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For more than a decade, members of the Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices SIG have studied their own practice, their own institutions, and their own pedagogies in ways that have challenged the traditional approaches to teacher education.  Over that period of time, our work has not always been applauded or accepted. But, in the past few years our persistent efforts seem to have paid off; the self-study of teacher education practices has begun to receive more attention.  In fact, Ken Zeichner (1999) labeled self-study as the "single most significant development ever in the field of teacher education research (p. 8)."  As a result, many more scholars are engaging in this work, or at least they are claiming to do so.  For example, last year at AERA, in session 21.08 -- The role of self-study in research on teaching: multiple perspectives, common purpose, some scholars suggested that most work engaged in by teachers or teacher educators for the purpose of examining their own practice could be referred to as self-study.  We have some concerns about what may be getting lost by taking the work into the mainstream of educational research.  Part of the problem could  be how the granting of legitimacy to self-study happens and by whom.  Some of the people involved in taking this work public was not intimately involved at the inception of self-study and they seem to have different understandings of the term.    

A related challenge has emerged from the simultaneous development of two similar fields of study -- teacher researcher and the scholarship of teaching.  In the former instance, K-12 classroom teachers are researching their own practice and, in the latter, discipline-based university professors are studying their own teaching.  As all three areas have begun to expand their spheres of influence and acceptance, confusions over terminology, purposes, and outcomes are occurring.  We believe that the distinctions among these three arenas are important, and, if ignored or blurred, significant understandings could be lost.  

We think that it is time, therefore, to re-claim our work and clearly situate it within these discussions.  Last year, Hamilton (2001) specifically laid out a mandate for the Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices (S-STEP) SIG membership, stating that it is time to “shed our cloak of invisibility so that our work reaches the mainstream.  We must recognize the shift in the area of teacher education that “we have created and proceed to make the difference we need to make” (p. 33).  In our paper we hope to consider what it means to take up this mandate.  We wish to explore how we might re-claim the field of self-study and in the process continue to refine our definitions.  We think a clarification of the distinctions between self-study and current notions of teacher researcher and the scholarship of teaching is an important part of this process.  We will also explore what the implications of those differences might be for how we can take self-study public and still maintain the integrity of its initial meanings and intentions. 

How does the work self-study differ from the work done under the headings of teacher researcher and the scholarship of teaching?

One of our tasks in this paper is to examine how the self-study of teaching practices might be differentiated from the two related fields of inquiry identified in the literature as teacher researcher and the scholarship of teaching.  Around 1990, exploring the work of the teacher -- at the preK through higher education levels -- and viewing some of that work as both research-centered and scholarly seemed to be an idea whose time had come.  The writings of Boyer, Schon, Shulman, Connelly and Clandinin, Cochran-Smith and Lytle, the Arizona Group, Cole and Knowles, Fenstermacher, Richardson, and others began to ask questions about the ways to view inquiry into practice.  Some questions came in the form of an exploration into teacher knowledge.  Other questions attempted to discern the forms of knowledge teacher research revealed.  Much of this work raised a question about scholarship.  Consequently, understanding the ways these works do and do not intersect is important.

Currently, exploration of teaching is an issue of increasing importance as Universities and schools struggle to come to grips with recognizing and fostering quality in teaching.  Reluctantly people turn look toward the experiences and practices of schoolteachers, particularly those identified as teacher researcher, for insights.  There is, however, little doubt that for many teachers their practice and the knowledge, ideas, and theories that tend to influence that practice are often tacit.  Hence, attempts to articulate those links have often been difficult.  Further, in public school teaching there is little expectation for such articulation (Loughran et al., 2000) as the demands of time, curriculum design, and student achievement tend to create a focus more on doing teaching than on explicating the associated pedagogical reasoning.  Scholarship in teaching, usually discipline-based, then may well be highlighted and made accessible to others by better understanding the underlying knowledge, ideas, and theories that influence teachers’ pedagogical reasoning so that what is often viewed as exemplary practice is able to be discussed and examined in ways that go beyond the practice itself.  This is, we believe, an important step in coming to better understand what really comprises teachers’ professional knowledge and in beginning to make that knowledge available to others.  How does the work of self-study fit?  To begin to situate self-study work, we will explore distinctions made between practical and formal inquiry, look at the work labeled as teacher researcher, and review work by Boyer, Shulman and others under the heading of scholarship of teaching.  Once done, the next section with address the self-study of teaching practices.

