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Burnt Norton 

Time present and time past 
Are both perhaps present in time future 
And time future contained in time past. 
If al1 time is eternally present 
Al1 time is unredeemable. 
What might have been is an abstraction 
Remaining a perpetual possibihty 
Ody in a world of speculation. 
What rnight have been and what has been 
Point to one end, which is always present. 
Footfalls echo in the rnemory 
Down the passage which we did not take 
Towards the door we never opened 
Into the rose-garden. My words echo 
Thus, in your mind. 

But to what purpose 
Disturbing the dust on a bowl of rose-leaves 
1 do not know. 

Other echoes 
Inhabit the garden. Shall we follow? 
Quick, said the bird, find them, find them, 
Round the corner. Through the first gate, 
Into our first world, shall we follow 
The deception of the thrush? Into Our first world. 
There they were, dignified, invisible, 
Moving without pressure, over the dead leaves, 
In the autumn heat, through the vibrant air, 
And the bird called, in response to 
The unheard music hidden in the shrubbery, 
And the unseen eyebeam crossed, for the roses 
Had the look of flowers that are looked at, 
There they were as our guest, accepted and accepting. 
So we moved, and they, in a forrnal pattem, 
Aiong the empty dey,  into the box circle, 
To look down into the drained pool. 
Dry the pool, dry concrete, brown edged, 
And the pool was filled with water out of sunlight, 
And the lotos rose, quietly, quietly, 
The surface glittered out of heart of light, 
And they were behind us, reflected in the pool. 



Then a cloud passed, and the pool was empty. 
Go, go, go, said the bird: human kind 
Cannot bear very rnuch reality. 
Time past and time fiiture 
What might have been and what has been 
Point to one end, which is always present. 

(T. S. Elliot, 1935) 



This study is dedicated to Benjamin, Justin, Logan and Elizabeth. 

May the "what might have been and what has been" in your lives, be marked by 
choice and not by necessity. 



ABSTRACT 

This study directs itself to an investigation of the predorninant underlying theories 

of culture and education used in Canadian Native educational academic discourse. 

The argument put forth in this dissertation is that the governing cultural and 

educational theories utilized in this body of knowledge serve to rationalize and 

legitimate the educationai and societal exclusion of First Nation(s) peoples. 

Chapter One briefly outlines the cultural and educationd theonies currently 

dorninating the discourse and discusses some persona1 reasons for my concern with 

these theories. Chapter Two discusses the theoretical concepts taken up to 

investigate and critique the prevailing theories found in Native educational 

discourse. Chapter Three Iays out the textual methodology used in the discursive 

analysis of this particular body of knowledge. Chapter Four provides a general 

overview of the Native educational literature produced over the last twenty-five 

years and begins the analysis of the inherent theoretical difficulties with the 

identified "cuItura1 determinist" and "equality of opportunity" educational theories. 

Chapter Five offers an example of deconstruction, the discursive analysis technique 

used in this thesis to demonstrate the embeddedness of "cultural determinist" and 

"equality of opportunity" theoretical perspectives in the dominant Native 

educational discourse. Chapter Six investigates the historical orighs of cultural 

determinkm and argues that in much of Native educational discourse, the tenn 

culture is synonymous with race. Finally, Chapter Seven pinpoints a number of 

counter positions found in Native educational discourse and discusses some 

theoretical and pedagogical possibilities for underrnining and displacing these 

prevailing cultural and educational theories. 
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Prologue 

Several weeks before the defense of this dissertation, 1 was asked by a cornmittee 

member what 1 considered at the time, an unusual question. He remarked that he 

didn't see me in this work and wondered why that was. "See me?" 1 asked. " Do you 

mean politically?" "No" 1 was told. "I know where you have positioned yourself 

politically, what 1 cadi find in here is you." "Aaah!" 1 was being asked why 1 hadn't 

appeared at a personal feve1 in thjs work. Later, when 1 got home and had a chance 

to think about what we had talked about, 1 iealized that *&is was indeed a legitimate 

question. If I was going to talk about my family in this dissertation then why 

shouldn't I be prepared to t ak  about myself as weli? And so as a way of introduction 

to this study, I would like to tell you a iittle bit about myself. What defines me both 

personally and politically in this work is that I am in a position of being the "standard" 

against which "others" are measured, with a peculiar twist. The "others" in this case 

are people near and dear to me, and whose lives 1 have been able to do no more then 

bear witness to. 

