











she felt the original purpose of the shared lesson was not honored.
The Realities of Our Collaboration

What seemed to be a promising meeting in mid-November turned to be a good
conversation but not the beginning of collaboration. What I had envisioned, systematic
planning periods where reflection and discussions could take place, never happened. In
spite of this drawback, the class in general was organized differently and we were able to
implement some collaborative projects. For instance, in early December, we
implemented the short unit on culture we agreed on during our planning meeting in
November. The main idea was to help children understand people have different ways to
be in the world. We invited several friends from different countries to share about their
communities, traditions, and language with the class. | shared information about my
country and culture as well. Visitors came after recess and stayed until it was time to go

for lunch (see Figure 5.4).

Figure 5.4. Saad Bushala sharing Libyan traditions with children during a unit on
Cultures, implemented in December 2014.

Children kept travel journals to record their thinking and learning from the places our
visitors taught us about. Teachers gave children a template that had specific information

they should get from the visitors such as the language they spoke, a cultural tradition and
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Priscila:

Ms. Bravo:

Priscila:

pasado més tiempo con ellos, creo saber como trabajar con cada
persona... (I'm thinking, if the project is based on teaching
someone something. For example, how to play football, but they’ll
have to write, do certain things with writing and also use math.
For example, you’ll have to show how many points you have and
how many points the other team and in that way they include the
standards we 've learned. Or they can make a graphic of their
favorite football team, I don’t know. | feel much more prepared
now that I have spent more time with them. 1 think I know how to
work with each person...)

Podemos terminar esa unidad en la que pueden presentar lo
que quieran pero estamos pensando en los skills que hemos
aprendido para que lo puedan aplicar. (We can finish this unit and
they can present whatever they want. We are thinking about the
skills that weve learn so they can use them.)

A mi me parece que ahi valdria la pena hacer un recycling de las
cosas que hiciste de geometry. (I think this might be a good time
to recycle some of the things you did with geometry.)

Si, me gustaria hacer, I don’t know (Yes, I'd like to do that. Idon’t
know.)

Que tuvieran que disefar algo. Por ejemplo, si Carl tuviera que
disefiar su field para futbol, ¢cudl es el shape? ¢;qué tipo de figura

es? ese tipo de cosa le permitiria incorporar lo que le gusta. (If
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Ms. Bravo:

Priscila:

Ms. Bravo:

Priscila:

they could design something. For example, if Carl (pseudonym)
had to design his own football field, what shape? What type of
figure is it? that type of thing. He could incorporate what he
likes.)

Si, ¢cdmo mides 100 metros? Si, poder hacer esas conexiones mas
explicitas. Lo que si me preocupa es que, COmo van a ser 38 no se,
necesitan un template para tener como areas que yo sé que van a
incluir varias cosas. (Yes, how do measure 100 meters? If we
could make those connections more explicit. What worries me is
that they are 38. We need a template so we could have different
areas they have to include.)

Un template podria ser para que les ayude a guiarse, pero ponen el
tema que ellos quieren. Ahi estaria lo que necesitan tener, las
cosas que deben incluir. Si, y hacer una rubrica con ellos, como lo
hiciste me parecio que estuvo super chévere. (A template could
help guide them, but they pick the topic. It could have what they
need to have, what they have to include. Yes, and construct the
rubric with them. What you did was really cool.)

Si, hacer las rubricas asi juntas para los proyectos. (Yes, make the
rubric for the projects.)

Si, les das el template y cuando les das el template haces la rubrica
al mismo tiempo, o sea este es el proyecto que tienes que hacer y

vamos a hacer la ribrica para que sepas que son las cosas que
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Ms. Bravo:

tienes que incluir en el proyecto, entonces ya tienen las dos cosas.
Estas utilizando un principio de backwards design donde les
muestras como los vas a evaluar cuando estas empezando el
proyecto. (Yes, you give them the template and with it you make
the rubric at the same time. This is the project we are going to do
and we are going to create a rubric so that you know what some
things you are expected to include are, so they have both things.
That’s a principle of backwards design. You show them how you
are going to assess them at the beginning of the project.)