Teacher Researcher and Forms of Practical Inquiry

Some work in the early 1990’s turned toward an alternative view of teaching. That is, examining teaching from within the teaching context.  From this perspective, researchers pushed to find ways of examining what teachers knew.  Early and most prominent among these researchers were Clandinin and Connelly and Cochran-Smith and Lytle.  Each set of researchers, while approaching teacher knowledge in different ways, attempted to unravel the ways in which teachers develop their professional knowledge.

Clandinin and Connelly (1995; 2000), for example, define knowledge as implicit or explicit connections that we express in actions, influenced by our historical, social and cultural roots.  For Clandinin and Connelly, the ways in which teachers tell their stories and use metaphors revealed their professional knowledge.  They (1996) challenge Fenstermacher’s interpretation of their work and the work of those involved in practical inquiry.  They assert that Fenstermacher missed the point when he claimed that their work does not demonstrate what teachers know and that they know that they know.  They believe that their work does that.  Further, they add a question to explore – how is teacher knowledge shaped by the professional knowledge landscape in which teachers work?  They suggest that we need new questions, or better “yet, we need new ways of relating to professional life in schools out of which productive researchable questions might emerge.”  

At the same time, Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1991) suggest that to neglect teachers (whether inservice or experienced teachers)  as generators of knowledge is "exclusionary and disenfranchising."  Instead, they (1990) recommend that teacher research could "contribute a fundamental reconceptualization of the notions of knowledge for teaching (p. 4)" and perhaps knowledge in general.   Lytle and Cochran-Smith (1991) assert that knowledge emerges from the personal and the cultural worlds of an individual.  Over the past decade, Cochran-Smith and Lytle (cite) have offered an examination of professional knowledge from a politicized vantage – questioning who own the knowledge.  This examination culminated in their carefully constructed discussion of the conceptions of teacher learning (1999) – knowledge for practice, knowledge in practice, and knowledge of practice.  Knowledge for practice might be defined as formal knowledge.  Knowledge in practice might be defined as practical knowledge.  Knowledge of practice, however, expands beyond the binary framework to include the local contextual knowledge that teachers have within communities that they use to theorize about and create their work as well as connect to a larger, broader context.

Fenstermacher asserts that Cochran-Smith and Lytle focus on who constructs this knowledge and he suggests that they fail to understand the ways that knowledge must be justified. Further, he asserts that Cochran-Smith and Lytle focus on who constructs this knowledge and he takes this opportunity to enter into the knowledge production/knowledge use, issue.  However, Fenstermacher may have missed the point of their work that is that teachers need a place at the table when talking about teacher knowledge and I think he missed it because he is a strong advocate of formal research/formal knowledge.

These researchers have been conspicuous advocates for the work of teachers in the public schools, encouraging them to make their work public and publishing with some of them (CITE).  Importantly, perhaps the most excellent, yet unfortunately lesser known within the US, is the work of the Project for the Enhancement of Effective Learning (PEEL).  This project (Baird & Mitchell, 1986; Baird & Northfield, 1992; Loughran, 1999) has consistently advanced the work of teacher researchers almost twenty years.  Teachers engaged in this work have quietly yet clearly represented teachers as researchers. (CITE)

Distinctions between practical inquiry and formal research
Historically, teachers have been identified as users rather than producers of knowledge.  Hence, the research on teacher education has been scattered with documents focused on the generation of knowledge bases that list what teachers should know and be able to do know in order to enter the profession (Cite Handbook articles).  To have knowledge, that is, to possess facts, ideas, and a range of information about teaching, is a professional expectation because a broad knowledge base will (it is hoped) improve a teacher’s practice.  In the last decade several groups of scholars in teacher education have fomented a debate of sorts about the ways in which knowledge should be understood.  Critical among the considerations is whether or not to accept the conventional representation of research and knowledge or to step outside what has been seen as “the” view of research and knowledge to offer alternative representations.  

