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To the children who live outside love's embrace 



Based on the current literature, "critical pedagogy" can be defined as an approach to 

teaching and leaming that includes the notions of dialogue, voice, critical reflection, and 

empowement as constitutive of a form of "liberatory" pedagogy that may lead to personal 

and social transformation. Suc h an approach values rather than tolerates the socio-cul tural 

differences that frame society and, ultimately, the school cultures within which educators 

work. In the context of a criticai pedagogy, the students and the t a che r  work together to 

name, confront, deconstruct, and (re)shape the social injustices that work to oppress and 

exploit marginalized people. As a result, their shared classmorn space evolves into a 

humanized and humanizing comrnunity that is firmly grounded in egalitarian democratic 

pnnciples and practices. Implicit within the discourse on critical pedagogy is the hope that 

the women and men wtio constitute such a classroom comrnunity will develop an interest in 

and commitment to practicing a personal form of critical pedagogy, one that is (re)shaped 

by democratic and humanizing intentions, both within and without their classroom space. 

In the context of this thesis project, 1 have purposely engaged in my own form of 

critical pedagogy. In order to critically reflect on the nature of the current discourse on 

critical pedagogy in relation to the theories that fi-arne my own pedagogical practices, 1 have 

i ntentionall y chosen a cri tically reflective research approach, one that enables me to assume 

a critical positionality in relation to my own and other subjective knowledges. Even though 

such an approach implicitly values experience as constitutive of knowledge, it does not do 

so unproblematically, for the "critical" in critical pedagogy rnakes explicit that the 

knowledges that evolve from subjective theorizings must be repeatedIy problematized. 

Throughout this thesis project, 1 have intentionally problematized the experiences, 

languages, and powers that constitute and are constitutive of my own and other subjective 

theories that frame context-specific forms of critical pedagogy. As a result, this critically 

reflective work includes the following chapters: 1) Introduction; 2) A Humanizing Critical 

Pedagogy: A Subjectively Defined Framework; 3) A Critique; 4) Criticai Pedagogical 

Challenges; and 5) Passion and Compassion. (A Postscript is also included in order to 

frarne a recognizable conclusion.) The notion of a humanizing critical pedagogy that 



evolves in the context of this critically reflective research project is one that best fi& the 

form of the pedagogy that 1 name as my own: a pedagogy that values differences, critical 

knowtedge construction, justice, and social change; and makes explicit that passion, 

compassion, care, trust, and respect belong in the classroom. 
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Space Travels 

1 have k e n  standing dl my life in the 
direct path of a battery of sibdnals 
the most accurately transmitted most 
untranslatable language in the universe 
1 am a galactic cloud so deep so invo- 
luted that a light wave could take 15 
years to travel through me And has 
taken 1 am an instrument in the shape 
of a woman trying to translate pulsations 
into images for the relief of the body 
and the reconstruction of the mind. 

(From A d n e ~ e  Rich's poem, Planetanum, 197 1) 1 

Life lives as a joumey through time, its nature constantly moving and forever 

changing. Even though time exists as a constant, as  a predictable and familiar flow of 

seconds. it does not limit or define life's joumey. It simply exists to measure its pace. to 

record when life was "there" or in "that" place. "1 have been standing ail my life" in the 

midst of intersections of time and knowledge, intersections that frame the nature of my 

being as a "constantly moving [and constantly learning] subjectivity (Patti Lather, 1991, 

xix). It is time, now, to look around and explore the spaces that surround my gendered 

being. And it is time to critically reflect on the nature of the "pulsations" that "have 

[traveiled] through me" because 1 wish to understand where 1 have been, where I am. and 

where 1 might be going. 

1 feel my fate in what 1 cannot fear. 
1 leam by going where 1 have to go. 

(From Theodore Roethke's poem, The Wakina 195312 

1 In Ronald Gottesman, Laurence B. Holland, David Kalstonc. Francis Murphy. Hershel Parker, & 

William H. Pritchard. (Eds.). (1979). The Norton Anthologv of American Litenture (Vol. 3, p. 3 2 2 ) .  
2 In Ronald Gottesman, Laurencc B. Holland, David Wstone ,  Francis Murphy. Hershel Parker, & 

William H. Pritchard. (Eds.). (1979). The Norton Anthofoav o f  Amcrican Literature (Vol. 3, p. 3267). 



To  understand the stories that evolved as part of my past, as part of my life, 1 need 

to momentarily reflect on the places through which 1 have travelied. Images of these places 

live as memones within my being, as storied vignettes whose pages are illustrated with 

scenes from my past. 1 do not know how many pages exist within my personal narrative 

and it does not matter. For there are no page nurnbers, no table of contents, no beginning 

and end that implicitly dictate the order in which I must read what 1 have tived. Simply put. 

there are no limits to Iimit my reflections on that which has shaped the nature of my being. 

So 1 can freely search through narratecl and illustrated pages, freely search through my 

history to find what 1 am (un)consciously looking for at a particular moment in tirne. 

It is an anachronistic reading, this present reflection on past experiences, but only in 

relation to time. In relation to knowtedge this reading elusts as an unfolding, an expansion, 

a reconstruction of that which currently lives as rny relevant known. In a sense, this 

"relevant known" evohes over time into a form of knowledge known a s  wisdom, a form 

that constitutes and is constitutive of the morality that guides my relational interactions. 1 do 

not mean to imply that wisdom exists as a finished form within my being, it certainly does 

not. It cannot because my ever-evolving being has lived for only a relatively short time on 

this planet; and wisdom needs time to grow into that which is wise. But 1 do notice that 

knowledge cornes and wisdorn cornes to linge$ when 1 frequeotly critically reflect on the 

nature of the personal experiences that rest within the unfolding pages of my lifetime's 

narrative. It is from these pages that I am now reading as 1 critically reflect on and wnte 

about my travels through the "classrooms" of rny past. 

Carry-On . . . 
1 stepped from plank to plank 
So slow and cautiously; 
The stars about my head 1 felt, 
About my feet the sea. 

1 knew not but the next 
Would be my final inch, -- 
This gave me that precarious gait 
Some d l  experience. 

(Emily Dickinson, 1864) 
3 From Alfred, Lord Tennyson's poem Lockslev Hall ( 1842) found in Harold Bloorn, & Lionel Tri1 ting. 
(Eds. ). ( 1973). The Oxford A ntholoev of  Ennlish Literature: Victorian Prose and Poctrv, p. 43 1. 



Frequently accompanying me throughout my travels will be a philosophical yet 

problematizing "why?" because 1 believe that ". . . everything is dangerous" (Michel 

Foucault as quoted by Jennifer M. Gore, p. 154)- and that a reflective discourse does not 

guarantee personal liberation from the confines of oppressive knowledges. As 1 theonze 

and make connections about my teaching and learning experiences 1 know that 1 must be 

careful, for i do not wish to unintentiondly corne to rest in spaces bordered by ideological 

complacencies and/or suffused with spiralling emotionalities (Patti Lather, 1991). 

So . . . "why?" will often travel with me, a "carry-on" of doubt, a doubt that is 

rooted in an awareness and acceptance of the fallibility of subjectively constructed theories 

(James Banks, 1992; Di Bentley, & Mike Watts, 1992; Am-Louise Brookes, 1994, 

Lorraine Code, 199 1 ; Patti Lather, 1991). But "why?" need not persistently shatter 

persona1 illusions of momentary certainties, since these moments of comfort are necessary 

(John Portelli. & Ann Vibert, personal communication, June 1999, for they frame the 

familiar, that personal space within which my culture, my language, my knowledge are 

valued. If 1 constantly lived apart from rny familiar and existed only in "strange" worlds, 

that which defines my king-ness would be forever fragmenting into smaller and smalIer 

piece until whatever I used to be is lost, unrecognizable, even to the strange, and even to 

me. 

Even though 1 wiilingly critically refleçt on the nature of my farniliar, my 

problernatizing "why?" is not intended to completely deconstrcct my "home" of the 

moment, that farniliar place within which my knowiedges live. Instead, my "why?" is 

intended to sirnply disturb my "home's" socio-historical daim to structural veracity. so 1 

might find and explore and question the nature of each layer of meaning that constitutes its 

fom. I agree with "[John] Dewey [that] 'completeness and finality' [are] out of the 

question where knowledge [is] concerned because the 'nature of experience as an on- 

going. changing process forbids' [it]" (Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 108). But 1 disagree with 

the completeness and finality of such a statement, for 1 am not always consciously aware of 

the fact that 1 am constantly (re)constructing knowledge based on personal experiences. 

Only when 1 intentionally look within and search my lived space for possible connections 

and meaniag, am 1 able to actually "see" parts of the knowledges that constitute and are 

constitutive of the disparate positions from which I subjectively interpret my realities and 



(re)create my human being-ness. Only parts because if E were able to assume that 1 could 

see totality, 1 would negate "the nature of experience as an on-going, changing process." 

It is this "on-going, changing process" that excites yet frightens me. As long as 1 

continue to frequently step beyond the borders that frarne my familiar, 1 h o w  that 1 wiI1 

find knowledges and ways different from my own. Because my passion for ideas and 

learning compels me to search for meaning within what 1 interpret as the strange, I 

intentionally travel abroad . . . as often as 1 can. But journeying to unknown places implies 

transgressing familiar borders in order to get "there." Leaviag normal can be a frightening 

experience (bell hooks, 1994), especially when travelling alone and with a carry-on of 

doubt. 

As a student, the frightening aspects of such border crossings c m  be lessened when 

situated in a caring and compassionate classroorn cornmuni ty wherein ". . . biases can be 

challenged and changed, and al1 border crossings [are] seen as valid and legitimate" (bell 

hooks, 1994, p. 13 1). Throughout this past year of graduate studies, 1 was able to question 

the nature of the theories that constituted my own pedagogical practices in the sdety of both 

Am's  and John's classrooms, pIaces within which cntical dialogical interactions and 

student voices were valued. In the contexts of readings, wntings, engaged dialogue (with 

self and others), critical reflections, and critical knowledge construction. I have been 

(re)crossing familiar ideoIogical borders and (re)constructing connections between my 

theories and rny practices (Mary Field Belenky. Blythe McVicker Clinchy, Nancy Rule 

Goldberger, & Ji11 Mattuck Tarule, 1986; Ann-Louise Brookes, 1994; Nicholas Burbules, 

1993: Marilyn Cochrane-Smith, 1991 ; Paulo Freire, l97OI 1994; Henry A. Giroux, 1988: 

bell hooks, 1994, Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Ira Shor, 1992). It is these 

connections that frame this theoretical work: my thesis. 

Writing Connections 

My thesis lives at this moment in time as a personal search for meaning, a search 

that 1 am hoping will contribute towards making sense of that which 1 expenenced in the 

"classrooms" of my past. Witbin the context of these pages 1 have been able to situate 

myself in a cntically refiective place, a positionality from which 1 can atteinpt to understand 

the poIitical, ethical, epistemological, cultural. linguistic, and social layers that constitute 



and are constitutive of my realities of the moment. There are several other layers, 1 know 

this, but my search is prirnaril y focussed on finding and exploring and questioning the 

natures of the ones that 1 have explicitly named. This is not to suggest that the mentioned 

political, ethical, episternological, cultural, linguistic, and social layers exist independently 

of "the others." for they do not, they exist interdependently with whatever lives around and 

within their ideological spaces. 

But if 1 were to meticulously search each layer of the tel, that mound of knowledges 

that symbolizes rny current archeological dig, 1 would become epunded in an expansive 

yet limiting space, one that would disable possible movement away andor towards 

knowledges that are an i n t e p l  part of my quest. 1 would not know this at the time, but 1 

would intuitively sense that "something" was rnissing or that 1 was out-of-place as 1 delved 

deeper and deeper into layen that surrounded rather than lived within my chosen realm of 

study. Instead of exploring such a potentiaily limiting space, my archeology of the self, my 

reflective research, my thesis is intentionally and seiectiveiy space-specific. Within this 

space there are layers, many layers. And these layers form a momentary pattern, one within 

which 1 believe 1 wili be able to discern reflections of my subjective being. The nature of 

my personal quest serves my interests of this moment, the ones that desire to know and 

Ieam and evolve. In a way, though personal. this quest will also indirectly serve the 

interests of the students with whom 1 will be working in the future. For these moments of 

critical reflection will not only work to expand the knowledges that constitute my subjective 

fom,  they will also work to expand the spaces from which 1 teach as a critical and 

cornpassionate educator. 

What 1 am attempting to do, in the context of this theoretical work, is act as an agent 

of my own critical consciousness raising (Paulo Freire, 197011994; Henry A. Giroux, 

1988; Maxine Greene, 1973; bel1 hooks, 1994, Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 

1994; Ira Shor, 1992). 1 wish to understand the nature of rny lived space through 

theoriùng about what constitutes its cumnt form. In order to act as such an agent of 

persona1 transformation, I need to read of and cntically reflect on the theories that constitute 

and are constitutive of my subjectively framed lived space and, thus, my pedagogical 

practices. But I cannot simply situate my being in the midst of only subjectively framed 

knowledges and expect to develop an evolving critical consciousness. Such a situation 



would negate any interaction with disparate knowledges, those other consciousness-es that 

w o d d  work to shake up rny world (Paulo Freire, 1970/1994; bel1 hooks, 1994; Patti 

Lather, 1991; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994). Thus, instead 

of theorizing within a farniliar world that by its nature will work to remain familjar, I must 

deliberately search for problematization fmm without, for those voices of inquiry that will 

question what 1 know. Certain teachers and authors intentionail y speak with such voices, 

and it is with such teachers and authors that 1 find what I wish to experience: criticai 

consciousness raisings. 

It is the intersection of three agencies, not just one, that l a d s  to the transformation 

of consciousness (Paulo Freire, 1970/1994; Maxine Greene. 1973; bel1 hooks, 1994; 

Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, 199 1 ; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson 

Tetreault, 1994: Ira Shor, 1992; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). Though 1 recognize the power of 

my own human agency as well as the power that lives within knowledge, 1 know that the 

presence of an intelligent, canng, and supportive mentor is essential to the expansion of rny 

being. 1 use the word "mentor" purposely because the dominant socially constructed image 

that defines "teacher" seems to exclude the teacher as one who can be a sagacious and 

spiritual and caring guide. Throughout my life 1 have been fortunate in meeting a small 

number of such guides. I think of them, these women and men, as  my mentors, people 

who (un)knowingly gave and continue to give me gifts of knowledge and insight. Since 

they have been to places that 1 do not yet know but places to which 1 desire to journey, I 

deeply value and respect the knowiedges that they own. For it is because of these 

knowledges that 1 am able to (re)create rny own and transfom-t the nature of the political 

relationships that frarne what 1 perceive as my current world. 

When situated in such exciting and stimulating places, b t h  emotionally and 

intellectually, 1 am in the midst of my own consciousness raising, my own praxis of self, 

that '' . . . self-creative activity through which we make the world . . ." (Tom Bottomore as 

quoted by Patti Lather, 1991, p. I l ) .  Because I am actively engaged in the unfolding and 

evolution of my being, 1 feel ernpowered and 1 feel alive . . . passionately alive. My 

childhood passion for learning and knowing what exists within and beyond rny familiar 

s t in  within my soul. And as I freely travel to unknown places. 1 intuitively know that the 

power of praxis compels me to walk '' . . . into 'what has not yet been' " (Jean Paul Sartre 



as quoted by Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 172). It is exhilaration that greets me as 1 enter such 

unknown places, an exhilaration that *'lifts [me] from the ground," and after moments that 

transcend the known returns me to and steadies my feet "[upon] enchanted ground" (Emily 

Dickinson, 1868). Such Iikratory experiences renew my passion for knowledge, my 

desire " . . . to wonder and question; [for] it is in wonder and questioning that leaming 

begins" (Maxine Green, 1973, p. 268). 

Not only do such liberatory experiences renew my passion for knowledge, they 

afso work to renew my passion and desire to teach. For it is when 1 am teaching that 1 am 

able to share my wonder and joy in knowing what exists beyond the known, beyond the 

standardized given that the dominant voices in society wish to promote as the most valued 

and, thus, only reality. Working beyond this "standardized given" is a stniggle, because 

the majority of students enter my classroom (un)knowingly accepting this given as the 

nom (Paulo Freire, 19701 1994; Pam Gilbert, 1992; Henry A. Giroux, 1988; bel1 hooks, 

1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Donald P. Macedo, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Ken Osborne, 199 1; Ira Shor, 1992; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). 

In order to dissolve the borders that surround such conservative and oppressive views, 1 

submerse my entire being in rny teaching, in the world that is my classroom of the moment. 

In front of such views 1 stand, unwilling to move until such stark images are critically 

reflected in the mirrors of justice that are held in the minds of my students, rnirrors that 

possess the potential to reveal as illusion this "standardized given." 

Why Teach? 

The politicians of the ancient world were always talking of mords and virtue; 
ours speak of nothing but commerce and money (Jean Jacques Rousseau as 
quoted by Charles Sprawson, 1992i 1994, p. 221). 

Sometimes one starts to dream about what culture, literary life, and teaching 
could be if al1 those who participate, having for once rejected idols, would give 
themselves up to the happiness of reflecting together (Maurice Merleau-Ponty as 
quoted by Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 270). 

1 am a teacher but "why?", "why?" do 1 teach in a Westernized society that seems to 

predominantly value "commerce and money" over rninds and hearts and souls? To teach as 

a critical educator within schools that are encased in traditional Stone and enculturated 



values is a stniggle (Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon, 1991 ; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; Maxine 

Greene, 1978/ 1994; beli hwks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, 198'711994: 

Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 19W; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; 

Kathleen Weiler, 1488). But it is a stniggle that is worthwtùle, for it involves children, 

leaniing, justice, and the possibility of social change. 1 love what 1 perceive as the implicit 

perfection of children; 1 love the poetry that lives within their soufs; 1 love k i n g  able to 

share in a small part of their iarge lives, a part that lives as a student, a leamer, a seeker of 

knowledge, a creator of drearns and love. Though the dominant voices in society often 

speak in favour of "child support," they rarefy act as such. As a resul t, they often do not, 

as educationally-based slogans state it, "walk their talk." 

The politics that shield the eyes of Canada's capitalist democracy from the realities 

that live beyond profit-prospecting boardrooms are not democratic. Even though said 

politics attempt to make explicit that democracy is their deserved name, it is a transparent 

ruse. 1 have met too many children, far too many, who live in the absence of care, 

compassion, love, and trust. So 1 teach, hoping that the love that lives within my k i n g  c m  

suffuse my classroom with the love that is, at times, rnissing from the places that several of 

my students cal1 "home." This is my drearn, my desire, for like most of my students 1 also 

live as a student. a learner, a seeker of knowledge, a creator of dreams and love. 

In spite of the politics, sexist and otherwise, that work against femde educators- 

and their students-in the education system, 1 am cornmitted to my notion of what it means 

to teach (Maxine Greene, 1973; bel1 hooks, 1994, Kathleen B. Jones, t 993; Frances A. 

Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). 1 refuse to 

assume a victim positionality, a place from which my voice could only speak to cornplain 

about the power relations that frustrate the liberatory possibilities that 1 believe exist within 

a humanizing critical pedagogy. Instead, I situate my being in a positionality that recognizes 

these frustrations as framing my realities of the moment. They are simpl y part of living 

within a society that is attempting to evoive as a participatory democracy, one that by 

definition ought to be government of the people, by the people, and for the people. 

It is evolving, this society, it has been since democracy was bom in the ancient 

Greek's Athenian assemblies and reborn on Canadian lands. Because evolution means 

movement away andor towards (a subjective perception) democratic ways, it is inherently 



filled with times of change and challenge . . . and frustration. My place as a teacher, my 

place in the power relations that frarne each schooled culture, exists in the midst of an on- 

going evolutionary flow. But it need not become fixed, it can rnove, it can change. Since I 

believe in and am comrnitted to critical reflection and human agency as a way of life, my 

pedagogy reflects rny beliefs and cornmitment, rny philosophy of education, my optimism 

in the powers that rest within my own and other human souls. 

Not only does the profession of teaching present me with numerous opportunities 

to (re)create my philosophy of education, it aiso presents me with many opportunities to 

observe and leam about other teachers' pedagogical approaches. Because I have worked in 

five different schools, 1 have met a large number of students, teachers, parents/guardians, 

administrators, resource specialists, and other education personnel. These people possess 

disparate knowledges from which 1 c m  leam a great deal. So 1 ask questions and 1 attend 

vanous educational workshops; and in the case of rny CO-worker teachers 1 ask permission 

to visit their classrooms-either during or after class time, I know that 1 am a constantly 

evolving being and even if I am not always consciously aware of the fact, 1 am constantly 

(re)constructing knowledges (Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986; Maxine Greene, 1973; bel1 

hooks, 1944; Patti Lather, 1991; Nona Lyons, 1990). So 1 do for myself what 1 try to do 

for each student: 1 frequently expose my being, my mind and body, to the experiences that 

live inside and wait outside my familiar lived space. 1 do this because 1 wish to learn and 

evolve . . . and I wish to live within a subjective space that is open to border crossings. 

My teaching experiences in five disparate school cultures and communities have 

given me knowledges that 1 would not own if 1 had not travelled to and worked in such 

places. 1 recognize the fact that I was fortunate to have k e n  able to travel with my teaching 

certificate and find work in West Vancouver, Greater Vancouver, Whitehorse, and Halifax 

County schools. It was not only the teaching experiences 1 was looking forward to and felt 

excited about, it was the cornmunity experience as well. My teaching positions within the 

upper-class elitist culture of West Vancouver and the rniddle-class cultures of Greater 

Vancouver, Whitehorse, and Halifax County placed me in school cultures that were either 

vastly different fmm or quite similar to my own enculturated subjectivities. It was the 

culture that framed my West Vancouver private school experiences that codicted most 

sharply with my own principles and practices, and left me feeling distinctly out-of-place. 



Though 1 was deeply concemed about and disturbed by the materialistic values that 

permeated the schools* cumculum and culture, 1 value what 1 experienced and ultimately 

leamed from the students within my West Vancouver classroom. m e n  1 worked in 

Whitehorse and Halifax County, 1 felt most closely comected to the community that 

surrounded "my " school because the cultural values that shaped each cornmuni ty 's 

perception of human connections were strong. And such values filtered into my classroom 

(re)creating a language of care and compassion that lived to dissolve the pains and 

frustrations associated with adolescent joumeys through adulterated worlds. 

Both Whi tehorse and Halifax County shared a belief in the community-as-famil y, a 

belief that worked to (re)create the relational bonds that unite people in times of joy and 

pain and hardship. It seemed that Whitehorse's isolation and frigid winters often compelled 

people to search more often than not for companionship, compassion, and support from 

others. As well, the spiritual presence of the Native community certainly worked to soften 

the harsh edges of traditional Western ways. Even though Halifax County is geographically 

positioned quite close to Halifax proper, it seerns that the range between class differences is 

not as great as it is in the city, so peopie share somewhat similar econornic and social 

experiences. As a result, they share a language, a community culture, and they often share 

with one another. 

Although a "stranger" to both Whitehorse and Halifax County, 1 felt as if 1 

belonged to these communities. ft seemed as if my differences did not matter in relation to 

what did: my actions in the classroom and in the community. (These place-specific 

experiences contrasted sharpIy with West Vancouver's dominant response to "strangers." 

Instead of accepting differences, the predominantly upper-class West Vancouver attitude 

was to alienate unless, it seemed, a great deal of money traveiled with whomever was 

considered strange. ) 1 thoroughl y enjoyed teaching in both Whitehorse and Halifax 

County. And although frustration and pain and anger was mixed in with my teaching joys. 

1 still value what 1 experienced and leamed from k i n g  a rnomentary part of a number of 

students' lives-both within and without the classroom. My teaching and community 

experiences in these two distinctly different places were extrernely rewarding. It is such 

experiences that Iive in my memory as responses to the "Why?" in "Why teach?" 



Why Teach This ~ a y ? 4  

My love for students. for teaching, and for learning frames the practices that give 

shape to my notion of a humanizing critical pedagogy. Because 1 try to listen to and l e m  

from each student who lives within my classroom community, my pedagogy evolves. Its 

sound and sense, its shape are constmtly changing, transforming as students move through 

its pedagogical form and leave traces of their passings. Not oniy am 1 able to discem traces 

of a particular student' s passage, 1 am also able to di stinctl y make out the imprints made by 

memories of my own school days. They are imprints that, though frozen in time, live 

within my pedagogicd practices, mernorable memories of teachers who taught with 

intelligence, passion, care, compassion, and love. 

Even before 1 entered the B. Ed- program at my now named alma mater, 1 already 

(un)knowingly possessed a vision of what 1 wished my pedagogy would become. A 

discourse of critical thinking and a language of care and compassion were in place, in my 

mind, because rny memories of exciting school experiences included such pedagogical 

approaches. When 1 lived as a B. Ed. student in AM'S and John's classrooms, I knew that 

the shape of my pedagogical vision was not absurd. Their subjective pedagogies lived as 

affirmations of what could be if '' '[s]ometimes one starts to dream about what culture, 

literary life, and teaching could be if al1 those who pariicipate, having for once rejected 

idols, would give themselves up to the happiness of reflecting together' " (Maurice 

Merleau-Ponty as quoted by Maxine Greene, lm, p. 270). 

AM and John were, and continue to be, passionately involved in their respective 

subject areas. They value student voices and repeatedly work to create classroom spaces 

within which students feel safe enough to freely wonder. question, and evolve alone andor 

with others. This sense of safety is crucial, for it is the basis upon which a critical 

pedagogy is constructed (Melinda Fine, 1993; Maxine Greene, 1973 ; bel1 hooks, 1994; 

Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Timothy J. Lensmire, 1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thompson Tetreault, 1994). 1 felt d e  when in Ann's andor John's classrooms because 1 

knew that the contempt and ridicule and violence that feeds oppression would be 

chailenged. And 1 knew that the challenge would be through dialogue, intelligent and 

- - . - -. . . - . - -. - - - - - - 

'Why teach this ~ a y ? ~  is one of the themes ihat mns throughout Ken Osborne's ( 1991) Teachins for 
Democratic Ci tizcnship. 



democratic critical dialogue-oral andor written. The intent was not to humiliate but to 

challenge, in a caring way, those subjectively held ideologies that others in the class 

perceived as hiding andor perhaps denying that certain "isms" lived within. Though such 

'6isms" cannot be erased in a single semester, Ann's and John's pedagogical intents were to 

challenge the power related "isms" that lived within their classroorn communities, places 

made up of people, women and men, who (un)knowingly live as ". . . sorneone elsets 

'Other' " (Mary Gentile as quoted by Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989, p. 322). It is the manner 

in which each person lives as "someone else's 'Other' " that matters more than the fact that 

such politicized power relations actually exist- 

My pedagogy is intent on focussing on "the manner" in which women and men 

interact with one another because the current reaiities of the 1990s are filled with social 

conflicts rooted in human intolerances that thrive on devaluing differences. If students are 

able to understand the nature of their own subjective knowledges and the differences that 

they perceive as strange and threatening presences, perhaps they will corne to value the 

pluralistic realities that frame their Canadian homes. Perhaps because transgressing borders 

can be a frightening experience (bel1 hooks, 1994). And since it can be fnghtening, a 

number of students and teachers resist a pedagogy that explicitly encourages them to leave 

"home" and travel abroad (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Henry A. Giroux, 1988; Jenni fer M. 

Gore, 1993; bel1 hooks, 1% Peter McLaren, 1989/1994; Ira Shor, 1992; Kathleen 

Weiler, 1988). Instead of developing critical thinking skills that enable them to see beyond 

poli t i d l y  framed illusions, these students become (un)willing participants in the 

reproduction and " . . . [perpetuation] of relations of domination (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 

1989, p. 298). 

But the majority of students with whom 1 have worked over the years were 

interested in seeing and experiencing the unknown and in developing: 

. . . what Deborah Meier calls 'good habits of mind,' . . . our primary 
protection against such mystifications as those associated with Rush Limbaugh 
or some of the so-cailed 'televangelists,' or even sume talk show hosts that 
presume to communicate d i ab le  information, if not the 'tnith' (Am Payne, 
1994, p. 15). 

These "good habits of mindT' are an integral part of what Paulo Freire refers to as a 
process of conscientization: 



. . . the active engagement of the leamer in understanding and defining the 
personal and political redi ties of social life. Such a process can be achieved 
through "prob1ematization"--questioning, critique, and challenge of the 
established order (or cuniculum). This process also requires a "diaiogical 
pedagogy" in a social context iike a classroorn-an environment of respect and 
authentic dialogue arnong leamers and between teachers and leamers, a subject- 
subject relationship. The purpose of such teaching is to provide opportunities to 
shift relationships of oppression into Iiberation through self and social 
awareness in order to foster equity, social justice, and democracy (Katia 
Goldfarb, Jaime Gnnberg, & Rebecca Martusewicz, 1994, p. 44). 

I believe that a certain part of their shared adolescent angst compels high school 

students to search for meaning in places outside what they cal1 "home." So, they often join 

me and other students in criticai dialogical interactions as we consciously move through and 

colIectively reflect upon the nature of the disparate realities that live within and beyond their 

and rny own knowns. (Knowing that it is okay to agree to disagree with one another 

lessens the fears associated with transgressing borders and interacting with the "strange.") 

We travel together as a caring and compassionate comrnunity, speaking languages that are 

similar in that they differ in cultural sound and sense. Though they differ, it is a difference 

that most students corne to value, for 1 have watched as students become fascinated when 

in the midst of another person's lived space. It seems that the students find it exciting and 

enlightening to make meaning out of what was previously considered unknown and to 

leam the nuances of a "foreign" language. In the ciassrooms of my past. 1 have noticed 

certain students revel in this excitement and repmduce it within and without the classroom 

. . . without my own or another voice encouraging them to do as such. They feel 

empowered, 1 believe. and deliberately head off on their own. With delight and curiousity 1 

follow their leads. 

For me education is simultaneously an act of knowing, a political act, and an 
artistic event. 1 no longer spe& about a political dimension of education. 1 no 
longer speak about a knowing dimension of education. As well, 1 don? speak 
about education through art. On the contrary, 1 say education is politics, art, and 
knowing (Paulo Freire as quoted by Peter L. McLaren, 1994, p. 193). 

The layers that constj tute my notion of a hurnanizing cri tical pedagogy are steeped 

in moratity and the principles of democracy. 1 would not endeavour to encourage students 

to reveal the nature of their subjectivities if the students in my classroom did not know how 

to respect others, value versus tolerate differences. and to care and be cared for (Ne1 



Noddings. 1988/1994. 1992). It would not be fair. Constructing knowledge in such an 

emotionally and spiritually empty place would leave me feeling as if 1 were drowning in the 

politics of separateness, the very politics that 1 wish to challenge. 1 could not and would oot 

teach because 1 would be betraying my moral obligation to  the -dents and humanity as a 

whole. 

But 1 d o  teach because I am '' . . . [committed] to engaged pedagogy [as] an 

expression of political activism . . . [1 consciously choose] to work against the spin, to 

challenge the status quo, [even though it] often has negative consequences" (bell hooks, 

1994, p. 203). I teach to challenge the politics that live to separate the body from the mind, 

(re)produce "us" over "them" power relations, and sever any f o m  of contact between 

disparate cultural bodies. When such politics rneet with the power of passionate and 

intelligent critical pedagogical practices, they retreat, momentarily, but they do retreat. For 

they cannot survive when a community collectively and intelligently and compassionately 

struggles to work against (re)creating oppressive social injustices. And 1 am committed to 

th is  struggle as a critical educator. I believe it is a valid struggle. since it exists to resist the 

reproduction of what 1 perceive as an unjust and oppressive status quo (Lilia 1. Bartolome. 

199% Mary Field Belenky et al.. 1986; Paulo Freire, 1970/1994; Maxine Greene, 1973. 

1978/1994; bell books, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather. l987/ 1994; Frances 

A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault. 1994, Jane Roland Martin. 1994. Ira Shor. 

1992). 

Classrmm Contexts 

As 1 reflect on the nature of my critical pedagogical practices and problematize why 

f teach as 1 do, 1 am conscious of the images that move through my mind. They are images 

of my past classrooms and the students and teacbers who lived within. My thesis is framed 

by such images because they have individually and colIectively (re)created the words on 

these pages. Such words are rooted in personal historical experiences both within and 

without these classrooms. And it is from the knowledges that evolved from such subjective 

expenences that I critically reflect and write. It cannot be othewise, for every place 1 have 

(re)visited has Ieft its trace on my being (James Banks, 1992; Mary Field Belenky et al.. 

1986; Di Bentley, & Mike Watts, 199î; Ann-Louise Brookes, 1994: Lorraine Code, 



1991). 

But the places that 1 wiil be thinking about most often will be rny classrooms, those 

educational spaces that were fixed within traditionally (re)constructed school buildings in 

West Vancouver, Greater Vancouver, Whitehorse, and Halifax County. Surrounded by 

school cultures tbat decided whose subjective knowledges were of most value, my teaching 

experiences as a high school, and at times a junior high schwl, teacher of English and 

social studies reflect rny personal struggles with what f perceived as unjustly imbalanced 

power relations. I will frequendy revisit the mernories that frarne these classroom places as 

1 critically reflect on the challenges that accompanied my attempts to construct a humanizing 

critical pedagogy in the high school classroorn. 

As 1 reflect on my memones of teaching in these classroom, 1 am aware of the fact 

that various images constitute their distinct forms. Not only do 1 vividly remember the 

physical surroundings that framed each classroomed space, I also remember the student 

faces that collectively characterized the nature of particular classes. These student faces 

rnoved as a class, a group, a sub-culture of sorts in and out of my teaching space. As the 

students moved throughout the school carrying their distinct cuitural natures dong with 

hem, 1 remained in place. It was from this "fixed" place that I was able to observe how my 

dassroom setting changed in sound and sense as "class-ed" cultures moved through it and 

transformed its f o m .  

The double entendre is intentional in regards to "class-ed," for the power relations 

that defined the existing administrational politics dictated who would be learning with 

whom. (The fact that such power is historically entrenched contributes to what 1 perceive as 

the current oppressive "mis-placement" of several intelligent souls. Karl Marx's historically 

authored link between socio-economics and schooling echoes within the walled spaces of 

today's Westernized schools, places of White colonization, places within which White 

language and White culture reign within their own socially constructed "regimes of tmth" 

[Jemifer M. Gore, lm.) As a result, the class system that defined the existing status quo 

also defined, for example, the three or four classes of grade 10, 1 1, andor  12 English. 

This situation was repeated across school cultures as White, middle-class, predominantly 

male administrators (un)knowingly validated oniy one f o m  of socially constructed 

knowledge: their own. The streaming of students was not only limiting exposure to 



differences, it was also limiting the possibility of social change, since the students were 

classed within and classed without their schml boundaries. In reaction, it  was to the 

powers that rested within individual human agencies criticaily reflecting that my pedagogy 

spoke, since I believed îhat such powers could work to rearrange such unjustly claçsed 

classes (Paulo Freire, 1970/1994, Henry A. Giroux, 1981,1988; bel1 hooks, 1994, Colin 

Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993; Ken 

Osborne, 199 1; Ira Shor, 1992). 

Such acts of school-based politicai oppressions were rooted in various "ism-ed" 

intersections of ideoiogical thought: racism, sexism, classism, and other such social1 y 

constructed injustices. Though my classroom rnoved through five disparate xhool 

cultures, 1 recognized that certain "ism-ed" commonalities carried across schooled lines, 

comrnonalities that were shaped by the dominant culture's overpowering and seerningly 

insidious ideological presence. Not only did this presence live within the entire education 

system, it also lived within the school's comunity regardless of geographic location. But 

it was when 1 was teaching in the North that 1 began to hear this presence speak as the 

"voice of the oppressoi' (beil hooks, I N ) ,  as the voice of the White conquetors who 

intentionally obliterate any traces of indigenous peoples' cultures. 1 "began to hear" because 

1 lived beside Native pains and sufferings, and because each day 1 looked into the eyes of 

Native children and saw what I perceived as the spiritual devastation that lived within their 

souls. 

The White man's intent to colonize and colonize again has k e n  historically charted 

(Paulo Freire, 1970/1994: bel1 hooks, 1994). 1 was familiar with its insidious form as, it 

seemed, were the rnajority of Native EIders and their children's children. I know that 1 will 

not ever forget the searing sharne and anger I felt when 1 realized that my authoritative 

position and the colour of my skin positioned me as an unwilling accomplice in the 

dominant culture's cultural conquests. 1 know that 1 will not ever forget the first time that 

w hat lived behind the eyes of a Native child reached in and clawed at the depths of my 

soul. Such mernories are vivid because they are inextncably weaved into the fabric of rny 

being. 

My mernories of the classrooms of my past frame times when 1 was alone with rny 

own work and thoughts and involved in working with rny students of the moment. The 



"alone" times were quiet times, moments when 1 could work at my desk and read student 

assipnents,  (re)create curriculum and instruction ideas, critically reflect on the &y's 

happenings, and/or gaze at and (re)absorb the extra-ordinary beauty of the students' 

published and posted works that papered the walls and other available spaces. I enjoyed the 

silent times in my classrooms because 1 felt cornfortable and . d e  in spaces within which 1 

could hear, if 1 wished to attend, echoes of the student voices that lived as engaged voices 

within my walled space during the day. As well, my classrooms were filled with books, 

symbols of knowledge and leaming, that enveloped and embraced my soul. I felt very 

much at home in these classrooms, since I intuitively felt as  if I belonged, as if 1 were 

rneant to live part of my days as a teacher in these particular classrooms. It was a 

connection that 1 had partially created, but one, nonetheless, that was a connection. 

As 1 walk my mind past the silent times that 1 spent in my classrooms and into the 

ciass times of engaged student activity, 1 am able to "see" the pattern of student faces that 1 

met each moming andor afternwn. Their voices are still attached to their faces, and even 

though their lips are moving, 1 seem to be able to hear only what I remember they said. 

M y  certain student voices live within my memory. And 1 know they continue to Iive past 

their histoncal placements because they are meant to remind me, as 1 (re)create my 

pedagogy, to include rather than exclude the nature of the places that frarned their beings. 

When they resonate within rny mind 1 do not dismiss them as unintelligible irritants, for 

their words are relevant. So 1 continue to listen to and learn from these student voices, even 

if 1 did not do as such at the time that they spoke within my classroom. It is because of the 

presence of these voiced mernories, both recent and past, that my pedagogy continues to 

evolve as a humanizing critical pedagogy within my mind and, thus, within my classroom. 

My Vaice 

1 believe that the ability to corne in touch with 'the moment when things, truths, 
values are constituted for us' pennits us to  break some of the hold of the taken- 
for-granted when it cornes to the already constituted categories by which we 
interpret the world (Maurice Medeau-Ponty's words in the midst of Maxine 
Greene's, W78/ 1994, p. 19). 