1 married a Native man not because he was "Native" but because he was a man 

with whom 1 fell in love. Aaah, good old liberalism! 1 had always been taught that 

we are al1 the sarne and there is equal opportunity for anyone to be and do whatever 

they want. How amazingly naive 1 was. Reflecting back, when the harsh redity of 

this world set in and I came to the painfiil understanding that to be married to a 

Native man rneant "Native" was going to be the operative word in my social relations 

and that we would be marked outside the mainstream, 1 started to panic. How on 

earth would my children survive this? Knowing that the hardest stretch of their lives 

would be in school, 1 decided to become a teacher. 1 hoped this would provide me 

with a means of protecting them to some degree fiom the world they would enter 



when they went to school. However, after my bief teaching experience in a First 

Nation(s) school, 1 realized this was probably not the best protection 1 could provide 

and went back to do my Masters and subsequently my Ph.D. to see what else 1 might 

be able to do. 

It was in this journey through acadernia that 1 came head to head with critical 

pedagogy - not a pleasant experience but one which introduced me to the concept of 

"White privilege". 1 had choice. 1 coufd go any where, do virtually anything 1 

wished, I was entitled - 1 was part of the "in" crowd. This was certainly not the case 

for the rest of my farnity. The "other" people in my life had no such privilege. I 

became cognizant of the social fact that I was the reason the people 1 loved were 

constructed as "other". 

Being a white, heterosexual, able-bodied person is the reason that the people in my 

life are subj ected to pain, degradation and exclusion. I do nul consider myself 

absent, brtt fullypresent in firis texi, because the academic comrnunity in which 1 

work and the society in which I live are always present in Native educational 

discourse. It is, after all, a discourse foremostly written by Euro-Canadians - those 

individuals whose absence is marked by their always present construction of "others" 

reality. 1 aiso know that no matter how rnany tears 1 wipe away or how personally 

involved 1 am, 1 will never experience the stmggles my husband and children have to 

go through every day of their lives in light of the standards this society has set for 

them and that 1 meet carte blanche simply because of who 1 am. 

It has been my intent in this study to create spaces in the discourse. Hopefùlly in 

these spaces, "others" will be able to speak in their own voices. It is my beiief that 

one of the ways these spaces can be created, is by getting those whose "talk" is 

privileged simply by being born with the approved set of social and physical criteria, 

to start thinking about the unnecessary human restriction and exclusion that is caused 



when main-stream identities and realities are assembled on the backs of those 

constmcted as outside the norm. 

This is what this study is about. It is an attempt to make the invisible reality 

against which "others" are measured visible. It is a work that strives to unveil the 

underlying presence of Euro-centrism in Native educational discourse. Specifically, 

it is an atternpt to explore Native educational discourse as a "regime of tmth". It is an 

investigation into how meaning and power impact in this discourse, exploring what 

purposes this "regime of truth" has served in the construction of Native identities and 

their socio-educational reality within a broader context of asymmetricai relations. To 

do so, this study andyzes how the cultural theories and concepts used to constmct 

the "other" are iinked to certain educational philosophies and theories in the Native 

educational discourse to authorize Euro-Canadian power, Iegitimacy and entitlement 

through a socio-historicd ideological fiamework that excludes, denigrates, and denies 

"other's" voices and opportunities in the area of formal schooling. 



Chagter One 

Inside Information 

Take up the White Man's Burden - 
Send furth the best ye breed - 
Go bind your sons to exile 
To serve your captives' nee& 
To wait in heavy harness, 
On fluttmedfolk and wild - 
Your new-caught sullen peuples, 
Haljdevil and h d f  cliild (Rudyard Kipling, 1 920). 