Scholars have drawn distinctions between those who produce knowledge through research (formal knowledge) and those who use knowledge (practical knowledge) (Fenstermacher, 1994; Huberman, 1991; 1996, for example).   This argument elaborates on the link between thought and action, contrasting theoretical and practical arguments.  These clear-cut distinctions can no longer be made because teachers’ professional knowledge (whether it is preservice or inservice teachers) is more complex than originally thought.  Additionally, knowledge and its value seem to require reconceptualization as well as re-examination of the concepts of knowledge production and use.  As it is, the use of the terms formal and practical knowledge imply a power relationship that perpetuates a rift between researchers and practitioners and oppresses the work of the practitioner.  In terms of the academy, previously those who researched their own teaching were not as highly respected as those who sought a more conventional approach to scholarship were. 

In his 1986 Handbook of Research on Teaching article, Fenstermacher presented his notion of practical argument built on the work of Green (1971) built on the work of Aristotle.  This elaboration offered a heuristic for thinking about the ways teachers think about their work.  Key in this elaboration is the distinction between practical and formal inquiry.  While recognizing that teachers can contribute to our general understanding about the teaching profession, the consideration of the teachers as generators of knowledge that could contribute to that general knowledge base was not considered.  As Fenstermacher developed his view, the distance between the knower and the known, the scholar and the teacher remained great.

From the work of Fenstermacher and Richardson, we see in their call for practical inquiry – a worry that people might find this work equal on the level of scholarship with the more formal research when they are certain about that themselves.  At the same time, they continue to ask what teachers know, how they know, and the evidence they use to support that.

The Scholarship of Teaching

In 1990 Ernest Boyer wrote a special report for The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching entitled, Scholarship Reconsidered:  Priorities of the Professoriate.  In it he identified the scholarship of teaching as one of the four separate, but overlapping, functions of the professoriate.   For Boyer, scholarship of teaching entails the imparting of knowledge to others via analogy, metaphor and images as well as linking gaps between the teacher’s and students’ understandings.  Additionally, pedagogical procedures must be carefully planned, examined, improved and related to subject material.  Boyer asserted that he scholarship of teaching begins with “what the teachers know and mean not only transmitting knowledge but transforming and extending it as well…..” CITE

Under the leadership of Lee Shulman the Carnegie Foundation continued the exploration of this function of the professoriate and in the process the definition has evolved.  For Shulman the criteria for the scholarship of teaching includes at least “three key characteristics: it should be public, susceptible to critical review and evaluation, and accessible for exchange and use by other members of one’s scholarly community. CITE”

From his perspective, the scholarship of teaching and the scholarship of more formal research are not necessarily distinct enterprises.  Each involves a careful, thoughtful process and results in the advancement of thinking.  He would assert that the scholarship of teaching would be grounded in teaching and that more formal research may focus on teaching or other areas.  In the context of discussing research perspectives, he asserts, and most people considering methodology would agree, that a diversity of methods would be important as well as considering validity in different ways.  In his writings (CITE) Shulman promotes breaking away from the traditional approach of the “one right way” to undertake research studies.  However, many of the works he cites as ways to do this sort of research are, in fact, quite traditional in nature. 
As Shulman’s ideas have developed, he looked toward the scholarly contributions to teaching and learning.  He writes that the scholarship of teaching moves away from a more restricted to a more comprehensive and inclusive view (p. 49) of scholarship.  If institutions are to advocate a serious investment in the scholarship of teaching and learning, they must offer rationales for professionalism, pragmatism, and policy.  Briefly, Shulman defines these terms as follows:  Professionalism advocates that those academics involved in the scholarship of teaching model, make public, and explore the best ways to present their knowledge both individually and communally (Shulman, 2000, 49).  Pragmatism (2000, . 49)   finds the academics working carefully and reflectively on their teaching so that other members of the academic community can see and understand that work.  Potentially this helps improve our individual teaching as well as the practices of our colleagues.  Policy (2000, 49) at the university level must request evidence for assessment of teaching that would encourage work that is “learning-focused, domain-specific, and oriented toward analyzing the educative experiences.”  The Carnegie Foundation offers suggestions for institutions interested in making a commitment to this shift toward increasing the value of teaching.