This thesis is my voice speaking through the words that are imprinted upon these 

pages. It is a voice of the moment, this moment. And it is a voice that speaks of my 



personal quest to -'corne in touch with 'the moment when things, truths, values [were j/are 

constituted for [me].' " Since such moments are constantly moving as intersections of time 

and knowledge carry them forward, 1 c m  only gain an awareness of the moments that I 

intentiodly still in the chaptered contexts of these writîen explorations (Patti Lather, 

1991). So my thesis symbolizes one place in my Me, a place from which evoIves a partial 

narrative about the chailenges 1 have worked with and through as a critical educator in 

diverse high school settings. Simply put, " . . - 1  am [writing] about what 1 do. In other 

words. rny [thesis lives] as a theoretical [report] of my practice" (Paulo Freire as quoted by 

Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994, p. 100). Because my thesis is my voice, it is 

filled witb certain layers that give sound and sense to a number of my personal stones. 

On1 y certain layers because there exist an idnite number of layers, many of w hich are 

momentad y inaccessible to me because they do not yet exist in any sort of fonn that is 

discernibk to the knowledges that lead rny critical reflections. 

But "[wlhat we see. we s e e h d  seeing is changing" (From Adnenne Rich's poem. 

Planetarium, 1 9 7 1 ) . ~  And 1 have been changed by what I have been able to "see" duting 

this past year of graduate studies. My king has been transformed in ways that 1 recognize 

now and, undoubtedly, in ways that 1 will gradually come to know. 1 know this because 

rny political perspectives have shifted; I interpret my redities somewhat differently; and 1 

hold a rnuch greater awareness of the nature and reproductive power of my own 

subjectivities. The sense of personal and, thus, political empowerment that has entered my 

sou1 is evolving as a distinct part of the power that drives my human agency, my will to 

change through dialogue and critical reflection the nature of the realities that constitute and 

are constitutive of my subjective k i n g  and the settings that surround my Iived space. My 

thesis presents me with the chance to tell of these changes, to write them into my life as a 

paged reminder of "where 1 was" at a certain moment in tirne. Even now 1 am aware that I 

have travelled past the knowledges that certain chaptered times have framed. This is fine, it 

cannot be otherwise . . . for "1 am a constantly moving subjectivity" (Patti Lather, 1991, 

p. xix). 

The humanizing critical pedagogy that exists as my current approach to teaching and 

5 In Ronald Gottesman, Laurence B. Holland, David Kalstone, Francis Murphy, Hershel Parkcr. & 

William H. Pritchard. (Eds.). ( 1979). The Norton Antholons of Amencan Litemture (Vol. 3). p. 3 2 2 .  



leaming is rooted in my desire to "break some of the hold of the taken-for-granted." not 

only in the context of my own evolution but in the contexts of my students' as well. it is a 

pedagogy that '' . . . seeks to transform consciousness, to provide students with ways of 

knowing that enable them to know themselves better and live in the world more fully . . . " 
(bell hooks, 1994, p. 194). 1 consider myself a student in d a t i o n  to the subjective 

knowledges that live within and outside my realities of the moment. And 1 am a passionate 

student, one who holds deeply rooted desires to know and leam more about the nature of 

the political relationships that (re)create my wortd. When 1 teach and when 1 study, 1 am 

able to fulfill these passions and live surrounded by an excitement and energy that works to 

shed light on places that are shadowed by ignorance. Once 1 am able to "see" beyond the 

misted shadows of the unknown, 1 am able to begin to understand the theories that underlie 

rny pedagogical practices and . . . make connections. 

What forms of passion might make us whole? To what passions may we 
surrender with the assurance that we will expand rather than diminish the 
promise of our lives? (Sam Keen as quoted by bel1 hooks, 1994, p. 195). 

1 c a r y  my passions for justice, critical knowledge construction, and social change 

into my classrooms dong with my books and lesson plans. It is weightless, it is a distinct 

part of me. And it "[expands] rather than [dirninishes] the promise of' my life. Perhaps the 

students are inspired by my passions and either foster their own or create a space within 

which such passions might take seed and grow. Perhaps, once inspired, they also embrace 

and celebrate their own passions and discover that their lives are filled with promises of 

what might be. However, it is not just the presence of my passions in the context of my 

pedagogy that s t in  each student's and my own soul. Such a presumption ignores the 

collective energes that together (re)create settings within which such passions are affirmed 

and nourished- It is in the rnidst of such collective energies that '' . . . the classroom 

becomes a dynamic place where transformations in social relations are concretely actualized 

and the false dichotomy between the wodd outside and the inside world of the [school] 

disappears" (bell hooks, 1994, p. 1%). 

1 (un)knowingly leamed at a very eady age that my passions forjustice, critical 

knowledge construction, and social change crossed school lines. They exist wherever 

possibility lives and wherever the powers that rest within creativity and passion are allowed 



to nin free. They exist within these pages because 1 have beea passionately engrossed for 

several rnonths in cntically reflecting on the nature of historically shaped theories. Though 

there were moments when 1 felt ernotionaily and spirituaily and intellectually fatigued, they 

were short-lived. Such moments simply dissolved as the echoes of Am's and John's 

inspirationai words filfed my mind and heart with a renewed sense of my criticaily 

reflective purpose. So 1 have carefully (re)created and (re)read stories of my past, stories 

that unite theory with practice, stories that make momentary sense of what happened in the 

classrooms of my past. It is these stories that will unfold in the following pages, unfold 

and reveal a subjective world that is distinctly my own, but from which knowledges can 

travel . . . 



A HUMAMZING CRITICAL PEDAGOGY 

Radical ( Re)constructions 

Surrounding an individual's cornmitment to (re)constmcting an alternative 

pedagogicai theory is a vision, one that contains a different interpretation of what rnight 

exist if the current educational realities were transformed. Not only is this vision rooted in a 

desire to change the nature of the socio-political structures that frame these current realities, 

it is dso rooted in a will to work through the struggles that accompany shifts in ways of 

thinking and knowing. And it is from such visions that many educational theorists have 

histoiically worked to (re)create pedagogical theories that are interpreted, in relation to 

traditional6 pedagogies, as being radical7 in nature. Such pedagogical theones are named 

as "radical" because their politicai intent is to problematize the existing status quo and the 

subjectivities that constitute and are constitutive of its fixed form. Ciosely linked to this 

intent to problematize the status quo is the theory that critical knowledge construction can 

work to transform the lives of students and teachers and, possibly, the socio-cultural 

contexts within which each person exists (Paulo Freire, IWO/ 19%; Henry A. Giroux. 

1988; Maxine Greene. 1973; bel1 hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991 ; Frances A. Maher, & 

Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; Peter McLaren, 

1 9891 1 994; 1 ra S hor, 1992). 

Because theory is a f o m  of practice that involves expenence, language, and power, 

the theones that support the notion of a radical pedagogy represent certain educational 

theorists' reflections on and use of their own expenences, languages, and powers (Peter 

Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993). As a result, the pedagogical theories that have and 

continue to evolve from such subjective spaces are not politically neutrai (Manlyn 

Cochrane-Smith, 1991; Jane Gaskell, Arlene McLaren, Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; 

1 am using the term "traditional" to refer to the objectified notions of schmling promoted by the 
dominant cul tu= such as: sîandardization of the curriculum. "bck-t*basics." quantitative research and 
evduation, a hierarchiui structure of management, and rigid time scheduling (to list onIy a select number 
of examples that denote traditionalisrn in the context of the currcnt education system). 
The rem "radical" includes both critical and f'erninist pedagogies. 



Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thompson Tetreault, 1994: Ken Osborne, 1991). They cannot be because they are situated 

in the personal w hich in itself is situated in the socio-cultural. And even though theorists, 

such as Paulo Freire, Ira Shor, Peter McLaren, and Henry A. Giroux represent culturally 

disparate experiences, languages, and powers, they tend to interpret their worlds from 

somewhat sirnilar ideological standpoints: socialist democratic. 

Because the theones that contribute to the evolution of both critical and feminist 

pedagogies are (re)shaped by socialist ideologies, they include ideas constitutive of social 

reform theory and social justice--as defined by egalitarian democratic principles (Jennifer 

M. Gore, 1993; Ken Osborne, 1991). Not only are the mentioned educational theorists 

collectively committed to exposing the political nature of school and community cultures, 

they are also commitîed to generating debate about the nature of social injustices that frame 

such cultures. They do this because they wish to encourage students to interpret their 

worlds from critical perspectives and, then, position thernselves as personal, social. and 

politicai agents of change (Paulo Freire, IWO/ 1994; bel1 hooks, 1994; Frances A. Maher, 

& Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Peter McLaren, 1989/1%, Jane Roland Martin. 

1994; Ira Shor, 1992; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). In a way, the theonsts who are working 

fmm critical and/or feminist positionalities are carrying on with the work completed by the 

socialists who lived before them. 

A large part of the current literature on radical pedagogies has been (re)shaped by 

the knowledges that lived in past times. It cannot be otherwise, because it is from the past 

that the present evolves. Thus, traces of the theones and practices of historicdly situated 

criticd thinkers such as: Socrates, Karl Marx, John Dewey, and Bertrand Russell (to list a 

select number) live within what lives today as radical pedagogies (Ken Osborne, 1991). 

Even though the authors of the current discourses on radical pedagogy speak from 

culturally disparate positionalities, they share common goals: critical knowledge 

construction. justice. and social change (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; Colin Lankshear, & Peter 

L. McLaren, 1994; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993; Ken Osborne, 1991). Such 

goals are p u n d e d  in dernocratic principles and practices, the same pnnciples and practices 

that framed the progressively-minded knowledges that Iived in the past. As they 

theoretically unite p s t  philosophers, these goals also "unite" today's educational theorists 



in their personal attempts to (re)construct critical and feminist pedagogies in forms that fit 

the times (Jemifer M. Gore, 1993; Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Peter 

Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993; Ken Osbome, 199 1). 

Though separated dong criticai and feminist lines, the theones that exist in name as 

radical pedagogies collectively emphasize critical reflection, dialogue, student voice, and 

empowerment (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989: Paulo Freire, 197W1994; Henry A. Giroux, 

1981 ; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thompson Tetreault, 1994, Peter McLaren, l989/ 1994; Ken Osbome, 199 1 ; Ira Shor, 

1992). Such an approach to teaching and learning diffen greatly frorn the "banking"* 

approach to schooling most prevalent in today ' s Canadian classrooms, since radical 

pedagogies value student knowledges and encourage students to speak from their distinct 

places in the contexts of critical dialogical interactions-both in the classroom and without. 

What contrasts most sharply with the "banking" approach is radical pedagogy's explicit 

intent to repeatedly disturb the cornfortableness-es that surround the dominant ideology's 

spaces of power (Paulo Freire, 1970/ 1994; Henry A. Giroux, 198 1; Peter McLaren. 

l%9/ 1994, Frances A. Maher, & M q  Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland 

Martin, 1994; Ira Shor, 1 m). 
Even though aware of the political and personal risks associated with wnting and 

speaking publicly about the undernocratic nature of the dominant ideology. theorists and 

practitioners committed to critical knowledge construction, justice, and social change 

persevere because their politics is their way of life. In a sense, they live what they believe 

(Paulo Freire, IWO/ 1994). So they struggle to (re)construct pedagogical theories and 

practices that work to expose. demystify. and deconstruct what they subjectively interpret 

as unjust power relations. Instead of only working to interrupt the lines of power that feed 

the reproduction of such unjust power relations, both cntical and feminist pedagogies 

encourage students and teachers to replace the unjust with the just. Such acts of 

"replacement" eventually work to change the nature of the existing power relations that 

define w hat some educational theorists and prac titioners perceive as social1 y unaccepta ble 

Paulo Freire ( 1994) uses the term "banking" to describe what is generall y referrcd to as "transmission 
education" (Ken Osborne. 199 1) ,  an approach to teaching and learning that emphasizes a tacher-centcred 
pedagogy, one in which the student passive1 y sits, records, and mcmorizes the knowledge that is being 
transmitted from the teacher. 



settings. 

And the struggle for democracy continues into and most probably past the 1990~~ 

because a large number of educational theorists and practitioners is personaliy comrnitted to 

working towards (re)constnicting a society in the form of a participatory rather than a 

representative democracy. And it is this personal cornmitment that frames part of a 

collective vision: a democracy that values rather than simply tolerates diversity. Though 

suc6 pedagogies carry with them liberatory possibilities and promises of balanced power 

relations, they do not cany guarantees of same. They cannot because " . . . evetyhing is 

dangerous" (Michel Foucault as quoted by Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p. 154). And this 

"everything" includes the knowledges that are (re)constructed in the contexts of critical 

diaiogical interactions. since the relationships between knowledge and power are repeatedly 

shifting as students and teachers move through experience and constnict knowledge of 

sarne. Educators know this and, thus, only a relatively small number actively engage in 

teaching from such potentially "dangerous" pedagogicai standpoints. 

Even though radical pedagogy 's liberatory discourse holds no guaranteed effects 

(Jennifer M. Gore, 1993). it still exists as a pedagogy of possibilities for students and 

teachers alike (Paulo Freire, 1970/1994) in the contexts of several authors' pubtished 

narratives. Not only have these authors theorized about the frameworks that constitute and 

are constitutive of radical pedagogy's form, they have also included stones about their own 

personal experiences as critical andlor feminist practitioners. Authors, such as Maxine 

Greene. bel1 hooks, Jane Roland Martin, Frances A. Maher, Mary Kay Thompson 

Tetreault, Paulo Freire, ira Shor, Henry A. Giroux, and Peter McLaren (to mention only a 

select number) write about their subjective commitments to a pedagogy that includes 

student voices, disparate knowledges, critical diaiogicai interactions, human agency, care, 

and compassion in the classroom. 

Because they collectively perceive the existing statu quo as being irnplicitly unjust, 

they intentionally work to problematize the nature of its form. They do this in the context of 

criticai andor feminist pedagogy's liberatory discourses, since a language of liberation 

frames their personal and pedagogical intents. But even though these theorists speak a 

shared language of liberation, the contexts in which they speak differ. For instance, Paulo 

Freire and ira Shor work as promoters of literacy in, prirnanly, Third World countries 



whereas bell hooks and Frances A. Maher work as advocates for women's rights in 

Western university levei Wornen's Studies. As a result, the critical andor ferninist 

discourses that evolve as languages of liberation within these diverse settings are distinct in 

their culturally specific foms (Jennifer M. Gore, 1991; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Colin 

Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993). Thus, the 

authors' personal narratives are also culturally specific in relation to their theories about the 

liberatory possibilities that they believe exist within the discourses of cnticaf andfor feminist 

pedagogies. 

Because the mentioned authors write about their culturally disparate experiences as 

cntical andor feminist educators, their published works exist as affirmations of the theory 

of a pedagogy of possibilities. Situated within their subjectively created text. are words that 

encourage other educators to replace traditional approaches to teaching and learning wi th 

critical and/or feminist discourses. The words of theorists and practitioners, such as 

Maxine Greene, bell hooks, Jane Roland Martin, Paulo Freire, and Peter McLaren live to 

remind students and teachers of the powers that rest within critical knowledge construction 

and human agency (Paulo Freire, 1970/ 19%; Maxine Greene, 1973,197W 1994; bel1 

hooks, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; Peter McLaren, 1989/1994). Even though their 

words collectively validate radical pedagogical approaches, they also collectively 

acknowledge the overpowering presence of the dominant ideology. It is this presence 

against which they determinedly work as they continue to speak a language of liberatory 

possibilities in theory and in practice. 

The Discourse 

The language that constitutes the discourse of critical pedagogy can be Ieamed both 

within and without the classroom. Because there are no distinct boundaries that work to 

limit the evolution of the theory of critical pedagogy as the practice of critical pedagogy, its 

notions of critical reflection, voice, dialogue, and empowerment c m  evolve wherever there 

exists a disposition towards cntical thinking and an interest in justice and social change 



(Antonia Faundez, & Paulo Freire, 1992; Paulo Freire, 19701 1994; Paulo Freire, & Ira 

Shor, 1 W ;  Paulo Freire, & Myles Horton, 1990; Henry A. Giroux, 1981 ; Jennifer M. 

Gore, 1993; Peter McLaren, 1989/ 1994, Ken Osborne, 1991). What partially determines 

whether a chiid will develop such a disposition and such interests is the nature of the lived 

spaces within which she lives her childhood times. Paulo Freire (with Donald Macedo, 

1987) attributes the development of his disposition towards critical thinking and his 

interests in justice and social change to the familial and socio-political contexts in which he 

grew up. In a sense, he (un)consciously leamed the language of critical pedagogy before he 

entered school and, thus, approached his education from previously constnicted critical 

perspectives. 

Not al1 children leam at an early age as  Paulo Freire did to interpret their lived 

experiences from critical perspectives. As a result, advocates of critical pedagogy look to 

school, college, and university classroom settings as places within which students and 

teachers c m  work towards practicing and learning a discourse on critical pedagogy (Paulo 

Freire, 1970/1994, Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; Peter McLaren, 1989/1994; Ken Osborne, 

1991; Ira Shor. 1992). When situated in such relatively small communities. students and 

teachers can collectively (re)shape critical pedagogy's theoretical form to fit the nature of 

their own culturally distinct educational spaces. Instead of the classroom becoming a site in 

which the "banking" approach to instruction predominates, it c m  evolve into a place within 

which students and teachers become actively engaged in Iearning. Not only are the students 

and teachers learning about their own and other subjective knowledges, they are also 

learning how to position themselves as critical thinkers. Once situated as  such, the 

liberatory possibilities within small and large group cntical dialogical interactions are 

limitless, since the ever-evolving intersections between and arnong the three agencies of 

teacher, student, and knowledge frequently work to (re)create spaces within which praxis 

is present (Patti Lather, 199 1). 

When teachers intentiondy work as agents of empowement in relation to their 

students (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993), they are (re)constructing context-specific spaces that 

foster personal and social transformations (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1 9 8 9 ;  Paulo Freire, 

1 W O /  19%; bel1 hooks, 1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault. 1994: 

Jane Roland Martin, 1994: Kathleen Weiler, l m ) .  As teachers actively engage in 



discussions with their students and their own histoncally situated voices, they do so 

cognizant of the fact that the ctassroom as an educational location is inherently a place of 

conflicting political ideologies. It canna be otherwise, nor do critical educators desire it to 

be anything but a context of" . . . constantly moving [subjectivities] (Patti Lather. 1991, 

p.xix). Thus, the classroom as a site for the practice of critical pedagogy not only 

(re)presents numerous opportunities for teachers to connect their subjective interpretations 

of theory with actual instructional practice, it also enables academic theorists to theorize 

about and write of critical pedagogy as a legitimate alternative approach to teaching and 

learning. 

Displaced from the limiting confines of abstract theory, critical pedagogy in school, 

college, and university classrooms cornes dive in educational spaces wherein it can evolve 

into its preconceived practicd States of being (Marilyn Cochrane-Smith, 199 1 ;  Paulo 

Freire. 1970t1994; Paulo Freire, & Donald Macedo, 1987; Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon. 

199 1 ; bel1 hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 199 1 ; Frances A. Maher & Mary Kay Thompson 

Tetreault, 1994; Ira Shor. 1992; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). When translated from print into 

practice, the discourse on criticai pedagogy becomes a language of epistemological 

possibilities for the teacher and her students. However, this translation is muiti-lingual in 

the sense that even though there exists a shared discourse on c r i t id  pedagogy among and 

between particular critical educators, subjective interpretations of the articles. oral 

presentations, and texts Vary in relation to the nature of the tacher's socially constmcted 

knowledges and the contexts in which she (re)constructs her cumculum and instructional 

practices and interacts with students and staff. 

Radical Fragments 

Since there is a nurnber of educational theorists involved in the (re)construction of 

the discourse of radical pedagogy, there exist several disparate interpretations of radical 

pedagogy as theory and radical pedagogy as instructional practice. As a result, the politics 

of competing visions manifests itself in a fragmented state of what Jennifer M. Gore ( 1993) 

describes, rather than prescribes, as four strands of the original discourse of radical 

pedagogy: two situated within both "Critical Pedagogy" and "Feminist Pedagogy." Such a 

categotization simply works to organize the realities that frame what Jennifer M. Gore 



( 1993) perceives as the current frapented state of radical discourses. And even though it 

is subjectively constnicted, it does hold relevance for theorists and practitioners interested 

in this particular pedagogical area. 

Thus, it need not to be dismissed, for such a categorization can act as a starting 

point from which to critically refiect on, understand, and deconstmct the political borders 

that position certain views as disparate views (personal communication with A m  Vibert 

and John Portelli, June 1995). Though Jemifer M. Gore's (1993) categones are subjective 

and time-framed constructions, the notion of fragmentation that gave shape to their form is 

timeless, since the nature of theory and practice is that both are ever-evolving in relation to 

the subjective voices that work to (re)shape their distinct forms (Patti Lather, 1991). 

Although the ever-evolving nature of the discourse of radical pedagogy predisposes 

it to exist in a perpetual state of fragmentation, it is not an uncertain existence in the context 

of a temporally relevant categorization. Rather than abandon the fragments of the original 

discourse to a pst-modem state of constant uncertainty, Jennifer M. Gore ( 1993) has 

created a context within which a certainty for the moment exists. Such a moment of 

certainty presents a theorist and/or practitioner with insights into someone else's subjective 

knowledges. And it is from such insights that new knowledges evolve and ultimately 

contribute to the (re)construction of the theoretical frameworks that constitute critical and 

feniinist pedagogies. 

Feminist peda~ogy. Even though these feminist frameworks represent fragments 

of the original discourse of radical pedagogy and their respective (re)constnictions occur in 

different "educational" spaces, they both still exist as representations of what Paulo Freire 

( l W O /  1994) has described as pedagogies of possibilities. They exist as such because they 

collectively encourage students and teachers to work towards critical knowledge 

construction, justice, and social change--both within and without the classroorn (Jane 

Gaskell, Arlene McLaren, & Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; bel1 hooks, 1994; Frances A. 

Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; Sondra Perl, 

1994). But what separates the critical from the feminist and the feminist from the critical is 

the sound and sense of the voices that typically speak from both places. What has evolved 

over time is a distinct polarization of women's and men's voices, as women position 

themselves in feminist pedagogy's realm and men situate themselves in critical pedagogy 's 



domain. This is not meant to imply that women and men never cross such gendered lines. 

they often do. But the current realities do reflect a gendered preference for one or the other 

of the two r a d i d  pedagogies (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993). As a result, ferninists who read 

through and study the knowledges that writers, such as Paulo Freire transcribe into their 

notions of criticai pedagogy recogiiize and are criticai of the absence of women's voices 

(Jeanne Brady, 1994, J e d e r  M. Gore, 1493; bell hooks, 1994: Kathleen Weiler, 

1 988,1994). 

However, wornen's voices are noticeabty present within the context of feminist 

pedagogy . For it is within this particular pedagogical realm that the notion of gender as 

constitutive of women's subjective experiences is vdidated (Kathleen B. Jones, 19%). 

Jennifer M. Gore (1993) has organized the category of Feminist Pedagogy into two strands 

of feminist-focussed theorizing and practicing at the university level: a) the instructional 

aspects of pedagogy in the context of Women's Studies (for example, bel1 hooks. Patti 

Lather, Frances A. Maher, and Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault); and b) the implications of 

different ferninist social visions in the context of Education (for example, Ann-Louise 

Brookes, Maxine Greene, Jane Roland Martin, Valerie Walkerdine, and Kathleen Weiler). 

The raison for making explicit by name the feminist positionalities from which 

several women speak of andor practice "critical" pedagogy is to create an authentic place 

for women in the contexts of male-dominated realms of educational academe (Jane Gaskell, 

Artene McLaren, & Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; Maxine Greene, 197W1994; bel1 hooks, 

1994; Patti Lather, 1987/1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; bell hooks, 1994: Frances A. 

Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994). (Even though many women feel "at 

home" within the context of Cntical Pedagogy, Feminist Pedagogy represents a possible 

alternative "home" if and/or when needed.) The fact that a "ferninist" pedagogy actudly 

exists represents a great deal to feminists who live in spaces wherein patriarchal ways tend 

to dominate. Not o d y  are women's voices vaiidated as belonging in the hallways, 

boardrooms, and classrmms of higher education institutions, they are also validated as 

possessing the intelligence historically appropriated by men. Thus, feminist pedagogy by 

name includes women's voices and by name represents spaces within which feminists are 

welcomed and encouraged to feel "at home." 

Although Jennifer M. Gore ( 1993) writes of a gendered polarization that currently 



exists to separate women and men in relation to feminist and critical pedagogies, the lines 

that define the notion of gender are much harder to discern. When situated outside a 

traditional Western categorization of "women" and "men," the differences and sirnilarities 

that have historicaily been used to separate the sexes blur because the notion of gender is an 

ever-evolving and, thus, fragmented constmct "Gender" exists as a representational 

category, one that does not adequately describe the pluralistic nature of the disparate 

genders that frarne concepts of "woman" and "man" (Anne E. Beall, 1993; personal 

communication with Blye Frank, June 1995; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). Instead of lirniting 

women and men to a list of certain characteristics and attributes, the notion of gender as a 

multi-layered construct creates spaces within which "gender" can evolve as a relative term. 

As a result, multiple intersections of gender can exist as constitutive of a woman's or a 

man's sexual identities. Even though feminist pedagogy frames a place within which 

ferninist voices are valued, it does not frame a place that excludes men. Thus, within the 

context of a fragmented radical discourse, Ferninist Pedagogy (re)presents a pedagogy of 

possibilities for those women and men who perceive its alternative pedagogical place as one 

from which to theorize and practice "cri tical" pedagogy from feminist perspectives. 

Critical peda~,ogv. The other two strands that Jennifer M. Gore ( 1993) describes as 

fia-pents of the original radical discourse constitute the category of Critical Pedapogy: one 

focusses on creating a criticai social and educational vision in the context of educational 

academe (for example, Henry A. Giroux and Peter McLaren); and the second emphasizes 

instructional practices for socio-cultural settings outside faculties of Education at the 

university levei (for example, Paulo Freire, Myles Horton, Donald Macedo, and Ira Shor). 

The political p s i  tions represen ted by theorists and practitioners of critical pedagogy di ffer 

from the predominantl y gendered focus of Ferninist Pedagogy ' s intent to shift and 

eventuaily democratize the nature of social relations. Instead of creating a space from which 

the voices of men might speak as "masculinists" working towards social change, the 

primary intent of critical pedagogy is social change. Thus, critical pedagogy shares feminist 

pedagogy's theoretical intent to reveal and name racism, sexism, and classism and other 

social injustices as poli tical acts of oppression. This inten t was (re)shaped by , specificall y, 

Paulo Freire ( IWO/ 1994) who made expiicit how a critical pedagogy could work to 

democratically transform both the persona1 and the social. 



Critical pedagogy represents a contemporary reaction to the histoically situated 

traditional (in contrast to neo-Marxist thought) analyses of education. Both strands within 

this category of radical discourse identify schools as social sites that simply work to 

reproduce the political, economic, social, and cultural inequities that exist in the 

surrounding community (Ken Osborne, 199 1). As a result, these same schools act as 

symbolic reminders to subordinated peoples that White, middle-class, male power niles 

(Paulo Freire, 1970/1994, Henry A. Giroux, 19û1; Peter McLaren, 19û9/1944). 

Educational theorists involved in the (re)construction of critical pedagogy work to create a 

pedagogical approach that might empower students and teachers to work over and through 

subjectively perceived oppressions.g In order to shift the nature of what the theorists 

collectively perceive as unjust power relations, students and teachers are situated at the 

center of cntical pedagogy's liberatory intent (Paulo Freire, 1970/1994; Henry A. Giroux. 

1981; Peter McLaren, 1989/1994; Ira Shor, 1992). 

And because students and teachers are situated at the center of critical knowledge 

construction, justice, and social change, the disparate knowledges that they bring to class 

are highly valued. The theorists are cognizant of the fact that multiple subjectivities travel 

from home to school (un)consciously grounded in "home," regardless of contextual 

realities. It is the presence of pluralism in a group of diverse individuals, not the absence of 

sarne, that creates part of the foundation on which critical pedagogy rests. Consequently, 

schools and workplace settings are perceived as the places within which to stimulate 

knowledge production and encourage individuals to act as personal and social agents of 

change (Paulo Freire, 1970/ 1994; Paulo Freire, & Donald Macedo. 1987; Henry A. 

Giroux, i9ss; Peter McLaren, 1989/ 1994; Ira Shor, 1992). 

. . 

The notions of privilep and oppression exist in opposition to one another and shift in relation CO 

various intersections of =e, gender, class, and other sociaily constnicted "differences." Thus. as Elizabeth 
Ellsworth (1989) has stated: "Evcryone is someone else's Other" (Mary Gentile as quoted on p. 322) in 
rciation CO the political positions from ~vhich "privilege" or "oppression" are subjcctivcly defincd. 



A Theoretical Frarnework 

Dialogue 

An agent of change is a human being actively engaged in questioning, 

understanding, and ultimately reconstnicting the nature of the socio-political realities that 

define her lived spaces. Because she is comrnitted to problematizing her surroundings, she 

often Mitically reflects on the question: " m h a t  is it this society has made me that 1 no 

longer want to be?"(Henry A. Giroux, 198711991, p. 17). She does this intentionally. for 

she knows that such reflections work to reveal how her subjectivities constitute and are 

constitutive of her human being-ness. Not o d y  does she gain a greater awareness of the 

reproductive nature of ber subjectivities, she also cornes to know that she possesses the 

power to transform aspects of her nature that disturb a d o r  concern her (Paulo Freire. 

197011994; Maxine Greene, 197W1994; bel1 hooks, 1994; Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. 

McLaren, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; Ira Shor, 1992). When she is seated with her 

classrnates, she is positioned in the midst of many other subjectivities, some who are 

interested in praxis and others who are not. But she is interested, so she works towards 

making sense of her own subjective knowledges and the other subjective knowledges that 

frame her classroom space. One way in which she can begin and continue to make sense of 

her Lived world is found within the contexts of critical dialogcal interactions--silently with 

her own reflections a d o r  publicly with others. 

During smail andor  large group cri tical dialogical interactions, students are 

(un)consciously aware that, at times, there exist palpable tensions within the group. 

Though such tensions are rooted in many socio-cultural differences, some students might 

not be able to describe or name the sources from which conflicting and troubling thoughts, 

feelings, andor  ideas arise. Leaming how to explore and understand the nature of these 

sources can be accomplished through engaged critical dialogical interactions (Nicholas C. 

Burbules, 1993; Antonia Faundez, & Paulo Freire, 1989/1992: Melinda Fine, 1993: Paulo 

Freire, 1970/ 1994, Henry A. Giroux, 198 1 ; Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon, 199 1 ; Sondra 

Perl, 1994; Ira S hor, 1992). Wherher students choose to engage in inner cri tical reflection 

o r  in critical diaiogical interactions with other class members, they are still participating in 

some form of critical pedagogy (John PorteIli, personal communication, June 1995). 



When students engage in class activities, such as independent readings and 

wntings, oral presentations and dramatizations, and discussions from critical perspectives, 

they are (un)knowingly involved in the development of what Paulo Freire ( 1!2'70/ 1994) 

describes as a "criticai consciousness." As they exchange ideas, explore thei r own and 

other students ' subjective knowledges, locate the po l i t i d  p s i  tionaiities from w hic h they 

and others speak, and recognize the relevance of context in relation to socially constructed 

knowledges, students are ensuring that the development of their critical consciousness-es 

continues (Mary Field Belenky et al., 19%; Carol Gilligan, 1W 1993; Patti Lather, 1991 : 

Nona Lyons, 1490). Since the theory of critical pedagogy presumes thst critical dialogical 

interactions possess numerous liberatory possibilities, the notion of dialogue plays a major 

part in constnicting pedagogical practices that are rooted in such liberatory intents. So it is 

to dialogue, silent or otherwise, that critical educators and their students look when they 

wish to problematize their worids, (re)construct knowledges and critical consciousness-es 

and, ultimately, empower their beings. 

Though dialogue is sometimes perceived as a relatively sirnplistic act, it is not, for 

human beings play chess with words as they (un)consciously imagine their own as well as 

their partner's linguistic moves. Nicholas C. Burbules ( 1993) acknowledges the 

complexity of human dialogical interactions and presents a categorization of the notion of 

dialogue that organizes its form into four distinct patterns of oral communication. Implicit 

within this categorization is the idea that an infinite number of dialogical approaches exist. 

Thus, players are able to choose and adapt their method of word play in relation to the 

audience, context, and topic being discussed (Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon, 1991). 

Consequently, the evolving dialogical situations reflect differences in relation to what 

Nicholas C. Burbules ( 1993) describes a s  each player's desired epistemological objective 

(convergent or divergent) and her attitude towards her current partner (critical or inclusive). 

Whether a player is intent on reaching a conclusive end to the argument (convergent) or 

accepting the possibiiity of multiple interpretations (divergent) depends on her political 

intent. Inseparable from this position is the influence of an attitude of doubt (critical) or  

befief (inclusive) in relation to the content of her partner's words. 

These distinctions constitute the four genres constructed by Nicholas C. Burbules 

( 1993): a) dialogue as conversation: inclusive-divergent; b) dialogue as inquiry: inclusive- 



convergent; c) dialogue as de bate: critical-divergen t; and d) dialogue as instruction: cri tical- 

convergent. These four types, even though separated by the act of categonzation, are 

constantly (re)shaped and intertomected by the presence of multiple subjectivities. 

Dialogue as student voices engaged in conversation, inquiry, debate, andor instruction 

consti tutes cri tical pedagogy as instmc tional practice, since the theory of cri tical pedagogy 

cannot manifest itseIf as a legitimate peàagogical approach in the absence of student voices 

engaged in critical dialogical interactions (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Paulo Freire, 

l97O/ 1994; Henry A. Giron, 1981; Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon, 1991; bel1 hwks, 1994; 

Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, t 994; Frances A. Maher & Mary Kay Thompson 

Tetreault, 1994; Peter McLaren, 1989/1994; Ira Shor, 1992). Consequently, dialogue is 

essentid to the construction of a pedagogy that is critical in name, for it enables each 

student to engage in communicative dialogue, work towards developing an awareness of 

and respect for disparate epistemoiogies, and achieve some form of consensus or pluralistic 

resolution in the context of group discussions. 

Opportunities for students to engage in one or al1 of the four "genres" of dialogical 

interactions occur throughout the school day in "educational" settings such as: classrooms. 

gymnasiurns, hallways, the cafeteria, and playing fields (to list certain "gathering" spaces). 

But in the context of high school liberal arts courses. such as English and the social 

sciences the primary approach to classroom interpretive discussion is what Nicholas 

Burbules (lm) describes as "dialogue as inquiry ." Of the four dialogical genres "dialogue 

as inquiry" best fits the form of critical discussions, since its narned intent is to encourage 

students to explore and theonze about the nature of their own and other subjectivities. This 

is not to imply that the other three genres are then purposety excluded, they are not, 

because they cannot be, for the "critical" aspect of critical discussion is constantly evolving 

as the students and the teacher collectively work towards refining the dialogical moves that 

play inquiry's game. As a result, critical discussions tend to involve a constant interplay 

arnong Nicholas Burbules' ( 1993) four genres, since group members need time to practice 

how to listen, criticdl y reflect, and comect ideas (Melinda Fine, 1993; Sophie 

Haroutunian-Gordon, 199 1 ; Timothy J. Lensmire, 1994). 

As students actively engage in critical discussions about selected literary works, 

popular cultute, adolescent realities, the cunicuIum, school rules, and other "relevant" 



issues, their ideological positionalities are revealed as reflections of the sociehistorical 

contexts that frame their beings (James Banks, 1992; Di Bentley, & Mike Watts, 1992; 

Ann Louise Brookes, 1994). Knowing how closely they resernble "homeT' is just as 

important as the value they place on the knowledges that constitute and are constitutive of 

this place. Because if a student values her knowledges over another's, she might 

unknowingl y limit her abilities to listen to and understand what exists outside her "known." 

When positioned in a place that rigidly judges what is of value and what is not, the world is 

interpreted as a dichotornized place ( h i 1  hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti 

Lather, 1991). Instead of multiplicity being valued, it is dismissed as irrelevant. 

In worlds that are rigidly defined there is limited room for different views. There is 

only room for one view : the one that frames that conclusive answer, that singular tnith, that 

response that is "right." Even though many students want to believe that a "right" exists. 

most corne to accept that absolutes cannot possibly define the nature of a pluralistic world. 

But there are others who adamantly refuse to acknowledge that pluralism exists and, thus, 

such students often resist accepting anything but the certainty of absolutes (Donald P. 

Macedo, 1993) probably because it is easier to \ive within a world that is frarned by 

certainty than it is to [ive without When such student resistance meets with critical 

pedagogy's intent to problernatize the notion of absolute certainty, dialogue as inquiry can 

become dialogue as closed-minded debate. In order to create spaces in which open- 

mindedness prevails, the critical educator must intervene in the spirit of a humanizing 

critical pedagogy. When she does, she is able to carefully and compassionately encourage 

students to move from closed-minded positionalities to those that accept and respect the 

pludistic nature of their own and other social realities. 

Cornpassionate Authonty 

Instead of coercing students to move away from "home," a teacher who acts as a 

compassionate and caring authority can work with rather than against her students as they 

transegress farniliar borders of thought. At the same time that she is working with her 

students as a compassionate authority , she is aIso modelling the behaviours that consti tute 

what she believes compassion to be. Thus, the students (un)knowingly learn how one 

person refiects on and cornes to understand another person's pains and suffenngs 



(Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). Not only do they Iearn specific behaviours, they also leam a 

distinct language of compassion: their teacher's. And even though sorne students already 

own their own languages of compassion, they can benefit from knowing that other 

languages exist . And other languages do exist because disparate socio-cultural contexts 

have worked to shape their linguistic forms. 

When students study with a teacher who works at (re)creating a compassionate and 

caring community, they begin to feel d e  and they begin to take risks (Elizabeth Ellsworth. 

1989; Melinda Fine, 1993; Maxine Greene, 1973; Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon, 1991; bel1 

hooks, 1494; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Timothy J. Censmire, 1944; Ken Osborne, 1991). 

Safe within compassion's embrace, students feel that they can nsk revealing what lives 

within their personal aarratives. And as they taik about personal experiences of oppression 

with classrnates who listen to and respect what they hear, they also begin to develop a 

sense of trust in the people with whorn they share their day. So they speak, and they listen, 

and they leam from their classrnates' pains and suffenngs (Lilia 1. Bartolome, 1994); and 

they work with rather than against one another in an attempt to (re)construct a democratized 

classroom society (Earnonn Callan, 1993; Paulo Freire. 1970/1994: bell hooks. 1994: 

Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Ken 

Osborne, 1991; Ira Shor. 1992). 

When compassion, care, trust, and respect are valued by each member of a 

classroom community, relational interactions are humanized. As a result, the students and 

the teacher collectively refuse to remain silent when confronted by words and/or actions 

that (un)intentionall y exploit andor oppress. Instead of falsel y believi ng that such words 

and actions can be systematicdly erased from social settings, students and teachers 

acknowledge that they exist as part of the hurnan experience. Thus. when students describe 

personal experiences of exploitation andlor oppression, their stories are validated as actual 

expenences involving some fom of social injustice. Even though such experiences are 

validated unproblematically, they are not accepted unproblematically (Elizabeth Ellsworth. 

1989). For it is possible that certain subjective perceptions that define "ism-ed" experiences 

are themselves rooted in "ism-ed" intolerances. 

