Palmer’s (1991) book The Courage to

Teach, a book that had become a little “bible” of mine in the difficult period when I was

- making my first efforts to re-establish myself as teacher educator after retumihg from

Canada. I wrote:

Reading Palmer enabled me to tell a new story of my own pract.ice, a story that
pointed to the importance of connectedness, identity, and integrity. Connecting this
new story of my past with the butterfly-stories I was bringing with me from Canada
helped me start creating a new story of myself as a teacher educator.

(Chapter 5, p. 110)

Do you see my point? The word “cbnnectedness” is closely associated with my re-
creation of myself as a teacher educator. This “thing” had always been with me but when
Palmer gave my the word for it, that is “connectedness”, I was able to start the process of .
assembling “my Canadian butterflies” into a coherent set of beliefs and thus initiate the

rebuilding of the teacher educator in me. Later on, when observing Goldie, this word comes
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into my writing - mediates my action. I note with pleasure that Goldie seems quite able to
connect to her students, smoothly and without much efforts. That makes me feel good.
'Now you have seen what appeared in my journal while observing Goldie’s teaching. If
we think of my action as mediated it is clear that the vocabulary of chemistry is the main
mediator. When I follow her teaching, I am drawn into the details of the textbook problem
she is explaining to her students. I “explain” this by the fact that I am a chemistry teacher too.
Like Goldie, I am carrying with me the words and symbols and algorithms appropriate for the
problem that is being worked out. I am a chemist and chemistry teacher. When she begins to
work out problem 7.7 on the whiteboard I am fully and wholly “into it”, even to the degree
that other things, including those we usﬁally see in a faculty advisers checklist, fade away or
become peripheral. If you read my report of Goldi;:’s teaching in that lesson, you will not ﬁnd‘

-evidence th_at I was checking, for example, vif:

the logical development of the lesson was evident,
Goldie’s questions were clear, concise and appropriately directed,
the lesson was proceeding at an appropriate pace,
the physical environment was suitably organized for instruction,
emergency and safety procedures were known and followed,
fules were clearly stated,

- transitions between activities were smobth,
volume, inflection and tone of voice was appropriate,

Goldie was using suitable gestures, proximity, wait-time, and eye contact,

to mention some of the items checklists often contain. In fact, I see the possibility that
if an “expert faculty advisor” had been testing me observing Goldie I would have failed that
test. Because, on that test I would have been required to “provide a broad and balanced

report” of Goldie’s teaching, tell in clear speech if she was good for the job she was aspiring
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for. However, being so taken by Goldie’s way of explaining problem 7.7 I came up with a
quite narrow description, largely in terms of the language of chemistry. In a sense then, I was
doing a poor job.

I bring up this theme because it has been one of the things of my practice that has been
causing me difficulties and making me uncertain. As you now know, working as a teacher
educz;tor it has been my job — in main - to help prospective teachers gain ground in the
territory of secondary school (science) teaching in my country. For me, student teaching has
always been a significant part of this job. Grappling with this component, my colleagues and
me in the teacher education program have developed several kinds of checklists. Doing this
we have been guided by the belief that this would help us come up with a “fair” picture of our
student teachers” performances during practicum, help us figure out if they were good for the
job they were preparing for. Accordingly, when I visited my student teéchers (mainly science
teachgrs) I used to carry a checklist in my bag. Sometimes “I left it there” (in my bag),
sometimes I brought it up on the desk, sometimes looking at it, sometimes not. Whatever I
did, I sensed a tension, a conflict, a moment of hesitation, often associated with a feeling of
irritation. This last emotional element linked to the fact that I “in my heart” was against such
lists. However, this “should I use it” struggle continued during all my pre-Canada years of
my practice. Returning from Canada, I felt I knew wherefrom checklists were coming: They
were an offspring of the technical rationality Schon (1983) speaks of in his book, T he
Reflective Practitioner. In response, visiting my student teachers in my post-Canada period
(which still lasts) I have not been carrying with me any checklists. Returning from Canada I
was carrying with me “butterflies”, saying things like “what counts for the beginning teacher
is beiné able to reflect in action and on action”. Besides? “learning to teach means figuring
out your own beliefs and wonder about their usefulness” and “if teachers do not reflect on

their actions, their students will not do that either and mindlessness will reign”. Phrases of
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this kind had become parts of my new vocabulary and a new story of myself as teacher
educator was beginning to take shape. As you now have seen, creating this story I have been
picking up words and ways of speaking from people like Parker J. Palmer and Jean Lave.
Durian the time I was visiting Goldie (March 2000; I am writing this part of my thesis in
September 2001) things of my practice were “very much under construction”. Many words
and phrases from Palmer had got a secure place in my new theory of my practice, e.g.
“connectedness” and “good teaching comes from within” and he had helped me form the
slogan “learning to teach from within”. Visiting my ;students in this period then I think I may
say that P"almer was With me. And we should note, behind him I discerned an “army” of
scholars speaking in similar ways, for example those scholars who want to see teacher
preparation being built on and/or developed from thé student teachers” entering beliefs
(Kagan 1992; Richardson 1996; Wideen et al. 1998). Accordingly, when visiting my students
during their prz_lcticum I was trying to do my best to attend to them as “they were” instead of
“tearing them apart with checklists” as I sometimes said to myself. Schon (1988) has spoken
of the same — with reference to childreh in a class — as “giving the kids reason” (p. 19). |
Observing Goldie, I was trying my best to “give her reason;’, that is trying to guide her with
reference to her own beliefs. A picture of her was already in the making, that is, I felt that I
was at this point beginning to understand her learning to teach project. Interviewing her
toward the end of the first term helped me do this; and so did her assignments. I was
begihning to see her as a beginning teacher firmly determined to serve her students well, have
them understand, make links to daily life, help them seeing chemistry as something
meaningful. And I felt cdmfortable going with her in this project; to encourage her, support
her. But how should I do this? What are the practicalities of supervising student teachers on
this ground or in this (sociocultural) frame? What do we (teacher educators) do and what do

we say in these circumstances? Facing such questions we should not forget that our students
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are just beginning to weave their web of “what counts as good teaching” and that they, in this
process are being guided by a host of actors, including what théy have seen during their
schooling and what appears as normal ways of acting and speaking in the place called
“school”. Whén Goldie enters the secondary school practicum a part of her teacher-web is
already taking form and when we look closely at it we see a mix of what the culture provides
and what might be labelled as “distinctively her own”. I have already elaborated on this view
in the text above. Here I want to focus on me, asking for example, “how could I be of help to
Goldie?” From my current position (late 2001) I tend to say something like, “I must attend to
both parts of her web” and “I must help her figure out what is good fof her” and “I must help
her take a closer look at the threads she is taking from culture”. The problem, however, is that
Goldie and I might find it problematic to 'corrvxmunicate on this ground for the simple reason
that “this ground” is my ground bqt not hers. Being a beginner, Goldie’s voéabulary related to
teaching is still rather meagre. Reading her assignments linked to teaching I see clearly the
fingerprints of habitual ways of thinking abéut teaching but only faint signs of “alternative
ideas” such as constructivist ones. Visiting her, following her teaching, I feel I‘am witnessing
even stronger this “grip of cultures” on her, including habitual (Icelandic) ways of speaking
of teaching and related issues and the social language of chemistry. In short, I cannot resist
thinking that her path was very much “marked out” for her. And there_ I was, standing at the
sideline of the road she was following, searching desperately for words that might support her |
in finding “building blocks” for the part of her that I had identified as “distinctively her own”;
helping her to “come somewhat free” from the strong “cultural grip” that seem to be carrying
most of us, mediating our actions. However, I did not find those &ords; or, when I felt I was
finding some they appeared rather weak and isolated. Like Goldie in her project, I was
beginning to weave a new web - a web for teaching teachers. Doing it, I was using words

from various authors, e.g. Parker J. Palmer. At the time of the visit to Goldie described here,
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this new vocabulary, although still premature, was close enough to my heart to cause me
avoiding checklists and their associated language of technical rationality. Not using a
checklist and with my new vocabulary underdeveloped, there was no other way for me than
to relapse into habitual ways of speaking, e.g. using the words and phrases characteristic of
chemietry and the traditional discourse of secondary school chemistry teaching. This might
help explain why my account of Goldie took the shape it did. Looking toward the next |
section, this “power of habitual language” may also help us describe the post-teaching
conference Goldie, Jane, and me were having that morning for the purpose of evaluating

and/or helping Goldie evaluating her teaching performances so far.

Conversing With Goldie And Jane

Jane: They were very proud of themselves in 2.X [my pseudnym for the class she is
referring to and that Goldie was teaching some minutes earlier]. “Haven’t we been

fantastic?”

Goldie (laughing): Yes!

I: Said who?

Jane: The class we were in right now. That class is known as a restless class.
I: The class she was teaching now? Really?

Jane: Yes

Goldie: They....

I (intei’rupting Goldie): It was so nice being there with them!
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Goldie: Maybe they had decided to be kind to me! (more laughing)... It has been such

a good experience being with them, a most interesting and lively class to work with.

"This is how our talk began. We were sitting in a room located between the teachers’
dining room and the schoolmaster’s office, an old room with old furniture and éld pictures on
the walls. From the very moment we sat down, we were having a good time together. You
know how this is. Friendly eyes, words said sounding well in everybody’s ears, people
talking effortlessly and, from time to time, even adding a little laughter to what they say, a
laughter that is met with an emphatic smile or a responding “being-with-you laughter”; and
you feel good and you know that everybody is feeling good. Shortening the descfiption, we
simply say that there is a “good rapport” in the group.