Ties to Student Learning and Fidelity 

In the 1980’s Shulman proposed that the representation of teacher knowledge fell into a variety of categories.  He (1987) claimed that teachers needed strong “pedagogical content knowledge” (p. 8) to be the best possible teachers.  Around the same time other researchers speculated about teachers’ knowledge bases and the professional knowledge of teachers (Grossman, 1990; McDiarmid, Ball, & Anderson, 1989; Wilson, Shulman & Richert, 1987, for example) .  About what they know he asserted that teachers had a unique way of looking at practice, while many others had yet to reach that conclusion in their work.  Further Shulman and colleagues sought to examine the pedagogical thinking in ways that would reveal what teachers must know to best teach their content to students.
In the realm of the Scholarship of Teaching, student learning is a key focus.  To best delineate the way this work might be depicted, Shulman discusses FIDELITY (2000).  For him fidelity has for possible definitions, all interrelated.  There is the fidelity to their discipline, to the students’ learning, to their community and their institution, and to their own sense of self.  From his perspective, a teacher is an “enlightened, passionate intellectual” (Tell, 2001) who enacts, as much as possible, these various forms of fidelity.  Importantly, a teacher in this context is a university, rather than a public school, teacher,

Over the course of years, Shulman has offered labels, set categories, and established criteria for many aspects of the notion of the Scholarship of Teaching.  In this way, he and the Carnegie Foundation have laid out their frame for what this notion involves.

Self study – what is it?

Self-study is not a method, it is a methodology.  For more than the last decade a large community of scholars have developed this work.  The self-study SIG has sponsored three conferences, resulting in over 200 papers, plus numerous books, articles, and other presentations at AERA and elsewhere.  The Self-study of Teacher Education Practices SIG emerged from concerns of teacher educators for the learning of our students and of our students' students.  Concerned with the scholarship of teacher education, this includes classroom teachers engaged in the education of themselves and their colleagues.  Self-study does entail, therefore, and has since its inception, the characteristics identified by Shulman (1998).  In 1998 he stated that “[f]or an activity to be designated scholarship, it should manifest at least three key characteristics:  it should be public, susceptible to critical review and evaluation, and accessible for exchange and use by other members of one’s scholarly community” CITE.

We will address more specifically in this section how self-study compares with the work done by the scholars engaged with the Carnegie Foundation.  Here we would like to note some critical distinctions and some additional characteristics of self-study that make it different from this notion of the scholarship of teaching: 

The aim of self-study research is not only to contribute to the knowledge base of teaching and to transform practice in the long run, it is also to change present practice.  Indeed self-study demands immediate action:  “[T]he researcher must continue to give first priority to managing the context that is simultaneously being studied.  Researchers are therefore obliged to continually adjust their activities to improve their interactions with others" (Loughran & Northfield CITE).  Zeichner identifies this as a real strength of the self-studies he examined:  “[T]here is much evidence of deep questioning of teacher educators' purposes and practices and evidence of growth and transformation in teaching practice that flowed from this critical self-examination.  In these cases, improvements in teacher education practice clearly connected to the research and did not have to go through any intermediate disseminator." CITE

Self-study scholarship is as concerned with the relational aspects of teaching as with the intellectual.  Indeed we see teaching as a relational activity.  Self-study deals with the "self" that is the teacher educator and all that that entails.  Self-study scholarship is based in the notion that "knowing the self is essential to change and to developing new knowledge." CITE  As Zeichner noted, self-study is "sensitive to the personal and social complexities of the work." CITE  According to Smith, his "study supports others in underlining the enduring ties between the rational and the emotional and shows the value of fostering group discussions that link both thoughts and feelings" (Smith, 1998, p. 26).