Certainly, some students are unwilling to accept the possibility that intolerances live 

within their persona1 narratives (bell hooks, 1994; Kathieen B. Jones, 1993). in order to 



maintain a state of ideological comfortableness, they resist (re)readiog what has been 

written into their subjectivities. When confronted with such resistance. the criticai educator 

must exert her authority-in a compassionate way (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). Even though 

the teacher surrounds her authority with compassion, she is still demonstrating the power 

she holds in relation to her students (Ross Murray, 1993). But it is a power rooted in a 

democratic approach to the (re)constniction of hurnanizing human relations. Since it is 

probable that a number of students own few mernories of teachers acting as compassionate 

authorities, teachers are aware that such students might be initially confused about the 

political nature of in-ciass power relations. Even so, these students leam over time that 

alternate authoritative positionalities exist because their teacher repeatedly brings 

compassion into the ~[assroorn as she places her humanized form of authority in the midst 

of ctitical discussions and debates, student-teacher meetings. social conflicts, and other 

potentidly "challenging" moments. 

When a compassionate authority intervenes in student dialogicai interactions, she is 

presenting to the students an image of leadership that encourages and advocates for an  

emotional comectedness between each person (bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; 

Ne1 Noddings, 1988/1994, 1992). Different from the historically entrenched notion of 

authority as a command/obedience relationship, compassionate authority establishes a form 

of authority that Kathleen B. Jones (1993) suggests c o d ~ r m s  humanity and human 

individuality. Instead of a roles and niles govemed classroorn that depersonalizes 

humanity, objectifies the process of schooling, and restricts the evolution of relational 

comectedness, the classroom within which the teacher acts as a compassionate authority is 

involved in (re)creating a participatory social democracy (Ken Osborne, 1991). Such a 

community implicitly works to legitimize the existence of multiple subjectivities and 

humanize the nature of cntical dialogical interactions. Thou* she is politically positioned 

as the dominant voice, a compassionate authority is able to (re)create humanized 

relationships with her students by consistently demonstrating in their presence a passionate 

commitment to reasonable, just, and ethical judgments. 

A teacher who makes explicit that compassion belongs in the classroom does so 

because she is cognizant of the connection between compassion and the creation of a sense 

of tmst (Maxine Greene, 1973; bell hooks, 1994: Kathleen B. Jones. 1993: Ne1 Noddings. 



1988/ 1994, 1992). Since she knows that critical dialogical interactions are constituted by 

and constitutive of disparate knowtedges, she is aware of the dangers implicit within small 

and large groups discussions. As a result, the compassionate authority must maintain a 

position of constant vigilance to ensure that the potentially sharp edges of critical dialogical 

interactions are softened by authoritative judgrnents that personify compassion and a sense 

of reasonableness. Students (un)consciously corne to know that their teacher will act as 

such because they have been able to observe how she interacts with students and other 

teachers. And since she demonstrates consistency alongside human fallibility, most 

students develop a sense of trust in the personal and professional nature of their educator. 

Once the students validate the presence of compassion in the classroorn. they can 

collectively work towards (re)creating their own compassionate ways and reiationships. 1t 

is this collective cornmitment that ultimately determines whether a hurnanizing critical 

pedagogy can maintain its form. For a pedagogy that is both critical and humanizing can 

only be both critical and humanizing when each mernber of the classroom community 

(un)consciously conceptualizes it as such. Though compassion is not found in al1 

classroom settings, the places in which it does exist are places wherein most students feel 

safe, a sense of belongingness, and genuinely loved. Not only does such a classroom 

evolve into a reflection of a loving "home," it also becomes a place witbin which the 

students and the teacher are able to, if they wish, constnict lasting fnendships. 

Positionality Shifts 

When critical pedagogy is situated in a humanized academic setting, each student 

(un)consciously knows that the reactions to her words will be carefully chosen and 

compassionately spoken. As a result, students develop a sense of confidence in the 

integri ty of the classroom world in which they exist because they know that the classroom 

discourse of critical inquiry is not intended to personally humifiate or d e n i p t e  them. The 

students know this because they live within a c1assmm space that associates the 

development of compassion and trust with a "iogic of reciprocity" (Carol Giiligan, 1993). 

Impiicit within this "logic of reciprocity" are the expectations that d l  class members listen to 

and respect one another's voices, and refrain from revealing to people outside the 

classroom community what has been shared within. As students commit themselves to 



fulfilling the mentioned expectations, a sense of cornmunity connectedness evolves (Ken 

Osborne, 1991). 

Because the teacher as a compassionate authority has established the basis for a 

humanizing critical pedagogy, she is able to confidently encourage students to critically 

reflect on and problematize the nature of their own subjective realities in relation to the 

issues being discussed. She is confident about repeatedly encouraging her students to 

transgress their farniliars because she knows that she has (re)created a supportive 

dassroom wodd. When students decide to travel apart from their familiars, they intuitively 

know that they will not be left done in strange places. As a result, the majority of students 

in such classroom settings willingly choose to engage in critical discourses and move to 

places outside their farniliars. Not oniy are the students involved in a discourse designed to 

shake up their worlds, the teacher is as well (bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; 

Patti Lather, 1991; Frances A. Maher & Mary Kay Tetreault Thompson, 1994) because, 

regardless of experience, teachers can unknowingly retreat into ideoIogically complacent 

spaces. 

In order to create what Frances A. Maher & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault ( 1%) 

refer to as "psychic disequilibrium" and bell hooks ( 1994) describes as "creating conflict in 

the mind," the students and the teacher must be willing to momentarily doubt the integrity 

of their own subjective knowledges. Thou& it is disconcerting to doubt what lives within 

familiar spaces, it is essential that such doubt frequently visits these subjective worlds. For 

when doubt meets with subjective knowledges and problematizes its valued place, spaces 

are created within which new knowledges can be (re)constructed. If some students resist 

allowing doubt to enter into and disturb cornfortable spaces, it is the criticaf educator's 

responsibility to intervene in a gentle yet fim marner. 

Acting in the spirit of a humanizing critical pedagogy from her position as a 

compassionate authority, the critical educator intervenes for a valid reason: to generate 

further and deeper empathic critical reflection of the multi-layered and disparate natures of 

the issues being discussed. But repeated experiences of intensive consciousness raisings 

can prove to be profoundly disturbing for some students, as it causes them to doubt who 

they are and question the legitimacy of the socio-cultud places that they cal1 "home" (bell 

hooks, 1994). As a result, students begin to interpret the critical aspect of the classroorn 



discourse as intrusive, invasive, and pressured (Patti Lather, 1-1). Even though the 

teacher believes in a critical discourse, sometimes she loses touch witb what it feels like to 

be momentarily psychologically and philosophically displaced (Patti Lather, 1991). And 

even though there is a great deal of "uncomfortableness" associated with critically reflecting 

on and problematizing the contents of personal narratives, the experience of selfdoubt is 

i n t e p l  to the construction of new reflections that work to shift episternologcal and moral 

perspectives to ' ko re  mature" places (Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986; Carol Gilligan, 

lm; Nona Lyons, 1990). 

Epistemological shifts. The notion that "more mature" places exist implies that 

knowledge is constantIy being (re)constructed as students and teachers attempt to make 

sense of the systems of values, standards, and objectives that constitute their subjective 

realities. Mary Field Belenky et al. (1986) have studied and analysed women's ways of 

knowing in order to construct a sequence of development that describes how women are 

epistemologically socialized. Their research contains descriptions of and explanations for 

the five episternologicaf categories that they believe reflect women's developmental 

pathways: silence, received knowledge, subjective know Iedge, procedural knowledge, and 

constructed knowledge. The authors make explicit that their categorization of women's 

epistemological perspectives is relevant only to the contexts fmm which they produced their 

findings. Thus, each category represents a specific group of subjective1 y defined 

epistemological positionalities. As Mary Field Belenky and her CO-authors ( 1986) write: 

'.Our intention is to share not prove our observations" (p. 16). 

Though aware of the reievance of Wiliiam Perry's research on epistemoiogical 

development, Mary Field Belenky et al. (1986) are critical of his use of a hornogeneous and 

predorninantly male research sample. Moreover, they question the resulting developmental 

scheme, since it seems to reflect a linear sequence of development that is entirely dependent 

on contextual insularity. In order to respond to their own criticisms of William Perry's 

work, Mary Field Belenky et al. (1986) expanded on his four "positions": basic dualism, 

multiplicity, relativism subordinate, and full relativism, and constructed a developmental 

categorization that includes women of different ages, tife circumstances, and backgrounds. 

Based on the docurnented retrospective accounts collected during numerous 

interviews with this diverse group of women, five major epistemological categories 



emerged from the data to represent distinct places from which women make sense of their 

own lived worlds. Because the categorization is developmentai in nature, movement from 

one position to the next implies continuous restructuring of the interpretative framework 

that was initially created at birth: 

. . . silence, a position in which women experience themselves as mindless and 
voiceless and subject to the whims of external authority; received knowledge, a 
perspective from which women conceive of themselves as  capable of receiving, 
even reproducing, knowledge from the all-knowing external authorities but not 
capable of creating knowledge on their own; subjective kmwledge, a 
perspective from which truth and knowiedge are conceived of as  personal, 
private, and subjectively known o r  intuited; procedurd knowledge, a position 
in which women are invested in leaming and applying objective procedures for 
O btaining and communica ti ng know ledge; and comtructed knowledge, a 
position in which women view al1 knowledge as contextual, expetience 
themselves as creators of knowledge, and value bot. subjective and objective 
strategies for knowing (Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986, p. 15). 

As "constructed" knowers, women attempt to integrate rational and ernotive thought 

and objective and subjective knowing in order to fashion rather than find their own 

authenticated voices that speak from places "outside the given" (Mary field Belenky et ai., 

1986). These places frame personal narratives, distinct in their ciifferences. Cognizant of 

the subjective, relativistic, and contextual nature of knowledge construction, constructed 

knowers become acutely aware of the fallible nature of socially constructed knowledges 

(Ann-Louise Brookes, 1994). Because they believe that "[ulll knowledge is [socially ] 

consirucred, and the knower is an in t ime  part ofthe known" (Mary Field B e l e n e  et al.. 

1986, p. 137, constructed knowers frequently question the nature of their own and otiier 

interpretative frameworks. In a sense, the epistemological perspectives from which 

constnicted knowers interpret their worids are similar to the critical perspectives found 

within the context of critical pedagogy. 

When actively engaged in ctitical pedagogy, students who are positioned as 

constructed knowers are able to cntically refIect on the contents of their own and other 

subjectivities in relation to certain social issues. lnstead of searching for a singular truth, 

constnicted knowers intentionally look beyond the borders that frarne socially constnicted 

knowledges. They do this because they are very much aware of the biases that constitute 

and are constitutive of subjective knowledges. Not only are such knowers cntically 



reflecting on the reasonableness of the knowledges that constitute their own and other 

students' realities, they are also revisiting what has historically existed as "scientific fact." 

From the perspective of constructed knowers, students are able to view such scientific facts 

as . . . models for approxirnating experience . . . [as] educated guesswork . . . as . . . 
moral art, dictated by the human heart and human mind. It was subjective and is subjective 

(Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986, p. 138). Because a constructed knower is aware of the 

fallibility of her own knowledges, she is abie to acknowledge the fact ba t  she, as well as 

others, lives as a "constantly moving subjectivity" (Patti Lather, 1991, xix). 

Moral shifts. Shifts in epistemological perspectives as defined by Mary Field 

Belenky et ai. (1986) intersect with other forms of human development. It c m o t  be 

otherwise, because subjective knowledges are multi-layered and constantly evolving in 

relation to the shifting nature of personal experience and social reali ties. Though many and 

varied layers frame a person's positionalities, Carol Gilligan ( 198U 1993) has chosen to 

explore one: the nature of morality. And she does so in relation to three moral standpoints 

as defined by Lawrence Kohlberg: '' . . . preconventional, conventional, and post- 

conventional, to reflect the expansion of moral development from an individual to a societal 

to a universal point of view" (Carol GiHigan, l98Z 1993, p. 73). Her choice to focus on 

moral development is rooted in a belief that when a person is engaged in relational 

interactions and criticai knowledge constructions, she is (un)consciously forming moral 

jud,oments about " . . . how to live in relationships with others, what to do in the face of 

conflict . . . " (Carol Gilligan, p.xiv, 198Z 1993). 

Because a classroom context is a social setting, students and teachers are situated in 

the midst of shifting power relations. It  is to morality that the teacher looks as she tries to 

(re)create a humanized classrwrn context (Maxine Greene, 1973; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993: 

Ken Osborne, 1991). Only when morality frames relational interactions can small and large 

group cntical discussions evolve as democratized spaces in which each person is treated 

with respect, care, and concem. Not only is it important that morality frame critical 

dialogicat discussions, morality m u t  also enter into the contexts of the students' work. 

Students bring disparate ideas about the notion of morality into the claçsroom, and it is the 

teacher's responsibility to engage these different views in relation to discussions of social 

injustices, since she knows that it is from such discussions that mord perspectives can be 



revealed, problernatized and, possibly, transforrned, As  well, when class members engage 

in such discussions, they are able to learn about ways in which they can deal with their 

own moral/ethical dilemmas-both wi thin and without the classroom. 

Growing through adolescence can be an extremely stressful time for most young 

women and men. Not only do they have to deal with various forrns of in-school peer 

pressures, they also have to work through the confusions and fears associated with gaining 

more independence. Belonging to some form of social group is of paramount importance 

for adolescents at the hi& school level because they have heard a n d o r  intuitively know that 

high school cultures are different from junior andor  elementary school cultures. And high 

school cultures are different, mainIy because the nature of teenaged social relations 

becomes increasingly more cornpetitive and the relationships between students and teachers 

generally become much more formal. In response, rnost high school students search for, 

find, and create friendships with people who share sirnilar ideas about what "being a 

friend" means. And as students meet people and make friends, it is their subjective notions 

of morality that determine whether these relationships will endure. 

Because such friendships are highly valued, young women and men commit 

themselves to working through and resolving relational confiicts that h e  moral dilemmas 

(Andrew Garrod, & Matthew B. Miles, 1990). And since the moral perspectives from 

which they interpret such conflicts often differ, disagreements frequently arise about what 

actually constitutes notions of "right" and "wrong." In order to resolve such disagreements, 

students m u t  rely on what they currently know and intuit about moral judgments and how 

open-minded they are in relation to considering dtemative views. As students work 

through various moral dilemmas, they gain experience about what other people think and 

corne to know that disparate interpretations exist. If students critically reflect on the nature 

of their personal experiences, the languages that they use to speak of "right and wrong" no 

longer communicate dichotomized conceptions of morality. Instead, student voices tend to 

focus much more on notions of intolerance as they move into moral positionalities that 

transcend what they perceive as potentially harmful culturally relativistic laws. But 

according to Carol Gilligan ( 1482/1M), women and men differ in relation to how and 

whether they do move from one positionality to another. 

Carol Gilligan 's ( 1982 1993) research on mord development has intentionaily 



focussed on women, since the research conducted by psychologists, such as Lawrence 

Kohlberg and Erik Erikson, included only boys and men. As a result. the voices that 

describe personai experiences, interpret moral conflicts, and constitute "normal" 

developmental stages are those of men. Women's voices are absent. yet their moral 

progress has k e n  and continues to be compared and contrasted with the male nom. 

Although women and men demonstrate sirnilar shifts in moral positionalities, Carol 

Gilligan's (19821493) research concludes that they differ in relation to how they interpret 

moral problems. Simply put, women more often than men tend to interpret moral dilemmas 

". . . as [problems J of care and responsibility in relationships rather than as [ones J of rights 

and rules" (Carol GiIligan, I98U1993, p. 73). 

Because the reasoning that people apply to resolving moral conflicts is socially 

constnicted. it is culturally specific. Thus. the differences that Carol Gilligan (198211993) 

describes need not be split dong gendered lines. But, in the context of her research, such 

gendered lines exist, since the sample from which she drew her conclusions was framed by 

Western realities. Not only were the participants' knowledges rooted in a Westernized 

culture, the researchers' were as well. This is not to imply that Carol GilIigan's research 

ought to be dismissed as irrelevant, quite the opposite. For in the context of historically 

entrenched images of women as caregivers and men as providers, Carol Gilligan's research 

makes explicit that traditionally framed definitions of gendered behaviours continue to 

dominate how women and men evolve in Westernized societies. 

Gender does influence how women and men interpret, create, and describe their 

subjective experiences. Since socially constructed notions of gender define "care" as k i n g  

predominantiy a feminine athibute, many heterosexual men tend to (un)conriously avoid 

publicly demonstrating forms of are. Such men know that they might be perceived as gay. 

a perception that they believe nullifies the manly image that they are trying to uphold. In 

order to distance themselves from the feminine, straight men tend to side with "niles and 

rights" pmbably because they are able to justify their actions by quoting current laws. 

Moral decisions are not only detennined by a person's moral perspective, they are also 

greatiy influenced by sexuai stereotyping. Both are comected in the context of socially 

constructed knowledges. 

M a t  is made explicit by Carol Gilligan's (198Z1993) research on moral 



development is that differences exist between women and men in relation to how they 

subjectively interpret and respond to moral dilemmas. When Carol Gilligan's ideas about 

mord development and gendered differences are placed in the contexts of critical dialogka1 

interactions, the teacher is better able to recoguize that interpretations of morality may be 

split d o n g  gendered lines. Thus, if she frequentiy observes that women and men in her 

cIassroom share similarities with the women and men in Carol Gilligan's studies, she can 

engage the students in critical discussions about the very nature of these differences. As 

they collectively reflect on the question: " m a t  is morality?", the students and the teacher 

are involved in problematizing subjective ideas and, thus, the moral perspectives from 

which they view the world. 

Categorical knowledges. When a teacher is aware of the fact that different 

epistemological and mord perspectives influence the nature of critical dialogicd 

interactions, she is able to expand the spaces in which she reflects on the nature of 

classroom discourse and relational interactions. The categories that Mary Field Belenky et 

al. ( 1986) and Carol Gilligan ( 1 9 8 Z  1993) have constnicted are relevant in the sense that 

both contnbute to existing bodies of research. It is from such research that teachers can 

draw on knowledges that they need in order to further their abilities to make sense of and 

improve on their pedagogical practices. Neither Mary Field Belenky et al.3 (1986) nor 

Carol Gilligan's ( 1 s  1993) research implicitly represent conclusive works, for both are 

simply subjectively framed narratives. Thus, when viewed from the perspective of a 

"constructed" knower, the research is both context-specific and subjectively biased. And it 

is from this perspective that the mentioned categories ought to be interpreted. 

The intent of the teacher in relation to epistemologid and moral categorizations is 

to use their forms as reference points from which to understand what is happening in the 

classroom. It is not to label, since she knows that that would work to limit her ability to see 

beyond her own biases. So  she positions herself in relation to the philosophical and ethical 

foundations of a humanizing critical pedagogy and learns from the knowledges that 

constitute both Mary Field Belenky et al.3 (1936) and Carol Gilligan's (198Z1993) 

narratives. Because she knows that categorization is an act of power (Patti Lather, 199 1 ), 

she is careful about how she uses the bordered knowledges situated withîn such closed 

spaces. And this carefulness compels her to repeatedly problematize these subjective 



knowledges in the context of her own, since her intent is to expand not limit the 

knowledges that frame her positionaiities. As a result, her classroom embraces multiple 

views and evolves as a humanized and humanizing social setting (Lilia 1. Bartolome. 1994; 

Katfileen B. Jones, 1993). 

Spaces. Connections, and Possibilities 

In the contexts of classroom discourse, critical pedagogy carries with it a 

problematizing "why?" Not o d y  does this "why?" exist to problematize the nature of the 

existing status quo, it also lives as a reminder to students and teachen to critically reflect on 

and explore the nature of their own and other subjective knowledges. Since the teacher is 

positioned as the classroom authonty, it is her responsibility to encourage students to invite 

"why?" into their lives and to work towards both personal praxis and sociai change. In a 

sense, the critical educator is positioned within her pedagogy as a liberatory mentor, one 

who possesses the knowledp and the power to guide students through and past social 

injustices in order to reconstmct them in a democrafic form. Thus. the teacher's support is 

crucial in relation to the notions that constitute the theory of critical pedagogy: student 

voices, dialogue, critical reflection, and empowerment (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Paulo 

Freire, 197011994; Henry A. Giroux. 1981; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1994: 

Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994: Peter McLaren. 1989/ 1994; 

Ken Osborne, 1991; Ira Shor, 1992). 

Not only is the critical educator working to validate disparate knowledges, she is 

also intent on disturbing the very comfortableness-es that surround such socially 

constructed spaces. Though students often carry "why?" with them as they study alone 

and/or in groups, it is the teacher's voice that intentionally works to ensure that 

problematizing "w hys?" repeatedly live within the contexts of cri tical dialogical 

interactions. She does this because she wi shes to create confiict in the minds of the students 

and momentanly rnake their farniliars strange (bell hooks, 1494; Patti Lather, 199 1 : 

Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994). And the act of making the 

familiar strange is part of the reflective process, for it cannot be critical unless what is 

known is questioned. 

Since the critical educator knows that a critical consciousness is essential to the 



construction of new knowledges, insights, and praxis, she intentionally creates spaces 

within which students c m ,  ifthey wish, develop an interest in critically reflecting on their 

own and other knowledges. Even though she consciously creates such spaces with an 

implicit purpose in rnind, she knows that her students wiii only look within and beyond 

farniliar knowledges when they are genuineiy interested in doing so. And when students do 

express interest in making sense of their worlds, they tend to look to their teacher and their 

friends for advice andor  guidance. It is a genuine interest in knowing why the world 

works as it does that compels students to search within and without their knowledges for 

"answers." And when they do initiate such searches, the borders that surround farniliar 

places quickly expand to include new knowledges. 

The borders surrounding a student's subjectivities are constantly shifting in 

response to personal experience and knowledge constniction. Whether such borders 

embrace or resist rnovement away from a cornfortable known depends a great d e d  on with 

whom the students interact, According to Lev Vygotsky (1978), when students work in 

collaboration with experienced and knowledgeable educators rather than solely by 

themselves, they are able to "see" much further beyond what they already know. Since he 

worked as a clinical psychologist, Lev Vygotsky's (lm) research was situated in and 

(re)shaped by the clinical settings that framed his observations of %tudent-teac her" 

interactions. In order to define what he had observai, Lev Vygotsky (1978) created the 

term: "zone of maximal performance" to describe what he perceived as significant increases 

in a student's academic performances as a result of working closely with a knowledgeable 

educator. Thou* his clinical trials took place in settings quite different from those found in 

today's classrooms, his observations hold meaning for educators working towards 

(re)creating critical pedagogies. From Lev Vygotsky 's (1978) clinical studies and notion of 

a "zone of maximal performance," critical educators are able to recognize that his words 

implicitly validate critical pedagogy's emphasis on student voices, dialogue, critical 

reflection, and . . . empowerment. 

When the theones that underlie Lev Vygotsky's (19'78) notion of a "zone of 

maximal performance" are interpreted in the context of critical pedagogy, disciplinary lines 

between Psychology and Education are transgressed, As a result, the knowledges that were 

constnicted in Lev Vygotsky's c h i c  can be (re)shaped and renamed to fit the form of a 



pedagogy that encourages students to repeatedly (re)create spaces within which they can 

engage in stimulating and, possibly, transformative critical dialogical interactions. For is it 

within such spaces that students (un)consciously increase their level of participation. As 

they listen to, reflect on, and speak in reaction to other voices in the contexts of smaH and 

large group discussions, students are (un)knowingly travelling with other minds to places 

that they have yet to visit. In order to encourage such travels, the teacher deliberately 

(re)constmcts certain ways of questioning that she believes will stimulate criticai 

knowledge construction. Such questions are repeatedly placed in the contexts of most class 

discussions as the critical educator intentionally works toward (re)constructing spaces 

within which Lev Vygotsky's ( 1978) "zone of maximal performance" can live. 

Care in the Classroom 

Critical pedagogy evolves into a humanizing critical pedagogy when care and 

compassion live in the classroom (bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones. 1993; Ne1 

Noddings, 1988/ 1994, 1992; Lilia 1. Bartolome, 1994). Because the teacher surrounds her 

authoritative position with compassion and works towards (re)creating a democratic 

classroom comrnunity, her students are able to interpret the "critical" that constitutes her 

pedagogy in a positive and non-threatening manner. This is not to imply that al1 students 

readily adopt critical perspectives and problernatize "why?" they are who they are and 

"why?" they know what they know, for some are initially hesitant about engaging in  such 

potentially frightening critical self-reflections. But when students are situated in places that 

genuinely value their subjective presences, they (un)conscious~y begin to develop a sense 

of trust in their teacher and, gradually, in their classrnates. Gradually because high school 

students are living in the midst of a cornpetitive and potentiaily oppressive school culture, 

traces of which often follow them into the classrnom and act as communicative barriers. 

Since the hierarchical nature of social relations influences what occurs within and 

without the classroom, students are understandably frightened about exposing what they 

think, feel, and believe (bell hooks, 1994) because peer retnbution is very r d ,  especially 

for those students who exist on the margins of the school's and community's cultures. 

Though is it often difficult and challenging for the educator to encourage students to accept 

care and compassion as part of their classroom experience, she knows that it is not 



impossible. So she works at enhancing each layer of the classroom context with care and 

compassion, fully aware that she has comrni tted herself to achieving a goal that requires a 

great deal of time and patience. Not only is she dependent on the deterrnined strength of her 

own convictions, interests, and enthusiasms, she is also reliant on each student's 

contri bution and commitment to a process of careful (re)construction. 

Only when al1 class members share an interest in and cornmitment towards 

(re)creating a democratized setting will the classroom evolve into a humanized community 

wherein the students and the teacher feel safe. "All" members must share such an interest 

and commitment because if just one student resists speaking in a d o r  learning a language 

of care and compassion then the evolution of trust is considerably restncted (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 1989; bell hooks, 1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreaul t, 

1994). So it c m  be difficult and it can be challengïng, for the teacher and for the students, 

if just one voice is unable andlor unwillingly to bring anything but hostility into the 

classroom. Usually, such hostility is so tightiy woven into a student's nature that she  is 

often unaware that intense anger frames her words and actions. And even though a carïng 

and compassionate classroom community offers unconditional acceptance and support, a 

student who is filled with anger is not yet capable of trusting anyone-for she probably has 

never learned what trust means. 

M e n  students do intui tivel y feel that they are safe within their classroom, they are 

able to work towards dissolving the borders that separate them from their classrnates. 

However, not dl students perceive their classrwrn as a "safe" place and, thus, they refuse 

to connect with anyone. Most often such refusais are primarily rooted in the fear of being 

hurt, rejected, and ultimately ostracized (bell hooks, 1994; Timothy J. Lensmire, 1994). 

But, unfortunatel y, the teacher cannot full y know what horrible experiences are at the root 

of a student's fear if the student is unable andor unwilling to describe them. Instead of 

pressuring a student to talk about her fears, it is essential that the educator simply respect 

the fact that such fears exist and believe that when the student is ready she will work 

through what frightens her so completely. Even though she fears for her safety, she might 

gradually corne to know and trust the care and compassion that lives within her classroorn. 

If she does not, at least she will own mernories that support the fact that such places exist 

and, possibly, choose to become part of them . . . the next time. 



When the presence of compassion, care, and trust in the classroom makes explicit 

that hurnanity and human individuality are highly valued, students and teachers are exposed 

to nurnerous opportunities to l e m  how to care and be cared for. The notion of care is one 

that Ne1 Noddings (1988J 1994, 1992) describes as essential to the development of 

"relational ethics." At the mot of her notion of "relational ethics" is: 

. . . experience because al1 its deliberatioos focus on the human beings involved 
in the situation under consideration and their relations to each other . . . . 
Relations may be characterized by love or hate, anger or sorrow, admiration or 
envy; or, of course, they may reveal rnixed affects-one party feeling, Say, love 
and the other revulsion. One who is concerned with behaving ethicaily strives 
always to preserve or convert a given relation into a cariog relation (Ne1 
Noddings, I988/1994, p. 173). 

When students and teachers willingly position themselves as partners in (re)creating 

"relational ethics," care constitutes and is constitutive of classroom relationships. But the 

care that frames relational ethics is not a care rooted in an enforced sense of duty, rather it is 

one that evolves from an "ethic of caring . . . that is rooted in and dependent on natural 

caring" that itself evolves from knowiog what it means to care and be cared for (Ne1 

Noddings, 1988/1994, p. 174). Thus, a great deal depends on whether a child has grown 

up in a caring family setîing. and, if she has not, whether she is able to learn from caring 

others what it means to care and be cared for. It is in the context of a classroom cornrnunity 

that students and teachers can "practice" (re)constmcting relationships that reflect Ne1 

Noddings' ( l988J 1994) relational ethics. Since creating and sustaining an ethic of care in 

the contexts of human relations does, at times, require a lot of work, members of a 

classroom comrnunity will be faced with nurnerous challenges. And it is from such 

challenges that students and teachers are able to gain a greater awareness of and respect for 

the differences that live within their classmm and intentionally work to (re)create caring 

connections across such differences. 

Relational ethics, as described by Ne1 Noddings (1988/1994), form part of the 

foundation on which a humanizing critical pedagogy is constnicted. If an ethic of care is 

absent t'rom the classroom, critical discussions may become hostile moments filled with 

ideological disputes. Thus, the teacher, in a sense, is often positioned as a moral 

supervisor, one who must work with the students in order to nurture their abilities to 

become moral beings (Nona Lyons. 1990; Ne1 Noddings. lm). Although it is 



questionable whether rnorality can be taught, theonsts generally agree that when a teacher 

works from a perspective that values care in the classroom students are profoundly 

influenced by what she says and does. Through modelling, dialogue, practice and 

confirmation, the teacher is able to approach moral education from a posi bon of 

responsibility and response--bath constitutive of relationships of care (Ne1 Noddings, 

1988/1494). And because students are engaged in questioning and exploring disparate 

subjectivities, many opportunities are created for modeUing andor practicing moral ways. 

When students work in small a d o r  large groups, they need to l e m  how to deal 

with any disagreements that might arise. If they do not know how to resolve dational 

conflicts, it is the teacher's responsibility to intervene in a compassionate and caring 

manner in order to c a ldy  yet f î d y  problernatize inappropriate words andor actions. 

When such interventions are framed by an ethic of caring, the students iavolved will not 

feel as if they are k i n g  personally attacked. Instead, the focus of the teacher's intervention 

will be the behaviours not the person, for she values a student's humani ty and knows how 

important it is to visibly validate that fact. Because care in the classroom lives to understand 

the nature of personal anges, sorrows, loves, and hates, the relationships that grow to 

frarne certain relational interactions are rooted in a deep sense of rnorality. When students 

and teachers evolve as caring and trusting human beings within the classroom, they are able 

to walk outside the classroom and (re)create caring and trusting relationships. Perhaps care 

in the ciassrmm will evolve into care in the community. 

Cri tical Theories 

Theories are simply refiections of subjectively framed knowledges, they are not 

infallible constructs that live as unquestionable truths. And it is in this context that this 

theoretical frarnework of a humanizing critical pedagogy is presented. Not oniy have 1 

critically reflected on my own pedagogical theories and practices, 1 have also explored 

many other ideas about how theory and practice connect. Thus. my theoreticai reflections 

exist as intersections between my own and other knowiedges as 1 attempt to describe what 

consti tutes my curent ideas about the nature of a pedagogy that strives to be both critical 

and humanizing. At the root of such reflective theorizing is the knowledge that the 



"humanizing" and the "critical" that narne rny pedagogy m u t  also gain form to live w ithin 

it. That is, in order to humanize and problematize the theories and practices that constitute 

and are constitutive of my pedagogy, I must act in theory how I wish to act in practice. 

As a result, I am situated in a theorizing space from which I must argue for a certain 

pedagogical form and, at the same tirne, question the very pedagogy that frames such 

arguments (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993). Simply put, critical reflections must also be critically 

reflected upon if subjective theorizing is to be perceived and accepted as fallible and ever- 

evolving. This is not meant to irnply that the knowledges that frame certain theories are 

limited, for they carry with them rnany valuable insights. But in the context of Patti 

Lather's (1991) notion that human beings travel through life as '' . . . constantly rnoving 

subjectivities" (p. xix), theories represeat moments of certainty not absolute certainties. 

And even though theories ought to be perceived as such, the experiences, languages. and 

powen that constitute dominant theories profoundly influence what knowledges are most 

valued (Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993). And when certain knowledges are valued 

more than others, they possess the power to work their way into and becorne a distinct part 

of the social fabric. 

The intent of my humanizing critical pedagogy is to problematize the knowledges 

that have historically worked their way into and become a distinct part of the social fabric. 

But as a teacher, 1 can only create spaces within which critical dialogical interactions take 

place when 1 understand that the subjectivities that live within my classroorn are multi- 

layered. The students enter the classroom with disparate knowledges and attitudes, al1 of 

which are rooted in distinct socio-cultural places. And, as the teacher, 1 also walk into my 

classroom with biased views. It cannot be otherwise, since al1 human beings are situated 

beings--meanhg that si tuatedness constitutes and is constitutive of posi tional i ties. Such 

positionalities need to be problernatized in order to reveal the nature of the enculturated 

places from which certain knowledges evolved. In order to problematize my own and other 

subjective knowledges, 1 must assume a critical perspective, one from which I can 

purposely make my own and other farniliars look strange (Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thornpson Tetreault, 1994). And it is fmm this perspective that 1 will, in the following 

chapter, critically reflect on the nature of critical pedagogy as defined by theorists, such as 

Peter McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire, and Ira Shor. 



A CRITIQUE 

Cri tical Reflections 

#y "Critical"? 

The word "critical" has acquired an unpopular reputation in the contexts of social 

interactions because its presence tends to imply an intention on the part of a person or  

group to find faults and pass judgrnents with whatever thoughts, feelings, and ideas are 

being expressed. As a result of the ubiquitous presence of the dominant culnire's socially 

constructed notion of what "cfitical" means, thinking and speaking "critically" have both 

been framed as subversive actions (Paulo Freire, IWO/ 1994, bel1 hooks, 1994, Colin 

Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994). If they choose to speak against the status quo, 

people who question and doubt the knowledge that is legîtirnated by the dominant culture's 

conservative political ideology know that they risk being socially displaced into the 

pejorative category of "angry extremists." 

When social activists, such as those positioned as feminists within the women's 

movernent, do  speak passionately about what they perceive as the absence of democratic 

principles in a patriarchal capitalist soçiety, the power of the dominant ideology pushes 

their cri tical words outside the center of political thought and social action (Mary Field 

Belenky et  al., 1986; Jane Gaskell, Arlene McLaren, & Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; Maxine 

Greene, 1978/1994; bell hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1987/1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary 

Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). 

Because they are aware of the consequences associated with publicly cnticizing male- 

dominated views, a large number of women (un)consciously choose not to speak in public 

frorn critical ferninist standpoints. Certainly. the risks of speaking in a critical way are real 

but so are the risks associated with remaining silent. 

It is unfortunate that the definition connected to thinking "critically" is limited in 

scope by the dominant interpretation, for thinking "critically" possesses the potential to 

shake up cornfortable realities and create conflict in individual minds (Mary Field Belenky 

et  al., 1986; Paulo Freire, 19701 1994; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks. 1994; Patti 



Lather, 1991; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Ira Shor, 1992). 

When the social1 y constructed borders surrounding the notion of cri tical thinking are 

expanded, people interested in looking beyond their own familiars discover a different 

"critical." This "different" critical is one that accompanies reflection, a form of inquiry that 

can lead to shifts in ideological perspectives, shifts that represent movement away from 

enculturated subjectivities (Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986; bel1 hooks, 1994, Carol 

Gilligan, 198211993; Ne1 Noddiags, 1988/1994). 

When an individuai moves from a standardized position of ideologicai complacency 

to a position grounded in critical reflection and analyses, she is (un)howingly eogaping in 

shifting the nature of the theoretical foundations on which her mornentary realities rest. 

Such shifts frame times of uncertainty and doubt, times that represent moments of 

transformative praxis: that ". . . self-creative activity through which we make the world" 

(Tom Bottomore as quoted by Patti Lather, 1991, p. I l) .  Constructing knowledges that 

define the world of the moment is a subjectiveIy experienced activity, an activity that can 

o d y  occur in response to repeated critical interactions with the existing social, political, 

epistemological, ethical. historical, and cultural patterns that constitute the existing 

rationalistic frameworks of Western society (Paulo Freire, 19701 1994; Jerinifer M. Gore, 

1993: Maxine Greene, 1973, I978/1994; bel1 hooks, 1994; Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. 

McLaren, 1994, Patti Lather, 1991; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 

1994, Jane Roland Martin. 1994; Ira Shor, 1992). 

The Nature of a "Critical" Pedagogy 

When the nature of a particular "pedagogy" is defined as "critical," the implication 

is that a different f o m  of knowledge production is k i n g  described, a fonn that is explicit 

about its focus on critical reflection, hurnan agency, and transformative praxis (Paulo 

Freire, 1970/1994: Jemifer M. Gore, 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994: Colin Lankshear. & Peter L. 

McLaren, 1994; Peter McLaren, 198911994: Ira Shor, 1992). Different from the traditional 

transmission approach to teaching and leaming (Ken Osborne, 1991) where each student is 

expected to obediently receive and "bank" (Paulo Freire, 1970/ 1994) the knowledge that 

her teachers dictate to her, the practice of critical pedagogy includes and, thus, validates 

each student's historical narrative and the socio-cultural space from which she speaks. 



The purpose of a pedagogy that is named as "cntical" is to problematize both the 

students' and the teacher's diverse subjectivities in order to explore the theoretical 

foundations on which they have constmcted their subjective knowledges (Paulo Freire, 

197011994: bel1 hooks, 1994; Kathieen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Laîher, 1991: Colin 

Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993; Frances A. 

Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Ira Shor, lm). Neglecting to question 

the contents of each student's and the teacher's partial narratives counters the spirit of 

cntical pedagogy and imrnediately reduces it to a pedagogy of questionable nature. The 

responsibiiity to frequently question and criticdiy reflect on the nature of subjective 

experiences is each individual's, for criticai pedagogy is constitutive of the subjective 

presence of this individual without whom "critical" pedagogy would not exist. 

If the nature of critical pedagogy relies on the students' and teacher's shared interest 

in and cornmitment to critical reflection and transfomative praxis, then it follows that it also 

relies on its creators' willingness to constantly revisit the theoretical frameworks that 

constitute its forrn (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; 

Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993; Ken Osborne, 1991). Critical pedagogy's "critical" 

nature implicitly resists confinement in spaces that impose predictability and rationality on 

its ever-evolving fom. But the current discourses on critical pedagogy seem to have been 

(re)constnicted in such spaces, for the intellectual circles within which several of the 

educational theorists are situated reflect rationalistic ways of theorizing. As a result, the 

discourses that evolve from such circles of intellect represent the interests of the voices who 

frarned their fotms. And when these voices (un)knowingly exclude themselves from 

moments of critical reflection, they (un)intentionally universalize their interests. 