Asi que necesito tener esas cosas listas. (I need to have everything

ready.) (recording, March, 3rd, 2015)

Our conversation had several implications. Ms. Bravo was considering the different

needs of children and she was trying to find a way to help them see that learning was

meaningful and real. It was also an opportunity to advocate for children such as Carl, an

African American boy who was constantly in the margins, and a chance to offer all the

students a more coherent learning experience. | was pleased to see that Ms. Bravo

considered it important to prepare things in advance. Unfortunately, the project did not

take off.

The tension between Ms. Bravo and Ms. Franklin continued. | was hoping Spring

break, in early April, was going to allow things to calm down, but not much changed

when we returned. They kept communicating by email and talking only when it was

strictly necessary. Interms of classroom organization, few changes were implemented on

either sides of the room. The routines were the same. There was whole instruction in the
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morning for 20 to 30 minutes. Ms. Bravo started with a math lesson and then Ms.
Franklin continued with a language arts one. In May, Ms. Franklin started giving math
lessons, because the MAP tests were approaching and Ms. Bravo asked her to teach
children some concepts and vocabulary in English to prepare them for the test. Next,
children worked in stations for one hour and half, went to recess, came back to continue
working in stations, went to lunch, to related arts and the last 45 minutes children worked
on a current project and, three days a week on writing workshops.

During stations time, both teachers worked with a small group. Ms. Franklin
usually gave children a worksheet with a particular topic such as how to find the main
idea in a paragraph. Ms. Bravo worked on math skills. She used hands-on activities and
helped children with their specific needs. The days | was in the classroom, | usually
worked with the Latino American girls. 1 generally repeated the morning lessons using
other materials and approaches trying to make sure they all got a good understanding of
the topics teachers covered. At least once a week, | asked them to pick a book to read
together. We had great conversations about the books they chose.

Ms. Bravo and | continued the contact with our Mexican friends. We decided to
organize book clubs. Children in both classes, Mexico and the U.S., read the same books
and then we had conversation via Skype during which they shared their thinking about
the book they were reading. Children wrote reflections about one of the books we had
read and sent messages to their friends in Mexico. | took the reflections and messages
with me when | visited Mexico in May. The class in Mexico also gave me their

reflections and messages, which I brought back to our children.
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This time of tension provided Ms. Bravo and | with more opportunities to talk and
informally discuss the needs of children. She listened to my opinions and reflected on
my questions. Our last project was a success among children. As we started planning it,
| wrote in my journal:

Today Ms. Bravo proposed an idea | thought was brilliant! We are going to study

different authors. She said it was a good opportunity to address the different

reading preferences of children. She gave me some ideas about what types of
authors children might prefer based on what she knows of them. | offered to
collect books from the local library and bring them next week to class. Children
are going to rank them according to their preferences. We are going to make a list
of the “best” books and send it to our friends in Mexico as suggestions of

interesting books to read. I’m excited! (field notes, May 14, 2015)

When | brought the books to the class, they all seemed very excited. | organized piles of
books of the same author and asked children to first peruse them all and then decide on
an author they wanted to explore more in depth (see Figure 5.5). Ms. Bravo organized
the groups based on children’s choices and helped monitor the work. Once groups were
organized, children started reading the books. There were at least four of each author.
Our instructions were they had to read one book at a time (they could negotiate what
book to read first) and have conversations about the book. We gave them a simple rubric
to rate the author’s books and gave them plenty of time to read and chat. The project
lasted two weeks. We used either the period after recess or the last 45 minutes of the day

to read and talk about the books.
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Figure 5.5. Carl and Mimi showing the poster they made with book suggestions
after completing an Author’s study project.

Although Ms. Bravo and | came with several other initiatives, such as selecting books to
read with children that we considered relevant to their cultural backgrounds, working
individually with children who needed extra support, and rethinking procedures and
certain stations, changes in the structure of the classroom were very difficult to
implement. The lack of communication between the teachers and between Ms. Franklin
and me circumscribed changes to the Spanish side of the classroom. We did not get any
information from Ms. Franklin regarding her thinking behind the activities she selected
for the stations. Most of the time what | did was walked around the room for a couple of
minutes trying to figure out what children had to do.

During my final conversation with Ms. Franklin | asked her what had been the
hardest part for her during year, she said:

Ms. Franklin: The constant communication we needed to have as teachers

together. That was hard.
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Priscila:

Ms. Franklin:

Priscila:

Ms. Franklin:

Priscila:

Ms. Franklin:

Priscila:

Ms. Franklin:

Why do you think it was hard?

Like, maybe because | needed details and she wasn’t driven by
details.