Barnes said this of the first S-STEP conference:  "All the participants were involved in some way in the professional preparation of teachers, and my first impression was that "caring" seemed to be an underlying concern for them.  Almost everywhere I heard about caring for other people and their experiences.  I heard about the importance of supporting colleagues, of helping pre-service teachers find their own voices so that they are able to express and organize their experiences in the classroom, and of responsibility for the young students who will be the eventual recipients of all the efforts to help teachers to teach more sensitively and reflectively.  Underlying self-study was an essentially humane approach to education." CITE
Teacher educators engaged in self-study are concerned with the consistency not only between their intellectual goals and their practices and student outcomes, but also between their values and their practice. There is a "willingness to admit that we stumble" and to examine publicly the discrepancies between our values and our practices in order to reduce the gap.  

The aim is more personalization than generalization.  The knowledge generated by self-study is not decontextualized.  We are teachers engaged in an on-going process of personalizing what we are coming to know with the people with whom we work -- our student teachers and colleagues, the primary audience, if you will, for the work.  We have developed considerable expertise with regard to this personalization of knowledge; we are not yet so expert at portraying it to others, since it seems to require new ways of doing so, but we are experimenting.

Comparing the work of self-study against Shulman’s criteria

The work of self-study scholars clearly meets Shulman’s criteria regarding the scholarship of teaching.

Going Public

An essential aspect of self-study includes taking the work public.  When engaged in self-study, our critically reflective process requires that we each examine our work individually and in the company of others.  Our own voices and the voices of colleagues encourage us to be the best teachers and scholars possible.  The reflective process includes thinking, refining, reframing and developing actions.  Self-study takes these processes and makes them public [italics added], thus leading to another series of processes that need to reside outside the individual”  (Loughran & Northfield, 1998, p.15).  Indeed self-study mandates going public not just with the results of the research, but throughout the process.  Additionally Loughran and Northfield (1998, p. 12) state that “Even though the term “self-study” suggests an individual approach, we believe that effective self-study requires a commitment to checking data and interpretations with others.  The value of the involvement of others becomes evident in practice and is well demonstrated when interpretations, conclusions or situations resonate with others who have had the opportunity to analyse the data independently”.

Collaboration is an important of self-study and has been “essential to the success of self-study” (Barnes, 1998, p. xii).  Students of teacher educators engaged in self-study are a critical part of the “public” that is consulted.  A central purpose for going public throughout the process as well as at the conclusion is to obtain critical review and evaluation from colleagues, including most particularly other teacher educators and researchers, classroom teachers and their students, and the students of the teacher educator engaged in self-study.

Susceptible to Critical Review and Evaluation

An outside reviewer, Douglas Barnes, for the first international conference sponsored by the Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices SIG identified three defining features of self-study:  collaboration, openness, and reframing.  The former was addressed by point one.  The other two seem especially relevant to this characteristic of scholarship.

Much of what colleagues do both during and after engaging in the process of self-study is to bring alternative perspectives to the analysis and interpretation of the data to challenge the perceptions that the teacher educator/researcher has about the teaching process under investigation and to help her reframe her understanding, e.g., “Genuine innovation depends on changes in the unconscious frames of reference that shape their perceptions of what is possible in their lessons.  If Schon’s assertions are right, the central task for both teacher education and the improvement of our work as teacher educators, must be seen as a matter of reframing, making changes in how the various aspects of the task of teaching are perceived by teachers.  That, of course, includes university teachers.  Changed patterns of work need to become changed ways of understanding what is going on in classes” (Barnes, 1998, p.xii).  

Obtaining the views of one’s students is a necessary part of this process -- student teachers are seen as a part of one’s professional community.  This is considered to be useful not only because it helps the current teacher educator/researcher reframe her thinking, practice and scholarship, it helps prepare the student teacher to continue the scholarship of teaching in his own practice.  

Others have agreed that on-going critical review and evaluation are fundamental to the field

“Self-study of teacher education practices is a formalization of reframing" (Hamilton, 1998, p. 1)  “However, the willingness to review existing frames of reference must be seen as a criterion of quality in self-study and an indication that the study is not being used to rationalize existing frames of reference” (Loughran & Northfield, 1998, p. 12).   “The need to honestly hold up practice to critique by colleagues, by oneself, and by ones' students is an important hallmark of self-study work" (Hamilton & Pinnegar, 1998, p. 240).