Introdu ctiun 

Native educational literature is a body of knowledge explicitly concerned with the 

education of First Nation(s) peoplesl. It has a lengthy histoty, fiamed by Western 

colonialkm and its global push for national sovereignty, temtory and power. It is a 

body of knowledge whose origins lie in the colonial imperatives of 18th century 

Europe and one consuming question: how could European education be used to 

"civilize" and "assimilate" the sauvage? Much of the present day Native educational 

literature grew fiom this question. European society took what it saw in "Lndian" 

societies and "Indian" people and developed educational theory and pedagogy geared 

'several points of clarification are needed in reference to the term First Nation(s) 
peoples. First, 1 have chosen to use the plural term First Nation(s) peoples shce I 
wîsh to stress the point that there are many First Nation(s) groups and that these 
groups are made up of multiple voices, perspectives and locations. Second, 1 take the 
term First Nation(s) to mean those individuals whose ancestors were the original 
occupants of Canada. In Native educational discourse, the term First Nations(s) often 
refers only to those Native people who hold Treaty status, particularly those who 
reside on reserves. This excludes rather a lot of individuals. I am beginning to 
wonder if this might be one of the ways the discourse works to retain its socio- 
historical shape. 



towards the absorption of the Indian population into Euro-Canadian Society in ways 

that were neither visible, offensive nor threatening to non-Indians. In 1 768, Father Le 

Jeune of the Recollect order wrote, 

In order to wean them [the sauvage] fiom their native customs 
and to give them an opportunity of learning the French language, 
virtue and manners, that they may aftenvards assist their country 
women, we have decided to send two or three of them to France 
(Thwaites, 1897(b): 145). 

At its core, it was a question that arose fiom a belief that "Indians were backward, 

savage, uncivilized and childlike" (Perley, 1993 :20). Coupled with this belief was the 

conviction that it was the responsibility of the "advanced" Western nations to assist 

the more primitive peoples adapt to the challenges of the modem world. 

The colonial agenda of Indian civilization and assimilation was made official 

government policy in 1868 under a piece of legislation known as the Indian Act. The 

Indian Act provided a separate code of rules and regulations for those the federal 

government defined as "Indian". The Act included an education section which 

outlined who would go to school, where they would go to school, how long they 

would go and what they would learn (Longboat, l987:3 1/32). While Indian education 

from the late 1800's to the1970ts assumed new shapes in various changes fiorn 

mission schools to boarding schools to integration with public schools, its objectives 

remained the same. From the 18th century, seminary, industrial, day and residential 

schools were implemented by the colonizer to "advance" the state of the Indian 

through education. The final goal of this education was to erase d l  vestiges of Indian 

culture and to replace it with European culture. 

However, over the course of Canadian history, the federal goverment's long term 

educationd goals for First Nation(s) peoples changed. The transformation was the 

result of a number of factors, including the long standing "active" role played by 

Indigenous people(s) in protecting their communities and identities. Not surpnsingly, 



this proactive stance taken by First Nation(s) peoples has existed for as long as the 

colonial agenda itself. This educational counterpoint, woven throughout the long 

history of Native education is evidenced by the tremendous difficulties people like 

Father Le Jeune had convincing Indian cornmunities to send their children to early 

serninary schools. 

They [the Huron] said that the children were dependent upon their 
parents, that the way was rough and wearisome, that the rnothers 
had tender hearts (Thwaites, 1 897(a): 89). 

By the 1 970is, civilization and assimilation were no longer the stated objectives 

that drove govenunent and educational policy. For First Nation(s) peoples, the 

culmination of many long years of fighting colonialism for the legal right to control 

their own iives came in the fonn of "The Red Paper", produced by the Indian 

Association of Alberta in 1970. Picked up by the National Indian Brotherhood in 

1972, two of the most important recommendations this document made were that the 

only solution to Native problems lay in Native hands and the basis for this solution lay 

in control of their own education. The federal goverment accepted, in principle, this 

paper almost immediately and initiated the process of transferring responsibility for 

education to First Nation(s) communities ( B m a n  et al. 1987:2). 