Ayearand a hélf has passed since that meeting. However, to me it appears as having
occurred yesterday. The reason it is so vivid in my memory may in part be accounted for by
the good feeling I link with it, hopefully apparent in the entering excerpt above. However,
there is something more, something I find it difficult to find words for but simultaneously
hearing a voice from deep within enéouraging me to try because — as this voice says — “here
is sométhing important, Hafthor”; and, subsequently, the word professionalism surfaces. In
that meeting we were really trying hard to talk well about things we had been éxperiencing
earlier this morning, that is the three lessons in which Goldie has been teaching and Jane and
me “observing” her. Now time is ripe for talk, for Jfeedback. We may assume Goldie is
waiting for that. “What will these experienced teacher say of me?”, she may be asking.

What will we say? Listening to the audio taping of our talk it strikes me that it is like
three equals are talking, not two advisers and é student teacher. As you may see signs of in
the first part of our talk given above, we were having such a good time together. I think I may
- say that we were very happy having got this opportunity to talk about an issue that all of us

cared about, i.e. chemistry teaching. And our conversation was running smoothly. Thinking
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about this, Merleau-Ponty’s concept “coupling” comes to my mind and also Gadamer’s
“fusing of horizons” (for references, see Davis and Sumara 1997). Using these concepts,
these authors point to the situation that emerges when people interact so strongly in a genuine
conversation that a “new transcedent unity arises” (Davis and Sumara 1997). In my view,

- such descriptions may favourably be connected to Wittgenstein’s notion of language game.
Most often, I would think, when we talk, words flow between us almost automatically. The
discussion follows a routine way, a way mediated by habitual ways of speaking. We know
what to say and how to say it. In the talk Goldie, Jane, and me were having that morning,
several familiar terms related to teaching were brought up, most notably “classes” and
“students”. From my years as sccohdary school teacher, I can tell that these terms were a sort
of favourite issues oﬁCe we (teachers in my school) began to “talk pedagogy”. For good
reasons, I should add. No doubt, the question, “How will my classes be?” is an important
question for most teachers at the beginning of the school year. Your classes are “good” and
you are in heaven, your classes are “bad” and you may feel being in the opposite place.
However and once the teaching has begun, you are also aware of that you might be judging a
class of yours wrongly, in particular if you are having some kind of problem with it. In that
case, you are in need of “affirmation”: Am I judging rightly? And you bring up the issue with
teachers teaching the same classes as you are. In the conversations that follow, words are
searched for to describe adequately the classes under consideration. As an outcome, the
classes become “labelled” as such and such; and the labels become parts of the community’s
“class talks” and handy tools teachers offer student teachers once the latter arrive, say for
practicum. Our newcomers, however, are only partially “newcomers” in this respect. They
have been spending as much time in “classes” as they have been sleeping. They “know” what
it means, “to be in a class”, and they have adopted particular ways of speaking about such

things. Consequently, picking up the teachers’ (school advisers) class talks may not be
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problematic. This may explain in part why Goldie, Jane, and me are acting like equals when
speaking of “classes”. In fact, one may well extend this argument to other “school terms” like
“teaching”, “learning”. All of us, Goldie included, have been using these words over and over
again. In doing so, we tend to let our mother tongue carry us because our mother tongue takes
care of these words and their appropriate connections and offer them to us much without our
noticing. This helps making us equals. Our mother tongue is mediating our talks and we
(faculty advisers and school advisers) should thank her because so far we have not succeeded
to develop a special sécial language for this segment of teacher education. Guyton and
Mclntyre (1990, p. 514) claim that student teaching is lacking a theoretical basis. Besides,
they refer to Watts (1987) and Zeichner (1987) to build the argument that there is “no agreed-
upon definition of the purpose and goals of school experiences or student teaching and that
much variety exists in the ways thgse experiences are conceptualized, organized, and actually
implemented, even within the same institution”. If this holds, one should actually expect this
field, that is, student teaching and accompanying counselling, to be “at the mercy” of habitual
ways of speaking, our mother tongue in particular. Listening to the audiotaping I made of the
talks Goldie, Jane, and me were having that morning seems td support this view. Sounds,
familiar sounds, long-ﬁsed' words, fill the air of that old office — and that office smiles at‘us
because it has been hearing such words thousand and thousand of times. More than so; these

words seem to be spokeh of the same way year after year, decade after decade. Says the old

office. And it continues:

But that does not mean that your talks are ﬁot important or not interesting. I have been
listening to thousands of talks about teaching, classes, and students. Almost without an
exception, those involved in the talks do not think they are doing anything particular.

| Just talking. What you people tenéi to forget is that your talks are one of your most

important ways of world building; that by conversing you are buildi’ng valuable
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knowledge, personal knowledge. Somehow you, human beings, must deal with your
environment, cope with the tasks you are supposed to accomplish. For that purpose, you
use different kinds of tools. As teachers, you use physical things like the blackboard, the -
chalk, the overhead projector and so on. Your most important tool, however, is language.
1 listened carefully to you and Jane conve‘rsing with Goldie about her teaching. I know
that you feel that this was “something quite ordinary”. Old school offices hear thoughts
too. 1 think you are wrong. I think that you, that community of three people, were doing a
good job. For one thing, you were listening carefully to each other. I noticed words
being taken and given back to the speaker, most often followed by genuine answering
wprds that helped the speaker make connections to other words or situations, that zs to
think. I know about your frustration, Hafthor. I know that you feel like lost when izou step
inside a secondary school because you feel pressed to leave your constructivist ideas in
the main entrance. Once inside the secondary school, you feel that things are carryihg
you rather thaﬁ the opposite, that you are forced to relapse into habitual ways of
speaking in order to connect to the people inside, that your course at the university is
useless. And so on. Many worries, lot of concerns. That is good. Problems and conflicts
are your friends, said your colleague — what was his name? Fullan? Michael Fullan? Mj
advice is: turn to life itself. One of the people you call your “guides” — John Dewey —
ohce wrote that, “An ounce of experience is better than a ton of theory because it is only
in experience that any theory has a vital and verifiable significance” (Dewey, 1916
/1944, p. 144). Goldie, your student teacher, ha.f uttered something similar. You qubted
her earlier in this chapter. She thinks experience is the best éeacher. And most people
seem to be willing to go with her — and Dewey — on this. The problem, however is to “see
the teacher” and — no less difficult — discern the learning process. To approach the

problem and prepare yourself for the transcript that I know yoz) are going to show us
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séon, Hafthor, 1 suggest that we return to your friend, John Dewey and witness how he
differentiated training from education in chapter two in Democracy and Education
(Dewey, 1916/1944). The core idea for him is the notion of participation in a common
activity. A horse that is being trained is not a parther in a shared activity. A child being
invited to go out with her mother (“we are going-out”) and things associated with that
Jjoint activity gain meaning in relation to it. That is social leaming. As always, language

enters the picture:

When the mother is taking the infant out of doors, she says “hat” as she puts
something on the baby’s head. Being taken out becomes an interest to the éhild ... By
conjunction with the other factors in the activity the sound “hat” soon gets the same
meaning for the child that it has for the parent; it becomes a sign of activity into which
it enters. The bare fact that language consists of sounds Which are mufually intelligible
| is enough of itself to show that meaning depends upon connection with a shared
experience ... In short, the sound h-a-t gains meaning in precisely the same way that

the thing “hat” gains it, by being used in a given way. (p. 15).

I the old office, listened carefully to your talks that morning. I remember it all. Old
offices do not forget what they hear. You did not talk about hats; but you talked a lot
about classrooms. Why? Are classroom of concern to you? 1 see you nodding. Of course
they are. Every teacher needs to build some meaning for the thing/sound “classroom”
just as the child in Dewey’s example needed to build a meaning for the thing/sound
“hat”. And that meaning has to be socially constructed because its function is to
coordinate our actions and help us live together. In the case of the child and the mother
the meaning for “hat” was constructed through joint activity in which both of them were

interested. The same applies to the conversation that follows. It is a joint activity. All
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three of you are actively pursuing things together. One of them is the sound/word

“classroom”’:

1. [I:] Now I have been with you in three lesson... have been writing a lot [one may hear
me scramble through the pages of my journal]

2. [Goldie:] Jesus! [Apparently, a sound addressing the many pages I have been writing
rather than something divine.]

3. [I] ... and, ...ehe..., this is something that I will look close into later and work out..
and, and, I am just saying that I have been feeling well [referring to my observing
Goldie] ... I feel somehow this has been running so, so... without any big obstacles
and, and, what I find most valuable is somehow... I experience you such that you glide
so well into this role...I don’t know, what do you feel...about the time you have spent
here? Not so many days but...what, isn’t this your tﬁird or fourth day?

4. [Goldie:] The first class was dreadful... |

5. 0 ane‘:] It wasn’t, it wasn’t dreadful. But one could see a great difference between the
first class and the next when you repeated things right away. It wasn’t dreadful, I
would not say that. Not at all. But the sécond class was significantly better. You were
vexzy quick to discover what you need to do differently, you see.

6. [, addressing Goldie:] But why did you feel it was so dreadful?

7. [Goldie:] Now, I started to read wrongly the list with students’ names, forgot one
name, marked off a wrong name and then when I was scanning the names and
figuring out if I was remembering the faces I asked, “Is J(;hn here?”...no, “Where is
John?” and then, of course, he was not in there.. and I had already marked him as
being present. And then I needed to go through the list all over again and this was so

stupid, you see! When you begin like this it is so difficult to get something....
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8. [I:] Yeah, yeah...

9. | [Jane:] They [referring to Goldie’s students] were also a bit like... this was a first class
on a Monday morning, they were, aha... not really ready to go into it. You know, soon
there came questions that were very transparent [out of context] and...

10. [Goldie:] And I had been taking, you know, I was talking about polymers, had bc;.en

| taking with me a sample...

11. [I:] A sample?

12. [Goldie:] Yes, of polymers, plastics and such things.

13.[I:] Yes.

14. [Goldie:] And they simply, they found this dreadful!

-15. (much laughter)

16. [I:] Now?

17. [Goldie:] But then I did this in the other class and it was quite different. Then we had
a lot of fun.

18. [I:] Yes...could you explain to yourself why it was so dreadful in the first class but so
fine in the other?

19. [Goldie:] It was both the students themselves...

20. [I:] Yeah..