[uhm, ok]

Or ah I wanted to know more but never did and lack of time is the
time issue

[Yeah, it is]

| mean we trusted each other to get what needed done, I don’t
know...

So what suggestions do you have for me, how could I make things
work better in the future?

Uhm, just what we said before, kind of clear long-range plan and
working backwards with the end in mind. You being more forth
fore with what you wanted to do and expected. (recording, June 4,

2015).

It became apparent to me the lack of communication was something that affected Ms.

Franklin, although she never felt comfortable enough to address the issue with Ms. Bravo

or with me. 1 also understood she was expecting instructions of what to do and I did not

provide them. | did not realize then she was more of a follower expecting to be told what

to do. Our perceptions of collaboration differed. | wanted to construct a curriculum with

both teachers, but that was something Ms. Franklin was not used to doing. She was part

of a regimented system where following the rules was a must and not complying with

them was interpreted as a disruption. After our conversation, | started reflecting about
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what she said. | believe that perhaps what | construed as no interest to collaborate with
me, might have been the result of Ms. Franklin’s interpretation of my proposal for
collaboration as a project that lacked structure and purpose. This might have become a
source of frustration for her.

Conclusion

In this chapter, | gave account of the multiple forces and material circumstances
that shaped my collaboration with the teachers who participated in my study. | shared
what | know is a partial perspective, which can hardly be considered the only truth. |
intended to trace the absent presence that affected our thinking and ways of being by
problematizing my own interpretations, knowing that my inexact memory will continue
“to interrupt and deconstruct the present in its recounting of the past” (Jackson & Mazzei,
2012, p. 23). | also kept track of what happened after a deconstructive event, in order to
trace the new, the possible, and the juxtaposed, from my partial and positional
interpretation (Noblit, Flores, & Murillo, 2004).

It is important to acknowledge the locality and temporality (Clandinin &
Connelly, 1990) of the events | narrated. Tracing those events in the context of the
school implies recognizing the structures that affected what teachers were able to do or
not. In many ways, the culture and focus on standardized tests determined the scope of
teachers’ actions. Thus, understanding the complexity of what we lived, implies the
recognition that social life is never simple or rational.

| also want to acknowledge the very personal nature of my inquiry, recognizing
that narrating my lived experiences has a social, political and epistemological connotation

(Noblit, Flores & Murillo, 2004). As | thought with my data and then with theory, | was
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able to connect my personal experiences with the voices of the authors that spoke to me.

| felt what Freire (2000) meant by reading the world in my praxis.
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Chapter 6: Insights and Implications
Becoming a culturally responsive practitioner is by no means an easy and straightforward
process. On the contrary, it is a never-ending journey full of contradictions and
regressions. My purpose in undertaking this project was to contribute another
perspective to understand the complexity that engenders becoming culturally responsive.
| wanted to understand if, through collaboration, it was possible to co-construct and co-
implement curriculum with a culturally responsive lens and to think with teachers about
possible ways to respond to the needs of the array of children that populate our
classrooms. However, collaboration proved to be more complex than I anticipated. Not
even two months later after we held our first and last collaborative planning meaning,
collaboration among the three of us started to break down. Eventually, | ended up
working in a collaborative fashion with only one of the teachers. This limited the impact
of the culturally responsive engagements we planned.

Given the uneven effort to collaboratively produce culturally responsive
curriculum, I analyzed the process of our planned collaboration as well as its
intersection with culturally responsive practices. By tracing teachers’ trajectories
throughout the time we spent together, | thought | could underscore the complexities of
collaboration and understand the diverse factors that affected teachers’ responsiveness to
cultural differences. My reflections included the different scales, micro, macro and
intermediate levels (Collins, 2012) at which discourses and classifications circulated and

how they percolated classroom practices. Noticing the structures in place at the different
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levels helped me keep in mind the context of this inquiry and better understand teachers’
responses to my invitation to collaborate.