Native educational literature matched this change in position and started to ask a 

different question: How could formal schooling help to "give back" Native culture to 

Native peoples and engender autonomy and self-determination? No longer intent on 

wiping Native culture off the faces of Native children, the prevailing focus in the 

discourse was on finding curricular and pedagogical ways of painting it back on. Two 

significant conclusions were reached. The first was that Native cultural curriculum 

had to be included dong with Euro-Canadian academic curriculum. The second was 

that Native children had to be taught in a manner similiar with the ways in which they 

were taught at home and in their comunities. The learning mismatch between the 



home and school needed to be addressed if Native children were to  be successfùl at 

schooI. This educational success would provide the possibility of fbture cultural 

cohesion and socio-political independence. Put simply, the governing Native 

educational literature reversed its position. Instead of using formal schooling as a 

tool to "civilie" and "assimilate" the "Indian", it focused on using formal schooling to 

regenerate Native culture and autonomy. It is still the major objective proposed in the 

literature. 

Despite this admirable reversa1 in Native educational literature, there are two very 

important anchoring concepts which have remained the same and which cause me 

serious concern. The first of these is the literature's portrayal of Native cbildren. 

There has been an almost fanatical adherence to certain cultural characteristics 

understood as "Native" in this literature. In Native education, "Native" continues to 

mean that aZZ Native individuals adhere to certain beliefs and practices and behave in 

certain ways which in turn affect their ability to learn. Elofson (1987:32) provides a 

good exarnple of this particular type of representation when she asserts, 

Most middle class children are introduced to the skiIls of reading, 
writing, and arithmetic at home before they ever attend 
school. ..Most Indian children receive no such preschool training. 
Their early education consists of learning the skills of traditional 
Indian society. While other children learn to read and write they 
go hunting, camping and fishing. 

It is a cultural representation which concerns me. It concems me because it argues 

that all Native students, whether they have grown up in the city, in the country, on a 

reserve, in British Columbia or Newfoundland, hold specific cultural "differences" 

which directly impact on their ability to learn in Western classrooms. 

The second concept that remains embedded in general Native educational literature 

is one that views the educational system itself as a neutral vehicle for achieving 

fùnctional ends. Oakes (1988:41) presents us with an example of this concept of 



educationd neutrality when she asks the question, "If the primary purpose of 

education is to provide students with modem job related skills, do cultural courses 

have a place in present-day classrooms?" Oakes assumes that the classroom is not a 

cultural site, splitting Native culture and Western classrooms into a dichotomy which 

writes classrooms as impartial rather than contexhialized or saturated in Euro- 

Canadian culture. 

Inside "In formation ": Persona1 Experknces wiih Cultural "D jfference" and 
Schooling 

For a number of persond reasons these two aspects of Native educational 

literature bother me. Circumstance, experience and knowledge have shaped my life in 

ways that have forrned my perspective on the world and my place within it. I also 

believe that in the academic realm, it is important to identiS, and speak to the 

experiences and knowledge that have shaped the way we read and write the world for 

ourselves and for those who read us. For me, this serves two important purposes. 

First, it provides a map for the reader of the place ffom which 1 write. Second, it is a 

constant reminder to myself not to assume that what 1 write constitutes any form of 

uncontestable truth. Rather it is a window to the place in which 1 find myself and is 

"true" only in so far as it reflects my current understanding of the particular world that 

1 have been living in for the past twmty years. 