21. [Goldie:] ... and the other class is much more... they are simply quite different...

22. [Jane, with strong intonation:] Very dissimilar.

23. (now all of us three speak for some seconds so words become indiscernible)

24. [Goldie:] And so it was just me, I was so clumsy, I lost the rhythm, you see.

25. [I:] That did not make life easier for you? Didn’t help?
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26. [Goldie:] Yes... but next time I met this class they were very cheerful ... and promised
me, you know, I told them you were coming and they said, “yes, then we will say,
how well we understand this stuff”.

27. (much laughing, words said do not come through)

28. [I:] You aren’t teaching this class today?

29. [Jane:] Yes, it is the next class.

30. [1:] Oho, I see, the next class, yes, yes ... so I should be there!

31. (more laughing)

32. [Goldie:] To see if they do what they promised!

33. (more laughing)

34. [Jane:] This is a class that is rather strong, demanding, you see..

35. [I, an empathetic:] Yes.

36. [Jane:] ...with regard to explanaﬁons but they, you know, want to be fed [with
information], get things feadymade. The other class is more lively, you know, in
discussions..

37.[1:] Yes.

38. [Jane:] ...and such things.

39. [Goldie:] They didn’t want this, you know, it was a kind of sidetrack showing them
this polymer thing...

40. [Jane:] Yes, its just, you see..

41. [Goldie:] To what end? Why should we learn this. This is not for exam!

42. [I:] So they want to have exactly what the exam requires of them and that’s all!

43. [Jane:] Yes, this descripfion fits that class. Nice Kids, a bit ... [indiscernible] a bit

difficult to take out of the usual things.
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44. [1:] How strange this is, I mean how different classes can be! For example, as you

i describe here, a class that wants things straight. One begins to wonder if somehow
i this class has gathered a group of individuals with ‘similar attitude or... what happens?

45. [Jane:] It seems.

46. [Goldie:] A strong part

47. [1:] Yes maybe, a strong part that governs...

48. [Goldie:] And the others follow.

49. [Jane:] This is such a great difference. When teachers are talking about these two
classes then they always talk about this one ... that wants, you know, as the prudent,
calm élass that it is so easy to teach |

50. [I:] Yes.

51. [Jane:] But the other class has been causing troubles... But I feel, it is much more fun
teaching them even though they are not always prepared for the lessons and...

52. [Goldie:] I was so anxious taking over this class we were in right now. I once visited

| you [addféssing Jane] and it was so noisy, in the beginning, you know...

53. [Jane:] Yes, it was this lunch break on Thursdays... it is often very difficult.

54. (voices mix)

" Gee and Green (1998) wants us to think of conversations of the type just given not
simply as talks for talk’s sake but as a building process in which the participants are engaged
in various social building tasks. An example may be world building that these authors define
as the process of “as‘sembling situated meanings about “reality”, bresent and absent, concrete
and abstract” (p. 139). A situated meaning for Gee and Green is “an image that we
l(participants in an interaction) assemble “on the spot” as we communicate in a given context,

based on our construal of that context and on our past experiences” (p. 122). I note with
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interest that they refer to Wittgenstein when providing this definition of situated meaning. I
also note, and with no less interest, that Gee and Green refer to Bakthin when arguing th.at
“all languages are composed of many different social languages” (p. 141) and that no one is
monolingual in the sense that, “All of us control many different social languages and switch
among them in different contexts” (p. 142). Consequently, for these authors, “discourse
analysis is an analysis of social languages” (p. 142). A conversation, from such a point of
view, is an exchange of words (sounds) between actors that are trying their best to cbpe with
their practices for the purpose of constructing or refining their maps of the terrain. In the
excerpt given above the issue under construction (or refinement) is “different classes”. As
you may have noted, all three of us participate explicitly in this process, that is, we bring
words to it. However, one may also see that our contributions are somewhat dissimilar.
Goldie is (upderstandably) occupied with what has been occurring to her this morning and
during the days of pfacticum preceding this one. Accordingly, she is mostly telling little
anecdotes from the classes she has been teaching. Jane is somewhat in this track too, which is
understandable given the fact that Goldie is talking of “her” (that is Jane’s) classes. However,
Jane also makes efforts to generalize the stories that come up, in particular subsuming them
under labels that the community of teachers in her school has come up with as appropriate
like “strong, demanding class” (line 34), or “prudent, calm class... easy to teach” (line 49). I
cooperate in this generalizing process (é.g. lines 42 and 44). Interestingly Goldie gets on this
generalizing track toward the eﬂd of the excerpt (line 46) making the suggestion that the
reason classes are so different may be ascribed to a particular “strong part (group)” of
students within the class. Note also that I pick up this suggestion (.in line 47) adding the
words “Yes, maybe, a strong part that governs”, and that Goldie immediately provides

answering words to my words (in line 48) saying: “And the others follow”.
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Focusing on me and keeping in mind that I saw it as my task to help Goldie learn well
_from her experiences, we may wonder if I was having some success in this regard. At first
glance at the transcript given above, it does not appear that I am “standing out” in some way.
As noted above, listening to the audio taping, I felt we were three equals aﬁd I accounted in
part for this feeling with Gadamer’s notion of “fusing qf horizons” and Merleau-Ponty’s
concept “coupling”. However, on closer view at the excerpt given of our conversation one
may nptice attempts from my part to ““step out of the flow of words”. All of us, I would
suggest, have experienced such a “stepping-out-of-the-talk”, eventually wondering, “what is
going on here” or “where are we going”. Such “sidetracks” or “lift-ups” may be particularly
pressing for a participant who is given the responsibility to lead the discussion in a particular
direction or seeing to it that it will be useful with regard to a particular purpose. In this case, I
was most of all concerned that our talks would serve Goldie in some way. After all, she was
here to learn and I saw it as my job to help her learn. “Background thoughts” of this kind
were without doubt “at work” in my brain during our talks. In fact, if we examine closely the
transcript we may discern their impacts on what I say or how I respond to the others. In line
6, for instance, having heard Goldie describe her first class as “dreadful”, I ask her why she
felt so. Note also that I follow up on this (in line 18) by asking her if she can explain to
herself why it was so dreadful in the first class. I take this as a link to my slogan “learning to
teach from within” that 1, as told earlier, was always carrying with me. “From within” points
to my emphasis that my student teéchers develop their voice and that includes adopting the
habit of articulating things. Accordingly, I make a little pressure on Goldie: “Yes ... could
you explain to yourself why ...” (line 18). We might also pay atteﬁtion to line 44. Having
been listening to Goldie and Jane (and myéelf) talking about these different classes I sort of
make this into something to wonder about or to inqyire into, saying “How strange this is...”

and closing the sentence asking, “what happens?” As evident from the dialogue that follows
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(lines 45 to 49) both Jane and Goldie join me in this process of wondering. Still asking if I
was déing a good job, I am now inclined to say “yes”. Looking at the transcript I feel a bit
proud because I managed to create or help create moments of wondering and moments of
inquiry.

Rorty (1979) wants us to think of kndwledge as conversation rather than confrontation
with ﬁature. Indeed, I read him to be saying (in Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature) that
this replacement is a crucial premise for dropping the notion of mind as a mirror of nature. In
his view, “we understand knowledge when we understand the social justification of belief”
(p. 170). Toward the end of the book I have just mentioned, he revisits this theme, in a

section titled “Philosophy in the Conversation of Mankind”, writing:

If we see knowing not as having an essence, to be described by scientists or
philosqphers, but as a right, by current standards, to believe, then we are well on the
way to seeing conversation as thé ultimate context within which knowledge is to be

| understood. Our focus shifts from the relation between human beings and the objects
of their inquiry to the relation between alternative standards of justification, and from
there to the actual changes in those standards which make up intellectuél history.

(p. 389 — 390).

From this point of view Goldie, Jane and me were co-constructing knowledge through
our conversations. In the transcript provided we were co-constructing what we label as
“class(es)” and “different classes”. Entering the conversation all of us have built some beliefs
in this regard. During the conversation, we articulate and justify our beliefs. Words are said

- and words are heard and given answering words. Our conversation about different classes is
not an isolated event. It is a part of an ongoing conversation in society, schools in particular.
Both Jane and me have been participants in such convérsations for years. Goldie is, relative

to us, a newcomer. Participating in the conversation she will, I believe, pick up words and
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learn to link words in new ways. Prior to our conversation she as been puzzled by how
different classes may be. During the conversation her puzziement is met with understanding,
that is many answering words that may become part of her “final roabulary” (Rorty, 1989)
and thus help her constituting her different future classes in appropriate ways, €.g. as
“restless”, “calm”, and “easy to teach”. In fact, it seems she was engaged in the construction
process of different classes from her first day in the practicum. Reflecting on her encounters

with her very first class (that she above, in line 4, talks of as “dreadful”) she wrote that:

I felt that I was pretty good explaining things and using activators and such things but
the kids were somewhat uninterested and not ready to accept innovations. Jane also
told me that this class was such that they just wanted to “get things straight and no

extras”. (Goldié’s practicum diary, 28.2.00, p. 2).