Though the work has been engaged in order to directly inform and transform the understanding and practice of those involved in the self-study, the intention to be useful by other members of the scholarly community is also inherent in the work.  Zeichner, in his Division K Vice Presidential Address (1998), made particular note of this potential when he identified “the birth of the self-study in teacher education movement around 1990, [as] probably the single most significant development ever in the field of teacher education research.”   “This work can inform both the practices of the teacher educators who conduct it and contribute knowledge and understanding of teacher education for the larger community of scholars and educators.”

Accessible for Exchange and Use by Other Members of One’s Scholarly Community
Loughran and Northfield in articulating a framework for the development of self-study practice, emphasize the utility of the work for others.  “For us, these assertions offer a way of considering how self-study might be viewed, understood, and practiced so that the outcomes may be communicated to others and thereby lead to learning that is useful and applicable for more than just the individuals directly involved” (1998, p. 11).  “Self-study can be considered as an extension of reflection on practice, with aspirations that go beyond professional development and move to wider communication and consideration of ideas, i.e. the generation and communication of new knowledge and understanding” (p. 15).  They also discuss how self-study is an invitation to readers “to abstract from the self-study described to [their] own situation”; “to link accounts with their own experiences.”

Hamilton and Pinnegar in the conclusion to the book documenting the first conference also emphasize the importance of the work being useful to the future work of other teacher educators.  “Unlike the assertions about what works, which were the hallmark of earlier teacher education research (Wittrock, 1986, for example), this research leads teacher educators to understand their work, question what might be possible in their practice, and then move to create such practice that more might be learned both by the future teachers thus educated and by teacher educators studying what they are doing” (1998, p. 241).

“As one’s educational practice improves, accounts of it and therefore knowledge about it is added to the knowledge base of the teaching and research community” (p. 243).  “The value of self-study depends on the researcher/teacher providing convincing evidence that they know what they claim to know” (p. 243).

Self-study of teacher education practices does seem to “entail a public account of some or all of the full act of teaching -- vision, design, enactment, outcomes, and analysis in a manner susceptible to critical review by the teacher’s professional peers and amenable to productive employment in future work by members of that same community” thereby meeting the criteria for the scholarship of teaching set forth by Shulman.  In addition, it includes other features that expand the domain of teacher/teacher educator scholarship.

In addition, we need to continue to emphasize how self-study is different from the scholarship of teaching and from teacher research by making clear in our work how we are matching our beliefs with practice and making our ideas and values explicit; by offering clear evidence of reframing, collaboration and openness; by exploring ways our work can contribute to the generation of knowledge; and by recognizing the shift in paradigm we have created and by the differences we need to make (p. 33).”

Self-study acknowledges the political nature of the teaching process

 This connects the moral/political dimensions of teaching with the technical, as Zeichner has suggested we should.  In the introduction to the section of his talk devoted to self-study he states, "There has been a tendency in the U.S. to try to separate the moral and political from the technical and to stress only a technical emphasis with prospective teachers that ignores the social and political implications of teaching." CITE  He then goes on to talk about how self-study does not do that.   Instead, self-study is develops the voice of teacher educators, their students and their students’ students.   As the work in self-study developed, the attention to voice has also developed.  The standpoint or perspective of the writer of the self-study can be as important to the study as the undertaking.  Often the political elements of the work are also critical.  One’s view, stance, background, and/or perspective are critical elements as are the experiences within the institutions involved.

The distinctions between self-study, teacher researcher, and scholarship of teaching

The distinctions noted in the previous section should be helpful in clarifying definitions, but here are more succinct and necessarily circumscribed definitions of the three terms.  See Figure I.  This careful analysis of the three fields can provide us with suggestions for ways to refine, re-emphasize and reclaim the field of self-study as distinct from the others.   To analyze the various perspectives put forth by self-study, teacher researcher and the scholarship of teaching, we created a chart.  To begin to delineate the elements we would explore we created these categories:  What gets studied? Who studies?  Literature used?  Who owns the knowledge ?  Use of knowledge gained?  Issues of practical and formal research?  Power issues?  Self?  We attempted to answer these questions for each field.