There are three specific reasons why 1 chose to  h e r s e  myself in Canadian Native 

educational academic discour~e.~ The impetus behind this dissertation cornes from 

my experiences as a rnother to children who are Native and who claim First Nation(s) 

identity. 1 have been driva by a need to know why 1 could not, in any satisfactory 

way, make sense of some of my children's educationd experiences. Being "white" 1 

2 ~ l e  1 will not be qualiwng Native educational discourse with "Canadian" or 
"academic" throughout this dissertation, that is the discursive focus of this study. 



had never encountered the type of educational reality they were subjected to. What 1 

did know was that my children were being adversely affected by educational 

experiences and knowledge that were both destructive and exclusionary - 1 have 

wiped the tears flowing down my children's faces after they have been physically or 

emotionaily beaten up at school because they were perceived as "different", this 

dflerence apparently justi@ng the treatment they received. 

In an educational system designed to instill the kind of social and academic 

experiences necessary for chiidren to becorne competent, confident adults, 1 have sat 

in classrooms where my children have been "taught" about themselves. 1 have seen 

the look of realization that crossed their small faces when they became aware that 

because they were Native they were perceived as "difFerentt' - this "difference" ofien 

separating them in dubious ways fiom their classrnates. Buffaloes, teepees, beaded 

moccasins, head bands, singing "One M e ,  two M e ,  three little Indians" and names 

like Running Bear and Little Star defined the classroom knowledge about who they 

were. 

1 have watched as they valiantly stmggled to make sense of how they were being 

assembled by others. In trying to cope with the notions of identity projected ont0 

them by others, 1 have watched as they rejected both their father and me in turn and 

ultimately rejected themselves. 1 have been angered, fiustrated and at times 

hopelessly overwhelmed by the stock nature of the "cultural" knowledge taught to rny 

children and the detrimental experiences this knowledge has engendered. This 

dissertation is my way of trying to rnake their world a better, safer place. 

The location fiom which 1 write has also been shaped by my experiences as a 

teacher. It has been both different and the same as the educationai experiences of my 

own children. I have worked in reserve schools where the student population was 

composed solely of First Nation(s) children. As a teacher, 1 ofien observed how it 

was the same standardized "type" of cultural knowledge that my chiIdren were being 



taught, which was used by the teachers in this school to construct the student's 

cultural identity . However, because al1 the student s were of First Nation(s) ancestry, 

this formulait knowledge of what constituted cultural "difference" became the 

cornerstone fiom which to explain everything that was happening in the classrooms. 

In the schools where 1 taught, Native students oflen stmggled both acadernically 

and socially. Their struggle was ofien attributed to their cultural "difference". It was 

comrnonly asserted that the children and their community used time differently -they 

rnissed school because of traditional seasonal activities. They learned differently - 

theirs was a cooperative society -they didn't compete. They had different priorities - 
they were interested in hunting, tanning, beading rather than going to school. They 

were better at right brain tasks - painting murals on the walls was a more productive 

task than learning to read and so on and so forth. 

This rationaiization was one that assumed that the inability of Native students to 

rneet social and academic expectations of the educational system was a result of the 

children's different "culture" rather than because of the dominant education system's 

perception about what constituted Native culture. However, as Ruth Pamy (1978: 1) 

comrnents ".. . most of us have in Our consciousness an inherited historical ideology to 

explain so-calied Native inferiority which accounts for and rationalizes the poor 

school performance of Native children, thus Ietting teachers 'off the hook"'. 

Moreover, these particular stereotypical notions of "difference" were linked to 

cuniculum and pedagogicd practices that had disastrous consequences for the 

cultural identity and education of these children. From my perspective, these children 

were subjected to educational and cultural abuse. 

Finally, 1 wnte from a perspective that has been formed, in part, through an 

immersion in the academiç Native educational discourse. 1 have spent the last five 

years reading and researching many "different aspects" of Native education. 1 have 

studied community development and education, school organizational dynamics, 



teachers and Native education and cross-cultural educational theory and research. 1 

irnrnersed myself in this literature in order to try and make some sense out of my 

experiences as a teacher and the educational experiences of my children. This was not 

to be. Answers to why and how the cultural identity of First Nation(s) children (my 

own included) were perpetually constructed and interpreted using naive and one- 

dimensional notions of culture were not to be found in the literature. Instead, there 

was a general consensus in this literature about what constituted First Nation(s) 

cultural "difference". This led me to wonder whether these particular perceptions of 

culhirai "difference" embedded in the "common sense" knowledge about First 

Nation(s) societies and people were in some way generated by Native educational 

discourse. 