| I put the word “get things straight and no extras” in quotation marks to make you
aware of that once again my translation may not be so good. Goldie said in Icelandic that in
this class the students “vildu f4 hlutina beint { 28 og engar mélalengingar”. Translated word
for word this becomes “wanted to have things straight into the vein and no lengthy talks™.
Our (Ibclanders’) linguistic practices may be somewhat different from English speaking
people. Anyway and to the point, what we see is that (a) Goldie’s first class responds to her
innovative efforts somewhat negatively (as seen from her point of view), (b) she brings this
up with Jane who responds by telling her that tilis class just wants to “get things straight”.
From my own life as teacher, I can tell that stories of this sort have been an important part of
my teacher beliefs. In chapter 7, I told you about a class that I was teaching during the first
year after I came back from Canada and that was causing me much trouble. Bringing up this
troubling element in conversation with colleagues who were also teaching in this class, I was
met with considerable enthusiasm that linked to the fact that they too were experiencing this

class as troublesome. At some point in time, several weeks into the school year, somebody
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came up with the Icelandic label “sundurtattur” which refers to something that has been torn
apart. This label followed me for the rest of the year, positively in the sense that it helped me
say that I was not solely responsible for the bad things happening to this class, negatively in
the sense that it may not have encouraged me to work constructively with the class. My point
telling you this is that labels we use for our different classes may strongly shape how we
work with them. From this point of view the conversational knowledge construction Goldie is
participating in of “different classes” is an important element in the development of her
knowing in action (Schén, 1983). That is, the words and ways of speaking she is picking up
from the conversations she is part of are most likely to be parts of her interactions with her
future classes. To begin with, these words may for her stand out as something new and
exciting as a new toy does to the child. But just as new toys gradually fade away into the
background of “my toys”, so do new words (if they are welcomed) “disappear” into “my
thinking” or “my flow of words” and, consequently, be part of “who I am”. Goldie, on this
accoupt, is crafting her identity (Lave, 1996) through interactions with her classes and
through the conversations she is having with people in the community of teaching, including
Jane and me. Her new knowledge, on this account, is not something accumulating in front of
her inner Cartesian eye, but rather her emerging ways of coping with her new environment
(the school), her emerging ways of acting and talking in the community of practice she is
enteriﬁg. Her learning to teach in this community may be seen as a gradual adjustment to the
physical and social environment that constitutes the community, including writing on the
whiteboard with a marker, explaining a problem to the students and participating in talks
about classes. Seen this way, her learning is very piecemeal, in fact occurring in such small
steps that they are hardly visible and, accordingly, difficult for her to articulate and, no less

~ importantly, difficult for outsiders and potential helpers like Jane and me to participate in

unless we do think that we are actually witnessing a learning process. The hope I see in the
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socioéultural approach taken here is that it may help us (supervisors) become more sensitive
to the linguistic aspect of learning to teach. If we think that learning to teach is significantly a
question of using words to build worlds and identities we might be better attuned to the
concerns of our student teachers and, concomitantly, in better position to give them a helping

hand - or maybe better - helping words.

Epilogue

In this chapter you have got a glimpse of Goldie’s project, her attempts to find her
way in the landscape of teaching. Moreover, >you have got a glimpse of me trying to support
her as best I could do and you-have met Jane, her school adviser, trying the same. In addition,
you have got a glimpse of “a mee'ting of our minds” in the transcript above taken from our
post-tgaching conference. During those minutes, we were sharing words on “different
classes”, and in doing so, continuing a conversation familiar to most teachers. While in the
midst of this conversation I did not see it as pérticularly interesting. Back home, listening to
the recording I had made of our talks, I did not see anything particularly interesting either.
“Such an ordinary talk”, I said to myself. Today, almost two years after the event, I see it
differéntly. Now it has become interesting. To me such a “transformation” appears as
something remarkable and speaks to an issue elaborated on earlier in this thesis, the iséue of
self-creation. Once again, I am reminded of the' fact that what we see “oﬁt there” is a fruit of
our work, in particular of your willingness to explore the vocabularies of different authors
and train ourselves in using the words they offer us. If we do not give up too soon new
worlds may open to us. Starting to see language as tool enabled me to see conversation as a
social building process (Gee and Green, 1998). The talk we had together that morning,
Goldie, Jane, and me, turned — over mcl)nths and years — into something as remarkable as Jife

itself. After all, this conversation — as other conversations - was something very very real. We
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were actually sitting there, all three of us, in thaf old office and that old office helped us
remember that that we were participants in “something” that has been going on before us and
will continue after we have disappeared from the scene. We may refer to that “something” as
history, culture, language, or even chemistry. What matters most to me is that we were
actually conversing, changing words, and we Were doing this on purpose, to support Goldie,
the newcomer in our community of practice. In the part I showed yon we were changing
words on the issue of “different classes”, a notion Goldie was busy building during these days
of her practicum. Following this came a part in which we were bringing words to the label
“learning habits”. I had been struck by how eager the students in Goldie’s classes were asking
(relevant) questions and now brought this up for consideration. Jane then told us ihat she was
trying hard to have the students ask questions. This made me think of the Australian PEEL
(Project of Enhancing Effective Learning; cf. Baird and Northfield 1992) and I spent a few |
minutes telling Goldie and Jane about this project. From there our talks moved into the
domain of chemistry, in particular how one should present chemical reaction mechanism to
students because Goldie had been doing this in the lesson immediately preceding our
conversation. Then we came to “the lesson with problem 7.7” of which I have spoken quite a
lot in this chapter. Revisiiing it, I used the opportunity to clarify to Goldie why I had been
somewhat anxious that she introduced the formula q =Csp - m - AT before she introduced the
equation Quater = - Qmetal- Then we talked about “the girl that did not understand”, that is, a
student that had made Goldie confused and “begin to sweat” because that girl had been
asking her some strange questions and I observed their talk and saw them worlds apart.
Coming to the end of our conversation, I (curious as usual to knov.v if my new course was
“having some impact™!) asked Goldie if she saw some connection between the teacher

education program and her experiences from student teaching. She replied:
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[Goldie:] Lot of connections. This is not something very different or something giving

me surprises... This works somehow, I mean, what we are learning. Works a lot but ...

[pauses] there are some things that surprise me.
[I:] What?

[Goldie:] Just the students themselves...[pauses] how interested they are... they appear

a sort of grown up.

[I:] And that enchants you.

[Goldie:] Yes, how cheerful and entertaining they aré.
[I: ] You enjoy fhis?

[_Goldie:] Yes, I do. You seé, I was never...I said to myself: I can never become a
teacher. What am I thinking? What I am doing? [She is referring to the fact that she

enrolled in the teacher education program].

(voices mix)

, [Goldie:] This [learning to teach] has really amazed me.

[1, talking of Goldie in third person:] She has been making so much progress. I am
surprised how, I mean, your [now turning toward Goldie, I think] experiences from

teaching...

[Goldie:] Yes, teaching is something quite different from what I thought it was.

[I:] Yes?

[Goldie:] Yes, something very different.
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- [Jane:] One is soon to discover that...

(voices mix in a sort of all-encompassing “yes”)

. In my reading of this text, Goldic feels that she has been through quite a lot while
participating in the teacher education program. Writing this chapter, I have tried to bring .
some words to her “project” and my project as well. Both of us are learning to teach. Both of
us are figuring out ways of helping other people learn. She is figuring out ways of helping
youﬁg people learn the subject of chemistry. I am figuring out how I may be of help to péople
like her, that is, people who have decided to become teachers. Both of us would like to serve
our students well, see them growing. What that “growing” means we may never fully grasp.
For Dewey (1916/1944) growth is “cumulative movement of action toward a later result” (p.
41) that takes the form both of habituation, that is “a general and persistent balance of
organic activities with the surrounding and of active éapacitics to readjust activity to meet
new conditions” (p. 52). The latter form includes according to Dewey “thought, invention,
and initiative in applying capacities to new aims” (p. 52-53). In my reading I link these forms
to Frake’s (1977) argument that, “People are not just map-readers; they are map-makers”
(quotéd in Gee and Green, 1998, p. 124). Helping people learn to teach one must give thought
to both forms; because learning to teach has two sides. On one side, it entails learning to live
and work with others in accord with the cultural fnap set by the community involved. On the
other side, it involves creating something new, a pefsonal map of the territory that helps you
think that you are not merely a spectator of the world but one of its creators. On one hand, we
have to learn to commuﬁicate effectively with the people we work with. On the other hand,
we need to figure out alternative ways of speaking. Doing the former means caring for what
has been won so far. Doing the latter means looking for better ways of serving our students.

For béth, conversation is needed and we should strive to be good at it.
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My aim in writing this chapter was to come up with a description of my visit to Goldie
that might help me do a better job when working with my future teachers. I said that I was
looking for “good rules of action” in this regard. Now we may ask if I have found such rules.
Referring to the account just provided I am hopeful that I may at least be on the way to
something good. Dewey (1916/ 1944), speaking Qf his pragmatic theory of knowledge, made
the point that, “while a habit apart from knowledge supplies us with a single fixed method of
attack, knowledge means that selections may be made from a much wider range of habits” (p.
340). In other words, knowledge (understood as an intellectual resource) frees us from
habitual behaviour; enable us to select a response instead of simply responding. Comparing
the “pre-Canada” and “post-Canada” years of my career as teacher educator, I feel most of all
that I am “more free” now in the sense that I may, when responding to my student teachers,
have a “much wider range of habits” to chose from to 'borro‘w some additional words from
Dewey (1916/ 1944, p. 340). The description I have come up with of my visit to Goldie is, for
me, a step in this regard, a step toward increased freedom of description. Besides, I do admit
that the sociocultural/ linguistic account given in this chapter provides me with some hope.
Looking toward future work with my students, I envision the possibility that “language” may
become more of an iésue or an object of inquiry when working together. In fact, this is
already habpening, evident for example i‘n the fact that one of the themes Iam working on
with my student teachers this school year (2001-2) is “The role of language in learning” to
refer to the course outline for my course within the teacher education program this year. Less
visible but no less real for me is the “linguistic attitude” that I feel is colouring significantly
my look at the world and, I hope, making me a bit more sensitive to how people, e.g. my
student teachers, use words. More often than before do I capture myself in the act of
“grabbing” words in a stream of words from a speaker and “throw” them (gently of course)

back on him or her with a responding question, for example of the type, “What do you
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mean'é” As hinted at (by the words “more often”) this is not a new habit of mine. However, 1
do it more often, and no less important, when I do I feel the presence of a pragmatic world-
view that is backing me up. I may have been looking for “good rules of action”. What I am ‘
coming up with, it seems, is a ;:oherent set of beliefs “moulded” in “the pragmatic
workshop”. This gives me hope when looking to the work with my future student teachers. I

sense the possibility of new adventures waiting us.
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Chapter 9

Bringing Things Together

In this final chap&er I will bring together pieces from the foregoing chapters in light of

thé main question of this thesis, namely:

How do teachers learn to think and act in particular ways?