Issue of practical and formal inquiry

Richardson (1994) suggests that practical inquiry may actually be an important forerunner to formal inquiry.  Further, Shulman CITE recognizes that these inquiries each expect a careful reflective and analytic process and proposes that “[e]ach will be understood as a variety of methodologically sophisticated, disciplined inquiry.  Each demands activities of design, action, assessment, analysis, and reflection” (Inventing the future, 2000, p. 99).   
Scholars in teacher education bring a special interest and expertise to the work they do.  As both scholars in their field and experts in the pedagogy they bring a thorough understanding to the work they do.  This would certainly be similar to the “steward” notion of Shulman CITE that recommends that those involved in the scholarship of teaching being “stewards” of the knowledge in a particular discipline or field.  These scholars, though, although based in a discipline, often struggled because they have no knowledge about pedagogical options or even other ways of gathering and analyzing data.

When considering Shulman’s work, we must recognize that our work has been invisible to him.  In fact, Shulman laments the absent body of literature from which to draw exemplars.  He queries: "How many professional educators, when engaged in creating a new course or a new curriculum, can turn to a published, peer-reviewed scholarship of teaching in which colleagues at other colleges and universities present their experiments, their field trials, or their case studies of instruction and its consequences?  Where is the scholarly literature through which higher educators study exemplars of teaching and can build upon that work?  With precious few exceptions, we don’t have such a literature." (Shulman, 1999, CITE).

While we have numerous publications dating since 1990 (Papers since 1990,publications since 1991 including…….) our work has not been read by members of the Carnegie Foundation.   Potentially our discipline-based colleagues engaged in the scholarship of teaching could review the self-study work in teacher education, because, as Zeichner notes, there is a strong literature upon which to draw.

Conclusion

In the end the distinctions for me between self-study, teacher researcher, and the scholarship of teaching has everything to do with the modern/postmodern shift.  Shulman and his colleagues want to fit their work into what currently exists.  For the most part, those involved in self-study have moves beyond that.  Shulman is oblivious to our work because we are considered “fringe”.  We are all also teacher educators while he is trying to bring in those people throughout the university.  Although the few and the famous have been included, the lesser known, perhaps more innovative professors have done the work.  Shulman clearly talks about his work as if it something new, but it is only new because he has not gone out and examined our work.  In addition, while Shulman and his associates might call their work self-study, it is not clear the ways in which the “self” are involved if any but a superficial way with the study of teaching. What, we should ask, can the work of the “scholarship of teaching” learn from the work of self-study?  Certainly they still see the scholarship of teaching in a far less personal way than most self-study people do and this is where the modernist/post-modernist view enters. Self-study, while it focuses on teacher education takes a more global approach, more political approach.  The self-study scholars are not just focused on teaching but the entire context involved in being a teacher and working with students.

From Shulman’s writing he seems to suggest that his work is unique, different, and unusual.  However, he is simply calling for people to give credit to the work that teachers – university and public school – have been doing for quite some time.  What he and the Carnegie Scholars have done is claim as theirs the work that teachers have done without credit.  He and his colleagues have labeled and written and categorizing and cased what they call the scholarship of teaching.  Scholarship of teaching is simply that – the careful study of teaching.  Usually this study of teaching involves a traditional approach to study, except that the typical research strategies are qualitative.  This scholarship of teaching has also been called self-study.  This is a label taken sometime in the last few years.  However, this is a label taken without examination of the work that had already been called self-study.

While Shulman attempts to challenge the academy, he is also attempting to quell their worries.  He hopes to transform institutions of higher education.  Shulman wants to encourage this to take the learning and teaching processes seriously.  Indeed, if those engaged in the scholarship of teaching took their colleagues in teacher education seriously that would help with this institutional goal,  If they saw teacher educators as stewards and experts in their field, they could benefit from the self-study work.  To this end, we must continue to work with our discipline-based colleagues to transform our institutions to value self-study -- for teacher education and for all disciplines.
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