The writings of several educational theorists involved in the construction of critical 

pedagogy, such as Peter McLaren. Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire, and Ira Shor represent 

different perceptions of what the theory of critical pedagogy as the practice of critical 

pedagogy means. Though their theories are similar in the sense that they are rooted in 

personal teaching experiences. they differ in relation to the socio-cultural perspectives from 

which they evolved. For instance, Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux are writing from 

experiences positioned within the West whereas Paulo Freire and Ira Shor are wnting from 

experiences situated in predominantly Third World countnes. Thus, the discourses on 



cntical pedagogy that are (re)constructed from these different perspectives are context- 

specific as they relate to distinct cultural locations and the intellecnial circles from which 

they evolved. And since Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux's shared discourse is situated 

within academe, the discourse that evolves from such a highly intellectudized space is 

relatively abstract in sound and sense. 

Evident within their lines of prose is a sense of meta-theorizing rather than the 

expec ted focus on theore tical (re)coflstruction in relation to prac tical expenence. lnstead of 

attendiog to the constantly changing realities of classroom practitioners who are, every day. 

attempting to (re)create classroom contexts of critical pedagogy, both Peter McLaren and 

Henry A. Giroux seem to limit their scope by remaining within their abstracted worlds of 

theoretical analyses. Even Paulo Freire and Ira Shor's discourse seems at odds with what 

frames 1990s' classroom realities, since their Wassrooms" tend to differ greatly from what 

exists within traditionally framed Western schools. This is not meant to imply that 

discounes can evolve apart from subjective positionalities, they cannot. But in the context 

of the discourses on critical pedagogy, deliberate attempts need to be made to explicitly 

address personal biases and. thus, expose the political nature of the penonal interests that 

guide the (re)constniction of their forms. In the absence of critical reflection, the spirit of 

critical pedagogy as cri tical practice dies, leaving instead traces of the social theory from 

which it originally evolved (Ken Osborne, 199 1). 

Whv "Critical" of Critical Pedaaogy? 

During the past ten rnonths, 1 have become literate in one of the many Ianguages 

that evolve from academe: the language that describes the discourses on critical pedagogy. 

Positioned in a place from which 1 can now read and understand the political and abstract 

theoretical foundations on which the theory of critical pedagogy was built, 1 can look 

backwards in tirne and reflect on six years of mernories as a teacher comrnitted to 

constructing a humanizing critical pedagogy. As recently as ten rnonths ago 1 could not 

have named my pedagogical practices as such, for I did not possess knowledge of the 

language that owned the words 1 (un)consciously wanted and needed to know. words that 

would give me the power to articulate my pedagogical and ethical philosophies. 1 am 

cognizant of the fact that naming my past pedagogy as a "humanizing critical" pedagogy a< 



this moment in time represent an anachronistic reading of past pedagogicai practices (Patti 

Lather, 1991). But it is a reading, nonetheless, from which 1 can certainly gain vaiuable 

insights and new knowledges. 

The critical reflections included in this chapter symbolize intersections of theory and 

practice--between the current educational theorists' theories of criticai pedagogy and my 

own theories rooted in practicaf experiences. As 1 revisit the experiential places of my past, 

accompanied by knowledge of the theory of critical pedagogy, 1 am able to recognize what 

1 perceive as a linear and, thus, potentiail y Lirni ting nature of the educational theorists' 

knowledge construction. Elizabeth Ellsworth ( 1989) has subjectively interpreted these 

theorists' published discourses on critical pedagogy as k i n g  rooted in a number of 

"rationalistic assumptions." She wtites that ". . . key assumptions, goals, and pedagogical 

practices fundamentai to the iiterature on critical pedagogy--namely, 'empowerment,' 

'student voice,' 'dialogue.' and even the term 'critical'--are repressive myths that 

perpetuate relations of domination" (p. 298). It seems that the current discourses on critical 

pedagogy have excluded critical reflection on the reproductive powers of context-specific 

social relations and, in doing so, (un)intentionally universalize the student body that 

constitutes and is constitutive of classroorn cultures. 

I value the knowledge that is gained from critical reflection on my own and other 

subjective experiences because 1 am aware of the dangers that live within ideologically 

complacent spaces (Melinda Ene,  1993; Maxine Greene, 1973; bel1 hooks; 1994; Cotin 

tankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991 ; DonaJd P. Macedo, 1993; Ira 

Shor, 1992). As an educator committed to leaming and working compassionatety and 

inteiiigently with my students, I am repeatedly asking myseif "Why teach this way?" (Ken 

Osborne, 1991). 1 pose this question because I am acutely aware that: 

[in one is always si tuated in ideology , then the only way to dem ystify these 
ideological operations . . . is to occupy the interstices of contesting ideologies 
or  to seek the disjunctures and opposing relations created within a single 
ideology by its own contradictions (Teresea Ebert as quoted by Patti Lather, 
1991. p. 11). 

Based on numerous readings of the theory of critical pedagogy, it does oot seem as 

if Peter McLaren, Henry A, Groux, Paulo Freire, andor  Ira Shor problematize their 

ideological worlds by critically reflecting on the question "Why think this way?'in relation 



to their subjective notions of liberatory pedagogical practices. It seems as if these men often 

lose perspective of the realities that exist "off-campus." outside their familiar worlds. 

realities that differ greatly from their own. realities that might prompt them to consider 

'Why don't 1 think fhor way?" This is not meant to imply tbat these four men deliberately 

refrain from critically reflecting on the nature of their own and other knowledges. But in the 

absence of explicit criticism on the knowledges that they value, the implication is that the 

nature of the theories that underlie their pedagogies are rarely questioned. 

It is not surprising then to read of the ''rationdistic assumptions" that Elizabeth 

Ellsworth (1989) has described as constitutive of the notions of dialogue, student voice. 

critical reflection, and empowerment which she believes function as '' . . . repressive 

myths that perpetuate relations of domination" in the classmom (p. 298). Such a critique is 

grounded in her subjective expenences as a White, feminist, middle-class, university 

professor committed to explicitly naming race-based social injustices as "racist." Even 

though Elizabeth Ellsworth's ( 1989) critique of the dixourses on criticai pedagogy is 

pnmarily directed towards both Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux, and could be 

perceived as somewhat sensationalistic in intent, its ideas can be interpreted as relevant by 

other critical educators who have experienced similar difficulties and contradictions when 

trying to teach as the mentioned theorists have prescribed. 

1 can d a t e  to a number of Elizabeth Ellsworth's ( 1989) stated frustrations, for 1 am 

cognizant of the irony that frames the multiple intersections of the theorists' rational 

abstractions with my own subjective realities rwted in classroom practices. For many 

disparate reasons, students and educators do not always evolve into empowered beings in 

contexts of cntical pedagogical practices (Elizabeth EIlsworth, lm; Jennifer M. Gore, 

1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Timothy J. Lensmire. 1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Kathleen Weiler. 1988). Sometimes, students and educators 

are forced back into the margins from which they first spoke because the reproductive 

power of the dominant ideology overpowers the liberatory power that the mentioned male 

educational theorists' rationally assume exists within the notion of a "critical" pedagogy. 



The Limiting Space of Rational Thought 

We sail within a vast sphere, ever dnfting in uncertainty, dnven from end to 
end. When we think to attach ourselves to any point and to fasten to it, it 
wavers and leaves us; and if we follow it, it eludes our grasp, slips past us, and 
vanishes forever. Nothing stays for us. This is our natural condition. and yet 
most contrary to our inclination; we bum with desire to find solid ground and 
an ultimate sure foundation whereon to build a tower reaching to the inf~nite. 
But our whoie groundwork cracks, and the earth opens to abysses (Blaise 
Pascat as quoted by Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 1 1 1). 

The words of Blaise Pascal, a 17th century mathematician, are rooted in a socio- 

historical context that readily embraced the logic of scientific study, a logic that was valued 

for its presumed objective and rationalistic approach to research. Advocates of the scientific 

method relied on the use of rationality to find the certainty that they "knew" existed within 

their realities, a certainty that was ultimately found because it was (un)consciously 

subjectively constmcted (Sharon Bailin, 1993; James Banks. 1992; Di Bentley, & Mike 

Watts, 1992; Lorraine Code, 1991). Aware of the subjectivity that constituted claims of 

objectivity, Blaise Pascal was one of many "scientists" who questioned the integrity of the 

scientific method (Maxine Greene, 1973). Thus, he came to recognize the limitations of 

rationality in relation to the mu1 tiple subjective realities that existed, reali ties that could not 

be effectively measured or analyzed or conclusively defined from such a fixed scientific 

standpoint. 

The notion of certainty repeatedly changes in the contexts of ever-evolving 

knowledges (Patti Lather, 1991) and Blaise Pascal intuitively knew of this fact. Traces of 

pst-modernist thought were, in a way, present in this 17th century mathematician's logic. 

It seems as if post-modernism's theoretical foundations momentanly shifted from their 20th 

century-ed place to the histoncally situated context of this insightful man's critical 

reflections. And although situated in a dated era, Biaise Pascal's quoted awareness of the 

ever-changing nature of knowledge is certainly not out of place in the context of the realities 

of the 199ûs. nor is his astute recognition of the limitations inherent within the discourse of 

scientific rnethodology (Sharon Bailin, 1993; Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986; Lorraine 

Code, 1991 ; Carol Gilligan, l98B 1993; Patti Lather. 1993; Donald P. Macedo, 1993). 

Similar criticisms are evident in the current discourse on pst-modernisrn, for its theoretical 

standpoint dismisses any rationalistic claims to certainty and singular tmths. As a result. 
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post-modernism's presence works to create spaces within which subjectively framed 

interpretations of personal experience can evolve and be validated as relevant knowledges. 

Positioned in contrast to the past "modem" description of the Western social reality, 

the existing pst-modern state of being-oess evolves as a result of a collective perception of 

the limits of Enlightenment rationality (Patti Lather. 1991). Such a perception recognizes 

the nature of rationality as incapable of including subjectively constructed knowledges that 

exist in spaces beyond definitive borders of objecmed thought Theorists who become 

rigidly situated in rationalistic reflections (un)knowingly distance themselves from 

dissimilar subjectivities and, as a result, constmct abstract theoretical frameworks that are 

perceived by some classmm practitioners as relatively meaningless constructs. 

The Discourses on Critical Pedaaogy 

Peter McLaren and Hemy A. Giroux's Shared Discourse 

Elizabeth Ellsworth (1989) is critical of the theorists who are involved in the 

constmction of the theory underlying the discourses of critical pedagogy, stating that the 

positions from w hich they wri te and speak represent rationalistic interpretations of the 

realities of school cultures and classroom instructional practices. Because theorists, such as 

Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux are situated in the contexts of scholarly academe, their 

collective knowledges of the realities of a cri tical educator's high scschool classroom are 

limited. As a result, the theoretical foundations on which they bave constructed the goals 

and practices of critical pedagogy exclude knowledge that could have been gained from 

critical diaiogicai interactions with practitioners and students engaged in the practice of 

critical pedagogy. Limited by the spaces that frame their theonzings, the mentioned authors 

have essentialized the nature of cntical pedagogy in the context of their shared academic 

location. Although committed to creating democratic classrooms and comrnunities, both 

Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux have positioned themselves in places of higher 

leaMng, places that imply ownership of what critical pedagogy "should" accomplish for 

students and teachen actively engaged in i ts theoretical fom. 

The common theme of liberatory education as a function of social change (Paulo 



Freire, IWO/ 19%; Henry A. Giroux, 1981; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; 

Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Peter McLaren, 1989/1994; Ira Shor, 1992: 

Kathleen Weiler, l m )  found throughout the literature defining critical pedagogy is based 

on the theorists' assumption that critical educators are dl-knowing beings (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 1989; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993). Both Peter McLaren and Henry 

A. Giroux have created an image of a generic educator that faisely implies that the educator 

is situated in a political position of neutrality, an impartial position that nulfifies the 

existence of subjectively constructed and historically entrenched political borders (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 1989; Jemifer M. Gore, 1993). This cannot be so because pedagogy is not 

neutral, it is undeniably politicized by the fact that people constitute its form. 

But this image of the generic educator seems to try to resist k i n g  framed as political 

as it works to place the tacher  in an omniscient and "depoliticized" position. From scch a 

position, it is implied, educators already know how to transcend the "isrn-ed" borders 

surrounding the socio-political issues of sexism, racism, classism, and d l  other oppressive 

isms. Consequentl y, they are then capable of fostering each student's epistemological, 

ethical. social, and political growth in the context of a democratized critical pedagogy . 

Capable only if they, the cntical educators, completely understand the t h e o ~ t i c d  layers that 

constitute the prescribed practice of critical pedagogy and echo its distinctive man-made 

discourse. When the nature of a liberatory pedagogy and the critical educator who lives 

within it are universalized, the evolution of many of Peter McLaren's and Henry A. 

Giroux's rationdly assumed transfomative possibilities is limited. 

Absent fmm the theorists' academic works about critical reflection, student voice, 

dialogue, and empowerrnent as constitutive of liberatory education are references to the 

possibility (probability) that critical pedagogy as theory mi@ not easily translate into 

cntical pedagogy as instructional practice (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Jennifer M. Gore, 

1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; 

Kathleen Weiler, 1988). Noticeably missing from the scholariy publications written by 

certain theotists, such as Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux, are words that not only 

suggest knowledge of the realities of school cultures and classrwm practices, but also 

present examples of relevant instructional strategies and curriculum choices (Jennifer M. 

Gore, 1993; Ken Osborne, 1991). Instead of attending to the political, social, cultural, 



ethical, psychological, and epistemological issues deemed most relevant by critical 

practitioners working in the public school system, these educational scholars have persisted 

in researching and writing about a mythical image of the classroom: a static and predictable 

and clinical representation that, they rationally assume, can be transformed into a 

democratic space by an intelligent critical educaîor working from their theories of "critical" 

pedagogy (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993). 

The mythicai classroom. Since it is included in the contexts of numerous reputable 

publications, this rnythical classroom bas become the validated subject around which the 

discourse of critical pedagogy has k e n  constmcted. Objectified in the elite contexts of 

academe simply because a select nurnber of powerful male university professors published 

works based on its generic f o m ,  this ''classroorn" has become the image on which visions 

of liberatory education have been superirnposed. It is an unfamiliar place to most teachers 

who work in school, college, and university classrooms because it excludes the presence of 

both the students' and teacher's conflicting subjectivities and the nature of the schooI's 

distinct culture; and it disregards the powerful nature of human agency. Devoid of that 

which makes a classroom a site of action and potential, the classroom cuIture about which 

the theorists write and evolving cntical educators read is a potentially limiting educational 

space. Such a space is likely incapable of supporting the goals of liberatory education as 

prescribed by Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux's current discourse on critical 

pedagogy. 

Paulo Freire and Ira Shor's Shared Discourse 

Peter McLaren and Heniy A. Giroux have constructed a form of critical pedagogy 

that differs from the other 'gfragment," the other discourse of critical pedagogy which is 

primarily associated with the work of Paulo Freire and Ira Shor (and other criticai educators 

such as: Donald Macedo, Myles Horton, and Antonia Faundez). Because they are 

committed to the (re)construction of this distinct discourse of critical pedagogy, both men 

have either worked independently or in conjunction with one of their colleagues to 

sirenethen and refine the theoretical perspectives from which they teach, write, and speak. 

Wntings by Paulo Freire and Ira Shor are rooted in the notion of literacy, as their published 

texts are imprinted with the liberatory possibilities that evolve from simply knowing how to 



read and write and speak the languages that define oppressive socio-political reatities (Paulo 

Freire. 1970/1994; Paulo Freire, & Myles Horton, 1940; Paulo Freire. & Donald Macedo. 

1987; Paulo Freire, & Ira Shor, 1987; Jemifer M. Gore, 1993; Colin Lankshear, & Peter 

L. McLaren, 1994). Included within these texts are historicaily situated descriptions of 

Paulo Freire's child hood and adolescent experiences w ith reading and w ri ting and 

speaking, al1 connected to " . . . 'sorne phase of the political pedagogical activity that 1 have 

been engaged with ever since my youth' '' (Paulo Freire as quoted by Jennifer M. Gore, 

1993, p. 40). 

Instead of distancing themselves from the shared educational spaces of critical 

educators and their students, Paulo Freire and Ira Shor have attempted to focus their 

collective attention on " . . . pedagogy as classroom practice consistent with liberatory 

politics" (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p. 42). Refemng to describe their work as " 'didopical 

pedagogy' " or 'liberatory leaming' " (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p.43), Paulo Freire and 

Ira Shor have intentionally situated themselves outside the boundaries surrounding the elite 

world of academe from which Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux's discourse on critical 

pedagogy evolved. Even though they distance themselves from the abstract discourse on 

criticaI pedagogy as spoken by Peter McLaren and Henry A- Giroux. Paulo Freire and Ira 

Shor's shared notion of critical pedagogy is similar in the sense that it also excludes the 

ferninist perspective and any theorizing about the nature of gender (banne Brady, 1994; 

Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen Weiler, 1994). 

Paulo Freire and Ira Shor's discourse on critical pedagogy makes explicit the 

connection between iostmctional practices and social vision as constitutive of knowledge 

production (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993). It is a language that is not only accessible to many 

readers but extremely compelling, because the passion that Paulo Freire holds for his 

notion of critical pedagogy lives throughout bis pages of prose. It is a passion that is 

grounded in the personal politics of an inspired man, a man who possesses vivid memories 

of his own "conscientization": his own iiberation €rom the social, political, and economic 

oppressions that restricted the growth of his criticai consciousness (Paulo Freire, 

2970/19!B; Paulo Freire, & Donald Macedo, 1987; Paulo Freire, & Myles Horton, 1990; 

Paulo Freire, & Ira Shor, 1987; bell hooks, 1994; Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 

1994; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993). 



However, Jennifer M. Gore (1993) has cnticized the constitutive elements of Paulo 

Freire's personal politics as k ing  undemocratic in nature, as " . . . strongly patriarchal . . . 
[and] . . . potentially manipulative . . ." when applied to his notion of a liberatory 

pedagogy (p. 43). Such views are also shared by bel1 hooks (1994), Kathleen Weiler 

( 1994), and Jeanne Brady (lm), for these women are aiso critical of the seerningly 

ubiquitous presence of the "male referent" in Paulo Freire's works, stating that: 

[not] onty are women erased in [Paulo] Freire's language of domination and 
struggle, [but] there is no attempt even to acknowledge how experience is 
oendered differently. There is more at stake here than simply the refusal to treat 
rdentity and experience in pendered terms. There is also an unwillingness to 
address the cornplex, multiple, and contradictory nature of human subjectivity 
(Jeanne Brady in Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994, p. 143). 

Paulo Freire's "liberator~" curriculumum When describing examples of "liberatory" 

cumculum choices and instructional practices, Paulo Freire ( 1987) writes of a pedagogy 

that echoes the revolutionary slogans historically Linked to sociaiist propaganda (Jennifer 

M. Gore, 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994, persona1 communication with Ann Vibert, February 

1995). Hidden beneath the layers of Paulo Freire's liberatory politics is a curriculum (Paulo 

Freire, & Donald Macedo, 1987). a course of study whose intent, it seems, is to instil in 

each and every citizen-worker a will to nse up, follow Paulo Freire's lead, and 

aggressively revolt against the ruling powers. When surrounded by the knowledge that 

accornpanies socialist uprisings and revolutions, student voices are stilled and covertly 

replaced by one defiant voice. Usually, this singular voice is that of a chosen leader, one to 

whom the collective passionately and willingly and blindly yields its powers. 

It was to Paulo Freire that the collective studying towards literacy in Guinea-Bissau 

yielded their subjective powers as they attempted to fulfill the desired intents of tiis 

liberatory cumculum, one that implicitly promised them relief from context-specific socio- 

political oppressions. But as Carlos Alberto Torres ( 1993) explains: 

The introduction of the [Paulo] Freire method into the conditions of the Guinean 
reality led to mechanical, rote learning, based on memorization-exactly, in fact, 
what [Paulo] Freire professed to abhor. Students for the most part were unable 
to progress beyond the first five or six words in the manual; those who did were 
unable to 'create' new words. Even where there was a high level of participation 
by the peasants, it was found that after six months the students were able to read 
and write, but when questioned about what they were reading and writing, the 
comprehension was found to be nil; they could understand nothing (p. 134). 



It seems that, unknowingly, Paulo Freire constnicted an idealistic and Westernized 

curriculum, one that ultimately worked to contradict his own vision of a Third World 

pedagogy constitutive of social change and transfomative praxis. Such a curriculum 

implicitly influenced uneducated and irnpoverished people to unquestionably believe in and 

accept his, Paulo Freire's, knowledges as their own. It also possessed the power to 

indoctrinate the minds of such uneducated and impoverished people, women and men who 

passionately wished to believe that one man's subjectively frarned ideology was similar to 

their own. lnstead of empowering marginalized people, Paulo Freire's theory and practice 

sornetimes worked to oppress their hurnan agencies; and it worked to reproduce the very 

social stratification that i t implicitly wished to transfom. A pedagogy that is constituted by 

such an approach to curriculum and instruction possesses the power to " . . . run counter 

to democratic principles . . . " (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p. 42). 

Jennifer M. Gore ( 1993), bell hooks ( 1994), Kathleen Weiler ( 1994), and Jeanne 

Brady (1994) have each criticized Paulo Freire's pedagogicai practices and writings for 

being sexist and "potentially manipulative" (Jennifer M. Gore,l993, p. 13), a critique 

which frames his work as anachronistic and ideologicaliy dangerous. Although his 

language excludes women and his cumculum choices are filled with revolutionary slogans 

and Westernized universalizations, Paulo Freire's work is insightful and palpably 

emotional. Even so, it is disturbing to read the words of a man who is recognized as a 

progressive Third World political leader, intellectual, and critical thinker when such words 

construct: 

. . . a phallocentric paradigm of likïation-wherein freedom and the 
experience of patriarchd manhood are always linked as though they are one and 
the same. For me this is always a source of anguish for it represents a blind 
spot in the vision of men who have profound insight. And yet, 1 never wish to 
see a critique of this blind spot overshadow anyone's (and feminists' in 
particular) capacity to learn from the insights (bell hooks, 1994, p. 49). 

But when reading between the layers of sexism and propaganda and Westemized 

views, Paulo Freire's work with other critical thinkers, such as Ira Shor, Donald Macedo, 

and Myles Horton can be interpreted as both insightful and inspiring. For they collectively 

espouse the principles of democracy and the freedom found in "reading the word and the 

worid" with sincere cornmitment and passion (Paulo Freire, & Donald Macedo, 1987). 

Frequently pubiishing texts that are written as dialogues, Paulo Freire and his CO-speakers 



present their readers with personal nanatives that tell stories about subjective experiences as 

sîudents, theorists, and educators. Included in these stories are references to the notions of 

dialogue, student voice, critical reflection, and empowerment-constitutive of both 

fragments of "Cri ticd Pedagogy ." 
Since it is somewhat different from the abstraa theorizing and technical prose of 

Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire and Ira Shor's discourse on critical 

pedagogy presents a more accessible approach to understanding critical pedagogical 

theories. However, their language, tike Peter McLaren's and Henry A. Giroux's, evolves 

from a traditionally frarned male epistemology and by defauft excludes the experiences of 

women (Jeanne Brady, 1994, bel1 hooks, 19%; Kathleen Weiler, 1494). "Why think this 

way?" (Ken Osbome, 1991) is a question that theorists, such as Paulo Freire, Ira Shor, 

Peter McLaren, and Henry A. Giroux who are penonally involved in the construction of 

discourses on critical pedagogy need to ask if they wish to remain outside spaces framed by 

ideological complacencies. 

Overpowering Epistemologies 

Since they work outside the realities of a critical educator's daily high school 

classroom experiences, Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux as well as Paulo Freire and 

Ira  Shor have overlooked the "critical" nature of the discourse about which they theorize 

and write. By definition, "criticai" pedagogy indicates a cornmitment to critical and constant 

assessrnent of its assumptions (Ken Osborne, 1W1). But the educational theorists involved 

in the development of the theory of critical pedagogy seem to have (un)intentionally 

negiected io frequently engage in the spirit of their chosen discourse (Jennifer M. Gore, 

1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991). 

As a result, their discourse on cntical pedagogy has evolved into ab'regime of 

tmth," an epistemologicai space that functions as a dominating power in the context of 

issues concerning " 'What is valid knowledge?' 'What knowledge is produced?' 'Whose 

knowledge?' and so on" (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p. 60). Educational theorists who speak 

such a language of political domination have forgotten *'. . . that every~hing is dangerous. 



that 'liberatory' and 'emancipatory' discourses have no  guaranteed effects" (Miche! 

Foucault as quoted by Jennifer M. Gore, p. xv). When situated in intellectually insular 

spaces that exclude the presence of critical reflechon, educational theorists unknowingly 

contribute to the 'O . . . [perpetuation ofJ relations of domination" (Elizabeth Ellsworth. 

1989, p. 2%) between pedagogical theorists and classroorn practitioners. 

Because of the socially consbucted perceptions concerning "what constitutes valid 

knowledge," histoncally entrenched power relations exist between theorists situated in 

higher institutions of leaniing and practitioners positioned in high schools (bell hooks, 

1994; Patti Lather, 19£37/1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; 

Jane Roland Martin, 1994). The political power of the discourses-of-the-intellectuals has 

consistently worked to construct invisible yet known political hierarchies, vertical 

structures that subordinate educators who do not possess knowledge of the language that is 

spoken witbin the top-ranked places of academe. Mucational theorists, such as Peter 

McLaren and Henry A. Giroux (re)construct their shared ideas about critical pedagogy in 

the language of academe, an abstract language that educators whose subjective experiences 

are grounded in the 1990s' realities of school, college, and university cIassrooms recognize 

immediately as different from their own (Maxine Greene, lW8/f 994, bel1 hooks, 1994; 

Kathleen B. Jones, 1993: Jane Roland Martin, 1994). 

It is not surprising that critical pedagogy has had minimal impact on the tiistorïcally 

entrenched aspects of schooling and on the process of pedagogy in the classroom (Jennifer 

M. Gore, 1993; Kathieen Weiler, l m ) .  Though it possesses what Elizabeth Ellsworth 

( 1984) describes as "rationalistic assurnptions," the liberatory intent that frames its 

pedagogical form is unmistakably democratic in nature. Since its political intent is rooted in 

neo-Marxist socialist ideologies (Ken Osborne, 199 1 ), cri tical pedagogy exists to 

problematize and transform the current status quo. It is possible that certain educators resist 

giving voice to and, thus, validating its pedagogical form because it possesses the potential 

to shift the nature of the power relations that frame their own "cornfortable" worlds (Paulo 

Freire, 1970/1994). Such a possibility can be interpreted as a frightening and, thus, an 

unwelcome occurrence (bell hooks, 1994). Moreover, the nature of critical pedagogy 

seems to implicitly resist definition. since its form is context-specific. Consequently, 

educators who rnight be interested in leaming "how to" create a criticai pedagogy in their 



classrooms rnight becorne frustrated when attempting to teach as Peter McLaren, Henry A. 

Giroux, Paulo Ereire, and Ira Shor (for example) have prescnbed (personal communication 

with John Portelli, November 1995). As a result, critical pedagogy does not yet own a 

history in places of schooling. Even though it has existed in theory in one form or another 

for several years, traces of its presence in school, college, and university classrooms have 

been short-lived. 

The Most Valued View 

No discourse is inherentiy liberating or oppressive. The liberatory status of any 
theoretical discourse is a matter of hstorical inquiry, not theoretical 
pronouncement" (Jana Sawicki as quoted by Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p. 50). 

The "theoretical [pronouncements]" that accornpany the literature concerning cntical 

pedagogy have evolved from a male epistemology: knowledges framed only by the 

perspectives of certain male educational theorists (Jeanne Brady, 1994; Jemifer M. Gore. 

1993; bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Kathleen Weiler, 1994). Spoken in a 

language constitutive of man's personal experiences, the discourse on critical pedagogy is a 

language farniliar to theorists and practitioners and students who fit the form of " . . . the 

current rnythical n o m ,  namely: Young, White, Christian, middle-class, heterosexud, able- 

bodied, thin, rational man" (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989). Because the scope of their 

perspectives is bordered by the distinctive outline of this mythical image, the knowledge 

that the theonsts collectively produce is iirnited to reflections of their own subjectivities 

(James Banks, 1992; Di Bentley, & Mike Watts, 1992; Lorraine Code, 199 1 ; Patti Lather, 

1991 j. Consequently, the socidly constructed notions of privilege and oppression that are 

produced by men are biased towards a male-dominated perspective, a perspective that is 

promoted as complete rather than simply representative of a partial narrative. 

Writing about criticai pedagogy from such places may result in the reproduction of 

the very forms of oppressions that the theorists wish to deconstmct and transfom. As a 

result, educators and students who possess conflicting interpretations of social oppressions 

are de-legitimated in the context of the dominant culture's universalized ideology (Mary 

Field Belenky et al. 1986; Jeanne Brady, 1%; Jane Gaskell, Arlene McLaren, & Myra 

Novogrodsky, 1989; bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Ken Osborne, 199 1 ; 



Kathleen Weiler, 1988/1994). (Un)knowingly, educational theonsts have created a 

discourse on critical pedagogy that validates only one interpretation of the politicai, social. 

ethical, cultural, and epistemological issues that impact on the functioning of a participatory 

democracy. That -'one" interpretation just happens to be exclusively owned by White, 

middle-class, men, a powerful group of men " . . . 'who started to speak, to speak alone 

and for everyone else, on behalf of everyone else' " (Elizabeth Ellsworth. 1989, p. 321 ). 

Language as Power 

Since they (un)consciously believe that they possess the rnost relevant and. thus, 

valuable knowledge, the voices of patriarchy situated within the discourses of critical 

pedagogy presume that they are qualified to speak on behalf of marginalized minorities. 

Concealing words of condescension and contempt for subordinated cultures' assumed lack 

of knowledge and intelligence, the masters' voices purport to understand and advocate for 

those women and men who experience acts of oppression-as such acts relate to 

intersections of gender, race, class, and other social differences- And since the masters' 

voices speak the langage of the White, middle-class man, it is interpreted by marginalized 

people as a language of domination. For these marginalized peoples are situated historically 

as conquered peoples and name the language of the White man as the "oppressor's 

language." one that works to colonize and colonize again (bel1 hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. 

Jones, 1993). 

Framed by the traditional borders of "standard English," the oppressor's language 

possesses the power to disempower women and men who exist outside its imperial space, 

women and men whose socially constructed languages just happen to differ in sound and 

sense from this historical nom.  bel1 hooks (1994) has frequently heard the oppressor's 

language yet she writes that she knows " . . . that it is not the English language that hurts 

me. but what the oppressors do with it. how they shape it to becorne a temtory that limits 

and defines, how they make it a weapon that c m  shame, humiliate, colonize" (p. 168). 

Speakers of standard English have (un)knowingly (re)constructed "temtories" that 

"colonize," piaces in which cultural diversity is erased, wiped out, disconnected from its 

1 inguistic histories: they have constnicted schools in the image of their colonial powers. 

From ideological blueprints that were designed by and for White, middle-class, 



EngIish speaking men, schools were built to ensure that teachers and students would 

(re)constnict knowledge of and about the culture most valued in Western society (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 19239; Jane Gaskell, Arlene McLaren, and Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; Patti 

Lather, 198711994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault. 1994; Jane 

Roland Martin, 1994; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). Although students entered these 

Westemized schools with distinct cultural identities, the dominant pedagogical practices 

worked to intentionaily (re)shape their distinctive natures into enculturated forms. When 

positioned within such a unidimensional place, students were expected to speak in tones 

that resembled the language of the oppressor for only then would they be recognized as 

"present" (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). 

One language has defined the nature of the pedagogy that is "present" within 

Western schools: the oppressor's language, the same one that resonates throughout the 

published Iiterature on critical pedagogy, the same one that male educational theorists use to 

rationally espouse their pedagogicai discourse as the panacea for reveaiing, naming, and 

ultimately deconstructing sexism, racism, classism, and other f o m s  of social oppressions. 

Because it is a language histolically linked to domination (bel1 hooks, 1994), its power has 

repeatedly (re)shaped individual consciousness-es across socio-cultural lines. Students and 

educators who exist on the margins of society (un)consciously react to the ubiquitous 

presence of the oppressor's language in the curriculum (formal, actual, and hidden), l0 the 

school culture, and the political ideology that constitutes the existing Western education 

system: some readily gain fluency in it, some intentionaliy refuse to speak it, and others 

quickl y exchange their own distinct tongue for its promises of power and prestige. 

However, even though members of subordinated cultures might frame their words with the 

oppressor's language, the marginal places from which they speak remain fixed for as 

Audre h r d e  writes: '' 'The master's tw l s  will never dismantle the master's house' '' (as 

quoted by Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989, p. 305; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). 

l0 See John P. PorteIli's (1993) essay Dare WC Expose the Hidden Cumculurn? for a thorouph analyses of 
the formal. aciual, and hidden nature of cunicdum. 



Where Are the Voices of Women? 

Because the discourse on cntical pedagogy is written by men who wnte with the 

"master's tools," i ts theoretical shape has evolved from a male epistemology , one that by 

definition excludes the subjective experiences of women (bell hooks, 1994. Kathleen B. 

Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, l987/ 1994; Frances A, Maher, & Mary Kay Thornpson 

Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). Bolh Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux's 

as well as Paulo Freire and Ira Shor's notions of criticai pedagogy contradict the liberatory 

nature of a pedagogy committed to social transformation, since the social oppression that 

they coilectively name as sexism implicitly exists within their own contextualized claims of 

democratic social justice (Jeanne Brady, 1994; Jennifer M. Gore, 1994; bell hooks, 1994; 

Kathleen Weiler, 1994). 

Theorizhg from positions within their own distinct patriarchal subjectivities, thes-2 

men have (un)intentionally absentcd women's ways of knowing, thinking, and feeling 

from their rationalistic realms of intellectualization. When a female reader reads through the 

male authors' lines of liberatory prose, she recognizes that her woman-ness was not 

present on the journey from oppression to emancipation. Left out of the quest for freedom 

from oppressive social injustices, women learn that it was not theirs to find and ultimately 

possess, for the freedom about which male educational theorists write is a freedom that by 

default is reserved for men only (bell hooks, 1994). Such a sexist approach makes explicit 

that there exists a limited space for women's liberation in a liberatory pedagogy 

(re)constructed by men (Patti Lather, l987Il994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). 

Whether Peter McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire, andor  Ira Shor are 

individually cognizant of the fact that women's, and men's, epistemological and moral 

perspectives differ from their own is unknown (Mary Field Belenky et al., 19%: Carol 

Giliigan, 198V 1993). Unknown because they have collective1 y neglected to theorize about 

the nature of gender as it relates to intersections of race, class, and other social differences 

(Jeanne Brady, 1994, Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1944; Kathleen Weiler, 19£3û, 

1994). Isolated from hearinp subjectively written narratives about women's lived 

experiences, tûese male scholars are unable to constmct knowledge of women's 

subjectivi hes, know ledge that would most probabl y disturb the comfortableness-es found 

within their rationalistic realities (bell hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 199 1 ; Frances A. Maher, 



& Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994). Because Peter McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, 

Paulo Freire. and Ira Shor seem to collectively believe that their theoretical pronouncements 

are inclusive of al1 women and men, the possibility of including conflicting knowledges 

and critical reflections from within and without is limited. 

One woman's voice has gained access to the ideological world of Paulo Freire: bell 

hooks' voice of inquiry and concem. From her Afican-Arnerican feminist perspective, bell 

hooks ( 1994) writes of the moment when she publicly questioned Paulo Freire about the 

sexist nature of his work Even though others attending the lecture: 

. . . spoke against me raising these questions [about sexism] and devalued their 
importance, Paulo intervened to say that these questions were crucial and he 
addressed them. Truthfully, 1 loved hirn at this moment for exemplifying by his 
actions the pnnciples of his work. So much would have changed for me had he 
tried to silence or  belittle a feminist critique. And it was not enough for me that 
he owned his 'sexism,' 1 [wanted] to know why he had not seen that this aspect 
of his earlier work be changed, be responded to in writing by him. And he 
spoke then about making more of a public effort to speak and write on these 
issues-this has been evident in his later work (p. 55). 

bell hooks' (1994) reaction to  Paulo Freire's public ownership of his sexist words 

and behaviour was one of inspiration, for she had witnessed a man she adrnired publicly 

acknowledge that women's voices were missing from his works. Because contradictions 

and dficulties shake up static realities and possess the potential to enhance the learning 

process, they ought to be embraced as  " . . . pait of what one struggles to change--[even 

though] that stnrggle is often protracted" (bell hooks, 1994, p. 56). 

The feminists' struggle to work through oppressive sexisms that exist within the 

majority of social settings is a "protracted" one. Relational imbalances continue to be 

generationally reproduced in the form of sexist words and actions because the nature of 

power relations between women and men is historicalty entrenched (Jane Gaskell, Arlene 

McLaren, & Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; Maxine Greene, 1978/1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 

1993; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault; Jane Roland Martin, 1994; 

Kathleen Weiler, lm). If Peter McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire, and Ira Shor 

were to individualiy make explicit the need to include the voices of women in the 

(re)construction of their own specific discourses on cntical pedagogy. they would be 

publicly admitting to their own (un)intentional acts of omission in relation to women's 



pndered experiences. Narning such acts of omission as sexist in nature would legitimate 

ferninist positiondities as they relate to the cuvent male-dominated discourses on critical 

pedagogy. And it might also influence men, such as Peter McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, 

Paulo Freire, and Ira Shor to narne their places as pnvileged places (Frances A. Maher, & 

Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, l m ) ,  places from which they rationdly assume that their 

subjective interpretations of the nature of sexism frarne a universal reality. 

Even though men, such as Paulo Freire publicly state that they are interested in 

critically reflecting on the sexist nature of the political positions from which they speak, it is 

questionable whether such men would actually jeopardize their pnvileged status by using 

the "masters' tools . . . [CO] . . . dismantle the master's house" (Audre Lorde as quoted by 

Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989, p. 305). The feminist who has often heard men's voices speak 

of sexism is skeptical about wbether they will collectively act against it, for she knows that 

most men fear losing the power that accompanies privilege (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). 

Although men situated in positions of power do, at times, listen to feminist concems about 

sexism in social, educational, and athletic settings, few actually act with the same will that 

frames their public speeches. 

Educational Academe's Sexist Borders 

Throughout the literature on critical pedagogy , Peter McLaren, Henry A. Gi roux. 

Paulo Freire, and Ira Shor have collectiveIy neglected to theorize about the nature of the 

socially constmcted sexist borders surrounding the male-dominated educational redm 

(Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). Similar to the 

mentioned theorists' own mots in subjectively formed male epistemologies, the 

predominantly male administration and teaching staff found in most high schools are also 

rooted in White, rniddle-class histories (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & 

Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994). Seemingly blinded by a farnilianty with their own 

knowledges, Peter McLaren. Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire, and Ira Shor do not often see 

beyond the borders that define culturally specific notions of sexist behaviours. 

Because they seem to be unaware of the sexism that constitutes their respective 

discourses on critical pedagogy and lack knowledge of women's lived experiences as 

critical educators, Peter McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire, and Ira Shor are unable 



to recognize the difficulties experienced by feminist practitioners who are cornmitted to 

(re)constnicting a critical pedagogy in their classmms. Not only do feminist educators 

stniggle to create legitimate places for their woman-ness-es within high school cultures, 

they must also struggle with the power relations that persistently work to discredit their 

intelligence and professionalisrn (Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986; Maxine Greene, 

1!378/1994; bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, 198711994; Frances 

A,. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreauk, 1994, Jane Roland Martin, 1994, Kathieen 

Weiler, 1988). 