Two major themes have been emerging through this study:

Learning to teach as ‘personal’ and as “situated’.

The role of language in learning teaching.

Consequently, the discussion that follows will address these themes in particular.

How one brings together pieces from a complex study like this one depends not only
on the questions asked and the major themes, but also on the perspective guiding the study. In
my caée, it is Rortyan pragmatism. Acé:drdingly, I will work from this perspective when
addressing the main question and the main themes mentioned above. This implies that I see it
as my responsibility to approach my task now in a similar way that I did when dea_lling with
my records, that is in a way that may point to new possibilities for teacher educators to |

develop their practice.

Learning to Teach: The ‘Personal’ Perspective

Returning té Iceland from my graduate studies in Canada I felt that I was carrying
with me two entirely different stories of learning to teach, one set describing it as a ‘personal’
(constructivist) issue, the other set portraying it as a ‘situated’ (contextual, social) issue.
Following the first set, I should conceive of my student teachers as thinkers creating
knowledge relevant for the job waiting them in schools. Following the latter set, I should see

their learning as situated, social or contextual, for example as a matter of “becoming
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encultured into teaching communities — learning to think, talk, and act as a teacher” to quote
Putnam and Borko (2000). As told (chapter 5), I pushed the latter set aside. I felt that I had
two good reasons for .doing this. For one thing, guided by my cultural upbringing, I felt
compelled to select one of those two perspectives, arguing for myself that both could not be
‘right’. Besides, I found it hard to accept the idea that one could simply take learning out of
the heads of people and place it somewhere berween them. After all, I was originally trained
asa biochemist and most biochemists tend to think of learning as (biochemiéal) processes
occurring inside of the head rather than outside of it.

For some reasons, however, stories of the kind Lave and Wenger (1991) were
conveying attracted me, vand I do believe that the reason was that I was no longer a practising
biochemist but a constructivist oriented teacher and a teacher educator. Indeed, my
conétructivist ‘bent’ had already made me rethink the issue of learning. Instead of saying
“students receive knowledge” (as I did until I became familiar with constructivism in the late
1980s) I was now saying “students construct knowledge”. That is, I was no longer thinking of
knowledge as a ‘commodity’ that could be transferred between peoble. It was ‘something’
peoplé make but, of course, in their heads. Apparently then, the constructivist part of me was
not on a collision course with the biochemist.

Or what?

Studying at UBC I had learned about something people were calling “social
constructivism”.  also sensed that a ‘war’ had begun between the supporters of that version
of constructivism and the older version of it, that is ‘personal constructivism’ (Cobb ‘1994). I
also sensed that the ‘social constructivists’ were close allies of the ‘socialculturalists’, people
like Lave and Wenger. Reasonably, this war-like situati,on caused a tension in me. On one
hand I felt attracted to the ‘social constructivists’ because they were emphasising the

teacher’s role in the learning process. On the other hand, they were, I felt (or at least some of
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them) threatening to take learning out of the brain! To shorten my story, I found a resolution
of my-dilgmma. I said to myself: “Let us recognise the role of others in the individual’s
learning but let the learning itself stay where it ‘rightly’ belongs, that is, in the brain”.

I add this piece now to the story told in chapter 5 of my struggles to puzzle together all
the new things I was bringing with me from Canada because it points to the epistemological
aspect of those struggles. Although the piece given above fnay sound humorous, I was, at the
ﬁme of my returning to Iceland, really concerned about this controversy on learning. I was
wondering, “What shall I believe?” Having spent two graduate years exploring the issue /
should know. In fact, I was confused — not the first time indeed in my life as an educator. And
I asked myself: ‘Will this (the confusion) never come to an end?’

It has. I do not feel confused about this issue any rﬁore.

Now I say: There are useful descriptions _and there are less useful describtions. As an
educator I look for useful descriptions, useful in the sense that they may help me impvrove my
work with my students. The reason I speak like this is that I have trained myself to speak the
pragmatic way. Pragmatists are not interested in metaphysics and epistemology; they are
interested in social matters, the struggles of ordinary people. They think that what matters
most for human progress are improved ways of speaking, better descriptions of reality.
Whether the new descfiptions are ‘more right’ or ‘closer to reality’ than the older ones we
will never know because whatever we say about reality we say that in language. However, we
may figure out if things are useful or not by simply giving them a try. On this account, it is
impossible to figure out if any one of the three perspectives ‘personal constructivism’, ‘social |
constructivism’ and ‘socioculturalism’ is closer to reality than the others. On the other hand,
there is always the possibility that they, or some of them, may turn out as useful for

particular purposes.
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And this is really my idea:

Both the personal and the situated perspectives on learning to teach may turn out as

useful descriptions albeit serving different purposes.

Let me illustrate my point with stories from the foregoing chapters.

Back home from Canada (chapter 5) and figuring out what might be good for me to
believe with respect to the course I was about to launch I came down with a set of statements
that I labelled “My Pedagogic Creed”. On top of that list was the following statement that I
now repeat for our convenience:

I belief that good teaching comes from within, that it is always rooted in pérsonal
attributes and the world-view of the one that teaches. Learning to teach means developing
one’s own theory of teaching.

" This statement, you may remember, was grounded in parf in my reading of Palmer’s
(1998) book, The Courage to Teach, partly in stories of learning to teach from various
authors (for review see Kagan 1992; Wideen et al. 1998) and partly — and maybe most
significantly — in my own experiences as a chemistry teacher. Bringing these three pieces
together I could say: Classroom teaching is rooted in personality. Accordingly, learning to
teach requires a journey into oneself. My student teachers must explore their inner life, their
ideas and figure out who they are and who they want to be. This is the very first step in the
process of learning to teach. So I said. |

- Having pushed the situated perspective aside I turned to the task of adopting the
personal perspective on learning to teach to my purposes. Teaching my student teachers,
‘Good teaching comes from within’, would be my new rule of action. Besides the phrase
‘learning to teach’ now became extended with ‘from within’ thus transforming into the
slogan ‘learning to teach from within’. Having made this new slogan I actually felt a bi_tv

proud of myself. I felt 7 had come up with something by my own efforts!
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Done with my new slogan I took it with me to my student teachers, the new group.
Meeting them for first time, on September 3 1999 I introduced it to them. As told in chapter
6, they embraced the idea immediately. During our first coffee break, we were sitting in a
tight group around a relatively small table. Following my journal, we were “deeply engaged
in a discussion on teachers’ self—conﬁdehce, security, and self-knowledge”, adding a few
sentences later that, “[ felt that the people were really engaged in the discussions”. At the
very énd of this journal entry I wrote: “What a wonderful beginning!”

Apparently, my students were accepting my new pedagogy right away.

Or what?

Did they really do so? All of them? Who was doing the spe&king? Examining this case
it has occurred to me that not all of them may have been that ‘enlightened’. Some may have
been, in particular those with teaching experiences. Fpr example Cathy who told us that she,
as teacher, had been keeping a journal in which she wrote about her classroom experiences —
in order to ‘map herself as a teacher’ as she said. However, at this point in time I was not
aware of the heterogeneity of the group in this respect. I did not notice that the ‘newcomers’
in the group, those students who had never taught in a classroom, did not speak that much.
Having no experiences as teachers, they wefc not carrying with them as many ‘answering
words’ to my ideas as those with teaching experience and were therefore less }able to
participate in this classroom talk. These ‘voices’ came through later on, toward the end of the
autumn term whén the students were asked to evaluate the first part of the course. Goldie, for
example, when reﬂécting on the course in a particular assignment and, in doing so, using a
particular table form I had provided, wrote in a matrix defined by a row called ‘personal

factors (I as a student)’ and a column labelled ‘negative/inhibiting factors’: “Anxiety, feel

pressed to express myself even if I feel I have nothing to say”.
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“In short, guided. by my new slogan ‘Learning to teach from within’ I tended to
overlook that some students in the group were not particularly enthusiastic about it. They
were expecting something else, for example more lectures, more ‘real stuff’, more techniques
and procedures for the teaching tasks waiting them in the school. “Why not tell us, Hafthor,
you are the expert!” some of them said.

No doubt, however, the slogan ‘Learning to teach from within’ was showing its value
in practice. It helped me focus on my students, their particular qualities — seeing them as
‘persons’ rather than simply ‘students’. Observing them teaching, for example, I was ‘tuned’
' to these personal qualities, actually searching for their strengths, or, as Dewey (1916/1944)
might have said, their “active tendencies”. This made them (or at least some of them) feel
good because in a way I was ‘giving the ball’ to them, saying, “It is your responsibility to
figure out who you are as teacher gnd who you want to be as teacher”. Plausibly, the personal
perspective has its limits and drawbacks. It lets one ‘see’ some things clearly while obscuring '
others; highlights one aspect, neglects another, and so forth. One of its drawbacks, I think, is
that it may overemphasise the ‘individual’>thus enhancing individualism. 1 noticed, for
example, that I was often reluctant to criticize my students’ teaching performances or ‘push’
them to see things differently. I was so focused on their individual qualities that I tended to |
‘hide’ or even forget my view. The risk involved here is quite simply that the student teachers
‘sail their own way’ in a sort of delightfulness over their personal qualities, eventually guided
by an enhanced individualistic attitude telling them that ‘now they have found their own style
and all is good’. Another (and related) drawback with such person-oriented perspectives is

that they tend to neglect interactions with, and influences from, the environment.
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Learning to Teach: The Situative Perspective