As | revisited my data and the categories and themes, | started theorizing about
the reasons underneath the stance Ms. Franklin and Ms. Bravo took toward collaboration
and, by extension, toward culturally responsive practices. | concluded that a positivist
paradigm continuously permeating life at Myrtle Elementary. The positivist paradigm
privileged standardized tests, determining what counted as knowledge and its production,
and functioned as a means to deploy power. Positivism permeated classroom instruction
and teachers’ stance toward diversity. It functioned as a catalyst to fixate teachers’
beliefs about teaching and learning. This paradigm was an absent presence (Derrida,
1997) that guided Ms. Franklin and Ms. Bravo’s decisions at different levels. Within this
context, Ms. Bravo’s willingness disposition to find alternatives to better respond to the
needs of children through projects, her questioning of her own teaching practices, her
reflections about my questions and her decision to adopt an inquiry stance, understood as
“a collaborative process of connecting to and reaching beyond current understandings to
explore tensions significant to learners” (Short, 2009, p. 12) acted as a resisting force.

It is important to note that becoming culturally responsive is equally complex for
everyone, even if one belongs to a minoritized group (Ladson-Billings, 2009).
Eurocentric, patriarchal, and elitist ways of seeing the world permeate our societies
affecting each one of us in different ways, sometimes obscuring our own privileges and
making us insensitive to the oppression of others. Thus, it is only possible to start
guestioning the systems that oppress us and interrupt their materialization in our lives

when we notice their existence and the ways in which they affect us. My lived
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experiences in Ms. Bravo and Ms. Franklin’s class led me to believe that in order to
notice and be able to name the different circuits of power, educators must assume an
inquiry stance.

However, this stance alone is not enough if educators do not pair it with a critical
eye, for inquiry must be critical inquiry. And it is only when educators are willing to see
beyond the obvious, and start tracing the ways in which the structures in place oppress
them—as well as those they are supposed to benefit—that we will be able to challenge
those structures and find suitable alternatives. A critical inquiry stance requires us to
constantly interrogate the world as well as our work, knowing that “this interrogation
itself becomes an act of critical intervention, fostering a fundamental attitude of vigilance
rather than denial” (hooks, 1994, p. 53). It is precisely such attitude that allows us to
notice, trace, and contest the structures that oppress us. From a critical inquiry
perspective, it is our responsibility to interrogate the world with our students.

The Positivist Paradigm

Although a positivist paradigm has been questioned for decades, particularly its
inappropriateness to understand social and cultural life (Noblit, Flores, & Murillo, 2004)
and by extension classroom practices, it is still in force in our schools and classrooms.
Disguised under the claim of objectivity, children are classified and labeled based on the
results of standardized tests that ignore cultural differences, privilege certain ways of
knowing, and mark their possibilities for the future (Kincheloe, 2008; Macedo, 2006).

Additionally, a positivist paradigm requires the use of a behaviorist model of
teaching and learning (Skinner, 1976). Thus, the use of a positivist paradigm not only

classifies children, it determines how teachers organize their classrooms and what they
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teach. My experiences at Myrtle Elementary led me to think that a behaviorist model, in
different degrees of implementation, guided Ms. Franklin and Ms. Bravo’s classroom
practices and the practices of the school (such as imposing a culture of silence). Such a
culture guaranteed a certain environment where a skill-based approach could be
implemented. The constant monitoring of children’s behavior and everyday practices
tailored to manage them, demonstrated that the teachers might have believed that a quiet
environment would support learning. Bowers and Flinders (1990) defined this stance as a
“technicist approach” (p. 7), which comes from models such as the one proposed by
Tyler (1949), who defined education as “a process of changing the behavior patterns of
people” including thinking and feelings (pp. 5-6). Such a model requires “the
specification of the behaviors to be changed (to be expressed as behavioral objectives)
and a systematic approach to evaluating whether the objectives had been attained”
(Bowers & Flinders, 1990, p. 7). Bowers and Flinders (1990) asserted that “the emphasis
on behavioral objectives gives special legitimacy to the technological pattern of thinking,
while at the same time making the cultural and linguistic characteristics of the classroom
appear even more illusive” (p. 8). The use of a technicist approach seemed to be Ms.
Franklin’s model of teaching. She seemed to hold a behaviorist worldview that assumed
that learners are passive beings waiting to be shaped by positive or negative stimuli. She
seemed to equate being quiet to being ready to learn. This, despite the fact, that a good
number of children were quiet, but not connected to the world of the classroom. The
following notes exemplify this assertion:

Children are on the carpet listening quietly. Carl, Brian and Steward are not

paying attention. They are playing with each other. Ms. Franklin asks Carl to
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move to a different spot although Brian was the one who started asking him

things. Brian goes to the bathroom. Carl tries to pay attention. He stops and

covers his face with his hoody. (field notes, February 2, 2015)
Interpreting Ms. Bravo’s teaching model proved to be more complex. In several
instances, her behavior suggested a constructivist approach to teaching and learning
(Piaget & Inhelder, 1969; Vygotsky, 1978). For example, she implemented stations so
that students would have choices. However, her dominant classroom management
procedures responded to those institutionalized at the school. She and Ms. Franklin both
used a disciplinary system rooted in a behaviorist model. They asked students to use
numbers to categorize their behavior each day and used leading the line to the cafeteria or
to recess as a reward for obedient behavior or for becoming examples of the 7 Habits
(Covey, 2014). The way these behaviorist practices were institutionalized was quite
straightforward. If it was an initiative from the district such as the 7 Habits, teachers
received professional development at the beginning of the year and a scripted program to
follow. If it was a procedure established at the school, teachers received the instructions
from their administration and then opportunities to practice its implementation; such as
the time after winter break when children and teachers practice for three hours how to
walk in the hallways, use the bathroom, the cafeteria and dismissal procedures. Teachers
were expected to fully implement initiatives and procedure in their classrooms and at
school. As a result, they passed the instructions to their students and made sure they
complied with the expectations. Teachers became “vehicles of power via their practices

of control” (Jackson & Mazzei, 2012, p. 59), while also responding to forces above them.
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Another way a positivist paradigm materialized in the classroom was through
teachers’ teaching practices. Ms. Bravo and Ms. Franklin framed their teaching around
standards on which children were tested in compliance with the school’s objective to
improve standardized tests scores, as is the current national trend in the U.S. (Howard,
2010). There was a difference between them though. Whereas Ms. Bravo was willing to
try different means to help students learn and was looking for hands-on activities, Ms.
Franklin followed the scripted programs provided by the school and based on the
district’s policies. Following scripted programs meant that Ms. Franklin seldom tailored
her teaching to the interests of children or envisioned different possibilities for her
classroom practices aside from the ones already in place. Even during small group
instruction, she used a scripted model that guaranteed the covering of the standards. The
urgency to cover the content present in standardized tests also fostered an individualistic
approach to planning. | believe collaboration was hard to attain, particularly with Ms.
Franklin, because she felt she had more control working individually; even though the
classroom was shared and our original commitment as a team had been to collaborate.
Perhaps not having to question her practices or justify her thinking made working
individually comfortable and familiar. Additionally, test results at Myrtle Elementary
affected each teacher individually, which meant the results also functioned as a sign of
success and recognition or as a sign of failure.

A positivist paradigm might also justify an orientation of cultural neutrality
(Bowers & Flinders, 1990). If teachers were to be objective, they could not consider the
particularities of children. They would deliver the same content, in the same way to all

children. This was evident to me in Ms. Franklin’s teaching. Her constant references to
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standards guaranteed a certain “neutral” approach that did not give room to the
incorporation of the cultural backgrounds of children. There was no space for
differentiation or considering different learning styles. Standardization became at Myrtle
Elementary a source to oppress teachers and children; a means to exercise power and the
materialization of a positivist paradigm.
A Critical Inquiry Stance

Gay (2010) defined culturally responsive teaching as “using the cultural
knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically
diverse students to make learning encounters more relevant to and effective for them”
(p.31). She also asserts that, culturally responsive teaching is validating, comprehensive
(teaches the whole child), multidimensional (includes curriculum content, learning
context, classroom climate, student-teacher relationships, instructional techniques,
classroom management and performance assessments), empowering, transformative and
emancipatory (pp. 31-38). Practicing culturally responsive teaching is complex, despite
one’s race, class, sexual orientation, or material circumstances. Just because one
identifies with or is positioned as a member of a minoritized group does not mean one is
immediately prepared to respond to the cultural needs of children who differ from what
has been established as the norm, which, in the United States, is a European American,
middle class student.

During my time at Myrtle Elementary, there were differences between the two
teachers relative to becoming more culturally responsive. | came to believe that these
differences rested on the stance each one of them had toward teaching and to life in

general. Whereas Ms. Franklin could be described as a reliable follower, she presented
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the information her administration required and never questioned procedures or
programs. Ms. Bravo was more of an inquirer; she consistently looked for new
approaches to use in her teaching. She questioned the system and even bent the rules
imposed upon her, such as the “only Spanish” policy, so that she could better serve the
children.