This is not to suggest that it is only fi-om this specific field of literature that non- 

native children, teachers and researchers acquire this "type" of cultural knowledge 

"about" First Nations(s) peoples. In fact, it probably contributes no more than a 

minor portion of the knowledge Canadian Society has about Native peoples. The 

larger Canadian social milieu cames within it "common sense" knowledge about 

"Indians" that I'm sure can be garnered without ever having read a single text fi-om 

Native educational literature. The Noble Wamor Menacing Savage, the Indian 

Princess/Dirty Squaw, the Impoverished Indian helpless in his pathological inability to 

adapt to the modem world / Militant Indian, bitter and obsessed with disrupting the 

natural order of things are but a few of the common stereotypes that corne to mind. 

Nevertheless, I decided to make the assumption that this particular body of Native 

educational literature knowledge (which embodies the discourse of Native education) 

plays a role in the dissemination or is a reflection of this type of representational 

knowledge, perhaps as one of the larger discourses that are drawn upon in the 

creation of textbooks used in classrooms or to educate teachers about First Nation(s) 

peoples. 



As Bourdieu (199053) argues, 

What we consider to be social reality is to a great extent 
representation or the product of representation, in dl senses of the 
term. ..In the case of the social world, speaking with authority is as 
good as doing: if for instance 1 say with authonty that social 
classes exist, 1 contribute greatly to making them exist. 

"Inside" Information: Culture, Education and the Myth of EquaZity of 
Opportuniîy 

Linked with my concerns about the cultural representations subscribed to in 

Native educational literature are my equally strong reservations about the educational 

model this discourse embraces. Central to this model is the doctrine of "equality of 

opportunity". It is an educational model which argues that schooling provides equal 

opportunities for al1 individuals to achieve whatever position in society they desire 

dependent only on their abilities and motivation. Although it is stated in many 

different ways, "equality of opportunity" boils down to the belief that, "in Canada 

children, regardless of their class origin, sey religion, ethnicity or physical location, 

can be given an equal oppominity to make the greatest possible use of their talents in 

school at al1 levels. It is fiirther assumed, if not overtly stated, that it is the 

educational institution over al1 others that has the greatest possibility to alleviate 

social inequalities" (Young, 1993 :24). 

It is a doctrine that does not hold true. Schools have not been successfil as 

vehicles of rnobility for children of lower class positions or as agents of social change 

regardless of the child's ability and motivation. Studies done in Canada on the 

"equality of opportunity" model of education point out that the relationship between 

social class ongins and econornic status has been Wtually unchanged throughout the 

twentieth century. Inequalities which exist are by and large reproduced in the next 



generation by the educational systern: " Equality of opportunity in Canada is more 

myth than real" (Richer, l982:346). 

In Native educational discourse it is the "equality of opportunity" objective which 

underlies a substantial part of educational theory and pedagogies advocated in this 

discourse. This mode1 of education is based on liberal educational ideology, an 

ideology which states that the way to rectiQ social and economic problems is to 

provide more educational opportunities for those who exist outside the mainstrearn. 

It is an educational position based on the liberal "belief' that "fieedom is increased 

through the social provision of more educational opportunities" (Rockhiil, 1993 : 162). 

What the pre-dominant Native educational literature consistently overlooks is that by 

accepting this liberal ideology which drives the "equality of opportunity" argument in 

education, it interprets education as a neutral venue and so "decontextualues and 

splits apart the learner fkom what is to be learned, as well as fiom the forms and 

structures through which lit' is provided" (RockhiIl, 1993 : 162). It is a position that 

fails to consider that the obvious "inequalities" that currently exist for Native people 

might be reproduced by the philosophy and practices of education system itself. 