As told, beginning my new course I pushed the situative perspective aside because I
could not really make sense of some of the terms associated with it, for example the term
‘situated learning’. Done with the course and exploring my data, I felt increasingly attracted
to it. After all, I had been plagued for a long time by a feeling telling me that although my
student teachers and I were having a ‘good time’ at campus, things somehow took on a new

| shape and a new direction when the student teachers began teaching in real school settings.
Besides, my attitude toward inquiry was changing. I had started to explore the writings of
Rorty, and found that I should approach my data imaginatively. No doubt, the situative
perspective with all its strange terms was a challenge for an imaginative mind! Chapter 7 in
part and chapter 8in Whole represent my efforts to explore the usefulness of the situative
perspective. Here I will focus on Chapter 7 but reserve chapter 8 for the next section because
the latter brings in the issue of language, which I prefer to deal with separately. Chapter 7
tells the story of my return to my old school and the associated unpleasant feeling of being
‘engulfed’ by this school in such a way that I felt pressed to keep private the ideas that I was
carrying with me from Canada. I recast this story here as story speaking to the situated
chara;:ter of teaching in relation to community, communication, and connectedness.
Returning to the chemistry department of my school I felt that my colleagues and 1
had drifted apart to the degree that we were no longer genuine colleagues. When building
things together in an éarlier period we were certainly on a common pursuit even though I may
have been ‘a bit more on the pedagogic side’ than they were, in particular after I became
familiar with the notion of constructivisrh. Besides, I had - through my studies in Canada -
become a scholar. Accordingly, it was not as easy for' me as before to align with the forms of
life characteristic of my school. This time we (my colleagues and I) had less in common than

before, less of a common understanding, less of common goals. Worst of all, I felt that it
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would do no good even felling my colleagues of the new ideas I wés bringing with me from
Canada. Arriving at the first meeting I had with my colleagues in the chemistry department a
week before the school would begin, I sensed strongly that things would be as usual. Feeling
this pull of old forms, I decided to keep my ‘Canadian treasures’ for myself. In hindsight, this
indicates to me that I had become peripheral to this community of practice in the sense that I
was now less able to communicate with my colleagues than before when we were ‘doing
things together’. Besides and no less important, this alienation affected my teaching
chemistry this year. Feeling that I had become a stranger to my colleagues and an outsider to
the school culture, I simply ‘lost power’. Ivfelt no longer interested in the activitiés of this
department. I even caught myself looking frequently at my watch during the working day
wondering if “this day would not soon come to an end”. In such mood one is bound to relapse
into habimgl ways of doing things. At least was it so in rﬁy case that I tended just to pick up
old transparencies and other things from the past and stick to routine practices established
long ago. As the school year passed I became increasingly an “equivalent of an aeronaut”
(Erickson 1991).

What does this story tell? To me it brings the following message:

While trusting in Parker J. Palmer (1998) that good teaching is grounded in the
identity and integrity of the ‘I’ that teaches, that ‘I’ is, I argue, by no means an ‘island’ nor is
it a stable entity. On the contrary, it is pretty much a social thing in the sense that its integrity
and its sense of idcntity are closely connected to, and dependent on, the community to which
it belongs, the activities of the group and the beliefs and attitudes of the other members.
Working with interested colleagues makes you interested. Seeing them enlightened you tend
to become enlightened too. And this gives power and courage to teach. When things turn the
other way, when you do not feel connected to your colleagues and alien to the culture of the

department or the school, your identity and integrity as a teacher are in danger. Walking into

Chapter 9 277




the classroom to your students, you are no longer the same. And the students will sense this
immediately. They can see it in your face and your movements, they can hear it in the way
you speak and they can feel it in how you attend to them and how you respond to them. At
last, this was so in my case: Becoming disconnected from my colleagues and an outsider to
the culture of the department I was also becoming disconnected from my students.

| I conclude that who you are as a teacher in action is not simply a personal matter. It is
a situated matter. It is quite simply so, as Dewey (1916/1944) said, that, “Thinking and
feeling that have to do with action in association with others is as much a social mode of
behav;'our as is the most overt or hostile act” (p. 12). This, of course, applies to teachers. We
are human beihgs too.

The story told above (and in detail in chapter 7) illustrates, I argue, the usefulness of
the situative perspective. Using it enabled me to fede;cribe the unpleasant story of my
retuming to my old school in such a way that it became sensible to me. Done with this
description I simply felt better. I was more at peace with a story that had bothered me for a
long time. More generally, the story I tell points to the power of the situative perspectivé.
Using it, that little burden I was carrying with me turned into a story of the situated character
of teaéhing. This indicates to me that using this perspective, things we merely sense as
complexities may become more understandable and thus create posSibilities to act
purposefully. Understanding, in a pragmatic view, isa mattef of bringing adequate words to
particular problems so that they may be solved. The situative perspective offers us new words
and ways of speaking that may help us deal with the complexities of our job and thus enable
us to serve better our students.

No doubt, the situative perspective has also its drawbacks. Becoming ‘too much’

drawn to it, teacher educators risk forgetting the idiosyncratic qualities and the active
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tendencies of their student teachers. In other words, the ‘personal’ may disappear into a

background of complex social and cultural relations.

The Role of Language in Learning to Teach

This study addresses teacher learning. I am asking:

How do teachers learn to think and act in particular ways?

Approaching this question I have beén exploring my own attempts to learn to teach
teachers in new ways, guided by the idea that, in doing so, I might come up with descriptions
that speak to it. | |

In my view, I have been learning to teach teachers from the very moment I accepted a
part-tfme position witﬁin the teacher educatioﬁ program at the University of Iceland in the
late 1980s and began to wonder what I should teach. ’Pleasé, notice thé emphasized words
because they indicate certain behaviour on my part. I was not wondering how I should teach
but what 1 should teach. The problem for me was to find a content for the course. The rest,
that is‘ how 1 should teach the course, was not an issue for me. That part was somehow
‘given’. By the time I got this new position I had been teaching chemistry for a decade or so
and become an ‘expert at the blackboard’. Accordingly the ‘how’ was not an issue. I knew '
how to do such things. The problem was the content.

Fifteen years later I still teach “this cqﬁrse”. I use a quotation mark to indicate that the
course I am teaching today is very different both in form and in content, compared to its
earlier versions. Above all there is now a strong emphasis on interaction. We talk a lot, we
share ideas, we wonder about things. We do things together. Most often we sit in a circle,
facing each other, listening to each other, responding to each other. I am no longer the ‘expert
at the blackboard’. I am in the c.ircle. I am with them. We are exploring things together.

How did this happen? Why and how did I change my practice this way?
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My answer, in brief, is this: I went to Canada.

Studying at the University of British Columbia I experienced new things, new ways of
doing and new ways of speaking. In the courses I participated in we were as a rule sitting in a
circle, facing each other, sharing ideas, responding to each other, questioning, listening.
Becoming a teacher in the teacher education program at UBC I also experienced ways of
working and thinking that were new to me. Planning things together with the other teachers in
my department I again noticed this strong emphasis on action and interaction. The lesson
plans we were making together always aimed at engaging the participants, the student |
teachgrs, having them do things, encouraging them to articulate their ideas and share their
ideas with others. Besides, I was reading books and articles. What I selected for reading was
not ad hoc. It was in line with the other activities. It was, in main, readings speaking to this
type of behaviour, to teaching as sqcial, to action and interaction.

I had come into a new ‘loop’. I was about to leave the old loop I had been in. I was
about fo establish a new type of behaviour, new habits of thinking and acting. And this was
- happening through participation in various activities and through my own readings and
reflections on those readings and on my past teaching practices in Iceland.

However, there was ‘something more’. It was also me, my ‘I’. Arriving in Vancouver
in July 1997 1 was in the mode of searching for something new. 1 was ‘looking for_ an
‘alternative’. Somehow, I was not longer comfortable with my own practice as a teacher
educator. I was becoming bored by always doing the same things. Besides, I was carrying
with me a ‘burden’ that I was hoping to get rid of in Vancouver. That burden was
constructivism. I had adopted this ‘child’ but it had made me confused. I did not really know
what I should do with it. My school had, in effect, rejected it (chapter 2). This was, no doubt,
a hard nut for me to break, a blow to my hopes. Seeing that ‘child’ being rejected I felt no

longer comfortable with the culture of my school. And I began to wonder about this culture. I
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started to think what I was really ‘into’. Why did my culture reject my new ‘child’? Was
something ‘wrong’ with it? Or was it my Qulture that was ‘wrong’?

Arriving in Vancouver in July 1997 I was carrying with me questions of this kind and
hopian for something better, hoping to understand what was going on in my teaching life and
hoping be able to get rid of that ‘constructivist burden’. I was searching, wondering, hoping.

In short, I was ready to enter a new loop. And before long I was in that loop. It was a
summer course with Ardra Cole, and she encouraged us to face ourselves and ask, “Who am I
as a teacher?”

What a question!

From now on I began to actively explore this issue, grapple with this question. And it
took no end! Currently it has resulted in the thesis pfesented here. And I know ‘deep within’
that this is not the end. On the contrary, thisis a beginning'bf something new, a new loép,
new search, new wondering, and new hopes.

And, in my view, this is precisely what education is about and, by the same token,
what teacher education is about. Looking to my students I want to see them grow, get ouf of
the old loop and find others, begin searching, hoping with force, looking for new possibilities,
asking who they are and who they want to be. This is approximately my spirit when working
with my student teachers today, five years after I went to Vancouver and three years after
returned to Iceland.

- However, the thing is not that easy. Getting my students into new loops, new ways of
speaking and acting, new modes of behaviour — that is not a simple thing to do! I continue to
struggle with this. I see them become interested at campus. I see them become enlightened,
critical of current practices in schools, even claiming that they will never behave ‘like this’.
As a rule they do exactly that. The school culture brings them to their knees, pulls them into a

mode of thinking and acting compatible with the storyline, the old forms.
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And I wonder: Why is this so?

- As you may have noticed, this thesis revolves pretty much about this question. I
launched a new course hopeful with new ideas from Vancouver. And I began to record my
experiences and analyse these recorcis in a hope that I might get at least a clue as to why
things were so difficult. Visiting Goldie (chapter 8) I felt I had ‘found something’ —a clue
maybe? Not right away though; actually, it took me two years and endless talks with my
guides about what words I should bring to my original records. In the end I fbund a ‘key’ and
it was Wertsch (1991) that handed that ‘key’ to me. Using his notion of ‘mediated action’ I
began to see my visit to Goldie in a completely new way.