Applying the principles of critical pedagogy to the rigiàly bound circle of man-made 

intellect that constitutes the realm of education is perceived by the politically powerful as 

tantamount to chalienging the very notions on which the dominant ideology has been 

(re)constnicted. As a result. a feminist's pedagogical practices which encourage cri tical 

reflections on the existing dominant ideology are met by men, and some wornen, with 

resisbnce in the form of sexist anti-intellectualism (bell hooks, 1994). When women 

question the political justifications expressed by men who hold, own, and (ab)use the 

power attached to their authoritative positions, their words are often ridiculed (Mary Field 

Belenky et al., 1986; Jane Gaskell, Ariene McLaren, & Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; Maxine 

Greene, lYW 19%; Carol Gilligan. 19ûZ 1993; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; bell hooks, 

1994; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). 

The notonous patriarchal backiash, that well-known sexist reaction to al1 that is 

feminist, is an intention-laden signal to those who witness its behavioural shape. Its intent 

is to make explicit to ferninist educators that a demarcation line exists across which only 

White, rniddle-class men may pass. In the context of education, such sexist lines exist in 

order to deliberately restrict feminist movement h t o  places of power, places historicdly 

occupied by men, places filled with hostility for any woman who tries to enter. When a 

feminist educator is positioned within such a man-powered academic setting, critical 

pedagogy's notion of critical dialogical interactions as constitutive of ber own personal 

empowerment evolves into a "repressive myth" (Elizabeth Ellsworth, lm), one that 

works to reproduce the very power relations that the male theorists rationalized out of 

existence (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1994). 

The discourse on critical pedagogy as spoken by its foundinp fathers is multi- 



layered as is the nature of the educational realm about which the male theorists theorize. It 

is frustrating for feminist educators to read of a pedagogy that promises transformative 

praxis for the individual and for the community when that pedagogy excludes women's 

ways of knowing, thinking, and feeling (Jeanne Brady, 1994; Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; 

bell hooks. 1994; Kathleen Weiler, 1994). Even though the principles which constitute the 

theoretical foundations on which Peter McLaren, Henry A. Giroux, Paulo Freire, and Ira 

Shor have constructed their respective discourses on critical pedagogy are democratic in 

nature, the rationalistic space from which these same principles evolved is firmly rooted in 

a patriarchal epistemology. The languages that speak from such a place do speak of a 

liberatory politics, but it is a theoretical liberatory politics whose nature only knows how to 

create a representative not a participatory democracy. Only when male theorists admit to 

themselves that their subjective knowledges are limited will they be able to recognize their 

own collusion with an ideology that reproduces sexist power relations (Patti Lather, 1991 ). 

Emotional Omissions 

The rationality that surrounds the theory of critical pedagogy as constructed by 

Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux exists in opposition to an "irrationality," a notion 

attributed pejoratively to feminine emotional expressions. Writing from subjectivities that 

are cdturally predisposed to repress any public expressions of emotionality and sexuality, 

since both are perceived as improper and immoral by the dominant Judeo-Christian society, 

both theorists' have (un)knowingly intellectualized their own emotions into places outside 

their texts. What is left for the feminist educator to read is an objectified language of 

liberation and social transformation. It is a dehumanized language, one that works to 

separate the subjective from the objective, the body from the mind, the emotional from the 

rational (Mary Eetd Belenky et al., 1986; Jane Gaskell, Arlene McLaren, & Myra 

Novogrodsky, 1989; bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & 

Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994). As a result, Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux's 

discourse on critical pedagogy generally lacks a sense of care and compassion for the 

students and educators about whom they theorize. 

Situated outside classroom walls, away from the teenaged human beings who 

constitute "a high school classroom context," Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux have 



(un)knowingly distanced themselves from directly experiencing the emotional and sexual 

natures of teenaged relations and missed reconstmcting an emotional connectedness with 

their own high school memories. As a result, their subjectively framed writings imply that 

both theorists have (un)consciously forgotten what it feels like to be exposed as teenagers 

to a discourse designed to shake up their worlds (bell hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991; 

Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreauit, 1994). It seems as if Peter McLaren 

and Henry A. Giroux have coliectively forgotten thaî each student is an emotional being, 

one who needs to feel a sense of "safety" (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Melinda Fine, 1993; 

bell hooks, 1% Timothy J. Lensmire, 1994) and a sense of trust in "others" to respect 

her words before she wiil speak from a place rooted in culturally defined subjectivities. To 

construct a pedagogy that is critical but not compassionate is to construct a pedagogy that 

lacks the power to inspire students and educators to engage in an ever-evolving state of 

personal liberation from social oppressions. 

In contrast to Peter McLaren's and Henry A. Giroux's emotional omissions, Paulo 

Freire makes explicit his recognition of the human-ness that constitutes the student body 

when he writes about the need for love and tnist in the ciassroom. Maybe because his 

subjectivities were shaped by the emotional and sexud passions found within his native 

Brazilian culture-and profoundly influenced by his personal experiences with an 

oppressive government-Paulo Freire's discourse on critical pedagogy includes the mind 

and the body. However, a feminist reader is left to question whose minds and whose 

bodies are included, for the sexist nature of Paulo Freire's language obscures his liberatory 

intent. Even so, when a feminist looks beyond Paulo Freire's sexist frames of reference. 

she is able to see that his notions of love and trust are meant to transgress gendered 

borders. 

Considerable Challenges 

" . . . [It] is necessary to read . . . avoid understanding too quickly" (Patti Lather. 

1991, p.9) when reviewing the literature that constitutes the current discourses on critical 

pedagogy. When reading against the grain of Peter McLaren and Henry A. Giroux's as 



well as Paulo Freire and Ira Shor's shared notions of liberatory pedagogies, the nature of 

the ideologies that (re)shaped each theoretical framework is revealed. Because they are 

subjective in nature, the theorists' theories c m  be viewed as fallible constructs that when 

translated from print into practice may work to " . . . perpetuate relations of domination." 

relations of power that oegate the intendeci liberatory purpose (Elizabeth Ellsworth. 1989. 

p. 298). In an effort to counter this reproductive power, critical educators stniggle to 

redefme the theory of critical pedagogy in the context of their own classmoms. And even 

though an educator may attempt to (re)create a critical pedagogy that is context-specific, she 

cannot force each student to follow her liberatory lead. 

The resistance that students express, visibly or othenvise. towards a liberatory 

curriculum exemplifies the contradictions and difficulties inherent within a pedagogical 

theory constructed in the name of liberation and rooted in Westernized knowledges 

(Elizabeth Ellsworth, 19û9; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991; 

Peter McLaren, 198911994; Ira Shor, 1992). For a pedagogy that promises freedom from 

social oppressions also implicitly promises to intmde upon a student's subjectivities, 

pressuring her to expose the nature of her ideologies to classrnate and educator critique 

(Patti Lather, 1991). "Whose interests are served?" is a question that must be asked when 

critical educaton repeatedly persist in attempts to encourage students to critically reflect on 

their own and other subjective knowledges in the name of cntical pedagogy. 

And even though an educator rnight be comrnitted to exposing and narning "ism-ed" 

oppressions, she mut  accept the fact that a number of her students might not, and will 

therefore resist what she offers. Such moments of resistance frame the challenges that face 

teachen who choose to position themselves as critical educators in educational systems that 

are histoncally traditional in nature. Because her approach to teaching and learning differs 

from the traditional nom,  she will have to work much harder at working through moments 

of student resistance in order to (re)constmct her vision of a humanizing critical pedagogy 

(Lilia 1. Bartolome, 1994; Melinda Fine, 1993; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; Maxine Greene, 

197W 1994; bell hooks, 1994; Donald Macedo, 1993; Ken Osborne, 1991 ; Kathleen 

Weiler, 1988). Even tbough certain moments of student resistance are, at times, difficult 

andlor seerningly impossible to work though, it is from such moments that a teacher can 

leam how to (re)create the nature of her pedagogy and the perspectives from which she 



views her world. For it is from the students that educators gain a sense of their own 

fallibility, and corne to reco,g.ize the liberatory potential that lives within critical reflection 

of their own and other knowledges. 



CRITICAL PEDAGOGICAL CHALLENGES 

Ideologïcal Alterations 

Wh y? 

The place from which 1 now critically reflect on six years of classroom teaching 

experiences and one year of ,pduate studies is framed by this summer of 1995 and every 

time before it. Lived experiences live as memories within this bordered space, layers upon 

layen of textured memories. As 1 peer backwards in time to make sense of what happened 

w ithin and wi thout my classrooms, a layer and then another layer of subjective1 y shaped 

memories is exposed to my own time-framed interpretations. Because my theoretical 

framework is constantly shifting in relation to experience and knowledge production (Patti 

Lather. 1991), each visit to my pedagogical past alters my personal narrative. 1 am aware of 

these ideological alterations, I notice each one, since they make "my" familiar strange 

(Frances A. Maher. & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994). And the presence of this 

unfarniliar "strange-ness" disturbs my reflective realities, creates dissonance in the midst of 

my subjectivities (bel1 hmks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991)- and gives rise to a problernatizing 

"why?" 

By conscious choice this "why?' has accompanied me throughout my years of 

teaching. I prefer its presence, for it frustrates the construction of narrow-minded 

ideologicd borden by constantly shifting the perspectives from which 1 view and interpret 

my realities (Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986: Paulo Freire, 1970/1994: Carol Gilligan. 

1982 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991; Im Shor, 1992). It is the same "why?" 

that constitutes "critical pedagogy," the approach to teaching and leanllng that 1 currently 

narne as  descriptive of my own pedagogical practices. It exists as a question this "w hy ?", 

one that asks women and men to critically reflect on the nature of the subjectively 

constructed knowledges that define their unfolding states of being. 

But critically reflecting on and interpreting personal experiences are much more than 

simply superficial theorizings, they are complex processes of consciousness raising made 



so because of the continuous shifting of political, ethical, epistemological, socio-cultural. 

and psychological intersections of thought As a result, the meanings attached to subjective 

experiences are not "transparent" (Kathleen B. Jones, lm), even though they might be 

portrayed as such by theonsts who dismiss rnultiplicity in their vain attempts to universalize 

human experiences. 

Theonzing about rny own personal experiences as a critical educator is a conscious 

search for meaning, an intentional search for connections between theory and practice 

(AmLouise Brookes, 1994; Nicholas C. Burbules, 1993; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; 

Maxine Greene, 1973; bel1 hooks, 1994; Robert Tremmel, lm). There is a pattern, I 

know this, but it is a momentary pattem, one that is framed by connections of the moment- 

However bnef they might be. each comected moment represents a distinct part of the 

epistemology that encircles my current positionalities. Yet there would be no connections 

between theory and practice, no pattern, if deliberate acts of critical refiection were 

excluded from this personal search for meaning. 

It is because of critical reflections that theories are exposed, that meanings are 

constructed, that human behaviours rnake sense in the contexts in which they occurred (bell 

hooks, 1994). Without critical reflections 1 would not be able to "(re)readw dated narratives 

or recoe@ze moments of student resistance as constituted by and constitutive of the power 

relations that existed within the classroom cultures of my past (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; 

bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, 1991; Peter Leonard, & Peter 

McLaren, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Peter 

McLaren, 1989/1994; Ira Shor, 1992). Knowing of the power of social relations, 1 am able 

to recognize and name each student's moment of resistance as a challenge, as a challenge 

that cames with it a question: "Why teach [me] this way?" (Ken Osborne, 1991). 

Human Agency and Change 

If the effort to respect and honor [sic] the social reality and experiences of 
p u p s  in this society who are [marginalized] is to be reflected in a pedagogical 
process, then as teachers-on al1 levels, from elementary to university settings-- 
we must acknowledge that Our styles of teaching need to change (bell hooks, 
199.4, p. 35). 

However, the form that this change ultimately takes is entirely dependent upon the 



teacher's subjective interpretations of her own pedagogical practices and the cultural 

realities of the students with whom she works. Simply acknowledging that change needs to 

occur carries with it a sense of arnbiguity, for there is no visible action attached. On1 y when 

a teacher ini tiates and persistently maintains pedagogid  changes that include rather than 

exclude subordinated cultures will she make explicit her moral intention "to respect and 

honof' social diversity. But redefining the liberatory nature of a cumculum in order to 

include each one of the diverse subjectivities that enter the classroom each day is not a 

simple task. It is a constant stmggle, because the capricious nature of subjectively 

constnicted power relations works to deconstmct those pedagogical practices that theory 

upholds as liberatory in nature (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Melinda Fine, 1993; Paulo 

Freire, I W O /  1994; Pam Gilbert, 1992; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1994; 

Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993: Donald P. Macedo, 

1993; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Susan Russell, 1987; 

Ira Shor, 1992: Kathleen Weiler, 1988). 

As a teacher who respects cultural diversity, 1 am constantly involved in developing 

an understanding of the extent to which 1 act in collusion with the dominant ideology 

(Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, 1991). It is because the White, middle-class, 

patriarchal culture has shaped my subjectivities that the epistemologies from which 1 speak 

and act in the contexts of dialogical interactions often work to implicitly discount the value 

of disparate knowledges. (Un)intentionally, rny appearance and words and actions 

frequently create conflicts in the rninds and hearts of marginalized students. 1 am not alone, 

for the majority of the student body recreates the images 1 portray (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 

1989; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). These 

students (un)consciously know that their knowledges are highly valued, so highly vaiued 

that they willingly expose their subjectively held knowledges to potential classmate and 

educator critiques. As members of the politicaily positioned dominant group, it seems that 

these students intuitively know that their knowledges will meet with only lirnited resistance. 

But when introduced to cntical pedagogy's "why?" and the realities that constitute disparate 

cultural positionalities, (un)consciously held assumptions of dominance can be challenged 

and, it is hoped, deconstructed. 



Understanding the Nature of Student Resistance 

To understand just one life, you have to swallow the world. 1 told you that 
(Salman Rushdie as  quoted by Patti Lather, 1991, p. 123). 

It is most often the marginalized student who experiences moments of socio-cultitrai 

dissonance in the coatext of her school's Westernized school culture (Jane Gaskell, Arlene 

McLaren, & Myra Novogrodsky , 1989; Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; Maxine Greene, 1973; 

bel1 hooks, 1994; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland 

Martin, 1994; Peter McLaren, l989I 19%; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). Even though a 

liberatory pedagogy implicitly promises to value disparate epistemotogies, it is a false 

promise. Students from subordinated groups (un)consciously know this because the 

knowledges that they bnng to class are missing from the cumculum and unwanted by the 

rnajority of their p e r s  (Paulo Freire, 1970/1994; bel1 hooks, 1994; Timothy J. Lensmire. 

1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). 

As a result, marginalized students express resistance towards what they perceive as 

the sources of their confusion and pain: anyone and anything that challenges the validity of 

their subjectively constructed knowledges in the narne of self-iiberation (Mary Field 

Belenky et al., 1986; bel1 hooks, 1994; Peter McLaren, l98W 1994). Their expressions of 

resistance differ, but the emotional places from which this resistance evolves is sirnilar in 

the sense that it is rooted in: 

. . . the fear, dislike, hesitance most people have about turning their entire lives 
upside down and watching everything they have ever learned d i s in tep te  into 
lies. 'Empowerment' may be liberating, but it is also a lot of hard work and 
new responsibility to sort through one's life and rebuild according to one's 
values and choices (Kathy Kea, Feminist SchoIarship class, October, 1985, as 
quoted by Patti Lather, 1991, p. 142). 

When situated in opposition to a culturally constructed discourse designed to shake 

up their cornfortable worlds (Patti Lather, 1991). students challenge through expressions of 

resistance the very nature of the teacher's pedagogy. It is from these moments of student 

resistance that I learn the most about the enculturateci character of my own politicized 

subjectivities, for 1 am acutely aware of the fact (a subjective "fact") that the students with 

whom 1 work are central to the evolution of rny critical consciousness (LiIia 1. Bartolome. 



1994; Paulo Freire, 197011994: Jennifer M. Gore. 1993; Maxine Greene, 1973; bel1 

hooks, 1% Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, 1991; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Ken Osborne, 199 1 : Ira Shor, 1992; Robert Tremmel, 1993). 

On1 y through intenti onal cri ticd reflection of the "why?" underl ying the resistances to m y 

pedagogicai practices will I uncover the tragic ironies inherent within my subjectively 

framed notions of a "liberatory" curriculum. 

The humanizing critical pedagogy that I name as my own would not evolve if Z 

dismissed moments of student resistance, silent or  otherwise, as simply inappropriate acts 

of defiance. If I were to resist attending to each student's words and emotional behaviours 

in order to maintain an illusion of multicultural and emotional harmony, 1 would be 

deliberately resisting a shift in power relations between student and teacher positionaiities. 

This relational connection is fluid, constantly moving in reaction to epistemological 

exchanges between one who knows and one who does not yet know. Because 1 can not 

fully know what each student has personally experienced (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993), 1 

must make time to listen to her stories. Even if some of her stories contain what I 

subjectively interpret as thoughts, feelings, andor  ideas of intoIerance. 1 must make time to 

listen in order to understand (Lilia 1. Bartolome, 1494; bel1 hooks, L W ,  Ne1 Noddings. 

1992, 1988/1994). She is (un)knowingly challenging me to listen, to think, to respond. to 

believe her stories and accept her knowledges as part of my own when she resists naming 

rny pedagogy as liberatory. Simply put, she is teaching me how to democratize and 

humanize the positionalities from which 1 interpret my realities. 

Throughout my six years of teaching 1 have attempted to '%stenW to each student 

with whom 1 have worked. I intuitively know that she is trying to tell me something when 

she removes her mind and body from oral and written pedagogical activities. 1 have not 

always recognized a particular moment of resistance as such for, at times, I have identified 

"its" presence only after its lived moment. As I constantly move through time and acquire 

knowledge of and experience with diverse pedagogical theories, the rneanings 1 attach to 

each student's expressions of resistance shift (Mary Field Belenky et al., 1986; Carol 

Gilligan, 1982 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991). Thus, each memory of same 

evolves into a multi-layered construct. each Iayer reflecting one of the many previous visits 

made in search of relevant meanings. 



Certain memories consistently revisit my mind without, it seerns, any conscious 

attempts on my part to recall them. They simply "amve" with an unexpected emotional 

impact when 1 am situated in a place similar in shape. These memories, even though several 

years old, are extremely vivid in sound and sense. Because 1 am cognizant of the fact that 

these powerful memories live to remind me of my own ideological fdibilities and ever- 

evolving States of being-ness, 1 possess a profound respect for the students who created 

their foms. It is such students who constituted context-specific moments of student 

resistance, moments when they: 

. . . did not want to learn new pedagogicd processes,. . . did not want to be in 
a classroom that differed in any way from the nom. To these students, 
transgressing boundaries was frightening. And though they were not the 
majority, their spirit of rigid resistance seemed always to be more powerful than 
any will to openness and pleasure in leaming (bell hookq . 1994, p. 9). 

Those students whose spirits of resistance overpowered the ernpowering potential I 

believed was inherent within "my" liberatory curriculum constitute the following critical 

reflections on moments of student resistance. 

Moments of S tudent Resistance 

Stilled Voices 

Because dialogue f o m s  the basis of pedagogical practices that are criticai in nature, 

student voices are positioned as constitutive of cri tical dialogical interactions (Paulo Freire, 

197011994: Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; bell hooks, 1994; Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. 

McLaren, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991: Ira Shor, 1992). When situated as political infonnants 

within the context of a liberatory curriculum (Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson 

Tetreault, 1 W), students are expected to speak freely from their distinct yet disparate 

cultural places. But many do not for reasons that include: 

. . . fear of being misunderstood and/or disclosing too much and becoming too 
vulnerable; [fear of discovering that the nature of culturally shaped and famliar 
subjectivities is, in cenain places. ngidly bound by 'isrn-ed' borders]; [feelings 
of cultural dissonance]; memones of bad experiences in other contexts of 
speaking out; resentment that other oppressions . . . [are] being rnarginalized in 



the narne of addressing [a singular oppression /--and @lt for feeling such 
resentrnent; confusion about levels of trust and cornmitment surrounding [the 
teacher' s place of authori ty ] and those w ho [are] allies to another group' s 
stmggles; resentrnent by some [marginalized] students . . . for feeling that they 
[are] expected to disclose 'more' and once again take the burden of doing the 
pedagogïc work of educating White students/professors about the consequences 
of White middle-class privilege; resentment by White students for feeling that 
they [have] to prove they [are] not the enemy; and, simply, a personal dislike 
for speaking publicly about that wbch is private (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989, p. 
3 16). 

When a student (un)consciously silences her voice in the contexts of critical 

dialogical interactions, her distinct cultural positionalities are hidden from view (Melinda 

Fine, 1993). Instead of making explicit to her classrnates and teacher the subjective 

thoughts, feelings, and ideas that constitute her redities, she (un)knowingly enables the 

other people in her classroom to construct an image of her being-ness that is based solely 

on what is visible, what the others actually see within and without the classroom context. 

Unless the students and the teacher know to look beyond the restrictive borders that 

surround their own subjectivities, they might (un)consciously frame the essence of a silent 

or silenced student in an "km-ed" place, one that is defined by their own socially 

constructed and, thus, politically positioned knowledges (Di Bentley, & Mike Watts, 1992: 

Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; bel1 hooks, 1944; Timothy J. Ixnsmire, 1994; Donald P. 

Macedo, 1993; John PorteIli, 1993; Susan Russell, 1987). 

As a result of the presence of socially constmcted power relations, cntical dialogical 

interactions frequently evolve into narrow-rninded dialogical interactions among and 

between students who share dominant ideological positionings. Even though a liberatory 

cumculum stniggles to overpower the socially constructed power relations that exist 

outside the classrwm, it cannot, if politically positioned student voices, silent or othewise, 

contribute towards the '' . . . [perpetuation] of relations of domination" (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 1989. p. 298). 

Interrupting Power Relations 

This reproductive presence is the presence that the critical educator wishes to absent 

from her classroom. "It" represents the political power against which she is positioned, 

pedagogically, professionally, and personally as a critical educator in a Westemized society 



and school. In order to reveal the oppressive nature of the dominant ideology's discourse 

of colonization (bel1 hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, lm), the teacher must confront and 

challenge the very power that is intent on usurping her position of authority as it relates to 

ber intent to constmct a liberatory pedagogy. This means critically reflecting on the nature 

of the relational dynamics constitutive of smd l  and large group classroom discussions, the 

knowledges that each student presents either ordl  y or in writing, and her own politicall y 

framed subjectivities. 

"Who speaks?" and "How often?" are questions that need to enter these critical 

reflections, questions that work to expose the political patterns underlying the social fabric 

of the classroom community (Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon, 199 1; Timothy J. Lensmire, 

1994; Peter McLaren, 19891 1994, Kathleen Weiler, 1988). Without the presence of such 

questions in the mind of the critical educator, the ideologïcal positiondities that dorninate 

society will also dominate the dialogical interactions in the classroom. As a tesult, certain 

students will unknowinply l e m  how to " . . . refuse to face ambiguity and paradox, [and] 

live by fixed constnicts that permit them to select out what supports their beliefs" (Maxine 

Greene, 1973. p. 217). 

But finding the pattern of the power relations that exist below the surface of 

classroom social interactions does not ensure the deconstruction of same, for the positions 

from which students speak andor  remain silent are historically entrenched and, thus, often 

resist movement (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; Jennifer M. Gore. 1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; 

Patti Lather, 1991; Kathleen Weiler, 1988). In order to shift the balance of power to 

include rather than exclude the voices of marginalized students, each vocal student needs to 

join the teacher in cr i t icdy reflecting on the questions: "Who speaks?'and "How often?" 

in relation to self and other. Not only is it a challenge for the teacher to construct a safe 

setting in which students will voluntarily participate in such critical reflections and 

consciously work towards shifting the balance of power, it is also a challenge to explicitly 

intervene and initiate such shifts in the contexts of class discussions. What the teacher is 

actuaily doing is problematizing the nature of a student's dialogical interactions and, thus, 

the nature of the episternolo,oical and ethical places from which she speaks. 



Native Silences 

When I reflect on the classrooms of my past and think of the students who rarely 

spoke during class discussions, 1 again hear the inarticulate echoes of their silent times. 

Only they know, consciously o r  otherwise, ?vhy?" they retreated to subjectively frarned 

spaces of silence. 1 c m  only constmct my own subjective theories about their owned 

knowledges of these "whys?" as 1 attempt to make sense of their distinct yet collective 

silences. Now, as 1 revisit each student's distinctive silent space, my own pains and joys 

wash over my k i n g  as 1 relive context-specifk emotionalities. 

The oppressive nature of the dominant patriarchal culture persistentiy entered my 

classroom, seating itself near students who did not know how to defend themselves in the 

midst of such overwhelming powers. I believed that if these students were interested they 

would through the telling of their stories leam how to liberate themselves from such 

confined spaces. Several did, but a smali number of these students were not interested in 

changing the nature of what 1 perceived as oppressive farniliars. It deeply pained me to 

watch these students resist gaining access to the "master's tools" (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 

1989), resist speaking fmm their distinct positionalities, resist constructing connections 

with disparate redities, resist transgressing borders (bel1 hooks, 1994). It deeply pained 

me, when their silences reminded me, that 1 was relatively powerless in the face of such 

ernpowered resistances. 

Consciousness raising . . . and praxis. Tt was in my Whitehorse classrooms that I 

experienced the most frustrations, pleasures, angers, joys, and pains. It was there that my 

consciousness was shaken by the sights and sounds of racism and a White-led discourse of 

colonization; 1 felt ashamed of my White-ness because its appearance implied that I 

condoned past and present acts of White arrogance, even though 1 adamantly did not- As 

my cultural positionalities intersected with those held by Native students, 1 began to 

develop an understanding of my own collusion with the dominant culture (Patti Lather, 



199 1). Jane, Eihan, and  ara 1 1 (to mention only a few students) gave me this 

understanding through their subjectively shaped silences and words, silent and spoken 

spaces of spiritual resistances. As 1 listened to their words and their silences and read their 

stories, my "liberatory" curriculum was exposed as containing what Qizabeth Elkwortb 

( 1989) refers to as "rationalistic assumptions." Although each student (un)knowingly gave 

me gifts of knowledge and insight, the knowledges I gained from each Native student 

transformed the nature of my enculturateci Whitened k ing  and, thus, the nature of rny 

pedagogicai practices. 

Surroundinns silence. Because the city of Whitehorse was governed by 

predominately White, middleclass men, the Native peoples' culture was dismissed as 

irrelevant in the context of 1990s socio-economic growth. D i s c o ~ e c  ted from their spiritual 

relationship with the land and marginalized within the White communities, the Native 

peoples were experiencing an increase in substance, physical, sexuai, and psychological 

abuse, and many of their children were participating in criminal acts andor dmpping out of 

school. Even though the Native peoples were faced with what I interpreted as 

overwhelming sociai and political problems, they maintained and fostered the presence of a 

strong spiritudity within their cultural communities. (It is a spintuality rooted in a silent 

connectedness, one that exudes a sense of serenity and peace, one that differs greatly from 

'White ways.") What 1 found most tragic about the existing Native realities was the Elders' 

shared grief over the loss of their language, culture, history, and children. But even in the 

midst of such grief and socio-cultural fraagnentation, epndmothers and mothers in 

particular showed intense love towards their children, biological or otherwise. 

It is frorn this sociai context that Native teenagers left their "homes" and entered my 

classroom, a classroom that by association existed in collusion with the colonizing power 

of the "White man's" schwls (Paulo Freire, 197011994; bel1 hwks, 1994; Kathleen B. 

Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, 199 1 : Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 
-- --- 

l l The student narnes rhat 1 have includd within this chapter have been changed out of respect for eafh  
woman 's and man's lived d i  ries--past and present. Throughout this chapter 1 have attemptcd to descri bc 
these subjectively frarned realitics in a manner that presents the reader rvith a generai sense o f  the contexts 
in which they occurred. But because each studcnt's being-ness is multi-layered its nature is, at times. both 
clusive and undefinable. Nevertheless, I have worked to explain what 1 have subjectively interpreted as k i n g  
definable-for-the-moment. It is important to explain h t  1 am acutely aware of the layers o f  psychology that 
constitute a human king's words and actions and, thus, her realities. Detailing the naturc o f  the 
psychological layers that surround cach student's statc of k i n g  is outsidc thc scope o f  this thesis. 



1994). They entered the White-ness of my classroom with their distinct cultural 

positionalities, places within which certain qualities were highly valued: community 

closeness, knowledge of the land, peace-filled silences, spiritualities, minimal eye contact 

(especially with adults), soft voices, slow paces (to list a select number). When dispiaced 

to a Westernized school, such cultural values were quickly devalued White, rniddle-class, 

and patriarchal school cultures demonstrated througb White, middle-class, and patnarchal 

cumculums whose knowledge was most valued (James Banks, 1992; Paulo Freire, 

1970/ 1994, bel1 hooks, 1994; Susan Russell, 1987). The Native students with whom 1 

worked seemed to know (un)consciously that it was not their own. 

However, they were not the o d y  teenaged students who constituted a cuIturaI 

minority. Any student who did not fit the mytfücal nom:  that " . . . European, White, 

male, middle-class, Christian, able-bodied, thin and heterosexual" human fonn (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 1989, p. 304) was relegated to the margins of classroom existence whether in 

elitist West Vancouver, middle-class Vancouver, middle-class Whitehorse, or lower 

middle-class Halifax County school settings. The notion that "everyone is someone else's 

Other" transgresses geographical borders (Mary Gentile as quoted by Elizabeth Ellsworth, 

1989, p. 322), since it is the nature of power relations that a ubiquitous "dominant" exists. 

As a teacher, 1 could actually "see" these margins in every one of my classrooms, 

for the minority students collectively constituted the distinctly off-centered form of 

marginalized existences. Intuitively, it seems, the student body validates an ideological 

center, a location that defines itseE in relation to its devalued margins. Such a centralized 

classroom place was most often defined by a White, middle-cIass, and predominately male 

membership (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & 

Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 2994; fane Roland Martin, 1994; Sondra Perl, 1994; 

Susan Russell, 1987; Kathleen Weiler, 1988), a group who acquired this central place by 

default. That is, they were situated in such a dominant place simply because they not the 

"others" collectively possessed the requisite cultural capital: those knowledges lepitimated 

by their culturally framed surroundings. During class discussions that concemed current 

socio-politicai issues, such as women's rights, sexual and physical abuse, war, AIDS, 

social differences, gangs, and racism, White, middle-class, males tended to dominate. As a 

result, the voices of minority students, both women's and men's, were silent andor  



silenced in the presence of the collective powers of individually dominant voices (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 1989: Melinda Fine, 1993; Maxine Greene, 197W 1992; Sophie Haroutunian- 

Gordon, 1W 1; bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Timothy J. Lensmire, 1994, 

Jane Roland Martin, 1994). 

Margindized students seemed resigned to their spaces of silence thereby implying 

an acceptance of the existing power relations. Whether they (un)intentionaily chose to 

withdraw from the on-going cntical dialogical interactions was initially mcult to discern. 

However, as 1 developed an awareness of each student's social, emotional, cultural, 

political, and histoncal realities, 1 was better able to understand the nature of her words and 

actions. The small number of students who did intentionally choose to remain silent 

confidently did so because they preferred to listen to and inwardly critique the nature of the 

knowledges k i n g  revealed, questioned, and discussed. However, the majority of these 

students tended to be members of the dominant group and since their narratives reflected 

the dominant ideology 's, they were aiready positioned in a cornfortable and non-threatening 

place, one that unquestionably valued their subjective knowledges. It was the silent student 

who sat with downcast eyes, closed body positions, and troubled expressions that 

concemed me the most, for her silence symbolized the social and emotional alienations, the 

cultural dissonances, the disconnectedness-es she was expetiencing with self and other. 

She was not interested in the transfomative promises inherent within my "liberatory" 

curriculum. they did not exist for her. 

Interventions 

In the context of such a "multi-cultural" student body 1 was faced with numerous 

daily challenges as a critical educator. Dialogical interactions that excluded the voices of 

certain students negated the philosophical basis of my pedagogical practices. Intentionally 

creating spaces of opportunities in which silent and/or silenced students couId speak m a n t  

that I had to purposely intervene during discussions in order to disturb the patterned nom.  

This meant that 1 would delicately, democratically, and compassionately ask probing 

questions in order to make the familiar strange (Paulo Freire, 1970/1994; bell hooks, 1994: 

Colin Lankshear, & Peter L. McLaren, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991 ; Frances A. Maher, & 

Mary Kay Thompson Tetreault, 1994; t ra Shor, 1992); pass over, at times, the raised 



hands of the most vocal students; increase the "lag tirne" between question and response: 

reved that "I don't undentand" the meanings attached to a student's ideas in order to gain 

an understanding and also deconstruct the myîh of teacher andor  student omniscience; give 

voice to and, thus, explicitly validate disparate knowledges: construct "safe" small gmups 

in order to humanize interactions; and, most importantly, demonstrate profound respect for 

each student's humanity and the subjective places from which she speaks (Paulo Freire, 

1970/1494, bel1 hooks, 1994, Kathieen B. Jones, 1993; Ken Osborne, 1991). 

There are many creative and effective ways in which to intervene during class 

discussions and create spaces in which otherwise silent or silenced student voices could 

begin or continue to speak. 1 have mentioned only those which frequently "worked" 

throughout my teaching years, since 1 know that the nature of the student body's dialogical 

interactions is constituted by and constitutive of the nature of the teacher's interventions. 

Rooted in my own culturally shaped subjectivities, 1 question how often rny "interventions" 

were intrusive of the privately lived experiences of each student (Patti Lather, 1991). 

Knowing that my own White-ness consistently works to blind my sight in relation to 

foreign perspectives, disparate knowledges. and cultural differences only increases my 

desire to frequently place my being in the contexts of same. 

Although several silent ancilor silenced students did, at times, place their voices in 

the contexts of small and large groups discussions, their marginalized knowledges did not. 

unfortunately, gain in legitirnacy. It seemed as if the politics of competing epistemologies 

was a game whose niles were constantly (re)constructed by and in favour of the dominant 

group. 1 refused to knowinply participate in such games and often reflected on ways to 

democratically and compassionately challenge the layered positionali ties from which 

dominance spoke. Such actions confused the majority of students who were politically 

positioned in such places, for my White-ness implied complicity. 

Katharine and Ian. There exists a very strong Jehovah's Witness cornmunity in 

Whitehorse within which both Katharine and Ian lived. It was from this extremely insular 

reli gious space that Katharine and Ian travelled to and entered a Westemi zed school culture, 

one that existed in contradiction to their socially constnicted beliefs. The fundamentalist 

borders surrounding their lived expenences were rigidly defined by their community's 

Elders. If transgressed they would be "shunned," ostracized and disconnected from a 



community that preached C O M ~ C ~ ~ ~ ~ S S ,  a comectedness that 1 interpreted as blatantly 

conditional. Because my knowledge of Jehovah's Witaesses was limited, 1 asked 

Katharine and Ian for explanations for and information about their "faith." 1 wished to 

understand what existed within their borders and beyond rny own biased interpretations of 

fundamen talism. 

Although both Katharine and Ian were shaped by the same religiosity, they differed 

greatly in relation to how often they excluded a d o r  included themselves in class activities 

and discussions, Because Katharine was intensely curious about the culture that evolved 

outside her subjective realities, she deiiberately and repeatedly resisted. in the safety of the 

classroom, conforming to her cultural norms in order to experience what to her was "the 

unknown." Ian viewed Katharine's words and actions with open contempt and believed 

that she ought to be "shunned." It pained me to witness such a tragic situation, moreso 

because the language that Ian often used to mask his own confusion mirrored that of his 

Elder's. (It deeply disturbs and concems me when adult words of religious d o p a  are 

spoken by a relatively innocent young teenager.) Nonetheless 1 encouraged Ian to speak of 

his lived experiences, for he possessed disparate knowledges that when voiced in the 

classroom might disturb another student's farniliar and compel her to construct knowledge 

instead of prejudice. 

When we were studying the Holocaust in the context of a combined social 

studiefinglish unit (novel study, literature reviews, dramatizations, and journal writing). 

Katharine, who rarely spoke, did speak. She described that the Nazi policy against 

minorities included Jehovah's Witnesses, people who the Nazis inhumanely colour-coded 

by forcing them to Wear a patch-sized purple triangle. Katharine continued to speak, 

sharing knowledge of her grandparents' horrifie experiences of Nazi-perpetrated 

oppressions. None of the other students had ever heard such stones and initially expressed 

disbelief, refusing to believe that the Jehovah's Witness Katharine they knew knew 

something they did not. Such experiences of actively sharing knowledges empowered 

Katharine and momentarily liberated her from her siient spaces. 

As the school year progressed, Katharine's voice was often heard in both small and 

large group discussions as she questioned, challenged, and contnbuted knowledges. 1 can 

only imagine the inner confiicts Katharine was expenencing as she struggled to undentand 



the values that shaped the enculturated positionalities that defined her "home" in relation to 

the values that (re)shaped her classroom space. 1 will forever remember her as one of 

several students who when introduced to the challenges inherent within a liberatory 

curriculum eagerly established relationships with unfamiliar knowledges, knowledges that 

ultimately worked to ernpower her k ing .  

In contrast to Katharine's ideological transgressions, Ian steadfastly resisted any 

movement away frorn famitiar borders. In order to uphold his Elder's laws and avoid k i n g  

"shunned," Ian voluntarily though reluctantiy absented himself from class and school 

celebrations. He knew that such actions made explicit to his p e r s  that he was different, a 

perception that he was unwilling to counter. Making explicit by name what constituted this 

difference would only in Ian's opinion nsk exposing the nature of his "unspoken" and, 

thus, his emotional vulnerabilities. It was less threatening for him if a voice other than his 

own explained to the students why he had just Left the classroom: 1 was given permission to 

do as such, when appropriate. There were questions. Although the majonty of the students 

owned school memories of Jehovah's Witness classrnates, few actually understood the 

religion's mores. As Ian stniggled to uphold these same mores in the midst of a relatively 

uninhibited Westernized school culture, he was constantly confroated with oppositional 

knowledges. Situated between two cultures left Ian confused, frustrated, and extremely 

angry at anyone and anything that challenged the validity of his subjectively framed place. 

Although I constantly attempted to validate the place frorn which he spoke by 

intentionally including but not always explicitly naming a variety of disparate knowledges, 

Ian aggressively resisted any epistemological andfor moral shifts. His fear of k i n g  

"shunned" was very real to him. In order to avoid any such occurrence, Ian constructed 

what 1 subjectively perceived as a false contempt and intolerance for al1 that was not part of 

his culture. Such defiance protected his familiar but it also lirnited the space from which he 

interpreted his lived experiences. 1 felt and respected Ian's pain and compassionate~y 

explained to him that my pedagogïcal intent was simply to encourage the evolution of each 

student's critical consciousness-es and humanity. Moreover, 1 explained that 1 knew how 

difficult and challenging it can be to critically reflect on the nature of one's "home," since it 

creates feelings of extrerne uncertainty and, thus, ernotional and physical discornforts (bel1 

hooks, 1994; Patti Lather, 1991; Peter Leonard, & Peter McLaren, 1993). 



