Minor Amendments Following the Viva-Voce Examination with Professors Marion Dadds and Helen Haste on 29th January 2001
This amendment is in response to a request made by my examiners Marion Dadds and Helen Haste.  While directed specifically to me about my work presented here, I believe it also has broader ethical implications for others engaged in self-study.

Kushner (2000) points out that being ethical or making ethical decisions take place in the context of action’(176).  Tensions can develop for the researcher as she feels the tug and pull of balancing personal and professional values, weighing decisions against universal beliefs and day-to-day actions, and working among the waves of pressure within the social context.  This aptly describes my situation at Richardson Elementary leading up to the reading program adoption as I described in Chapter 6. In that chapter I show my efforts to influence others as I attempt to live my values while being in the context of action.

My other aim was to make the retelling so vivid, you the reader, would feel my deep tensions surrounding this specific situation. I also attempted to bring you into the moment by including description of the process in which the reading program was being considered, by detailing my response to the political and social actions surrounding this event, and more specifically, by adding my internal thoughts including my personal journal entries which were written while in the ‘context of action’.  In doing so, I wanted to honestly show my difficult ethical struggle with the changes happening in the school.

The specific section in question includes an excerpt from my journal.  In it I questioned my ability to work with teachers who, in my estimation at the time, weren’t interested in being thoughtful educators.  The excerpt reads:

‘I can’t teach here!  How can I work with people who seem to no want to

think of work at teaching?  Or see any value in their own efforts?  It’s a

building of people who want to read teacher manuals.  How can I face these

people day after day now that I know how they truly think and feel.  I’m

indescribably disappointed and lost.’
This particular journal entry was written in anger and frustration in my not being able to understand the other teachers’ positions.  I was totally immersed in a situation that

violated my personal values and beliefs and my writing illustrates my internal struggle.

Including such strongly worded statements presents a very real ethical dilemma.  As I explained above, I wanted you to hear and feel my incredible tension within this situation.  But, on the other hand, I am talking about fellow educators.  Where does my responsibility lie?

I believe this to be a very difficult issue and I attempted to resolve it by showing my thoughts through italicized print.  By making my thoughts visually different, I assumed the reader would understand they were my authentic reactions to the moment.  My examiners, Marion Dadds and Helen Haste, questioned my reasoning with this.  They felt the writing is injurious to those specific educators, and for that reason, I removed the section from the body of the text with the intent of addressing the issue in this amendment.

A number of years ago, I read an article questioning the silences within teacher research narratives (Newkirk, 1992). Newkirk questions the ‘perfect’ teacher research story, where the children produce deeply moving work, the teachers never show impatience or frustration, and the results of the research always show improvement.  Since reading this, I’ve thought considerably about Newkirk’s concern.  One of the inherent tensions in the writing of my research was, and continues to be, how to present a truthful and realistic account and still maintain my values?  I’ve wondered about the placement of that fragile line between honestly sharing one’s thoughts to give depth and truthfulness to the study, and not causing distress to another.

In an effort to create an accurate and truthful account of my research, I adopted two generally enacted research procedures.  Both relied on dialogue. First, as I gathered my data and began to examine it in relation to my questions, my values, and my actions, I engaged in discussions with my colleagues.  The ATRN group was highly influential in the initial process. Since we gathered together for two Saturdays each month, they had an on-going sense of my direction, knew the circumstances of the study, and were familiar with the general school environment in which I was working. Because of such a familiar context, together we were able to continue a very fluent and continuing examination of my data, analysis, and suppositions all balanced against my beliefs.  Their insights and questioning helped me move away from the immediacy of my work and look at it with a new view.

Later, as my work moved from the specific communities to the broader educational world, I added others to help me in maintaining a sharper focus. I asked educators I met at conferences who shared a similar teacher research philosophy to read parts of the texts and offer their thoughts. Bath and S-Step colleagues also responded to various sections of my work.

The second procedure of my validation process included the people within the specific communities.  Since I wrote the account of creating community within my classroom first, the children became my first examiners. My questions to them always revolved around accuracy and truth.  ‘Does this represent what really is happening here?’,  ‘Is this an accurate picture?’ They were extremely truthful and blunt. In  sharing my writing and asking for honest answers, I was able to live my values of being a reflective community member.

I repeated this same action for each community.  With the parent community, I asked several families to review portions of Chapter 4. Their suggestions were helpful in making my narrative more accurate.  Two teachers from Richardson read and made suggestions on Chapter 5.  ATRN’s continuing conversation influenced the form and content for Chapter 7.

I took a different approach to Chapter 6 where I discuss my personal reactions to the required reading program.  Not only was it difficult to review the events and put them on paper, but it was as equally difficult to relive them by sharing it with the teachers within that school.  Knowing that I did need to have input from someone else, I finally called one of the teachers and asked her to read parts of it.

This brings me back to the initial dilemma mentioned at the beginning of this section.  What is my position here?  During my viva, Professors Dadds and Haste pointed out that I wasn’t living my values of care and compassion. That’s true.  At that moment, I wasn’t.  Do I exclude accounts of those moments?  How does the exclusion of such personal diary writings alter the picture of my work and myself?  Yet, what is my role toward the other in situations such as this?  Do I eliminate those incidents in which others might object to?  How do I weight those objections in light of my purpose of the research?  How strongly do I feel about the issue?

I knew I was uncertain of my position when I only had one teacher read parts of that chapter, but in the end, I chose to include my honest thoughts believing they would add to the reader’s understanding of my strongly felt values. But I also realize that what I’ve written has the potential to cause harm to those particular educators.  For the moment, other than removing the portion of the text, I’m unsure about how to resolve this issue that not only satisfies my intent and but also shows care and compassion to those educators.

Kushner (2001) recommends a flexible approach to these ethical tensions and the need to consider each situation individually.  I agree.  Because self-study deals with the examination of one’s own practice and growth, every account will be quite individual and the distinct tensions will be unique to that professional and that specific study.  This focus on the person has the potential to cause us to re-examine our notions about experience, authenticity, and the role of values and beliefs.  This on-going discussion will enable us to gain a clearer understanding not only of ourselves, but also of the daily lives of teacher educators as they work to align their values with their practice within the context of their

environment.
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