.How?

Originally, sitting there in the classroom ‘observing’ Goldie, I was focusing on her,
trying to see the ‘teacher within’. Parker J. Palmer (1998) was with me, guiditllg'my look,
saying ‘Good teaching comes from within’. While following her teaching chemistry I -made
notes. While sitting with her and her school adviser, I had the tape recorder on. I was theré
for three hours. Back home I looked at my notes and began to reflect on the visit. That was
the beginning of a reflection that took me two years to bring into a form that I felt satisfied
with and that, in the end, resulted in chapter 8 of this thesis.

. Having read chapter 8 you know that it is a sociocultural account of my visit to
Goldie. This means, in brief, that I began to approach my ‘first story’ (my records) with new
kinds of words, that is sociocultural terms. Working on this chapter, I was reading Wertsch’s
(1991) Voices of the Mind, focusing in particular on Wertsch’s account of Bakhtin. Bakhtin’s
main interest was in utterances, the way people actually speak. Looking at people’sv
utteraﬁces he was guided by the view that people, when they speak, invoke other voices.
They do not speak alone. His idea was that as people particiiaate in the social life they pick up

words and ways of speaking, albeit unconsciously. Besides, he was guided by the view that
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various groups of people speak in different ways. He called these different ways of speaking
‘social languages’ and ‘speech genres’, arguing that how people come to speak depends on
what kinds of social practices they participate in and even the place where they work. As
Werstch (1991) points out, this Bakhtinian idea is remarkably similar to Wittgenstein’s
notioﬁ of a ‘language game’. Switching to this latter term we may say: How people come to
speak depends on the language games they participate in. Bﬁilding on these ideas, Wertsch

(1991) proposes a sociocultural approach to human action, saying:

The most central claim I wish to pursue is that human action typically employs
‘mediational means’ such as tools and language, and thaf these meditational means
shape the action in essential ways. According to this view, it is possible, as well as
useful, to make an analytic distinction between action and meditational means, but the
relationship between action and mediational means is so fundamental that it is more

| appropriate, when referring to the agent involved, to speak of ‘individual(s)-acting-
With-meditational-means’ than to speak simply of ‘individual(s)’. Thus, the answer to
the question of who is cérrying out this action will invariably identify the individual(s)

in the concrete situation and the mediational means employd. (p. 12)

I had got a new ‘lens’ to look at my visit to Goldie. Now I began to see things new.
Gradually I began to see Goldie’s actions as a part of something much bigger. Gradually the
textbook entered the picture, and so did the cléssroom, the tables, the blackboard, and the
students. I began to see threads back into history,' to the culture in the school, to the culture at
large. II ‘looked’ again at Goldie and now I asked, “Who is doing the teaching?” And I
‘looked’ at myself and asked, “Who is doing the ‘observing’?” Very gradually I came to
understand that both Goldie and I were ‘wired’ into a complex pattern of mediational means
that was mediating our thinking and our actions. I was, in short, beginning to see our thinking

and our actions as situated.
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Aﬁd there was language, no longer an inert medium, but a tool, one of the mediational
means mediating our actions.

Looking with my new lens at the field notes I had made, I began to see several
language games involved, rﬁost notably Icelandic and the discipline chemistry but even
Parker J. Palmer and Jean Lave ‘were there’ and so was the ‘principles-of-teaching’ language
game attempting to interfere with my ‘Palmerian look’ at Goldie.

- I am asking in this thesis:

How do teachers learn to think and act in particular ways?

Goldie was learning to teach. While I was visiting her, she was figuring out how to
teach the subject chemistry to secondary sc.hool students.

1 was learning to teach. While visiting Goldie, I was figuring out how I might help her
learning how to teach chemistry.

And so we sat down all three of us, that is Goldie, her supervisor and 1. Th¢ post-
teaching conference had started. We were talking together. The subject was ‘Goldie’s
teaching’, of course. That is what post-feaching conferences are for. The tape recorder was
on. |

First listéning to the audiotaping I had made I did not hear ‘anything special’. Of
course not. Everything was as usual. The teaching had been as usual and our taiks had been
as usugl, a repetition of a form that I had been using for years. ‘Most mundane words’,
‘common ways of speaking’.

Good for a doctoral. thesis? Hardly.

However, I was leaving the old loop. 1 had got a new lens and becoming more curious
of things, even the ‘most mundane words’, even ‘common ways of speaking’. Actually, vsuch
things were becoming of great inferest to me because I had come to see actions and ways of

speaking as mediated and as situated.
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I'was not asking: What are they talking about?

I was asking: What is happening in the conversation? What is going on?

I asked like this because I was beginning to see convefsation as social learning, as a
building process in which the participants are engaged in various social building tasks, for
example world building and identity building. My guides in this regard were Gee and Green
(1998). They handed me their lens and I began to explore the conversation I had with Goldie
and her supervisor.

What did I ‘see’?

Actually, I ‘saw’ a building process. We were building together ;classes’ and
‘diffefent classes’. Goldie began by telling anecdotes from the classes that she had been
teaching. She was wondering about how different classes may be. For some reasons she felt
‘captured’ by this issue. Sensiné hgr excitement Jane (the school adviser) and I ‘got into it’
with her because we, both of us experienced teachers, knew deeply within how much our
mood .as teachers fluctuates with our classes. You get a ; good class’ and you smile. You get a
‘bad class’ and things spin down for you. This we know so well and therefore we went
straight into the issue with Goldie, listening attentively to her words, responding to her with
‘good answering words’ and there was the building process going on: a social construction of
practiéal knowledge.

Goldie was learning. She was learning in the most natural way; that is, she was
learning without thinking she was learning like children do so elegantly when picking up
their mother tongue. She simply joined wholeheartedly the conversation on ‘classes’, one of
the most common issues in schools in Iceland. To become a teacher one must join the
conversation of the teacher community.

We, that is Jane and I, were also learning, at least if we take learning to mean growing

in a Dewyan sense. Whenever we participate in a thoughtful and genuine conversation we
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grow a bit. We pick up words and ways of speaking much without our noticing. Some of
them may find é niche in our changing personal vocabulary, some may even begin to make
new relations ‘in there’ as the phrase ‘learning to teach’ did when I allowed it to become part
of my vocabulary (chapter 5). When that happens, we begin to see things new because how
we see the world depends on the words at our disposal and the ways we tend to link Ithem

together. New words and links make new worlds.

Learning to Teach as Language Games

I went to Canada to learn to teach teachers in new ways. That was in 1997 . Now the
year is 2002. No doubt, I have changed as a teacher educator as the previous section
indicates. I act in new ways. 1 am no longer ‘the lecturer’. I am ‘the helper’. I see it as my job
to helb my students grow, help them develop their thinking.

How did this come about?

How did I learn to think and act in new ways?

Thinking about my years at UBC I feel comfortable saying that I learned to think and
act in new ways by participating in the various act_ivities on campus both a§ a student, |
teacher, and faculty adviser. Using the word “activities” I am keeping in mind both things I
was doing together with othgr people at campus (e.g. participating in coursework and
planning things together with other teacher edﬁcators) and my more ‘lonely and homely
activities’ such as reading a book or writing an assignment on my computer. All these cases,
it seems to me, may be seen as a matter of word use. Participating in course activities, people
are most distinguishably falking to each other. Reading a book one attends to the words in the
book and so gets in ‘contact’ with the author. Writing a piece we ‘look’ for adequate words.

- Speaking about “word-use” we are very close to the idea of a language game. Briefly,

it is the idea that various groups of people develop particular ways of speaking depending on
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their social practicesland their interests. The word “game” points to an important aspect of
this notion. Ordinary games are played in accord with certain rules that, in effect, fix the
meaning of the words used in the game. In chess, for example, the meaning of the ‘king’ is
fixed by a set of rules that determine its position in thé beginning and the moves it can make.

The discipline chemistry is a mix of language games. That it is a mix links to the fact
that chemists do different things and have different interests.. This causes them to speak in
somewhat different ways of the ‘atom’, for example. In other words, the meaning of the word
‘atom’ varies somewhat when we move along different communities of practice within the
domain called ‘chemistry’ because these communities have developed (through their work
and history) somewhat different ways of speaking about the ‘atom’. In other words, the
meaning of ‘atom’ depends on the community involved and the history of that commupity.
Similarly, the meaning of the term ‘learning’ varies across different groups of people because
these groups have adopted different ways of speaking about this term. In other words, they
fix the meaning of the words ‘;leaming” in different ways. The same applies to other ‘thick
terms’ (Rorty 1989), for example terms that our student teachers come across during their
studies, terms like ‘knowledge’, ‘teaching’, and ‘teaching’. Their meanings vary in accord
with the language game they come from. This makes it difficult for student teachers to
develop their vocabularies during their formal studies.

| Let us take a closer look at this issue. -

Following Rorty (e.g. 1989), we should think of the world as a huge assembly of
language games (or vocabularies) that have been created through the various kinds of social
practices up through history and that intersect in various ways in‘ human activities, for
example in the talks of groups of student teachers in a course at campus.