Instead, "equality of opportunity" educational ideology locates the source of 

educational and social problems not in the educational system but primarily in the 

failings and shortcomings of individuals and social groups. In detennining the 

relationship between Native students and the educational system, explanation is ofien 

based on the assumption that the "fault" lies with the culturd incommensurability of 

the "other". Put anothec way, the limited cultural representational knowledge of 

Native students is translated into the reason they have difficulty in creating and 

sustaining a successful relationship with the educational system. In doing so this 

cultural representation splits Native and Euro-Canadian into monolithic entities, 

ignoring the long relationship between the two. It constructs Native education in 

ways which suggest that "indigenous comrnunities have to fully assimilate or resist, 



that is accept Western schooling as is or be isolated within a 'traditional' indigenous 

fiamework" (Mohatt 1 994: 1 82 ). 

In reading the problem as the cultural incompatibility of Native students, "equality 

of opportuniiy" theory fails to question the epistemology of "difference" upon which 

it is based. It neglects to ask what the very idea of "difference" signifies in 

asyrnmetrical social relations, how "difference" is socially produced and reproduced, 

andor whether the "differences" in question are indeed responsible for the inequalities 

that occur. This absence in the literature bears senous consideration. In failing to ask 

about the ways "difference" has been constmcted, conclusions are drawn in Native 

educational literature about First Nation(s) ways of knowing that neglect to draw 

attention to the politics of knowing insofar as it is organized to reflect Euro- 

experience and hence to entrench Euro-centric power and authority. Instead, as 

Rockhill(1993: 162) observes, quite the opposite occurs, "as lived differences and the 

practices that give rise to them are concealed and sealed behind conceptions that 

mask, categorize and mark". In essence, "equality of opportunity" negiects to take 

into account how "inequality" might be socially constructed or reproduced and lived 

in the power relations of everyday life. 

Given these two concerns about the Native educational literature; the underlying 

fiameworks that contextualize and couple Native culture and Western education, I 

felt it might be possible to gain some answers to what I stiil did not understand by 

asking what was involved in producing a body of knowledge that continually inscribes 

certain types of cultural characteristics ont0 First Nation(s) individuals and then links 

this particular cultural identification with the "equality of opportunity" educational 

model. What I am suggesting is that Native educational discourse has created for 

itself a certain representation of the culture it clairns to demarcate. It is this 

representation coupled with the "equality of opportunity" ideology found in broad 



educational theory and whicb Native educational literature utilizes, that determines 

the boundaries of the discourse in the educational discussion. 

Unon (1 99 1 : l), one of the few critics of Native educational discourse, writes, 

One constant in this Iiterature mative education] is that there 
seems to have always been an assumption that the discussion must 
be founded on an accurate definition of the characteristics of First 
Nations peoples, so quite a bit of this literature attempts to 
describe Indians in connection with an implicit formal educationai 
goal. 

a v e n  this claim, what 1 have attempted to do in this work is to investigate the 

relationship between a particular discursive construction of First Nation(s) cultural 

"difference" and the Euro-Canadian educational philosophy adhered to in this 

discourse. 

mis study directs its focus to an investigation of the acadernic boLjr of knowledge 
knmn as Native education. Zt does st, in order to investigaie why and how this 
literature continues to link qecrfic cultural represeniations of First Nation(s) 
peoples with the equality of opporiu~~ity mode2 of education. 

Cou nterpoint 

It is also a study whose focus is h e d  by the idea of co~nterpoint.~ Counterpoint 

is a concept 1 have found invaluable in laying out my analysis of Native educational 