But the power of Ian's pain-filled fears worked to "shun" what he perceived as 

ideologically threûtening pedagogical practices. Consequently, he (un)consciously 

disempowered his being in the contexts of class discussions and silenced his voice. As a 

Jehovah's Witness, Ian was already marginalized by the dominant culture that both the 

school and cornmunity shared. And his silenced king-ness propelled him further into these 

margins, simply perpetuating the very power relations that my liberatory pedagogy was 

supposed to deconstmct. Instead of ernpowenng Ian, my liberatory cumculum in the 

context of his familiar had worked to expose the realities of and further frustrate an already 

disempowered human agency. When 1 rernember Ian, 1 see a young man whose inner 

stmggles were silently destroying him. 

Working Below the Surface 

In order to disturb the framework that supported the entrenched power relations that 

existed within my Sackville, Whitehorse, Vancouver, and West Vancouver classrooms, 1 

worked at the layers underiying student dialogka1 interactions. That is, at the layers that 

were constitutive of subjective interpretations of safety. 1 believed that if each student felt 

safe within the classroom context she would then gradually begin to trust the people with 

whom she studied and perhaps risk speaking from her culturally distinct place (Elizabeth 

Ellsworth, 1989; Melinda Fine, 1993; Paulo Freire, 197011994; bel1 hooks, 1994; Kathleen 

B. Jones, 1993; Timothy J. Lensmire, 1994; Ken Osborne, 1991). By constantly 

reinforcing the notions of care. concern, and respect, the majority of students did self- 

censor their words and actions in the contexts of criticai dialogical interactions. In the 

classroom they did become allies in the struggle against social oppressions and injustices. 

1 watched care and compassion transgress cultural boundaries and the number of 

students who freely spoke, acted, and wmte increased throughout the school year. 

However, a small number of students did not feel the sense of safety that their classrnates 

did; they did not trust the people with whom they spent their school days to respect their 

words. These students remained silent, withdrawn, and fearful, enclosed within 

subjectively perceived protected yet isolated spaces. 1 was not able to "reach" these 

students, as they vigorously resisted any form of my own or the students' expressions of 

unconditional human love (Tirnothy J. Lensmire, 1994). 



Constmcting a safe setting requires time and explicit demonstrations of sincere 

respect for cultural, poli tical, social, historical, epistemological, and ethicai differences. 

Giving voice to a student's thoughts. feelings, and ideas can occur anonymously if the 

teacher gains a student's permission to read one of her poems, stories, andor an excerpt 

from an essay. Simply hearïng her voice through another's validates that student's presence 

in the classroom (Lilia 1. Bartolorne, 1994, bel1 hooks, 1 9 9 4 ,  Sondra Perl, 1994). 

Moreover, within the contexts of smail rather than large group discussions students tend to 

construct alliances with like-minded p e r s  (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989). As a result, many 

ofherwise silent students give voice to their politics in smdl group settings and, at times, 

bring that voice to larger group discussions. This does not mean to imply that each 

student's voice is unproblematicaily validated (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989, Melinda Fine, 

1993; bel1 hooks, 1994; Timothy J. Lensmire, I994), for a democratic setting within which 

critical dialogical interactions occur can ody  be democmtic when each student and the 

teacher value the notion of relational ethics as constitutive of al1 classroom interactions (Ne1 

Noddings, 1988/1994). In the context of such a classroom setting, each class member is 

positioned as a moral supervisor (Jennifer M. Gore, 1993), as one who is responsible for 

questioning the nature of her own and other students' and teacher knowledges. 

Morality Plavs 

However, such problematizing creates conflict and confusion in the rninds and 

hearts of students that may compei them to (un)consciously resist sharing their empowered 

capital with marginalized others. It is a form of territoriality, this (un)conscious 

unwillingness, a territoriality that negates the possibility of diverse subjectivities forrning a 

collective will that can act to (de)construct the nature of the classroom's social relations. 

Students who engage in such temtonal positionings are acrually engaged in power 

struggles that relate to whose knowledge is of most value (Jennifer M. Gore. 1993; Sophie 

Haroutunian-Gordon, 199 1 ; beii hooks, 1994' Patti Lather, 199 1 ; Timothy J. Lensmire, 

1994; Ken Osborne, 19!3 1). Such cornpetitive struggles: 

. . . [transfomi] the production of knowledge into the weaving of modity 
plays that necessarily make us uneasy because we each (secretly) want Our own 
tale to have center stage and to be 'authenticated' as the 'real thing' by a review 
in the New York Times (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993, p. 197). 



When in the midst of such "a weaving of morality plays," the teacher is faced with 

her own moral challenges: Not oniy must she validate each student's distinct voice, she 

must also problematize and respond to the nature of the morality with which this student 

interprets her realities and constmcts knowledges of sarne. The teacher must, as the 

positioned authority, question the nature of a student's morality in the context of a: 

. . . moral@ that refers to far more than the mores, rules, codes, and laws of 
society. Whenever they make choices with values and preferences in mind, 
[students] are engaging in moral behavior [sic]. Mord, therefore, applies to 
many kinds of valuing, to judgments of good and bad, right and wrong, and to 
the relationships between those judgments and the actions of men and women 
(Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 2 14). 

If the teacher does not challenge through problematization the moralities that frame 

her own and student knowledges, she nsks validating as complete " . . . narratives about 

experiences of racism, ableism, elitisrn, fat oppression, sexism, anti-Semitisrn, 

heterosexisrn, and so on [that] are partial-partial in the sense that they are unfinished, 

imperfect, limited; and partial in the sense that they project the interests of 'one side' over 

others" (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989, p. 305). When rooted in subjectively constructed 

interpretations of "moraiity" and "moral," the teacher cannot unproblematically 

problematize these partial narratives, stories within which exist cod ic t ing  definitions of 

morality. She cannot remove herself from her socially constructed history, from the leamed 

knowledges within which exist "ism-ed" biases (Di Bentiey, & Mike Watts, 1992; Lorraine 

Code, 1991; Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989; bel1 hooks, 1994, Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti 

Lather, 1991). However, what she can do is work constantiy to (re)construct an awareness 

of the fact that: 

. . . more than one possible action exists at a particular moment of stress and 
unease. . . . [and that when] he [sic] makes a decision, no matter how 
conventional o r  prudential, he knows on sorne level that he must make that 
decision and what he decides depends on who he i s  and what he believes 
(Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 214). 

From her own subjectively framed epistemological and moral places, the teacher 

compassionately interrupts moments of student resistance in order to  intervene in a 

student's life. Whether silent or otherwise, challenges directed towards a liberatory 

cuniculum need to be explored. The challenges 1 experienced in relation to my pedagogical 



practices are filled with layers of meanings. It is from this timed-framed place that 1 

critically reflect on the nature of these diverse meanings. 1 do this because 1 wish to 

constnict spaces into which mernories of a student's words of resistance can enter and 

linger and disturb any forrn of subjectively shaped ideological complacencies. Simply put, 1 

am intentionally placing student voices, silent andfor spoken, a t  the center of my 

consciousness raising as it relates to the evolution of my "liberatory" pedagogicd practices. 

Kyle's context. Throughout my teaching career 1 have constantiy worked at 

(re)constructing the nature of my pedagogical practices. Since 1 know that each student's 

words and actions contribute to my consciousness raising, 1 am constantly learning how to 

intentionally slow my pedagogical Pace in order to attend to disparate cultural discourses. 

As a result, the curriculum that 1 defme as liberatory has continued to evolve, changing in 

f o m  and intent in relation to personal experiences and critical reflections. What 1 named in 

1992 as "World Watch" was a current affairs project, one that presented each student with 

an opportunity to criticaily refiect on and momentarily "solve" a specific location's "hot 

spot" conflict The project contained four parts: iiiustrated cover page, regional map, 

photographie collage, expository essay--and anything else the student would like to include 

in order to "make the project her own." 

Approximately two weeks of class time would be spent discussing the conflict in 

small and large groups, constructing the map, collecting photographs, and sirnpl y sharing 

knowledges. Because the essay was the major part of "World Watch," 1 used the "Jigsaw" 

approach as a way in which to introduce a variety of joumaiists' published accounts. 

Possibly each student's interest and curiosity and knowledge would be stimulated by some 

aspect of what they read, reflected on, ando r  discussed. (1 would encourage students to 

focus on anything that "jumped out at them" in order to create a recognizable starting 

point.) 

Following the small group "Jigsaw" brain-storming discussions we would meet as 

a large group, 1 would present a brief mini-lecture, respond to and ask questions, and act as 

scribe in the construction of an essay prototype. That is, we would collectively "think" 

through and write on the board or overhead an example of an essay outline: brief 

description of the "conflict," subjective1 y constructed statement of cri tique, three 

(minimum) reasons to support this statement, and a conclusion that included a resolution of 



the moment. Such a framework did present each student with a structured format, and my 

open-minded approach made explicit the fact that they could choose the ideas expressed in 

class andor create their own. m e  majority of the students preferred this aspect of social 

studies in contrast to the forma1 cumculum7s mandated Mediaeval studies as did 1. When 

asked "why?", several spoke of its relevance to their time-frarned and media-saturated 

worlds. 1 understwd such responses yet 1 reminded the students that relevance also rested 

within studies of past worids, the rnediaevai inctuded.) 

Because the nature of a Iiberatory cumculum implicitl y validates the existence of 

multiple perspectives (Pam Gilbert, 1992; bel1 hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti 

Lather, 199 1 ; Donald P. Macedo, 1993; Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay Thompson 

Tetreault. 1994: Ira Shor, 1992), it is the teacher's responsibility to problematize the nature 

of what she subjectively interprets as intolerant views. Exploring the theoretical basis on 

which the student has constructed her expository essay results in revealing the moral and 

epistemological places from which she critically reflects on a "hot spot's" realities. 1 

remember that the majority of the students chose to include in their essays certain ideas that 

had aiready been publicly discussed andor privately shared in class. Possibly these 

students, previously conditioned by traditional pedagogical approaches, (un)consciously 

searched for a singular tmth (Donald P. Macedo, 1993; Ken Osborne. 1991), one that they 

subjectively perceived as having been validated by inclusion in the collectively produced 

"essay." Only a small number of students consistently risked transgressing the class- 

produced fomatted essay. And Kyle was one of these students. 

Kvle. In the spirit of critical dialogicai interactions Kyle constantly resisted 

agreeing with the majority view, prefemng to challenge through passionate debate what he 

described as conforming to the current nom. In reaction to the evolving 1992 conflict in 

what is now refemd to as the former Yugoslavia, Kyle believed that the only option for the 

United Nations was to amas air and ground powers and obliterate the aggressive parties. 

(A view advocated at that time by several member countries of the United Nations.) Since 

he was interested in the military, wrote stories suffused with anger, violence, and war 

materiel. and was openly critical of authority, 1 was (un)consciously prepared for his 

intelligently presented yet incendiary essay. Because I explicidy demonstrated respect for a 

student's integrity in the context of disagreeing with her intolerant views, I believe that the 



rnajority of the students (un)consciously knew that 1 would compassionately question not 

verbally attack their political positionalities. The challenge for me as the teacher was to 

assess and grade what I interpreted as intolerant views. Kyle's essay is an example of such 

a challenge, for it frarned me in a multi-layered moraüethicai dilemma. 

1 graded Kyle's essay as was rny "nom" (made expticit to the students) according 

to the stren-@h of his supporting arguments. He is/was an intelligent young man, and his 

reasoning concerning the collective bombing approach was militariiy sound but inhumane. 

1 felt immense concem, not only because of the content of his essay but because 1 perceived 

much more than simple ideological rebeliiousness at  the root of Kyle's resistances. (Instead 

of detailing same, it is sufficient to note that Kyle validated his being-ness through top 

,pdes/scores in school and gymnastics, k i n g  "nghf" fulfilling family expectations, and 

equalling or bettering his older brother's accomplishments. A great deal of pressure. a great 

deal of stress surrounded this young man . . . it emerged in his thinking, writing, 

speaking, social interactions, and acting [for example, in-class dramatizations].) 

1 retumed each student's "World Watch" project. After the bell, 1 asked Kyle if he 

could stay back and discuss his essay with me: I wished to explain my written comrnents 

and respond to any questions he might wish to ask of me. In the privacy of my closed-door 

classroom 1 compassionately, respectfully, and with genuine cunousity asked Kyle to tell 

me more about his views, to explain why such an attack would initiate the end of the ethnic 

strife. to convince me that such militaristic views were humane, and to explain whether he 

had considered alternative views since the essay had been completed. I made explicit my 

interpretation of such an approach as k i n g  one of intolerance and explained "why?" 1 

thought as I did. Because 1 found the views that Kyle had included in his essay intolerant, 1 

needed to know "What would happen after the first bomb was dropped?", "What would 

happen to the imocent civilians?", "What would happen next?", "What did he think and 

feel about 'that,' about 'this'?" My inteot was tu disturb the borden surrounding his 

intolerant views and create conflict in his mina it was not to humiliate his personhood or 

force him to assume rny politicized subjective views as the "nght" views. 

Together, Kyle and I critically reflected on the shifting nature of intolerance in the 

contexts of war and peace (for example, the allied forces assault on the tyrannical Hitler's 

Nazis, and the U.S. interventions in both Vietnam and Kuwait) and we parted agreeing to 



disagree on the definition of morality and intolerance as they related to Kyle's position 

regarding the Bosnian civil war. 1 made explicit my moral repupance of militaristic 

campaigns that are created to destroy certain groups of humanity. (As a teacher. as a 

sociaily responsible being, 1 feei obligated to place my voice in the contexts of what 1 

interpret as socially unacceptable and non-moral words and actions.) Kyle's hawkish views 

deeply concerned me, I carefully and respectfuily and compassionately informed him of 

this. Whether our short discussion did create conflict in his rnind, 1 do not know, but I feel 

that 1 fulfilled my moral obligation to intervene and disrupt one of the many strearns of 

subjectively frarned intolerances. Although the content of Kyle's essay concerned me. 1 

waslarn rnuch more concerned about this young man's perception and evolution of his own 

human-ness. 

Women Resisting Women's Liberation 

When 1 reflect on moments of student resistance fmrn a place rooted in my recently 

named feminist positionalities, the faces that emerge from my classroom mernories are only 

those of women. it seems as if a conscious shift to such a woman-ed place makes invisible 

the men, if only for the moment. The men do  not actually disappear, their voices are simply 

rnuted, silenced in the contexts of rny selective remembering, silenced so 1 might fucus on 

the disparate wornan-ness-es that lived in my classrwms. Framed by intersections of class 

and race and power differences, each woman subjectively valued or devalued the nature of 

her own sexuality and intelligence in the contexts of social interactions. Woman who 

aggressively resisted the White, rniddle-class, conservaiive notion of sexuality crcated a 

sexualized power that disempowered their intelligences and left them vulnerable to sexist 

oppressions. They did uot want to be liberated from w hat 1 perceived as such dangerousl y 

imbalanced relational places. From their perspectives, they were already empowered: they 

attracted and held power over men (Peter McLaren, lm/ 1994, Kathleen Weiler, 1988). 

In an effort to make famiiiar what a predorninantly Judeo-Christian society desires 

to make strange, 1 carefully yet intentionally exposed the layers of sexuality that constituted 

and were constitutive of sexist social relations. 1 wished to lay bare the nature of the sexist 

oppressions that existed to restrict the movement of women into realms historically owned 

and controlled by men (Patti Lather, 1987f1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). Perhaps, I 



thought, the reproduction of same would be frustrated in the contexts of classroom social 

interactions when women and men construct an awareness of how intersections of gender. 

race, and ctass politicize positiondities (Kathleen Weiler, 1988). My liberatory cumcuIum 

was constructed amund this notion of context-specific deconstruction (Elizabeth Ellsworth. 

1489; bell hooks, lm), believing that critical reflections on the sexist nature of the 

dominant ideology could oçcur without the classroorn if they repeatedly occurred within. 

Thus, the starting point for the students' and rny own liberation from potentially oppressive 

sexist connections rested in the nature of the existing power relations between each 

classroorn-ed woman and man. 

As previously mentioned, the voices that typically dominated both srnail and large 

group discussions were those attached to White, middle-class men. In order to disturb this 

gendered inequity, i would compassionately make explicit that women's voices and, thus, 

women's experiences were rnissing from the contexts of certain critical dialogical 

interactions. When 1 intentionally placed my wornan-ness and my woman's voice in the 

midst of discussions about sexism, racism, classism, and other social oppressions, several 

teenaged women in the classroom tended to root themselves in a silent and/or silenced place 

thus making invisible and non-threatening their embodied presences. When discussing the 

nature of sexist words and actions from a woman's perspective, these women withdrew 

further into their subjective silences. It seemed as if they wished to hide the sexuality that 

defined their gendered beings in order to distance themselves from an issue that possessed 

the potential to distance them from (step)fathers and friends and lovers (bell hooks, 1994). 

Julie and Karen. 1 have met too many women whose personal narratives contain 

stories of sexist oppressions. Julie and Karen are two of the too many. Although their 

histories differ in nature, they both included experiences of sexual abuses at the hands of 

supposedly trustworthy (step)fathers ando r  male guardians and/or boyfriends. At very 

young ages, Julie and Karen (un)consciously came to know of the power of sex and they 

used it to empower their relational spaces. Validated by pop cuiture and the working class 

cultures within w h k h  they lived, these young women advertised their sexuaiities through 

appearance and language (spoken and body). 

Because they defined themselves solely in relation to men, their subjectively shaped 

woman-ness-es could only exist in the presence of same. Since their bodies generated their 



feelings of empowerment, their rninds were ignored. It was these marginalized rninds that 

disturbed and concerned me, for they did not know sexism by name; they did not know 

that power could also disempower; they sirnply did not know nor did they desire to know. 

1 wished to create spaces of compassion and care, spaces within which these women could 

begin to subjectively experience the power of their min& and corne to value the sexuality 

that framed their gendered places. 

1 include both Julie and Karen because each wornan respooded qui te differen tly to 

my liberatory curriculum. On reflection, Julie was "ready" emotionally and psychologically 

to initiate epistemological and mord shifts (Mary Field Belenky e t  al., 1486; Carol 

Gilligan, 19û2/1!293). 1 believe that she intuitively knew this because she would, 

momentarily, demonstrate interest in discussions about the current realities that framed 

women's subordinated places. Frustrated with the political system that governed her 

orphaned being and with a boyfriend's possessive nature, Julie was beginning to struggle 

to understand and work against the reproductive powers of her subjectivities. She wanted 

to improve her life and was interested in finding out how this could be done. As her t a c h e r  

this "finding out" included me, since 1 represented an authori ty, one who could potentiall y 

act to either resist or  encourage the evoiution of her will. Situated in a learned distrust, Julie 

consistentïy tested whether she could tmst me to work with rather than over or  against her 

(Ken Osborne, 1991). Confronted each day by Julie's fears, joys, rages, and confusions. 1 

intentionally framed my reactions with care and compassion. 1 knew that I had to constantly 

work through the challenges that Julie sent rny way- Not only did these constant challenges 

constitute parts of the "test," they also represented the subjective knowledges that needed to 

be problematized, deconstructeci, and rebuilt. 

Although initially silent dunng class discussions, Julie gradually began to risk 

speaking from her distinct place. When she transgressed ber silent space and spoke, her 

voice expressed intense anger at social injustices perpetrated against woman. Though 1 

knew of her history (she had throughout the school year revealed parts of it to me), the 

majority of the students in the class did not. These students did not know that Julie's 

outbursts were visible signs of significant growth, they did not know what to make of her 

unsettling and emotionally raw words. Confused, many students dismissed JuIie's 

knowtedges--(un)consciously disempowering the power of her voice--in order to maintain 



their cornfortable familias. Not only were the majonty of students confused, they also 

feared Julie's unpredictable angers. 1 intentionally struggled to lessen this fear by 

demonstrating compassion, respect, and calmness in the face of Julie's tempestuous and, at 

times, profane emotional expressions. 1 knew that 1 was in the presence of a young 

women's evolving empowerment; 1 felt the power she was living; and I interpreted her 

presence in rny classrwm as a gift Though Julie's presence was a gift replete with 

challenges, many of which were rooted in a bistory of darkness and pain, it was these same 

challenges that worked to disturb my own and other students' familiars. 

By giving voice to her persona1 n m t i v e  and critically reflectùig on the nature of 

her subjective knowledges, Julie did begin to discover her intellectuai potential and a 

sexuality that could exist apart from men. 1 knew of such discoveries because her voice and 

her poetry revealed an optimism that had not existed at the beginning of the year. In 

contrast to Julie's consciousness raising and ever-evolving praxis of seif, Karen's initial 

resistances to rny liberatory curriculum continued throuphout the schwl year. She made 

explicit that she did not want to experience a shift in the power relations that defined her 

realities and silently resisted participating in any f o m  of critical dialogical interactions. 

journal wnting, andor group work. Conversationai interactions with her peen frequently 

occurred as Karen fiirted with the willing boys around her and planned nightly and 

weekend social outings. Cornfortable with her realities of the moment, Karen was situated 

in a place that 1 perceived as being constituted by and constitutive of sexist words and 

actions. 

1 felt concerned and disturbed, especiaily when her classrmm behaviours were 

validated by her father--a man who was suspected by social workers to be sexually abusing 

her. My liberatory cumculum was implicitly asking her to acknowledge the horrors of her 

realities, the sarne horron that constituted what she defined as "home." Though the support 

personnel within the schwl system were attempting to intervene, Karen was literally alone. 

isolated by man-made laws that limited my own and other professionals' human agencies (a 

tragic and profoundly disturbing irony in a countv whose govemment consistentl y 

describes itself as a democracy). Because Karen feared transgressing the borden 

surrounding her lived realities, she resisted anyone's entry into the enclosed space that she 

called "home," a resistance that worked to maintain an illusion of norrnalcy. 



Even though Jill, an ally and classrnate, was attempting to work through ber own 

personal fears and transform the nature of her social and school experiences, Karen 

continued to maintain her positions of resisbnce. When Jiil's behavioural shifts placed her 

in opposition to Karen's resistances, she would speak words of encouragement with the 

implicit hope that Karen might join her in her work. Karen rarely did. Incapable of deaiing 

with the sexist and other forms of oppressions that constituted her realities, Karen resisted 

any form of human love that might support her in initiating potentidy frightening border 

crossiags. When 1 think of Karen, 1 see a young woman drowning in layers upon layers of 

emotionalities that sumunded her being. When placed in the context of a self-described 

liberatory cumculurn, Karen's image challenges the assumed arrogance of its discourse of 

pedagogical possibilities, exposing it as audacious and intrusive (Patti Lather, 1991). 

Mernories of Karen and other young woman similar to her humble and frustrate me, for 

there exist ernotional spaces into which even compassion and human love cannot gain 

entrante. 

Rebecca. In contrast to the working class cultural contexts frorn which Julie and 

Karen evolved, Rebecca was situated in a White, middle-class, nuclear family setting that 

was relatively liberal in nature. Influenced by the 1960s' "hippie" ideologies, Rebecca's 

parents embraced an approach to child-raising that emphasized critical reflection, dialogue, 

voice, and empowerment. Surrounded at home by discussions about women's rights and 

other current social issues, Rebecca was constantly constmcting knowledges of and about 

the political nature of social relations. She was one of the few young women who 

frequently nsked making explicit her frustrations with and angers at the undernocratic 

nature of a self-described democratic society. During small and large group discussions, 

Rebecca's voice could be heard consistently questioning the opinions and attitudes held by 

other students. The fact that she was constantly being exposed at home to the art of critical 

dialogical interactions placed her apart from many of her classrnates who, in reaction, 

tended to silence their voices and retreat to subjectively perceived protected spaces. 

Intimidated by Rebecca's strength and inquisitive persistence, certain students simply 

acquiesced, a reaction that worked to Limit the depth of small group discussions and 

student-led problematizing of Rebecca's politics. 

At the begiming of the school year, it seemed as if Rebecca were revelling in the 



critical nature of classrwm discussions, for her visible behaviours legitimated as much. 

Situated in the midst of teenaged school and social cultures, I often reflected on how 

Rebecca might be dealing with her social relations outside the classroom: Did her voice 

continue to question and critique what she interpreted as acts of social injustices when those 

same acts were enacted by friends and famiiy? 1 wondered how relational iatimacy might 

work to repress the evolution of her critical consciousness, since creating conflict is most 

difficult and challenging when in the presence of loved ones. The possibility that a loved 

one might resist being frequently questioned about what she thinks, feels, and believes is 

very real as is the possibility that her fear of transgressing subjective borders could work to 

disturb and maybe sever certain intimate relational connections (bel1 hooks, 1994). 

Thou* Rebecca often spoke from her poiiticized positionalities, she very rare1 y 

wrute from these places. In the contexts of her reflective journal, poetry, and prose works. 

Rebecca frequently contradicted her public voices. Instead of deconstnicting the dominant 

ideology's traditionalized images, Rebecca repeatedly repmduced them. (Un)knowingly. 

she had wntten into several of her stories, expsitory essays, dramas, and poems the very 

sarne power relations that she publicly critiqued as oppressive. When 1 first read a number 

of Rebecca's written works, 1 sensed a petsonal desire for predictability, for a 

comfortableness that excluded any t o m  of change. Rebecca created stories of unhappy 

women characters who when rescued by the proverbial knight in shining a m o u r  fell in 

love and found lasting happinesa Not only did she often recreate traditional paradigms in 

her expressive stories and poems, her essays also reflected an unwillingness to write 

beyond the boundaries framing the dominant ideology. It was the contradiction between 

Rebecca's public and private voices that concerned me the most, not the desire to live the 

mythologized life of love and romance and certainty. 

Perhaps Rebecca's mother's feminist positionality defined a woman-ness that 

Rebecca concurrently wished to own and wished to resist. Situated between two conflicting 

positiondities, Rebecca chose to make one public and the other private. Geoerally, students 

tend to do the opposite: prefemng to silence the ideologically "unpopular" views in order to 

create minimal relational conflicts. But Rebecca experienced moments of power when she 

placed echoes of her mother's activist voice in the contexts of smali and large group 

discussions. 1 was initially mornentarily confused: I did not know why Rebecca 



constructed two disparate knowledges, two distinctly different representations of social 

relations. Which one, if either, was a false consciousness? 

Tt was disheartening to hear a woman's voice pubiicly challenge the nature of 

subjectively perceived oppressions in order to expose layers of sexism, racism, classism, 

andor other social oppressions yet privately reconstruct the presence of same. However, 

instead of polarizing Rebecca's conflicting ideologies 1 chose to validate each, believing 

that Rebecca was in the mi& of making a decision regarding what and whose knowledges 

she valued most. Because I knew that it would be difficult to live in opposition to her 

mother's liberal views, 1 did not repeatedly work to problematize the nature of the 

contradictions between Rebecca's disparate knowledges, 1 simply pointed hem out to her-- 

in private. Since she was in the presence of a great deal of classroom situated critical 

dialogue and was listening to and reflecting on her own and other students' voices, I 

believed that Rebecca would (un)consciously construct her own subjectively constructed 

"home" of the moment when she was ready to do so. 

Beinp Careful 

To begin, the professor must genuinely value everyone's presence. . . . To 
teach in a manner that respects and cares for the souk of our students is 
essential if we are to provide the necessary conditions where leaming can most 
deeply and intimately begin (bell hooks, 1994, p. 8, 13). 

A discourse that is desiped to shake up the comfortableness-es in which students 

are situated is a discourse that precludes the formation of "certain" knowledges (Patti 

Lather, 1991). When positioned in a classroom wherein the discourse is one that does 

work to shake up familiarized subjectivities, the majority of students experience a great deal 

of anxiety. It is frightening for most people to reflect on the possibility that the nature of 

their own culturaily validated knowledges rnight be perceived by others as oppressive and 

unjust; it is even more frightening to acknowledge that such "ism-ed" realities exist. And 

because it is a frightening and unsettîing experience, students need to feel supported and 

safe within their classroom communities before k i n g  encouraged to explore what rests 

within their hearts and minds (Melinda Fine, 1993; bell hooks, 1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 

2993; Timothy J. Lensrnire, 1994; Ken Osborne, 1991). 



Creating a " d e "  classroorn is not a simple task, since there exist a number of 

different and conflicting interpretations of what it means to feel safe. My subjectively 

defined notion of safety is rwted in respect, morality, care, and compassion, qualities that 

together influence the evolution of trust- Because 1 love and respect the humanity that exists 

within each living being, 1 greatly value each student's heart and mind and soul. If I did not 

attend to the nature of each student's human-ness, 1 would miss learning how to (re)shape 

my own expressions of care. This is only part of the challenge associated with creating a 

safe classroorn setting, the greater part being the students themselves. If only a small 

minority or even one of the students resist showing, silently o r  otherwise, respect for 

culturally disparate voices, the safety of the entire classroorn is jeopardized (bel1 hooks, 

1994). 

Gender and a r e .  The dominant ideology 's socially constructed notion of care 

connects its visible expressions to the feminine (Anne E. Beall, 1993; Peter McLaren, 

1989f1994). Consequently, young men wbo are homophobic often resist demonstrating 

any f o m  of emotionality that rnight be misinterpreted by others as effeminate. In order to 

prevent such a misunderstanding, the majonty of such young men overcompensate, hiding 

their need for care beneath layers of machismo, that socially validated form of masculinized 

repartee. Instead of constmcting relational connectedness-es, the majority of enculturated 

young men remain separated from their own and others' emotionalities (Carol Gilligan, 

1982/ 1993). When placed in a classroorn with a female teacherlauthority who values care. 

compassion, and respect, the majority of heterosexuai men resist shouldering what they 

interpret a s  a burden of care. Before they transgress fear-lined borders, they need to know 

that their masculinity will remain intact. Ironically, they are relying on the very care and 

respect that they collectively dismiss as feminine, and thus irrelevant, to support their own 

paradi ,om shifts. 

It was this Westemized definition of masculinity that presented the most challenges 

to me when involved in the process of the (re)construction of a humanizing critical 

pedagogy. The majority of the young men in my classrooms resisted participating in the 

construction of intimate relationships, preferring to create safety in distance. In their minds 

it was definitely not "cool" to demonstrate care, especially if they were "unattached." 

(There seemed to be an unwritten code: If you were involved with a girlfriend, then you 



certainiy were not gay. Thus, if anyone misinterpreted any acts of care, the fact that you 

were "going out" with a woman would immediately prove them wrong.) I do not mean to 

imply that o d y  straight men challenged my notions of care and respect, they just formed 

the majority. 

Learning the language of care. In contrast to the dominant culture's narrow-rninded 

and lonely interpretation of masculinity, the Native peopies' perception of gender was 

open-rnined, seemingly border-less. The majority of the young Native students in my 

classrooms knew how to care and be cared for, since their culture valued intimate ties with 

the spirit of every living k ing .  1 remember feeling inspired and spiritually restored by both 

the women's and men's gentle and silent signs of love, because these signs were not 

exclusive to women or men. The Native peoples understood my language of care and 

compassion, and they validated its place in their children's. my student's, classroom. 

(Throughout my years of teaching in Whitehorse 1 was repeatedly rerninded about the depth 

and breadth of Native knowledges.) 

Because students need to leam how to care and be cared for (Ne1 Noddings, 

1988/ 1994), 1 believe that explicit modelling of care-filled interactions work to create 

mernories of same in each student's mind. Throughout each school day 1 would be 

frequentiy chailenged to react in a compassionate and caring manner. When faced with 

violent behaviours andor vulgar words, 1 would intervene in order to stop the flow of 

disrespect and to ask each student, if caimed, to think about different and more effective 

ways of interacting. Gradually, those students who did not know how to care leamed. 

They learned how to communicate with one another, they learned how to care, and they 

leamed how to trust. 1 do not mean to imply that each student was able to deal with her 

personal fears, angers, and biases and eventually corne to trust others. For a number of 

students whose histones of abuse, neglect, and pain negated the childhooci development of 

trust were not able to recognize sincerity in human expressions of care and compassion 

(Timothy J. Lensrnire, 1994). As a result, they misinterpreted it a s  something strange, 

threatening, and potentially harmful. 

1 remember the faces of Jenny, Dawn, Marc, and Mike, young women and men 

who resisted leaming how to care and be cared for. Too many people had betrayed their 

trusts and they needed time to work through years of trauma before they would again risk 



exposing their hearts. At the same time that it frustrated and concemed me that 1 could not 

create a safe space for them in my classroorn community, 1 knew that I had to be patient 

and wait until students, such as Jenny, Dawn, Marc, and Mike were ready to risk leaming 

how to trust again. Each year of teaching has remindeci me that I need to work on simply 

k i n g  patient; 1 need to accept the fact that not al1 students will evolve-in just one school 

year-into caring and compassionate human beings; and that not al1 students will enter my 

classroom with a desire to critically reflect on and transform the nature of their beings and, 

thus, their realities. 1 met sirnilar sentiments when reading bel1 hooks' (1994) words, for 

she also acknowledges that: 

In my professonal d e  1 had to surrender my need for immediate affirmation of 
successful teaching (even though some reward is immediate) and accept that 
students may not appreciate the value of a certain standpoint or pmcess 
straightaway. The exciting aspect of creating a classroom cornrnunity where there is 
respect for individual voices is that there is infinitely more feedback because 
students do feel free to talk-and taik back. And, yes, often this feedback is critical. 
Moving away from the need for immediate affirmation was crucial to my growth as 
a teacher. 1 learned to respect that shifting paradigms or sharing knowledge in new 
ways challenges; it takes time for students to experience that challenge as positive 
(p- 42). 

Teaching as  a critical educator at the high school level has been, and I imagine will 

continue to be, filled with moments of student resistance that challenge cntical pedagogy's 

Iiberatory intents. But rather than feeling disheartened by the prospect that such challenges 

wiU continue to live within my classrnom, 1 look forward to dealing with whatever forms 

these challenges take. For it is from moments of student resistance that 1 am able to 

cntically reflect on and improve the nature of my k i n g  and my pedagogy, and recognize 

that the "critical" aspect of my pedagogy will only exist when students feel safe enough to 

speak and share in my classroom. So instead of focussing solely on encouraging students 

to position themselves in cntically reflective spaces, I work at (re)creating a classroom 

community in which students are able to feel safe, valued, loved, and respected. 

Over the years, 1 have watched students grow into caring hurnan beings when they 

live in a classroom community that encourages people to be kind to one another and respect 



different ways of looking at and interacting with the worid. And even though 1 highly value 

the critical aspect of my pedagogy, 1 do not force its form on the students, because I believe 

that when students feel safe in the classroom they will pduaily begin to view their own 

and other reaiities with cntical eyes. Thus, I initially work at building a caring community 

moreso thm a criticai one, since 1 believe that when people leam bow to care for others and 

be cared for they (un)knowingly accept differences. And when they do  accept the 

differences that frarne their classrnates' lived spaces, they begin to live as compassionate 

and caring human beings who work towards connecting with rather than separating from 

the women and men who walk through their Lives. 

Not only do 1 work at encouraging students to validate the presence of care and 

compassion in their classroom space, 1 aiso wish to inspire them to follow and live with 

rather than apart from their passions. So I carry my passions for learning, reading, and 

ideas into the classroom, hoping that the students will momentarily leave their familiar 

spaces and travel with me to places beyond what they already know. Perhaps several of the 

students will catch the sense of excitement that 1 feel, when exploring other ways of 

knowing and thinking, and set off with their own passions to places they do not yet know 

but wish to (re)visit. lt is a fascination for knowing and knowing more that 1 wish to 

nurture, since my own fascinations were encouraged to grow and evolve by many of my 

own teachers, women and men, who profoundly influenced the evolution of my life. 

Though 1 was taught by many teachers, it is these teachers 1 remember most, because their 

passionate ways captured my attention and revealed to me that my world was actually filled 

with the possibilities thac 1 thought only lived within my imagination. 



PASSION AND COMPASSION 

Passion 

Exhilaration is the Breeze 
That lifts us from the ground, 
And leaves us in another place 
Whose statement is not found; 

Returns us not, but after time 
We soberly descend, 
A little newer for the terrn 
Upon enchanted ground. 

(Emily Dickinson, 1868) 

In the Presence of Passion 

Whcn I was quite Young, I discovered tfiat I could travel to other worlds without 

Ieaving my place of the moment. Fearing that family and friends would think me strange. 1 

did not tell them anything about rny other-worldly travels. I kept them secret, safe from the 

raised eyebrows of skepticism and shaking heads with all-knowing frowns that usually 

accompanied adult-like expressions of silent yet s h e d  disapproval. Only the characters in 

the books 1 read knew about my secret travels, we had journeyed together. In the Company 

of such adventurous and accommodating cornpanions 1 became lost from my seerningly 

mundane place, displaced from a world that measured its being-ness by seconded time. 

Beca:se 1 preferred living in an author's imaginative and time-tess world, 1 read a great 

ded.  Not o d y  did 1 meet interesting and wonderfully weird souis, 1 also met exciting and 

new knowledges that validated my curent  state of being-ness and challenged me to live 

beyond my "known." 

Since 1 was situated within an innocent childhood space, I did not know the narne 

of passion, I did not know that its essence lived within my being; 1 simply felt an 

exhilarating presence when I was in the midst of reading and reflecting on the stories in a 

book. Because my book-ended worlds were somewhat or  extremely different from my 

own realities of the moment, 1 question4 the nature of what constituted my temporal 

world. 1 wished to make sense of the realities that shaped a "home" in which 1 did not feel 

I l l  



-'at home." 1 began to ask questions. But the questions that 1 asked challenged the accepted 

form of traditionalism that framed my family's lived experiences. and often placed me in 

opposition to my parents' and siblings' enculturateci beings. 1 frequently wondered how 

and why they could collectively accept and (re)create what 1 interpreted as oppressive 

normals. Only they knew the hows and whys, but they could not or would not reveal them 

to me. 

1 felt disconnected, 1 felt displaced, I felt strange within what ought to have been a 

cornfortable familiar. I alsa felt misunderstood. It was a most disconcerthg experience to 

realize that 1 spoke a Ianguage that sounded foreign to my family's ears, foreign simply 

because it had been made strange by my frequent interactions with the disparate 

knowledges 1 found in books and created in rny reflections. As a child, it was difficult to 

understand the rasons  underlying the existence of epistemotogical disparities between my 

famiiy and me. 

Although liberated in the contexts of my readings and my ever-evolving 

epistemofogies, 1 felt fmstrated and restrained in the contexts of my familial setting. Eager 

to transgress culturaiiy constructed borders, I looked beyond "home" and.  . . 

. . . found a place of sanctuary in "theorizing," in making sense out of what was 
happening. 1 found a place where 1 could imagine possible futures, a place 
where life could be fived differently. This 'lived' experience of criticai thinking, 
of reflection and analysis, [became] a place where I worked at explaining the 
hun and making it go away. Fundamentally, I leamed frorn this experience that 
theory could be a healing place (bell hwks,  1994, p. 6 1). 