For a Rortyan pragmatist like me, human beings are most distinguishably /anguage-

users. That is, they use words to describe things. The words they use and the way they use
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them (how they link them) determines how they ‘see’ the world. Words create worlds.
Student teachers entering a teacher education program have already been participating in
various language games, most notably the language game called ‘common sense’. This
particular lenguage game traverses all other language games. When I teach chemistry I
certainly rely on the language game mix of chemistry, for example ways of speaking about
the ‘atom’. However, my native language (Icelandic) also plays a part by handing out to me
ways of speaking most Icelanders share. And my native language follows me to other places
and groups as well, affecting the way I speak in those places and in those groups.

| I was born in Iceland. To begin with I only heard noises. Gradually I began to hear
voices, that is, Icelandic words of all kinds. And I picked up those words and the associated
ways of speaking and so began to ‘think’, that is use these words in some ways. That is, I was
learning to think of things in the world in a similar way as mom and dad and other people
around me. For example, I learned to speak of fishing boats from my dad and I learned to
speak of things in the kitchen from my mom. They helped me establish particular linguistic
practices and I am happy that they did so because this enabled to participate in the language
games of the people in my coﬁxmunity. Entering dad’s fishing boat, I could move around and
~ converse with him about the various things in the boat because now I was into his ‘fishing
boat language game’. Becoming a bit older I left my little ﬁshing town community to try out
new language games, for example those associated with the discipline chemistry. Now I
learned, for exaniple to speak of ‘water’ as H;O. And I thought that now I was coming closer
to what water ‘really is’. Later still I entered the language game of constructivism. Now I
learned to say that ‘people construct their own worlds’ and I uhderstood that ‘water’ could be
constructed differently by my different. groups of people, for example my own chemistry
students. Most recently I have been exploring the writings of Rorty and discovered the

meaning of the word ‘water’ depends on the language game it is part of and that no language
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game was closer to what it ‘really is’ than any other. We speak but the world does not, he
said. Now I understood that there are no “Truths”, only different ways of speaking.

"I became familiér with Rorty’s writing during my graduate studies at UBC. I turned to
his writing because I felt confused. I was writing about ‘my old burden’, that is my attempts
to tailor the idea of constructivism to my teaching practices in Iceland, and was surprised to
discover that this ‘burden’ gradually took on a new shape so that no longer wés I ‘the big
hero’ in a simple scenario but only one of many players in a very complex scenario. Turning

to Rorty in my confusion he said to me that I was all right, adding:

It was quite simply so that you were bringing new words to an older story bf these past
events. While in the midst of these things you talked about them with the words at your
"disposal and in accord with the rules of the Ianguaée games you were participating in
at that time. That was ybur first story. And then you went to Vancouver for further
studies. In that place you entered various new language games by participating in the
activities at campus, by reading books and articles, and by writing assignments.

- Sitting at your computer and writing about your early struggles with constructivism,
new words and new kinds of sentences began to appear on your computer screen. A
second story of your past was being created. In other words, you were redescribing a
segment of your past with the new terms. This is happening to us all the time, at least

- if we bother listening to others and read some good books. If we do so, we expand and
rearrange our personal voéabularies. Learning in the deep sénse of changing as a

person, developing or growing, is, in this view, a matter of redescription.

And this is really the idea that seems to describe most beautifully what I have been

through when relearning to teach teachers:

I learned to teach teachers in new ways by participating in various activities where I

picked up words and ways of speaking from various language games and various
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people and trained myself using them for my own project of leaning to teach teachers.
I was redescribing myself. my situation, and my past in the terms these people were

handing out to me.

Think of student teachers sitting in a circle with their teacher around the ‘great thing’
called ‘teaching’. The word goes between them, as we say. Each time a student teacher
speaks she is not speaking alone. With Bakhtin, she invokes or ‘ventriloquates’ one or more
situated speakers. She has been picking up words and phrases from books and articles, friends
and fellow students, now and in the past. Speaking of the ‘great thing’ in the circle, some of
these words and phfases come, not to her mind, but to her fongue. She says sométhing about
‘teaching’. What she says and how she says it depends on the situation ‘here and now’ but
also, and even more signiﬁcantly, on the words that are ‘naturally her own’ and that she has
learned t0 use by participating in in various activities (including various language games)
over a long period of time.

A personal vocabulary that one has been developing over a lengthy period through

.extensive training is a stable thing in the sense that one does not give it up as long as it serves
one’s purposes and helps one cope effectively with one’s environment, including
communicating with other people. This we may understand simply but giving a little thought
our wéys of speaking. Communi;:ating with different groups of people our word use may
vary from one group to another in accord with the language game(s) being played. However,
for each of these groups and over time, we tend to speak in a similar way today as we did
yesterday, a week, a month, or even years ago. The reasons for this stability is quite simply
that thére are certain rules, and we stick to these rules almost automatically. If we attempt at
breaking these rules we soon discover that we are no longer participants in the conversation
of the group. Sensing the danger of being isolated from the group, we quickly revert to ‘good

old habits of the tongue’ (cf. Reddy 1979). Such things often happen, I assume, to innovative
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teachers who are, in their schools, trying to speak of teaching and learning in ways that
deviate from the dominant langﬁage game of the school. This was what happened to me years
ago when trying to bring the language game of constructivism into my old school (chapter 2).
'We sometimes say that our student teachers enter our programs with ‘firmly held
beliefs’ related to teaching and learning and that these are not easily affected. I suggest that
.we should rather say of them that they arrive in our programs as ‘trained speakers’. Prior to
formal teacher education, they have established stable ways of speaking of teaching and
related issues through lengthy training as participants in the ‘common sense language game’
of ordinary life where things related to schools, education, teaching and learning are frequent
issues. Entering the teacher education program, they are entering a ‘world of new language
games’ that offers them new words and new ways of speaking about these issueé. However,
due to the short time they are in fhc program and the complexity of this world of different
| language games, they are not likely adopt these new words and these new ways of speaking.
Besides, these words and ways of speaking appear to them as fragments because they do not
know the rules of the language games involved. One does not get a grasp of the meaning of
the various pieces of chess unless one learns to play the game of chess. Being told of the
moves allowed for the ‘king’ some meaning of it may be recognized but this meaning is very
different from the meaning one gets by acttially playing the game of chess. Dewey
(1916/1944) pointed out decades ago that, “we are very easily trained to be content with a
minimum of meaning, and to fail to note how restricted is our perception of the relations
which confer meaning” (p. 144). I often become aware of these “half perceptions” (Dewey,
Ibid. p. 144) when I read my students’ assignments, especially when they are making links to
the literature. Their text tends to become loose and incoherent when they do this. It is not
likely that such fragments or “half perceptions” become parts of the students’ personal

vocabularies. If the fragments manage to ‘creep in’ during life on campus they will soon be
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‘frozen out’ once the students enter the world of the school because in this world people play
language games that differ substantially from those on campus and that are also closer to
daily life talks. As soon as Goldie entered the chemistry classroom in the secondary school as
a student teacher see was firmly mediated by her mother tongue and by the language game of
chemistr"y whose rules she knew quite well (chapter 7). Even |, her faculty adviser and her
teacher at the university, was qunckly ‘engulfed’ too. The same thing happened when to me
when I began to teach chemistry again in my old school as told in chapter 7.

Richardson (1996) speaks of teacher education programs as ‘weak interactions ...
sandwiched between two powerful forces — previous life history, particularly related that
related to being a student, and classroom experience as a student teacher and teacher’

(p. 113). This I accept. However, I wonder if we (teacher educators &nd researchers) might
be better oﬂ speaking of these ‘weak interactions’ and, indeed, our programs, as a matter of
language games and our student teachers as human beings struggling to build stable
personal vocabularies out of the complex mix of language games our programs offer. My
idea is quite simply that if we cannot train our student teachers speaking in new ways about
teaching and learning we will not influence them significantly and our programs will
continue to be ‘weak int-eractions’. Our programs are ‘weak interactions’, I argue, because
they do not affect significantly our students’ linguistic practices, their habitual ways of
speaking. If our programs do not affect how the student teachers actually speak in practice
they will inevitably conﬁnue to ‘see’ the classroom and their students with their ‘common
ways of speaking’ and old practices will reign.

My idea, in short, is that teachers learn to ‘think’ and ‘act’ in particular ways by
adopting words and phrases from the diverse language games they participate in. Molst of
these words and phrases come from the common ‘pdol’ of the shared linguistic habits. These

words and phrases become the tools they use in practice and these direct their actions.
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Teacher education programé offer them alfernative tools. However, no effective training of
these tools occurs. Returning to the place they came from in the first place, that is the school,
the student teachers are likely to relapse into habitual ways of speaking (habitual word use)
because the teacher, once in action in the classroom, cannot but rely on but her own stable
vocabuiary. The ‘fragments’ from the teacher education program will soon be filtered out in
the extensive use of habitual ways of speaking characteristic of the school culture and its

various sub-cultures. And things will be the same.

A Final Note

1 continue teaching teachers in Iceland. The ‘spirit from UBC’ is still with us and so
are the ‘problems in the field’. However, a new ‘element’ is creeping into my course, the
issue of language. Last year, we spent one class (3 hours) discussing this issue. I doubt that
many of my students got a good grasp of this issue and it is even possible that I was not
‘teaching it well’. However, I will continue to work on this issue with my students because I
believe that it is important that they develop an understanding of this issue, become better
aware of how words direct our activities.

Curiously, this new ‘element’, that is language, has also been creeping in along
another route, namely my way of thinking and knowing. Turning to my student teachers I now
tend to see them grappling with the variety of ﬁeanings the different language games our
programs offers them. Often they appear quite confused because of this variety, maybe
thinking as I did when arriving in Vancouver in July 1997, namely that these meanings are
only pieces in a big puzzle that sooner or later will come together so revealing ‘how things
realbly are’. I try to convey to them that we do not need to think of the world this way, that
there are alternative ways of speaking, waiting around the corner for us to use them and so

open new worlds.

Chapter 9 293



No doubt, the fact that the language issue has been creeping into the course I teach
within the teacher education program in Iceland links to the work presented here. Before I
began this thesis, language was not an issue for me. It first became an issue for me when I
began to use a Rortyan pragmatic lens to look at the world and things in it. Using this lens, I
began to see things differently, including what we call ‘language’, which now appeared to
me as a tool we use to create and recreate the world and ourselves. Thinking about language
this way one begins to see the issue of teacher education and teacher learning with different
eyes. One begins to see the student teachers struggling to build durable meanings in a
complex world of different language games. Seeing our students this way, I would argue,

may enable us to help them grow as prospective teachers.
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