Ms. Franklin was genuinely concerned with the well-being of children. However,
| did not notice and, she did not share with me, instances of reflection about the
implications of assuming a more culturally responsive stance. Most of the time, Ms.
Franklin evaded the topic of culturally responsive practices and referred to her activities
at church. Doing so could have been a way for her to insulate herself from examining her
individual role in the perpetuation of a system that does not use the cultural background
of children, positively and productively, in everyday pedagogy (Nieto, 2010). For
instance, Ms. Franklin shared with me on different occasions that she had hosted for a
couple of days a child at her house whose father had been abusive or that she kept herself
busy in activities that involved collecting things for people in need. However, her efforts
at addressing a child’s safety and health and inequity were not channeled to the world of
her shared classroom. She was willing to find clothes for Norton, an African American
boy who frequently came to school with dirty clothes, but she never seemed disposed to
alter her classroom practices to help him learn in culturally responsive ways. Her
expectations to get instructions from Ms. Bravo or me, as opposed to finding alternatives
to her practices or collaborate constructing together responses to the challenges the
classroom presented, somehow did not allow her to evolve into becoming a culturally

responsive practitioner.
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The context in which Myrtle Elementary functioned required a certain type of
teacher. One who did not question the practices of her leaders, but followed and
complied with what was established—a teacher who, in the words of Peirce (1955),
fixated her beliefs through authority. This seemed to be Ms. Franklin’s way, but not Ms.
Bravo’s.

Ms. Bravo was always asking for explanations, findings new ways for her
instruction and proposing changes. It was precisely Ms. Bravo’s inquiry stance that |
believe allowed her to start questioning her own practices and noticing the needs of
children. Perhaps such a stance even made visible some of her privileges and helped her
become more sensitive to the needs of children. Ms. Bravo was very critical of herself.
When discussing the school year, she said:

“Este no fue un buen afio. Hay tantas cosas que cambiaria. No me siento

contenta con lo que hice.” “I don’t think this was a good year. There are so many

things | could have done differently. I don’t feel happy with what I did.” (field

notes, June 2, 2015)
| believe it was Ms. Bravo’s inquiry stance towards life and knowledge, for instance, by
continuing her education that marked the difference and made possible her journey to
becoming a culturally responsive practitioner. Ms. Bravo’s reflective stance and thirst for
knowledge played an important role in the awakening of her critical eye. Ms. Bravo
seemed to fixate her beliefs through inquiry (Peirce, 1955). Her constant search for new
alternatives to deliver content, eventually led her to question her own stance toward the

role of culture in her classroom.
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Adopting an inquiry stance is never easy or free from complications. | believe it
was precisely this stance that dangerously positioned Ms. Bravo in the midst of what
Foucault (1972/1980) called a “cluster of relations” (p. 199) that ended up pushing her
out of the school. Once a principal’s favorite in the eyes of other teachers, Ms. Bravo’s
supposed flaws became apparent when her administration concluded she was not able to
control one of her students. She was caught up in a cluster of relations in which the only
way she found to resist was through her resignation. | do not believe the event with
Camden was the only reason Ms. Bravo left the school. 1 think it was one of the reasons
that contributed to her decision and perhaps a detonator. At least to my knowledge, she
did not get messages from her administration that explicitly or implicitly requested her
resignation. My interpretation was she felt hurt and maybe even betrayed by her
administration and her teaching partner. She found herself displaced from the position of
the exemplar teacher who has innovative ideas to the teacher who could not handle a
student. If so, this may have been detrimental to her personal image in her community
and, subsequently, a source of great stress and frustration.

Both teachers were constrained by the system. The heavy burden of district and
state mandates had an enormous effect on the decisions they made and the way they
related to children. At the same time, it was the stance each one them took toward those
mandates that determined their willingness to collaborate with me and think together to
find alternatives to better serve children.

Scales and Reproductive Processes
Becoming a culturally responsive practitioner is not a static practice. There is not

a final stage to reach. On the contrary, it is a constant process of becoming (Deleuze &
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Guatarri, 1987). Bearing in mind that cultural manifestations are the product of socio-
historical practices that circulate in a circumscribed locality and time (Agha, 2007), it is
virtually impossible to be acquainted with all possible indicators of a given culture, not
even our own. Pretending to be fully aware of