Because, as a chiid, I frequently engaged in theorking about the nature of my lived 

realities, 1 unhowingly developed a disposition towards critical thinking (Ken Osborne, 

1991 ; personal communication with John PorteIli, May 2995). It was exciting and 

ernpowering to think for myself, to reflect on and make my own decisions. Though 1 did 

not know it at the time, 1 was experiencing the power of my human agency. of my ability to 

act on andor  act out what 1 believed were reasoned decisions. (Un)consciously knowing 

that 1 could not forget or deny such childhood liberatory experiences, 1 searched within my 

realities for opportunities to either independentiy or  in collaboration with others live as a 

reflective and passionate being (bell hooks, 1994). My desire to live as such led me to 

certain people who understood and validated my language. Moreover, they encouraged me  



to pursue my desires, to follow my bliss, to live as an emotional and spiritual being. 1 

intuitively know that 1 was supposed to rneet these people, listen to their voices, and leam 

from their subjective wisdoms. 1 know this because rny memories of them continue to live 

in my mind, and each time 1 reflect on the nature of these memories my knowledges 

expand. 

Mernories of Passionate Practices 

As I explore my student-created memories of schooling, the faces of certain 

teachers greet my reflective gaze. 1 remember Mr. Smith and Mrs. Gold from my 

elementary years; Mr. Richards, Mr. Davies, and Mr. Scanne1 from my high school 

experiences; Frau Mathes, Dr. Green, and Dr. Gibson from my undergraduate 

schooling; 12 and Ann and John from my undergraduate as well as my most recent graduate 

year of study. 1 remember these women and men because they taught their chosen subjects 

with care and passion and practiced a pedagogy that included and validated student voices. 

Initially, it was somewhat unsettling to sit in a classroom wherein the teacher was both 

visibly excited about the material she was teaching and eager to listen to what each student 

thought and felt. It was unsettling simply because it was completely different from the 

conservatively framed nom,  that approach to teaching that works to not only 

separate the students from the teacher but the body from the mind as well (Jane Gaskell, 

Arlene McLaren, & Myra Novogrodsky, 1989; Maxine Greene, 1978/1994; bel1 hooks, 

1994; Kathleen B. Jones, 1993; Patti Lather, i98'ï/ 1994, Frances A. Maher, & Mary Kay 

Thompson Tetreault, 1994; Jane Roland Martin, 1994). Instead of feeling as if 1 were an 

insignifiant part of a seerningly inert student body, 1 felt that my presence, my 

knowledges, and my passions were taken seriously and genuinely valued when in the 

c~assrooms of such impassioned and canng souls. 

Because the nature of rny being was validated by the words and actions of the 

menti oned teachers, 1 expenenced a sense of inner freedom in relation to transgressing m y 

own socially constnicted borders of thought and exploring the spirit that defined my 

passions in order to follow its lead. But the power of this freedom, not the notion itself, 

l7 The names of the reachen preceding this footnore have been changeci out of respect for each woman's and 
man's lived reaiities-pst and prescrit- 



frequently overwhelmed and frightened me. For when 1 reflected on the question: "[WhatJ 

is it this society has made of me that I no longer want to be?'(Henry A. Giroux, 

198'711991, p. 17), 1 was confronted with another question: "What do 1 wish to become?" 

The possibilities seemed endless, this is what excited yet scared me. Aware that my 

passionate desire to know what lay beyond my familiar was capable of taking me to places 

1 was not yet prepared to know, 1 often hesitated about actualiy going, about heading off 

into the limitiess uncertainties that constitute the undefinable shape of the unknown (Patti 

Lather, 1991). Whether the people who taught me knew what I was experiencing, 1 do not 

know. But 1 do know that their voices momentarily stilled the powers of my excitement and 

fears, for they (un)knowingly placed words of cdrning reason into the invisible midst of 

my swiding uncertainties, words whose meanings continue to echo in rny mind. 

It was with these teachers, not with the other traditionally-bound teachers with 

whom 1 spent the majonty of rny school-based time, that 1 Iearned more about the nature of 

my subjectivities and the possibilities inherent within critical and creative thinking. 1 do 

believe that my childhood experiences created a space within my being that understood and, 

thus, was able to relate to certain subjectively constmcted discourses of critical reflection. If 

1 had not intentionally searched for and discovered that disparate and exciting knowledges 

existed in books and other people's worlds, 1 question whether I would have been able to 

recognize and value the presence of same. Because these passionate and caring teachers 

validated and respected my presence and listened to and understood my desire for knowing 

and leaming about my being and my realities, I enjoyed and looked forward to attending 

school. 1 realize now how fortunate 1 was to have been placed with these teachers who 

believed in creating and maintaining an engaged pedagogy, for I am very much aware of 

just how rare such beings are. 

1 use the word "rare" intentionally because 1 know that people who live with 

passion represent a visible minonty. I t  seems that the enculturated norrns of our 

Westemized society work to suppress expressions of passion by categorizing them as 

uncivilized behaviours. When placed in such a limiting space, it is assumed that the essence 

of passion is easily contained. But passion transcends the ordinary; it is not definable or  

easily contained because its spiritual powers dissolve conventional restraints. When in the 

presence of my own or another's passion, 1 feel my k i n g  leave the heaviness of my 



physical form and enter a world that is both poetic and surreal. Passion's embrace is a 

spiritual one, known to and felt by those people who have k e n  deeply touched by a 

"something" that 'Yifts [them] from the ground." 

Dr. Gibson's passion. 

We don't exist unless we are deeply and 
sensualIy in touch 

With that which can be touched but not known. 

(D. H. Lawrence as quoted by Maxine Green, 1973, p. 1 12) 

During my undergraduate studies in English, 1 took a course entitled 

"Shakespeare." On the first day, the person who would be guiding our relatively small 

class (approximately 40 students) through various works by the Bard entered the classroom 

and introduced herself as "the professor." As the course progressed, my image of this 

women transgresseci the Limiting borders surrounding the socially constructed professorial 

form. From such a diminutive k i n g  came a voice that was filled with passion and power 

and joy. When quoting Shakespeare's lines of verse, Dr. Gibson's human presence was 

transfomed. Pacing the classroom with purposeful strides and book in hand, Dr. Gibson 

moved from our world into one that was distinctly her own. It was obvious to me that she 

was intensely in love with this world, it was where her passions lived, it was her normal. 

1 thoroughly enjoyed watching and listening to Dr. Gibson teach from her 

Shakespearean cumculum because 1 felt that 1 was in the presence of someone w ho 

understood what it meant to feel spirituaily connected with a "sometbing" that "lifted [her] 

from the ground." But 1 cnnged when she asked me or another student to assume a certain 

character's lines as our own because the contmst between her fluid voice and the wooden 

tones that met my ears reached inside me and wrenched my soul. For in the presence of 

such passion, such wooden tones sounded somewhat sacrilegious. No one in the class had 

yet been able to read beyond the printed narrative o r  feel cornfortable about speaking with 

emotional voices, and it showed. Nevertheles, Dr. Gibson continued to speak and act with 

passion, and persisted in patientl y encouraging each one of us to read and wri te and think 

from and with our hearts and minds. 1 do believe that Dr. Gibson wished that her students 

would develop an interest in learning how to transgress physical boundaries, so that we 



might share in her spiritual experiences with the aesthetic beauty of artistic works. Perhaps 

she thought that Shakespeare's works would encourage some of us to pursue such interests 

and eventually discover the passions that were waiting to live within our human f o m .  

1 c m  still hear Dr. Gibson's passionate voice breathing life into the dead 

Shakespeare's words, even though that classroom experience happened many years ago. 

Because echoes of her voice resonate within my mind whenever 1 revisit one of the Bard's 

plays or poems, rerninding me to read and "feel" the meaning I derive from his words, 1 

relax and allow his once-lived ardour to live within and fil1 my soul. If my life had not 

intersected with Dr. Gibson's passions, 1 would not own such a positive connection to 

Shakespeare's works. And I would not own such pleasure-filled memories to visit. But I 

do  own such a c o ~ e c t i o n  and such memories: I am extremely fortunate. Though some 

memories do drift into and remain in the shadows of tirne, my memories of Dr. Gibson's 

classroom displays of uninhibited passion exist in vivid detail. 1 do not think that 1 will ever 

forget what she taught me, it was much more than simply Shakespeare. 

1 write of rny memories of Dr. Gibson's passionate pedagogical practices because 

they deeply affected my being. She was the first person 1 had met in person who read 

poetry out loud with such genuine passion, and refused to allow student looks of 

conservatively bred discornfort in tempt  her passionate flow. Initially, 1 was startled at the 

force with which she spoke, since it  so closely resembled my own inner voice, the one that 

varied in tone and vigour as it silently read selections of poetry and prose. (Silently read 

because 1 had learned as a child that my cultural spaces disliked public shows of 

emotionality.) But my experiences in Dr. Gibson's classroom validated my inner voice and 

1 began to frequently speak, in settings that I perceived as d e ,  with the passion that lived 

silently within my being. It was quite an empowering experience to finally hear my silenced 

inner voice live as spoken sound and sense as 1 read lines of a poem or parts of a story with 

a passion that 1 believed the words had designed. 

It was not untilI was situated in Dr. Gibson's classroom that visible expressions of 

passion entered and becarne part of rny educational realities. Rior  to my undergraduate 

yean of studies 1 had not heard a teacher, woman or  man, speak in a voice that filled my 

space in the classroorn with such breathtaking beauty. It was breathtaking in the literal 

sense. for the powedul imagery that played in front of my eyes touched me in what was 



then the deepest part of my being. Though certain elementary and secondary teachers taught 

with a passion that 1 could see, hear, ancilor feel, 1 reaiize now that 1 was not as deepl y 

moved as 1 was when "taking Shakespeare." On reflection, 1 am able to see the nature of 

the place from which I interpreted my lived experiences in Dr. Gibson's classroom and 

understand why I was so deeply moved. At that time, 1 was extremely vulnerable and 

confused and uncertain. As a result of rnuch personal pain, 1 had momentariiy lost my 

sense of pleasure and joy. (Un)consciously, 1 knew that 1 needed to rediscover my 

passions. It was Dr. Gibson's voice that led me to them. And it was Dr. Gibson's voice 

that reminded me that ". . . theory could be a healing place" (bel1 hwks, 1994, p. 61). 

Other teachers' passions. Although most deeply moved by my Shakespearean 

expenences, 1 was still very much moved by the pleasure that MT. Smith found in teaching 

Grade 6 math and Nova Scotian history. Simply put, he so enjoyed manipulating numbers, 

telling stones of the past, and asking what we thought about certain issues that 1 

(un)knowingly became caught up in his obvious joy. 1 intuitively knew that Mr. Smith 

cared a ajpat deal about his teaching a s  well as about each one of us, his students, for he 

expressed interest in Our academic, athletic, personal, and social development. Several of 

my classmates were transformed by their lived experiences in Mr. Smith's classroom. 1 

know this because 1 have, throughout the past years. intentionally shared my Mr. Smith 

memories with a number of my then narned elementary school friends. Collectively, we felt 

safe in his classroomed space and agreed that our subjective expenences were not only 

educational but rather fun. 

Mrs. Gold, my Language Arts, Art, and Drarna teacher, lived next door to Mr. 

Smith's classroom. She loved to sketch and paint so  much so that she would frequently 

supply us with an artist's essentials and lead us out of the classroom, out of the school 

building, and ont0 the school's almost invisible lawn. (So excited was she about heading 

out-of-doors that my classmates and 1 often had to hurry to match her pace.) When we 

were individually planted in personal spaces of comfort, we would be instructed to draw 

whatever we saw before Our eyes, real and/or imaginary. Artisticaliy inspired, 1 would. 1 

do not remernber ever returning to Mrs. Gold's classroom with a sheet of sketch paper 

framed as a blank Though a minimalist in relation to artistic impression, 1 thoroughly 

enjoyed our art-period-trips and remember feeling quite proud about my work. 1 know that 



1 would not have felt this way if Mrs. Gold had not made explicit that she saw beauty 

resting within my painted scenes. No one had ever uttered such words to me. . . . When I 

was in Grade 6 , I  fell in love with Art. 

Throughout my junior and senior high school years, ï met only a few teachers who 

were similar to a Mr. Smith a n d o r  a Mrs. Gold. School cultures differ greatly across 

elementary and secondary schwl  lines as the transition from child to teenaged communities 

seems to justify an emotional distancing from pleasure and joy in the classroom. It is not 

the students, but the "grown-ups" who impose their notion of what it means to act "grown- 

up" on the student body. (Un)consciously reproducing the insecunties that surround the 

West's reticence about expressing emotion, a large nurnber of the teachers and 

administrators who constitute a school's staff repress their feelings. In order to project an 

attitude of professionalism, passion rarely gains a place in the classroom (bel1 hooks, 

1994). But Mr. Richards, Mr. Scannel, and Mr. Davies were different. Each one made 

time to reserve a space for pleasure and joy in their high school classrooms, a space that 

was situated directly beside the professionalism that framed their beings. 

On reflection, it is interesting to note that the three teachers who crossed traditionai 

lines were men. Though situated within a male-dominated high school, Mr. Richards, Mr. 

Scannel, and Mr. Davies transgressed tirne-framed sexist borders and validated the 

ferninine, the emotional, and the presence of women as intellectuals in the classroom. 

Secure in their gendered beings, Mr. Richards, Mr. Scannel, and Mr. Davies brought their 

passions to the classroom as well as John Dewey's notion of progressive education. Both 

Mr. Richards and Mr. Davies loved to teach English, encourage their students to read, 

write, speak, and think from their distinct cultural places, and share emotionally shaped 

opinions. Even though a high school math curriculum can work to negate certain forms of 

dialogical interactions, Mr. Scannel resisted aliowing it to act as such in his classroom. 

These three teachers: Mr. Richards, Mr. Davies, and Mr. Scannel practiced a 

pedagogy that was implici tl y passionate. Instead of gving voice to their passions through 

extra-ordinary poetic readings, such as Dr. Gibson did, these men quietly demonstrated 

their joy S. Perhaps 1 was able to recognize that passion lived within their somewhat shy 

personal spaces because, at that time, my passions were living in similar spaces. As a 

result, 1 felt connected to these teachers' subjective expressions of passion for reading, 



critical thinking, and mathematics. And I discovered that the power of such seemingly 

hidden passions is extra-ordinary, for it influenced the pleasure I experienced in relation to 

Mr. Richards's and Mr. Davies' English as well as ML Scannel's math classes. Though 

separated by context and time, my elernentary and high school expenences with teachers 

who lived with their subjective passions were connecteci. For each lived experience 

constituted a layer of my ever-evolving passion for learning and validated the feelings 1 had 

silently experienced when reading books and theorizing about life. 

Interconnections 

Engaged pedagogies were essential to my development as a woman, an intellectual, 

a teacher, an athlete, and a social being (bell hooks, 1994). 1 have included descriptions of 

certain Lived experiences because the "teachers" within them nurtured my interests and my 

abilities to critically reflect on the nature of my realities, and encouraged my personal, 

social, epistemological, ethical, moral, and political growth. Each woman and man gave me 

a precious gift of knowledge that exists within my k i n g  and lives to influence rny ever- 

evolving human nature. Certain people touch our lives and leave traces of their passings 

that are immortalized in memory. And 1 have met a number of such people, women and 

men, whose words and actions guided me to personal places in which 1 experienced 

immense joy in learning. 

Such exhilarathg and empowenng pedagogical experiences have led me to 

(un)consciously search for teachers/professors whose pedagogical practices ' O  . . . celebrate 

[the shidents' and teacher's] abilities to think cntically, to engage in pedagogical praxis" 

(bell hooks, 1994, p. 202). Thus, 1 intentionally chose to complete my epduate studies at 

my alma mater because I knew that both A m  and John were teaching in the Department of 

Education at this university . During my undergraduate year of study , I was a student in 

Ann's Language Arts course and in John's Philosophy of Education courses. After only a 

few days of classes, 1 was quite sure that 1 was in the presence of a woman and a man who 

cared a great deal about their students and about the construction of knowledge. Moreover, 

1 knew that ttiey enjoyed learning with their students, for their pedagogies, though 

different, were sirnilar in the sense that student voices were heard and validated as 

legitimate sources of knowledge. 1 feit very much "at home" in both Ann's and John's 



classes; 1 understood their subjective lanapages and revelled in this understanding. 

When 1 considered attending another university's graduate prograrn, 1 knew that 

my learning experiences rnight exclude critical pedagogies. This concerned me because I 

did not want to commit to a program that rnight not value critical dialogical interactions; 1 

did not want to sit passively in a classroom and listen to a professor's lone voice transmit 

what she interpreted as the most valued knowledge. Such an experience would negate my 

educational purpose, frustrate my will, silence rny voice, and work to recreate my familiar 

as something quite strange. Instead of following the well-travelled sumer t i rne  path to the 

University of Oregon, that led to the completion of a master's degree over a four year time 

period, 1 decided to leave the North and return to my own and my alma mater's 

"homeland." 

Though 1 highly valued my Whitehorse Lived experiences, my spirit was restless as 

was my mind. 1 was thoroughly enjoying my students and my teaching but 1 felt like 1 was 

starving my imer  desires. 1 needed to reconnect my k i n g  with a language, knowledge, 

culture, and land that would recognize my familiar as familiar. And 1 needed to find a place 

whereia my passion for critical thinking would live and freely evolve. Fortunately, 1 did 

find what 1 was looking for and needed: My time spent individually and collectively with 

Ann and John has been and continues to be intellectually stimulating and emotionally 

fulfilling. Intuitively, 1 knew it would be. But I was not completely sure--1ife is 

unpredictable, uncertain, evolving, and . . . ". . . evevthing is dangerous" (Michel 

Foucault as quoted by Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p. 154). 

Ann. When critically reflecting on the nature of certain "educational" issues - 
with Ann, 1 was able to create and recreate the sequels to my world without including the 

traditionaily expected conclusion. In the context of a second semester Independent Study, I 

spent time reading about the nature of the current knowledges surrounding the notion of 

critical literacy. Between the lines of three Hilroy scnbblers' pages (my "joumals"), 1 freely 

wrote of and about my time-framed cnticai reflections. Because 1 felt safe in and enjoyed 

Ann's Company, 1 took risks and frequently crossed familiar borders of thought. My 

travels took me to places I rarely visited, places within which lived a latent woman-ness 

and an unconscious feminist consciousness. Because my epistemological perspective had 

shifted, so had my interpretation of what 1 saw (Mary Field Belenky et al., 19%). 1 did 



not, during these visits, devalue the existence of my woman-ness. Instead, I made time to 

listen to the voices that spoke from this distinctiy gendered place and ultimately realized that 

I had inadvertently silenced a valuable part of my k ing .  No longer willing to accede power 

to an intemalized sexist force, I began to give voice to and, thus, began to liberate my 

woman-ness. Not only did 1 feel empowered, I was ernpowered. 

My passion for learning compelled me to make explicit the connections that I 

perceived as existing within the boundaries that encircled my reflective readings. Whether 

the author implied that she agreed or disagreed did not dissuade me, for 1 knew that A m  

would validate my written voice, my momentary conclusions, my evolving feminist 

consciousness, and my passionate desire to know more. In addition to affirrning rny 

rnomentary reflections, Ann introduced me to certain feminist authors' books, texts filled 

with words that captivated and embraced me with meaning. 1 understood their subjective 

languages and 1 found echoes of my own voice amongst the pages of prose. Though it was 

somewhat unexpected to hear "my" voice speak from a stranger's narrative, it was 

comforting. For when 1 learn that other women have lived experiences similar to my own. 

that in the midst of our differences "we" share a deep and profound passion for knowledge 

and social justice, 1 feel as if 1 belong to a community of passionate leamers and social 

democratic activists. When "interacting" with these authors and with Ann, 1 know that my 

woman-ness is not evolving in isolated spaces. 

1 would not have met these authors, feminist and otherwise, this past year if Ann 

had not pulled their works from her bookshelf and passed them dong to me. Since 1 did 

not yet possess the language that framed critical literacy's realities, 1 was not able to narne 

my interests. 1 could see the shape of that which I wished to know but it was not clearly 

defined. Through my words, written and spoken and unspoken, Ann intuitively guided me 

to places of knowledge that interested me. Retumed again to my childhood love for books, 

1 found that the nature of disparate knowledges worked to constmct and frame a "home," a 

mobile home, one that moved in relation to scenic exposures. I would not have risked 

passionately exploring these knowledges unless Ann had implicitly agreed to make the 

journey with me. Knowing that my being-ness was safe in the midst of the unknown gave 

me the confidence to follow my passions and fulfil my desire to know and know again. 

Ann's space was filled with joy, excitement, care, and laughter, and it was safe. 1 felt safe 



. . . so 1 tcmk risks and travelled to intellectual and emotional places that 1 did not yet know 

existed within me. I t  is quite incredible what is found "within" when "within" is found. 

John. While 1 was studyiag with Am, 1 was also studying with John in the context 

of two seminar courses: Focus on Teaching, and Cumculum and Knowledge. The 

empowering praxis of self that I lived throughout (and after) the second semester 

intersected with my educationai experiences in both of John's classes. 1 simply moved 

along with my evolving k i n g  as it transformed its nature and the positions from which 1 

interpreted my subjective experiences. Since 1 had been one of John's students durinp my 

B.Ed. year, 1 owned memones of his distinct approach to teaching and learning, an 

approach that 1 remembered as being rooted in care, respect, and a love and excitement for 

knowledge. 1 brought these memories to my graduate classes and 1 found that, though 

several years had passed, my past memories were reflected in my present realities. 

John's presence transforrned my educational spaces, for when he entered the 

classroom he carried with him his passion for critical pedagogy. Not only was this passion 

revealed through his words and actions, it lived within the nature of the course. The 

readings, expectations, assignments, and assessment procedures that constituted the course 

outline had been created with great care. I remember rny first reading of John's course 

syllabus because 1 experienced a deep sense of joy. Not only were women wnters 

included, but the marner in which John explained his vision for the course was laden with 

emotionality. Made explicit on each page was the value that John attached to relationai 

ethics and care in the classroom (Ne1 Noddings, L988/ 1994)- After a first semester of 

predominantly traditionally taught pedagogies, John's passionate cornmitment to creating a 

humanizing ciassroorn community dissolved my sense of feeling spintuaily and 

emotionaliy separated from my education. I felt liberated. And 1 felt empowered. Finally, 1 

was situated in a classroom place that embraced and celebrated voices engaged in dialogue 

and critical thinking. 

Considering the hesitancy among Westernized men to show emotion, John's 

intentional inclusion of subjective feelings in the classroom differed noticeably from the 

enculturated n o m .  Secure in his gendered being, John transgressed such traditionally 

drawn boundaries and led the women in the class as well as the men to places that the 

majority of my male teachers would not go. John has spoken of his Maltese homeland: the 



nature of the culture and the history of the land. 1 see within him the passion and the 

romance that 1 subjectively associate with certain Latin and European cultures. These 

cultures have evolved distant from the West's rigidly defined and repressive gender noms. 

It seems that most children are encouraged to feel and breathe the essence of their lived 

experiences; and it seems that the adults who grow through such a childhood understand 

what 1 believe love, romance, and passion were meant to be: expressions of deeply 

sensuous emotionalities. 

Ann and John. 

How much does the possibility of freedom depend on critical refiection, on self- 
understanding, on insight into the world? How much does it depend on being 
with others in a caring relationship? (Maxine Greene as quoted by Ann Payne, 
1994, p. 14). 

1 experienced g e a t  joy and pleasure and excitement when Living a s  a student in both 

Ann's and John's subjectively constructed criticai pedagogies. My being has been deeply 

and profoundly touched by what 1 have experienced this past year. In a way, 1 wish it 

would not end. And although 1 know that every end is in a sense a begïnning, 1 am 

reluctant to move away from a place that feels like "home." But time shifts and the nature of 

this "home" also shifts. It cannot remain the same although my memories c m  hold its 

image and cary  it with me wherever 1 go. Ann's and John's gifts live within these 

memories. for in their distinctly different ways they unselfishiy gave me that "something" 

that 1 needed to feel, that "sornething" that had k e n  missing from rny lived realities. 

My graduate year of study would have been completely different if 1 had not spent 

time with these two passionate and caring individuals. It was not only the intellectual and 

academic experience, but the emotional and spiritual as well. I felt that 1 was perceived not 

only as a student, but as a human being. This meant and means a great deal to me. When 1 

reflect on the nature of the past year, 1 know that 1 have constructed meaningful and special 

memories. And 1 know that AM'S and John's voices, gestures, expressions, ways of 

thinking and knowing will follow me wherever 1 go. It cannot be otherwise, for my 

liberatory experiences include traces of their gifts to me. 



Passion in Mv Classroom 

If the therapist, o r  administrator, o r  teacher can express authentic feeling and 
concern, cm create climates that allow people to value themselves and become 
what they want to be, he [sic] will be facilitating both growth and mastery. 
[She] will be liberating people to actualize themselves by bringing their feelings 
into play and tapping the resources of their innemess. He [sic] will be granting 
them the responsibility for creating themselves and the digniv of self- 
determination (Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 57). 

From my current perspective, I am able to reflect on why 1 teach as 1 do. In order to  

problematize the existing nature of my pedagogical practices, I need to look backwards in 

time and reflect on the nature of my experiences with specific teachers/professon whose 

subjective passions for leaming directly influenced the evolution of my being. As  1 have 

mentioned, 1 believe that these meetings were "meant to be." They cannot be explained 

away as simply coincidental events or  chance happenings that just seemed to emerge and 

intersect with my joumey through life. Compelled by a desire to know. to think, and to feel 

what 1 was Iiving, I was (un)consciously drawn towards those women and men who 

shared a similar passionate desire to make sense of and (re)create their subjective realities. 

(Un)consciously drawn towards because a time-dependent intersection was evolving, one 

that was spiritual in nature. My being-ness needed to be there if the connection were to 

become complete. 

My experiences of personal empowerment have travelled from my elementary 

classrooms through to other academic as well as social contexts, they are a distinct part of 

me. Though 1 have often struggled through the bamers constructed by a Western culture's 

emotional insecurities, many of the students and teachers with whom I have worked have 

n o t  It seems that a large number of women and men prefer to assume the spectator's rather 

than participant's perspective when passion is present. Socially accepted conventions work 

against emotive expressionalities and many students, such as myself, need to be exposed to 

people who are cornfortable with revealing their passions in public places. My classroom is 

such a public place and I work to layer it with respect, care, concem, trust, and safety. 

When 1 demonstrate to the students that 1 feel d e  about revealing who 1 am as an 

emotionai being, I believe that the majority recognize that their subjective emotionalities 

belong within rather than without the classroom. (For some, quite a contrast with previous 

classroom experiences.) 
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My love for the knowledges that exist within books combined with my passion for 

theonzing about my own and other realities is at the mot of my love for teaching, especially 

teaching English. Such a literature based setting justifies the presence of novels, plays. 

prose, poetry, drarna and, simply, meaning-filled words--spoken or  othewise. It is 

through poetry that 1 have found that the majonty of students construct hooks on which to 

hang their emotionalities and critical reflections. Thus, I intentionally begin my year with 

poetry readings and wntings because free verse presents the students with a relatively 

unstructured writing format (in contrast to the conventionally frarned formal essay). In the 

absence of such formal restraints, students are able to, if they wish, freely write what they 

think and feel. Since 1 feel safe and secure within my own classrooms (1 do not have to 

deal with predicting how the authority will act), I am able to feel cornfortable about 

revealing my passions through poetry readings. Even though many of the students are 

initially uncornfortable with my impassioned words and actions and protectively dismiss 

them as "different." they gradually begïn to learn through daily exposure to my distinct 

ways of teaching that "different" is okay. 

[Maxine] Greene wants children to leam to listen to their own hearts. through 
the use of the arts and imagination, to imagine possibilities for themselves and 
others beyond the sornetimes crue1 realities of their lives, ' . . . exploring the 
possibilities of seeing what [is] ordinarily obscured by the familiar, so much 
part of the accustomed and the everyday that it escape[s] notice eotirely' 
(Maxine Greene as quoted by Ann Payne, 1994, p. 14). 

When 1 read or write poetry, my being is moved to a place that exists beyond 

society's and my own rationalistic borders of thought It is through poetry's metaphoncal 

verse that 1 am able to explore and express the layers ofjoys and pains that live within and 

shape rny being. 1 do "learn to listen to [my ] own heart" when 1 read or create carefuily 

crafted poems that touch my senses and disturb my familiar. Over the years, 1 have noticed 

that many of my students have also been able to hear and listen to what beats within their 

own hearts when they read an author's poems andfor allow their pens to give shape to their 

own inner thoughts. m e n  a student chooses to share her poetic creations with the rest of 

the class who listen with deep respect, she is able to hear her own voice give voice to 

private and personal stories. 

1 remember listening to certain student voices reading their poetic words and feeling 



entranced by the beauty of such private moments. Entranced because 1 was being 

emotionally drawn into a student's intimate world of passion and joy and desire and pain. 

Not only was 1 captivated by the words of her poem. I was also stilled by the raw 

emotionality that had worked to create such a poetic image of what she had Iived. These 

moments live in my mernory as transfomative experiences for me and, 1 believe, for 

several of the students, for poetry humanizes people as they hem and feel other voices 

describe what they know is mal: joy and pain. Students take risks when they know that 

their stories are respected and validated in the classroom: They risk connecting with others, 

they risk sbaring stories from their lived narratives, they risk looking beyond their own 

familiars, and they risk trusting those with whom they spend their school day . When 

situated as such, passion can live within the classroom and make explicit that excitemeot 

and pleasure and joy and pain belong where learning d s o  lives. 

1 purposely create space dunng class time to embrace and celebrate each sîudent's 

poetic expressions. Because it is frightening for most students to expose their souls for al1 

to see, 1 intentionally make explicit my profound respect for whatever they have written. 1 

share my emotional reactions through revealing what words o r  images "jumped out at me." 

And 1 explain why certain parts of her poem affected me as they did. In effect, I am 

modelling to the students ways in which they c m  interact with and validate another 

student's passionate poetry. Since it is difficult for some students to know what words 

andor  actions best fil1 the reflective spaces surrounding poetry reads, 1 implicitly offer 

them a selection. 1 do this because 1 also ask the students to share with the class how 

another student's poem affected them. 

By placing several questions in the midst of poetical reflections such as: "What 

jurnped out at them?", "What words andor  images caught their interests?", "What did the 

poem mean to them?", "What was different about this poem?", "Was their familiar 

disturbed?", 1 am able to shift the focus from the poet to the poem. It is this shift that 

creates a safe space from which the poet can reveal to the class, if she wishes to do  so, the 

nature of the poern's birthplace. After engagiag in dialogical interactions about subjective 

reactions to a poem's wund and seose, it is interesting to hear from the p e t .  1 intentionally 

"hear from the poet" afer other students have shared their reactions, for their impressions 

remain untouched, unaffected by what the poet intended. Thus, the classroom becomes 



filfed with the disparate interpretations of a specific poem's meaning and affect. m e n  

students experience the exhilaration of k i n g  involved in such meaning-filIed and 

passionate discussions, they often (un)consciously work to recreate it in other dialogical 

contexl. 

It is this passion for ideas, for critical thinking and diaiogical exchange that L 
want to celebrate in the classroom, to share with the students (bel1 hooks, 1994, 
p. 204). 

I love being in the midst of student-felt elchiiarations, for 1 am rerninded of my own 

experiences in classrooms wherein the teacher taught and seemed to live with passion. 

When the classroom space became filled with the sounds of student voices engaged in 

critical diaiogical interactions, 1 felt excited about the possible places our discussions might 

take us. It is this excitement that as a teacher 1 bnng to class, an exciternent that is rooted in 

a chi ldhood passion for delving into and exploring whatever knowledges happen to rneet 

with and transform my critical reflections. Since 1 am aware of my own "passion for ideas, 

for critical thinking and dialogical exchange," I think of teaching as much more than simply 

knowledge construction. It is not just an act, it is an art. There is a difference: one includes 

only the body, the other includes both the body and the mind. 

Liam. 13 Now, as 1 revisit my mernories of Liarn, 1 smile, for 1 again feel the joy 

that I felt when his passionate desire to know, to think, to ask, to share entered my 

classroom. His being was filled with an innocent and rich enthusiasm for reading and 

learning and giving. Liam was a gift, a precious and rare gift, one that 1 hold gently and 

protectively in my memory. When a student such as Liam enters my classroom, 1 stand in 

awe. For radiating from within is a brilliance that is breathtaking, a brilliance that is 

spiritually empowered. 1 feel as if 1 am in the presence of a gifted child, one who lives as a 

gift to huma*. It is the Liarns who remind me that I have momentarily dnfted apart from 

the pleasure and joy 1 associate witb teaching. And when 1 realize this, I am able to work 

on reconnecting my body with my mind, my intellectual with my emotional, and teach with 

renewed excitement and joy. 

Liam's presence in my classroom worked to enrich and enliven my teaching space. 

13 The studcnts' names have been changed out of respect for their livcd rdities--pst and present. 

127 



It was Liam who most often amved ahead of the bell, striding purposely into my classroom 

with an eagerness to share ideas, thoughts, and/or feelings. Each school day 1 looked 

fonuard to Liam's entrance, knowing that whatever he brought with him would enhance 

my day. 1 do not rnean to suggest that Liam lived in spaces surrounded by perpehiai joys, 

he did not. But what added colour to my lived spaces, what "enhanced my day," was 

Liam's passionate desire to make sense of his realities and lived experiences. This is what 

he brought to class: his passionate desire to know and to connect. And it is what 1 looked 

forward to sharing in each day because 1 understood his language and I do believe he 

understood mine. 

As 1 became better acquainted with Liam, 1 wondered how he had missed k i n g  

marked by the adulterated realities that greet children when they enter adolescence. His 

being seemed unnaturally pure in reIation to the majority of adolescents with whom 1 had 

interacted over the years-both within and without school settings. When 1 met and spoke 

with his parents and came to know his best friend, David, 1 recognized that Liam's 

'' . . . belief in himself and his future [had] k e n  sustained and reinforced by h i s  famil y and 

by society. To be motivated is to take responsibility for one's leaming; but to do so, one 

must have confidence in oneself' (Maxine Greene, 1973, p.47). Motivation lives as such 

because passion lives within the soul. Liam was motivated, but this motivation was simply 

the visible s i p s  of the inner passions that suffused his being. 

The students who lived within my classroom space collective1 y created the beauty 

and the beautiful that framed our class tirnes. But it was Liam's voice that would not allow 

the vibrant nature of this beautiful to become lost-he (un)consciously valued its essence 

too much. As class discussions, at times, evolved into uni-dimensional explorations of 

certain social injustices andor literature interpretations, it was Liam's voice that frequently 

added colour to shades of grey. Instead of allowing such discussions to find and maintain a 

cornfortable and predictable line of critical analyses, Liarn would place words of conflict in 

the midst of student exchmges. Since his ideas were often unmistakably original, they 

contrasted with the collective's familiar. And as students reflected on the nature of Liam's 

words, the flow of discussion was often intermpted, for they had to work to shift their 

subjective perspectives to gain sight of what he was descnbing. Since Liam interpreted his 

realities quite differently from the nom,  his words frequently prompted students to laugh 



with joy or cringe as they recognized the pain that had been hidden from their view but 

which Liam had been able to see. 

Liam was able to see a much wider vista of ideas and possibilities than his 

classrnates. When he participated in d e  playing activities and small group drarnatizations, 

presented an oral presentation, andor acted as chair during small a-up discussions, he did 

so with a genuine exuberance and interest. As we travelled back in hme to the mediaevd 

ages, Liam would willingly assume a lord, queen, duke, king, ando r  peasant persona. 1 

would set the scene and, based on the history that they knew andfor had recently learned, 

the students were to engage in dialogue with the other characters and take the scene where 

they wished it go. Instead of simply placing historicdly accurate words in the mouths of 

historical characters, Liam became that character. So en-pssed was he in acting as he 

believed the age decreed, that the rest of the "cast*' often tended to sit back and encourage 

Liam to continue retiving the past in our class. When his best friend, David, joined him, 

they were quite an entertaining and educative pair. Though many students possessed a 

talent for acting, Liam's talent was rooted in a love for knowledge. It seemed as if he 

simply wanted, and possibly needed, to breathe life into his passions so he could see and 

hear them. 

But the image that is most lasting in my mind is  the moment when Liam asked if he 

could intempt a literature discussion. We had been engaged in critically reflecting on the 

nature of hurnan connections as it related to the novel, The Outsiders. The discussion had 

been on-going for a few days, since the topic proved to be of Fea t  interest to this teenaged 

student body. Throughout our discussions, students had spoken of pain, joy, trust, and 

betrayal as well as several other emotions in the contexts of (re)creating their own human 

connections. Sensitive to the class mood, Liam had asked to still the dialogka1 flow 

because he wished to play a classical piece of music on his saxophone. It was a piece that 

moved my being, for it musically reproduced the nature of the emotionalities that lived 

within the classroom. 1 was deeply touched by the sounds of Liam's music as were several 

of the students. Amazing and wonderful to think that he had planned and chosen and 

practiced playing that particular classical piece, intuitively knowing that it would fit into 

place in the context of our discussion. That was Liam. 

Though Liam's voice revealed his creative intelligence and original ways of 



thinking, his written work did not. It seemed as if Liam's creativity could not be contained 

by printed forms, as it moved too quickiy. This was a frustration for me as 1 struggled with 

the rules and regulations surrounding the politics of assessment and evaluation. Because of 

the standardized nature of education's definition of intelligence, it could not andor  wouId 

not accommodate Liam's brilliance. Its rationalistic Ianguage simply did not possess the 

words. But my approach to cumculum, instruction. and assessment did, for 1 intentionally 

made explicit that 1 valued orignality, creativity, drarna, art as well as  the "basic skills." In 

the contexts of my liberatory cumculum, anecdotal reports, discussions with "next year's" 

teachers, and meetings with interested parents, 1 hoped and willed that the weight of 

documentation, standardized testing, and the politics of education would not work to 

oppress the evolution of Liam's passionate desires. 1 still wonder where Liam is and 

whether his current teachers and friends recoepize and value and feel the extraordinary 

nature of his being. My wish is that most can and do. 

Compassion 

. . . [Hannah] Arendt understood compassion as 'CO-suffering' precisely 
because it was motivated by the uniqueness of 'what is suffered by another 
person.' She called compassion 'to be stricken with the suffering of another as  
though it were contagious.' She saw it as an emotion that 'touched one in the 
flesh' (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993, p. 178). 

compassion can only evolve "as an emotion that [touches] one in the flesh" when 

that same flesh is sensitive to another person's sufferings. But it is not the way of al1 flesh 

to be sensitive to what other people are feeling. If it were so, the world's shared history 

would not include stories of human beings giving life to one o r  more of the biblically 

framed seven deadly sins. Such stories do exist because utopias do not. Although certain 

social realities sanction inhuman acts against humanity, it is compassion that lives to 

frustrate the evolution of same. Since it is not a given part of the human condition, 

compassion must be learned through personal experience. By interacting with other people, 

women and men can create room within their subjective emotional spaces for the emotional 

experiences of others. When such places exist, compassion can \ive "as an emotion that 



[touches] one in the flesh." 

1 do believe that children l e m  how to show compassion when they are raised in a 

caring and compassionate farnily setting. If the mother andfor the father make time to listen 

to and understand their children's stones of hurt, pain, and suffering and validate the 

existence of such searing ernotions, then the children (un)consciously construct memories 

of what it feels like to be loved and cared for. Such children grow up intuitively knowing 

how to care and be cared for because they have vicariously learned how to (re)create Ne1 

Noddings' ( 1 9 W  19%) notion of relational ethics. But they have learned much more than 

relational ethics as they work at creating space for others' emotionalities: They have learned 

that compassion connects them to people within and without their familiar and that such 

connections weave people together and create communities of care . . . safe places. 

Though there are many children who have grown up in such lovingly attentive 

families, there are also many children who have not. Too many children. For many 

reasons, these children were bom into "families" that did not know how to care for o r  love 

them. Instead of constructing relational connections of compassion and care, these children 

(un)consciously recreate the patterns of emotional separateness that they learned at "home." 

In order to redesign such patterns, these children need to meet someone who is familiar 

with a language of compassion and care. Perhaps they will meet a "someone" in the forrn 

of a teacher, friend, or coach who is able to read and undersbnd their unspoken Stones of 

neglect and suffering. Perhaps these children will begin to trust this "someone" and find the 

love and care that they missed meeting dunng their childhood years. If they do, they will 

begin to Leam a language of compassion and care, a language that will give them the words 

they need to construct rneaningful relationships with other human beings. 

1 remember many students who lived emotionally apart from others. They did not 

trust anyone so they did not let anyone walk into their emotional spaces. Love was defined 

quite differently by many of these students: It was not a love of care and compassion, it 

was one of indifferent sex and male power. What 1 repeatedly tried to do in my classroom 

was fil1 it witb passion, compassion, care, and tmst because 1 wished to create a place 

within which students could leam a language of compassion that differed from their own. It 

was the students' poetry that filled my classroom with emotions that "touched one in the 

flesh," emotions that reached into my sou1 and struck me "with the suffering of another as 



though it were contagious." Though 1 do not know how many of the -dents were touched 

as I was. 1 do know that a language of compassioo and care often came to live within the 

classroom. And it lived throughout the year as students carefully and compassionately 

walked into and lived for a moment within the worlds of others . . . 

Ode to a Friend 

Cail me a relation 
'Though we've no ties of blood 
Trouble me with your pain 
And I will make it  mine 

Run from your tomentors 
To my house 
It's safe and warrn 
Fi11 me with your hope and joy 
If it Ieaves you 
Return to me  for more-- 

Share with me your sunny days 
And your darkest hours 
Wander where you will, my friend 
Take my coat to w a m  you 

Lose your way, or  bruise your heart 
Or battie with yourseif 
Corne to my door 
For rest and peace 
Leave your amour at the door 

(K.H., a student, 1989) 

The Mirror 

Before me you stand 
with begging eyes, 
at times 
I have made you cry. 
You must understand, 
the creation of others 
1 camot change, 
But, 
peer deeper beyond the green of your eyes, 
and you will see 
what 1 have seen, 
the good within. 

(P.R., a student, 1990) 



Women . - . 
My k i n g  belongs to this group 
Yet 1 feel so alone, 
so isolated, 
so unnoticed, 
so sterile. 

(E.B., a student, 1993) 

Everyday I sit down by the window pane 
Dreaming for the stars to fa11 on me 
Because to me life is full of pain. 
Suddedy the clouds grow dark and thunder and lightening meet 

Every time 1 Lie down and dream for someone to join me in my dreams 
I like to be cornfortecl and feel the warrnth of love 
But like a river it will flow, vanish and join the stream. 

Sometimes 1 am shaken by reality 
That my dreams won' t corne true 
Only if 1 take it as an inspiration and hold it light. y 
Then my wish and drearns will be my virtue. 

No one is going to help me if 1 just dream 
Only myself, so then I desire and take action 
So, with al1 my stren-th and hope my brain has to function 
With no fear, 1 go on and fulfill a part of my 

dream . 

(J.B., a student, 1990) 

Cornpassionate Practices 

The tragedy of the human condition is that . . . we live in a plural world-a 
world in which we are al1 the same-that is, human-and at the same time utterly, 
isolatingly unique. The promise of the human condition is that our very 
plurality--king bom and beginning again and again-provides the opportunity 
for our speaking and acting to live together, building a world together, and 
leaming to be at home in this world . . . . (Kathleen B. Jones. 1993, p. 177). 



It is this "promise" of human connectedness that frarnes the philosophical beliefs 

that surround rny pedagogicd practices. Without knowledge of and belief in such a 

promise, the socio-political realities that f m e  the c u m n t  education system and rny 1990s' 

classrooms would overwhelm and suffocate my teaching desires. Instead of interpreting 

such a promise as an unconditional guarantee, I perceive it as a promise of possibilities. 

Such a promise cornpels me to teach, because through teaching 1 can work at (re)creating a 

classroom space within which students l e m  to value ratfier than tolerate differences 

amongst hemselves. 1 include myself in this learning, since it is from students that I gain a 

sense of what lives within and (re)shapes my being. But leaniing to "value rather than 

tolerate" takes time. a great d e d  of tirne, most probably a lifetirne. 

Consciousiy knowing and accepting this has dramatically changed the way 1 

approach my pedagogy. Instead of presuming that each student will instantly develop a 

personal interest in leaming a language of compassion and care when she is exposed to 

nurnerous in-dass opportunities, 1 now simply hope that she might learn a few words. 

Maybe she will carry these few words outside the classroom. use them in other places, and 

return wishing to l e m  more. If she does, she just might (un)knowingly create a space 

within which a personal interest for learning such a language c m  grow and continue to 

evolve. When such spaces exist, compassion and care can enter and begin to live. 

So  it is to these spaces that 1 direct my words and actions of compassion and care. 1 

do believe that such spaces live within us d l ,  though sometimes they are difficult to find. 

And though difficult, it is only compassion that can find reflections of itsetf in these spaces 

resting underneath layers of doubt and distrust-quite a wonderful irony. Because 

compassion relies on human connections, my pedagogy does as well. Students corne to 

know this as 1 explain my house d e s ,  for their ears hear a list that includes respect, care, 

and concem for self and others; cooperation; critical and creative thinking; punctuality; and 

cornmitment. 1 make a poster of this Iist, one that is colourful and easy to read. I t  is placed 

in prominent view as an explicit reminder of community values and expectations. These are 

my persona1 vaiues and expectations, 1 know this, but it is my classroom. 

As the authority, 1 believe it is my responsibitity to act as such but in a 

compassionate, canng, and dernocratic manner (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). The mentioned 

house rutes apply to me as well, unquestionably, for if they did not, 1 would be a 



contradiction, a hypocrite, a dictator. Such a state of k i n g  would negate the evolution of a 

community because it would work to dehumanize each human k i n g  that lives in my 

classroom. Compassion works against such a dehumanizing possibility when it lives 

knowing that '' . . . everything is dangerous" (Michel Foucault as quoted by Jennifer M. 

Gore, 1993, p. 154). Once it does, compassion can assume a vigilant position in the 

classroom. It is not a punitive vigilance, but a compassionate one. Thus, when a person in 

the classroom works in opposition to community values and expectations, she is 

compassionately yet firmly reminded that there are kinder and more understanding ways to 

think and a c t  The students come to know that 1 will not yell o r  humiliate them when they 

have (un)consciously chosen to transgress democratic borders because they have watched, 

and (un)intentionally scrutinized, my ways of interacting wi th them and with other people 

whose lived spaces intersect with their own. 

This watchful scrutiny is part of my teaching realities, 1 know and accept this. And 

I do not resent its presence, because 1 know that the students are subjectively trying to 

reflect on and make sense of who I am. They are attempting to determine whether my 

authontative approach is fair and just and whether it foIlows the house niles: a subjectively 

framed interpretation but one that 1 perceive as relevant precisely because it is subjectively 

formed. (If a student hotds a view that 1 interpret as problematic, I still perceive it as 

relevant, but 1 will privately question and pmblematize with this student the basis on which 

she has constructed such a standpoint.) Not only 2re the students presented with in-class 

opportunities to subjectively validate my language of compassion and care, they are also 

able to expenence its habitua1 ways when directiy and personally involved in school-based 

meetings with their parents/guardians andor  other supportive persons. My compassion is 

not class-specific, it traveIs with me to other places. And when students are able to see and 

hear and feel my compassion in the midst of discussions, such as parent-teacher-student 

meetings, they come to know that my respect, care, and concern for them, my love, is 

unconditionai. (Un)consciously knowing this, they often relax, take risks, make mistakes, 

learn, and grow. 

It is a reciprocal community, the one 1 work at creating in my c lassmm,  for that is 

the nature of compassion (Kathleen B. Jones, 1993). But it c m  only evolve as such if the 

people within the classroom spend time interacting with one another. Learning how to a r e  



and be cared for is a relational unfolding not an individualistic undertaking. Students need 

time to work together in smail andor  large groups in order to collectively work towards 

creating projects, dramatizations, oral presentations, critical discussions, and whatever else 

constitutes the curriculum. Not al1 class time is spent in the collective though, for students 

also need persona1 time. Thus, to work at  creating a balance between persona1 and group 

time, 1 ask each student for feedback. I t  is not uncornmon for certain students to opt out of 

particular group activities, they simply wish to head off on their own or with a few others 

in an alternate direction. This is fine as long as they frequently return to the collective space 

that values their subjective presences. 

When working cooperatively and collaboratively in small and/or large group 

settings, students need to feel a sense of belongingness. They need a purpose so  they are 

able to focus on the assigned task. Within each small group students are presented with a 

choice: act as the chair, scribe, or  con tributing member. (In a sense they are al1 mem bers, 

but such titles make explicit each student's group responsibilities and allow her to freely 

assume a particular f o m  of authority.) 1 intentionally constnict each group's mernbership, 

strategically placing certain students with other students, who they would not necessarily 

independently choose to work with, because disparate knowledges ne& to rneet in the 

midst of compassion and care. When they do, they are challenged to work through 

subjectively held biases in a democratic manner. 1 am aware of the fact that the nature of 

such work c m  be expenenced by some as emotionally demanding and quite objectionable. 

But such perceptions do not deter my intents, they do the opposite. For without the 

presence of such perceptions, subjective spaces of compassion will not expand. It is the 

"working through" rather than over ando r  against that strengthens a person's k i n g  and 

propels her towards places of growth and awareness. 

Though 1 frequently a s s i s  students to certain groups, 1 often enable students to 

create their own because the social stratification that exists without the ciassroom usually 

reproduces itself within when it gains sight of such reproductive opportunities. Sometimes 

this is fine but 1 hesitate condoning such seemingly uojust reproductions, they tend to 

simply "perpetuate relations of domination" (Elizabeth Ellsworth, 1989). However, 1 do 

recognize that familiars meeting with familiars is a respite, a wetcome one to some, from 

the challenges inherent within meetings between stranges and familias. At times, students 



need to rnomentarily live with other farniliar familiars, for it gives them the chance to 

construct a contrast between strange and farniliar, a contrast that often works to create a 

conscious awareness that notions of familiar and strange do exist and that this is okay. 

Even though students do create and work in small groups of their choosing, this is 

not done haphazardly. Throughout the year, 1 frequently ask each student to (re)construct 

and submit a copy of her "sociopm": an outline that includes the names of students with 

whom she believes she can work well and productively. It is confidentiai and 1 rarely 

question the contents. Basically, her sociograrn exists as an explicit representation of her 

power of choice. Thus, when I write p u p  names on the board, each student is able to 

recognize whether 1 have followed her design. Not only does the soçioagam $ve each 

student a voice in group organization, it also gives her many opportunities to (re)design the 

nature of her "ideal" group. i intentionaily and determinedly work at ensuring that each 

student in the class meets and works with each one of her classrnates. My intent is to 

frequently expose each student to the "othemess-es" that live in the classrmm because 1 

hope that her sociogram will evolve to include rather than exclude the names of students 

whose cultural %ornes" exist in forms different from her own. 

Compassion . . . and Passion 

[Attentive love] represents the capacity to attend to another's suffering in al1 its 
particularity. This extension of compassion's scope beyond the 'private' sphere 
fmm which it  emerges into the public realm is enabled through the practice of 
'sol idaritv.' a vractice chat recomizes the uniaueness of different women' s and 
men's 'p&icdlar situations of &uggle9 and sÛffering (Kathleen B. Jones, 
1993, p. 176). 

1 believe that this distinct notion of "solidarity" lives in classroom communities 

w herein teachers teach passionatel y and wi th compassion. Plural i ty is not dismissed rather 

it is valued. And this is the practice that teachers who teach passionately and with 

compassion live each day in their subjective classrooms, for it  seems that teachers who love 

to learn also wish to share such exhilarating experiences with others. These others are their 

students, young women and men who rnight o r  mi& not know or be willing to believe 

that their schooled days can be exci ting pedagogical experiences. Since these teachers 
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deeply love and value their love for leaming, they are able to see and feel the aesthetic 

beauty that lives within and creates an art out of the act of teaching. In order to share this 

beauty with others, teachers carefully and compassionately guide their students through 

their pedagogicai arts, patiently explaining and attentively listening as they move from one 

place to the next. They d o  this with care and compassion because they rernember and know 

that leaming can be, a t  times, a confusing, frightening, and challenginp experience (Sophie 

Haroutunian-Gordon, 1991; bel1 hooks, 1994, Patti Lather, 1991). 

1 have been deeply touched by my own mernories of passionate and compassionate 

teachen. My lived expenences in their classrooms live through me as 1 teach, coach. study. 

work out, and simply live. It is because of them that 1 learned that my passion for learning 

belonged in the contexts of the classroom and sport. 1 would not have known this if 1 had 

not met and interacted wi th their passionate and compassionate ways of living and teaching. 

Passion and compassion did live together in these teachers' ctassroorns, they were 

undeniably connected by the strength of love's weave. 1 remember expenencing the 

spiritual connection about which 1 have written between my own and my teachers' 

passionate desires to learn and enjoy that leaming. It was this connection that framed an 

intersection of passion and compassion. 1 felt safe to explore, since 1 (un)consciously knew 

that 1 could return from rny educational travels to a place that cared about where 1 had k e n .  

It was not just an interest in what 1 had experienced, it was a sincere interest in my 

emotional and physicai and spiritual weI1-being. 

1 have written brief stories about my travels with my teachers from elementary 

school through to and including my most recent egaduate year of study. They are stories of 

love and trust, the notions of which rarely enter and live within traditionally framed 

classrooms. It is unfortunate, it is tragic, but it is part of the realities of the nature of 

schooling in the Western world. 1 feel that as a teacher of the 1990s 1 am frequently 

confronted wi th tradition's power--both within and without my classroom. Even thouph 

tradition's fashions would look false on my f o m ,  it penists in trying to redress the nature 

of my pedagogical practices. It does this through the cumculurn and through the politics of 

education. In response, I simply meet it with rny passionate desire to five differently and 

tradition momentarily retreats. 

It is emotionally and spiritually and physically draining to teach with excitement and 



joy each school day (bel1 hooks, 1994). Over the years, 1 have experienced moments of 

pedagogical exhaustion because I teach from the depths of my being. But 1 could not and 

would not wish to teach any other way. 1 need to teach as 1 live otherwise 1 would feel as if 

1 were slowly dying in front of my students, and I would feel as if 1 were betraying their 

collective trusts. My desire is not only to teach as 1 have been taught, but to teach as 1 

believe and feel the art of teaching ought to be lived. When 1 do feel as if 1 am drowning 

emotionally and spiritually and physically, I meet a Liam. It seems that such students 

ümagically" appear in my c l a s smm when I am feeling most tired and frustrated wi th 

tradition's frequent tests of my strength. But 1 know that ma& is not at play, though it is a 

magical experience, because the power that creates moments in which the Liams (women or 

men) enter my life transcends magic's fantasticai whim. 

1 am on a journey through life and when I am teaching 1 am acutel y aware of the 

fact that 1 a m  in presence of many other journeying souls. Knowing that 1 am only one of 

the many teachers the students will meet as they make their way through their 

neighbouhood schools humbles me. Though 1 passionately believe in a critical pedagogy 

that is rooted in caring and compassiouate community values, 1 know that not al1 students 

will interpret their time spent in such a place as an intellectually exhilarating experience "that 

lifts [them] from the ground." I accept this, it symbolizes what 1 value: plurality of views. 

(1 also accept that my own standpoint will eventually shift a s  my persona1 journey 

continues to intersect with others.) 

But what 1 have experienced throughout my teaching career is the power of 

compassion and care in the classroom. As the school year progresses, the emotionalities 

that [ive wittun students' souls gradually unfolds. It is quite a beautifut sight to behold 

when students begin to trust others and work collectively and cotiaboratively towards 

forming a community. 1 love sitting on the rnargins of my classroorn, for it is from this 

place that 1 can listen to and watch the evolution of the dialogical exchanges that occur in 

the midst of small and large group discussions. As an authority, I wish to become 

superfluous in my classroom. I do not mean to imply that 1 wish to become redundant, I do 

not, What 1 thoroughly enjoy experiencing is the moment when the students take risks and 

explore ways in which they might better interact with one another, without my explicit 

intervention. It is wi th delight and joy that 1 watch students (un)conscious1y reproduce the 



caring and compassionate ways that 1 and other students have previously modelled. Once 

they gain confidence with such ways, they create their own. My own and other students' 

ways simply frarne familiar starting points, places that exists only as beginnings. They are 

not meant to live as ends. 

Not only do these places exist as a starting points for some of the students, they 

also exist as  starting points for the evolution of my own compassionate and caring ways. 1 

know that every time 1 enter a student's personal space, I am in the rnidst of leaming more 

about what it means to be a compassionate and caring human k i n g  because each student's 

realities challenge my compassion to walk in and understand the nature of what exists 

within her distinct lived space. Since 1 do not know what she has lived through or what she 

lives with, 1 need to walk carefully. If 1 do not, 1 risk treading on and crushing already 

fragile emotional mernories. As 1 gently explore the nature of her soul, 1 am irnplicitly 

telling ber that 1 will not knowingly tear through and s h e d  the delicate fabric that surrounds 

her being. 1 am hoping that she wilI begin to feel cornfortable and safe within my 

authoritative space. And 1 am hoping that she will begin to develop a sense of trust and an 

interest in creating compassionate and caring connections with other human beings. 



Value is beyond being. Yet if we are not to be taken in by fine words, we must 
recognize that this k i n g  which is beyond being possesses being in some way 
at least. These considerations suffice to make us admit that human reality is that 
by which value amves in the worid. But the meaning of k i n g  for value is that 
i i is  that toward which a k i n g  transcends its being; ëvery value-oriented act is a 
wrenching away from its own being toward---- (Jean-Paul Sartre as quoted by 
Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 237). 

Whv a Humanizina Criticd Pedagog? 

I narne my pedagogy as "critical" and "humanizing" because I value student voices. 

dialogue, cntical reflection, and care a s  approaches to education that carry with them 

unlimiteci li beratory p s i  bilities--bath for the individual and for socie ty. Such a value- 

laden j u d p e n t  is subjective in nature, it camot  be otherwise, since personal experiences 

are (re)s haped by socio-cul tural locations and constitute and are constitutive of su bjecti vel y 

constructed knowledges. Thus, the peûagogy that 1 bnng into rny classroom is rooted in 

(un)conscious judegnents about what knowledges are val ued and w hich ones are not--in 

relation to dernocratizing and humanizing education. 

So 1 teach from a "biased perspective and 1 speak from a narrative that is solely my 

own and 1 think in ways that are distinct from others . . . so d o  the students. Instead of 

interpreting such biased perspectives as unwanted in the classroom, implicitly unjust, 

andior "wrong" positionalities, "my" pedagogy's philosophical intent is to place value on 

the very fact that such biases exist. Thus, the nature of a humanizing critical pedagogy not 

only works to affirm the disparate spaces from which students and teachers speak, it also 

works to encourage the (re)construction of a classroom community that values rather than 

tolerates differences. 

Though 1 now name rny pedagogy as  a "humanizing critical" pedagogy, 1 would 

not have described it as such until this year. For it was only during this p s t  year of 

graduate studies that I learned the language through which critical pedagogy gains its form. 

and came to recognize that images of my own pedagogical practices were reflected within. 

As 1 read further into the literature on critical pedagogy, 1 met several different authors and 



came to undentand their persona1 ideas about a pedagogy that theoretically promises to 

change the social order through critical reflective action. And even though these authors 

speak from dissimilar cultural places, they share a common ideological standpoint: social 

democratic, a political place from which they subjectively criticize the curent status quo. 

Whether separated dong gender, race. class, ando r  other lines that mark social differences, 

theorists and practitioners committed to critical pedagogy's ways seem to find a common 

place in which they collectively feel at "home." Siace tbis "home" is a place that values 

"multiplicity ," it lives as a center to which marginalized people are drawn. 

In order to understand why 1 have evolved into a "criticctl" educator, 1 have 

purposel y looked backwards in time and into my childhood years. As a younp child, I 

developed a passion for reading and for imagining what existed beyond my known 

realities. So 1 (re)visited local and school libraries and, because 1 was captivated by the 

stranpe yet fascinating thoughts, feelings, and ideas that lived throughout a story's pages. 1 

repeatedly read myself into foreign and exciting worlds. Though 1 was not explicitly taught 

to think in a critical rnanner, 1 learned througb rny readings that my own knowledges 

existed in relation to many other disparate knowledges. Thus, 1 questioned what 1 knew in 

the context of what my parents, friends, and teachers held to be true. And 1 discovered 

numerous differences, contradictions, and conflicts that compelled me to continue 

questioning my own and other ideas, for I wished to make sense of my world and in doing 

so understand the nature of justice and morality. 

Not only was 1 (re)shaped by my reflective reading experiences. 1 was also 

pmfoundl y influenced by certain teachers--both within and without school boundaries. 

When these "teachers" asked: m a t  do you think?", 1 felt valued. And after critically 

reflecting on the nature of my thoughts in relation to a particular issue, 1 spoke, and my 

words were heard, listened to, respected, and included in whatever decision was k i n g  

made. As a young girl, being asked what 1 thought by adults who 1 respected and admired 

was an incredibly empowering experience. Such expenences are not easily forgotten, for 
< C  4 . . . once you leam to look at yourself critically, you look at everything around you with 

new eyes' " (Carolyn, a student, as quoted by bel1 hooks, 1994, p. 1 17). 

As 1 travelled through elementary, junior, and senior grade levels and then into 

university, 1 canied with me a passion for ideas and a desire to explore my own and other 



knowledges with teachers who valued what 1 did. And 1 was fortunate in meeting and 

working with such teachers, women and men who by their very presence and ways of 

teaching validated what 1 believed and passionately wished education to be. Because 1 

loved books and ideas and critical reflection, 1 was, it seemed, on a continuous quest for 

knowledges that lived outside my known realities. The profession through which 1 thought 

1 could further my quest and embark on other such explorations was teaching-so I studied 

and "became" a teacher, something 1 do believe 1 was meant to be . . . in one form or 

another. Thus, I teach. And when 1 enter my classroom, wherever it might be, I cany with 

me my passions for books, critical knowledge construction, justice, and social change. Not 

only does my profession implicitly affirm rny personal quest for more and new 

knowledges, it also -gants me a place in a classroorn. And it is into this classroom that 1 

c a r y  my love of children, rny passions, my form of critical pedagogy, and deeply 

embedded beliefs about what education can and ought to be. 

My classroom is "my" classroom and 1 work to (re)create a sense of "home," not 

only for the students but for me as well. Because 1 think of a classroom space as inherently 

possessing the potential to evolve into a democratic and humanizing cornmuni ty, 1 

deliberately persist in (re)shaping the nature of the social relations that constitute and are 

constitutive of its ever-evolving form, for 1 remember my own school experiences wherein 

1 was embraced by a teacher's passion for knowledge, her love for children, and her 

unwillingness to allow the dominant ideology's oppressive powers to break her spirit. 

These memories have lasted for many years, and 1 have no doubt that they will continue to 

remain as vivid as their are today simply because they are intricately intertwined with the 

nature of my being. 1 am extremely fortunate to own such memories, for they frequently 

ernerge to remind me to accept my mistakes and to struggle through and past whatever 

challenges I meet. 

And 1 do  rneet many challenges, both within and without the classroom, as 1 

stniggle to (re)construct a democratic setting within which a humanizing critical pedagogy 

can evolve. Though the realities that face teachets and students in today's schools are 

camed into the classroom as "ism-ed" oppressions that can, potentially, work to denigrate. 

humiliate, and destroy a hurnan being's sense of being, I still believe that: 



. . . learning is a place where paradise can be created. The classroom, with al1 
its limitations, remains a location of possibility. In that field of possibility we 
have the opportunity to labor [sic] for freedom, to demand of ourselves and our 
cornrades, an openness of rnind and heart that allows us to face reality even a s  
we collectively imagine ways to move beyond boundaries, to transgress. This is 
education as the practice of freedom (bel1 hooks, 1994, p. 207). 

Prac tici n g Freedom 

1 have been studying and writing for several months now with an excitement and 

joy that has been absent from my k i n g  for many years. Choosing graduate studies over 

full-time work was not a difficult choice, even though the prospect of living on a graduate 

student's "non-income" was initially somewhat frightening. But 1 needed to return to  a 

place wherein 1 intuitively knew my passions for critical knowledge construction, justice, 

and social change would be vdidated. Thus, after teaching for six years in a nurnber of 

different locations--Vancouver, Whitehorse, and Halifax County--1 "became" a p d u a t e  

student at Mount Saint Vincent University. Not only have 1 been fortunate to have worked 

with two intelligent, caring, and compassionate people, Ann and John, 1 have also been 

able to gain literacy in a language I needed and unconsciously wanted to know. 1 have 

discovered what Paulo Freire (1970/1994) believes lives within critical pedagogy: freedorn. 

Though a question rnight be posed: "Freedom from what?", there is no need to establish a 

definitive answer. For 'Yreedom" is a feeling that cornes from within, a feeling that is 

m t e d  in a desire to change the nature of whatever is subjectively perceived as restrictive, 

Iimiting, oppressive. 

In the context of the evolution of this thesis, within and without the wri tten text, 1 

have been able to freely explore and study certain knowledges that 1 perceive as relevant to 

my area of study. Since 1 chose to approach my thesis from a critical reflective research 

perspective that is rooted in personal experiences, 1 have been able to validate the 

knowledges that constitute my partial narrative as  it exists at this time. Thus, instead of 

feeling as if traces of my k i n g  did not belong in the context of a master's thesis, I felt that 

my experiences, my knowledges, and rny languages were an i n t e p l  part of this project. 

And even though my personal experiences were positioned at the center of my criticaI 

reflections, 1 intentionally worked to include disparate knowledges and a problematizing 

"why?" 



So I looked to numerous pieces of research in order to find other knowledges, for 1 

knew that 1 needed to listen to many voices, not just my own. As 1 read several articles, 

essays, books, and remembered specific ideas expressed by Ann, John, and Blye (my 

thesis committee members), a problernatizing "why?" often found its way into my 

reflections. And I welcomed this "why?" because 1 believe that '' . . . everything is 

dangerous" (Michel Foucault as quoted by Jennifer M. Gore, 1993, p. 154). And this 

"everything" includes my own and other knowledges, for implicit within such subjectively 

frarned spaces are value-laden judgrnents conceming what is important and what is not. 

Because I wish to rernain vigilant about the nature of the knowledges that constitute and are 

constitutive of the political, socio-cultural, ethical, and epistemological positionalities that 

frarne a person's subjective place, I often (un)consciously look to Michel Foucault's 

cautionary words for an explicit reminder to question and doubt what is considered known. 

It seems that at the root of Michel Foucault's " . . . evetything is dangerous" is Patti 

Lather's (1991) notion that each hurnan being is a " . . . constantly moving subjectivity" (p. 

xix). In a way, Michel Foucault's focus on the relationships between knowtedge and 

power and Patti Lather's pst-modern "positionalities" are related, for as people move 

through experience and time the nature of their subjective knowledges shift. And it is such 

shifts that frame the everevotving nature of human beings, their subjective knowledges 

and, thus, the political realities that frame social worlds. Because I believe that al1 

knowledges are connected in some way, I follow my mind's lead cind imagine and 

(re)create connections between "disparate" knowledges that are, at times, presented as 

implicitly disconnected. For I know that al1 human beings are connected to some degree; 

and what determines the nature of that degree is the nature of the "birth-places" that 

(re)shape the nature of our beings. 

Situated as  a (re)creator of a subjectively frarned thesis project, 1 have repeatedly 

critically reflected on the nature of rny own "birth-place" as it relates to who I was 

yesterday, who I am today, and who I might become tomorrow. As a result of reading into 

certain authors' worlds and exploring deeper into my own, 1 have developed a conscious 

awareness of many things about my realities that 1 had inhiited but not fully known. Not 

only do 1 own a better understanding about the nature of critical pedagogy's theoretical and 

practical evolution, I also own a greater awareness of the fact that 1 was unknowingly 



living a subjective reflection of its form within and without my classroom worlds. It seems 

somewhat "natural" that the nature of my thesis project situated me in a place from which 1 

engaged in a personal form of critical pedagogy, one that enabled me to t r a n s p s s  bordered 

knowledges and experience, on the other side, the exhilaration of living as an empowered 

k ing .  

Chaptered Knowledges 

. . . the teacher is forever involved in constituting meanings. This act of 
forming applies to perspectives on the teaching act, on education viewed as 
intentional undertaking and social enterprise. It applies to the perspectives 
through which persons are seen, knowledge structures apprehended, ethical 
problerns resolved. Also it applies to questions touching on dissent, refom, 
and the transformation of cultural institutions; it applies to the methods chosen 
for responding to the inhumanities of the time (Maxine Greene, 1973, p. 273). 

When it came time to choose a thesis topic and research approach, I realized that my 

interests rested in "constituting meanings" as they applied to my theories and my pmctices 

as a critical educator. But before 1 could engage in constituting meanings, 1 needed to create 

a foundation on which such meanings could be (re)constructed. Based on my own and 

other subjective notions of "critical pedagogy," I began to write into Chapter Two my own 

interpretation of the notion of a humanizing critical pedagogy. Since human natures are 

rnulti-layered and critical pedagogy values multiplicity in the classroorn, the theories that 

underlie the practice of critical pedagogy can be (re)created in many disparate ways. And 

although different interpretations exist across theoretical spaces, cri tical pedagogy ' s 

liberatory intents are shared. 

My notion of critical pedagogy shares such a liberatory intent, one that is rooted in 

voice, dialogue, critical reflection, and ernpowerment. Though classroom settings are 

multi-layered and ever-evolving, 1 believe that certain layers need to live within classroom 

spaces in order to support the presence of student voices, cntical dialogical interactions. 

critical reflections, and personai empowerments. The theoretical framework that 1 have 

described in Chapter Two outlines these layers in relation to the authors who have created 

their forms: dialogue-Nicholas C. Burbules; compassionate authority--Kathleen B. Jones; 

epistemology-Mary Field Belenky et al; morality--Carol Gilligan; care-Ne1 Noddings: and 



others, such as Maxine Greene, bel1 hooks, and Paulo Freire. There are other layers, 1 

know this, but the ones 1 have mentioned form a basic framework to which other layers can 

be added when needed. And other layers will be added because the nature of criticai 

pedagogy is (re)shaped by the students and the teachers who constitute the classroom 

setting that frames criticai pedagogy's practical form. 

Since the nature of classroom practices changes in relation to the people in the 

classroom, the educational objectives of the dominant ideology, and the politics that frame 

the "outside" world, critical pedagogy as theory does not always evolve smoothly into 

critical pedagogy as classroom practice. Thus, it is in the context of Chapter Three that I 

critically reflect on the nature of critical pedagogy as defined by theorists, such as Paulo 

Freire, Ira Shor, Peter McLaren, and Henry A. Giroux because their man-made voices 

dominate the current discourse on criticaI pedagogy. My subjectively (re)constructed 

critique on the theory of critical pedagogy is framed by six years of teaching as a critical 

educator in, primady, high school settings. Even though six years in cornpanson to twenty 

is deemed "minimal experience" by "wenty-year experienced" teachers, the fact that 1 

travelled from classroorns in West Vancouver to others in Vancouver, Whitehorse, and 

Halifax County demonstrates that my notion of critical pedagogy was "tested" by several 

disparate cultures. As a result, "my" pedagogy frequently shifted in sound and sense as the 

students with whom 1 worked challenged the very foundations on which it had been built. 

Teaching is filled with challenging moments both within and without the classroom 

setting, and the challenges about which 1 write, as part of Chapter Four, evolved from 

moments of student resistance towards my li  beratory curriculum. 1 own numerous 

memories of such moments, for the nature of a pedagogy that relies on student voice, 

dialogue, and critical reflection at the same tirne that it values cultural differences is bound 

to, at some point, incite ideological conflicts. Not only does the current discourse on critical 

pedagogy exclude mention of the fact that the power relations that exist outside the 

classroom ultimately find their way in, it also fails to include any references to the sexist 

nature of school cultures. As a result, the theorists' collective assumption that students will 

enthusiastically reveal the nature of their own subjectivities and engage in critical dialogical 

interactions is proven to be false when their theories are practiced as prescri bed. 

The moments of student resistance that 1 remember most vividly are included as 



anecdotal vignettes in Chapter Four. Though I have worked with more than MO students 

over the past six years. the students who 1 remember most are those who deeply disturbed 

the nature of my being. Even though I wrote only a select number of student voices into the 

context of this chapter, I made tirne during this wnte to (relvisit many of the other student 

voices that also live within my heart and mind. These voices mean a great deal to me, for 

they exist to remind me to remember what 1 have leamed from specific classroorn 

experiences. And since 1 highly value what these students have taught me over the years, 1 

listen again and again to thei r voices and 1 (re)write their stories into my personal narrative 

from which 1 read as t teach. 

When 1 reflect on "why 1 teach?" and "why 1 teach as I do?", 1 am trying to make 

sense of the nature of my being in the context of the nature of my critical pedagogy. At a 

very eariy age, 1 came to know that 1 loved to read, to leam, and imagine different ways of 

living and thinking. Fortunately, 1 met a number of teachers during my school years who 

understood my passions and encouraged me to  embrace and follow the lead of these same 

passions. These teachers did not always make explicit such encouragements, they did not 

need to, for they taught with a deep passion for their subject areas and a genuine 

compassion for their students. 1 inwardly rejoiced when 1 found myself sitting in a 

classroom wherein the teacher invited passion and compassion to enter--1 felt very much "at 

home." 

Because I am acutely aware of the fact that my personal experiences in the 

"classrooms" of my past have (re)shaped the nature of my pedagogical practices, Chapter 

Five includes several anecdotal vignettes about a number of extra-ordinary women and 

men: the menton in my life. 1 use the term "mentors" intentionally, for their natures and 

their altruistic intents tmscended the dominant and somewhat lirniting connotation that is 

attached to "teacher." Even though 1 met most of my mentors in classrooms, 1 d s o  met 

others without, for education is not exclusive to schools. Because my life's joumey was 

profoundl y influenced by the manner in which "my menton" respected and valued and 

cared for my being, 1 constantly work to humanize the nature of classroom interactions 

because I wish to give to "my" students what my menton gave to me: an education of the 

soul. 



An Endinq 

Exultation is the going 
Of an idand soul to sea, -- 
Past the houses, past the headlands, 
Into deep etemi ty ! 

Bred as we are, among the mountains, 
Can the sailor understand 
The divine intoxication 
Of the first league out from land? 

(Ernily Dickinson, 2859) 

The evolution of my being will continue past this conciuding point but this thesis 

will not. For i t ends here, on these pages, with these words. As 1 leave this theoretical 

space, 1 carry with me new tanguages, new knowledges, and new powers to places that 1 

do not yet know, cm only imagine, but am eager to explore. In the context of the 

(re)construction and (re)writing this thesis, 1 have leamed a great deal about the nature of 

my being and the subjectivities that have worked to define my political positionalities. 

Because 1 have read a considerable amount of information on the topic of "cri tical" 

pedagogy as  it relates to both feminist and critical pedagogies, 1 have becorne farniliar with 

several authors' voices. And as  I review the sources that constitute both my references and 

bibliography, 1 am aware that my eyes rest on cerbin names and pass over others. The 

authors' names that hold rny attention are those that wrote compassion, passion, 

knowledge, and a sense of humili ty into their narratives: Maxine Greene, bel1 hooks, 

Sophie Haroutunian-Gordon, Frances A. Maher, Mary Kay Thornpson Tetreault, Jane 

Roland-Martin, and Ann Louise-Brookes in particular deeply touched my soul. Because 

they wrote from and with their hearts, minds, and bodies, I sensed that each holds a 

personal cornmitment to and passion for working with students, teaching, and searching 

for knowledges that are not yet known--commitments and passions that I share. 

1 am not surprised that the voices which resonated most within my soul belong 

solely to women, for in the context of my graduate studies 1 have experienced a liberation 

from interna1 sexist oppressions. Thus, 1 am (un)consciously looking to women for stories 

that tell of their own such experiences and for validation of the feminist consciousness that 

is evolving to (re)shape my being and, thus, the ways in which I interact with the women 



and men who travel through my worlds. Underneath layers upon layers of intellectual 

rationalizations 1 discovered a voice within my k i n g  that desired to be heard. And this 

voice spoke from a woman-ness that had yet to merge into and become an authentic part of 

my being.As a resu!t, a latent woman-ness hidden deep within my k i n g  has k e n  disturbed 

and shaken into a state of child-like being, for it has only recently been born and is just 

beginning to grow and evolve. Though it is somewhat frightening to be in the rnidst of 

such a revolutionary shift in being, I am passionately excited about where this shift is 

taking me. And because I have already met a number of ferninist authors, 1 know that f 

need not joumey alone as 1 explore my own and other feminist spaces. 

Not only have 1 developed a passionate interest in researching and knowing more 

about what it means to women to live as women in a society dominated by men, I am also 

interested in learning more about how language and knowledge function a s  agents of 

power. As 1 moved from beginning to end in the context of this thesis project, my interests 

have shifted from critical pedagogy's domain to other areas of study. 1 recoe4ze that my 

theoretical travels have propelled my k i n g  deeper into the layers that constitute the 

discourse of critical pedagogy, for language, knowledge, and power rest within the spaces 

that surround critical pedagogy's ideological forms. 1 d o  not mean to imply that 1 will be 

distancing myself from cntical pedagogy's theory and practice, I am simply transgressing 

the borders that separate the general from the specifrc. 

This ending marks a beginning for the on-going evo1ution of new knowtedges, 

ideas, and insights, and 1 look forward to being able to spend tirne (re)reading particularly 

inspiring texts and searching the library shelves for more of the same. My passions for 

criticat knowledge construction, justice, and social change have been weaved into the fabric 

of this thesis . . . it cannot be otherwise, since my subjectivities have (re)shaped my cntical 

reflections, rny words, and the framework through which this work emerged. This thesis 

project now exists in its finai form, living only as a momentary reflection, an image of 

where 1 was at a particular moment in time. And as 1 walk away from this concluding 

space, 1 carry with me mernories of the emotional, intellectual, and spiritual exhilarations 

that left me a " . . . Little newer for the term . . . and [Upon] enchanted ground" (Emily 

Dickinson, 1868). 
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