There a number of important "points" to be made regarding the use of this concept 
in the analysis that follows. First is the distinction to be made between the words 
"counterpoint" and "counter points". Counterpoint is a specific type of musical form 
which provides the structure for a piece of music. In the counterpoint fonn there are 
at least two "lines" of a musical score which interact with each other in various 
combinations of tonality and produce a general theme of musicality. "Points" and 
"counter points'' are the notes used to constmct the fist and second "lines" in the 
"counterpoint" musical fom. It is important to this study to have a working 
definition of these tenns since we often use the word "counter" in the adversariai 
sense; as disconnecfed , conflictuai and diametricaily opposed to whatever stance or 
idea is being put forth. 1 do not evoke the term "counterpoint" or "counter points" 
within this oppositional definition of the word "counter" for it is a dennition that while 



fiterature. A notion most ofien used in music, counterpoint is a term used to define 

the juxtaposition and joining of two melodies within a piece of music. In 

counterpoint, two distinct yet utterly enrneshed melodies build upon each other within 

a basic fiamework. As rnelodies, their relation to each other may be discordant or 

harrnonious, convergent or separated, resistant or acquiescent - but a fluid 

relationship always, already developing, changing directions, growing, producing new 

multiple sounds and combinations o f  sounds that are nevertheless intimately 

determined by their relationship to each other. 

The chief objective of counterpoint study. ..is to awaken or 
sharpen in students a feeling for the contrapuntal element that is 
present to some degree in Wtually al1 music; to make them 
sensitive to  the forces of opposition and agreement, tension and 
relaxation, direction, climax, and the l i e  that operate whenever 
two or more voices are sounded simultaneously 
(Kennan, 1987:vii). 

For me, counterpoint is a concept that suggests connection, growth, variation and 

change rather than the concepts of separation, stagnation, invariability and 

permanency now present in most of the Native educational literature. Counterpoint is 

a concept that insists on the idea of interactive, developing relationship. It implies 

that there is more to the N a t i v d ' t e  coupling than the asymmetricai actiodreaction 

scenario so often expounded in this educational literature. 

Counterpoint has also helped me to understand the way 1 think. The impossibility 

of my conceptual fiameworks have become more obvious to me, and it has becorne 

easier to conceptualize, in a concrete sense, how the governing cultural and 

acknowledging tension and dissonance, ignores deveIopment, consensus or 
relationship. Quite the contrary, the oppositionai meaning embedded in the common 
use of the word "counter" invokes the very thing 1 try to avoid in terms of 
understanding this discourse; dualities based on actionfreaction, 
domination/subjugation, civilized/primitive, knowledgehgnorance. Rather, I use the 
terms "counterpoint" and "counter points" as the means to contextualize and make 
sense of these artificial divisions and to investigate the relationship between them. 



educational fiameworks in Native educational discourse have been demarcated upon 

artificklly separated lines that are actually intimately intertwined. Accordingly, this 

dissertation is fiamed by the idea of counterpoint. In it you will find theoreticai, 

methodological, culturai and educational discussions based on this idea of 

counterpoint; discussions that center around the relationship between "Native"/"Euro- 

Canadian" and formal schooling in Native educational discourse. 

Chapter Two for instance, lays out the "counterpoint" theory I have taken up to 

help me answer my questions. These theoretical concepts include cnticstl ideology 

theory, postrnodern/structural approaches to knowledge construction and citical 

pedagogies, al1 of which investigate discursively constructed relationships. The 

chapter begins with a look at the critical theories of ideology 1 have drawn on to 

deconstruct Native educational Iiterature and my reasons for doing so. 1 then discuss 

some of the curent work being done in postrnodernist discourses; particularly some 

of the theoretical concepts which specifically address the relationship between those 

who know and those who are known. In this discussion, 1 lay out some of the 

important underlying principles that differentiate modem and postmodem approaches 

to knowledge construdion. Finally, 1 draw on the discourse of critical pedagogies, 

bnefly highhghting the key conceptual differences between modeniist and critical 

pedagogies. 

Chapter Three offers a discussion of the methodological concepts I utilize to 

undertake this discursive analysis of Native educational Iiterature. To unweave the 

fabric of Native educational text 1 once again turn to postmodern/structural 

discourse. 1 do so as these discourses, in striving to undermine and displace the 

frameworks upon which the West's knowledge has been built, have constructed some 

usefil rnethodotogical tools fiom which to approach textual analysis. These include 

an insistence on critically questionhg the authority of those who write the text and 

the retationship between those who write and those who are reading. This is followed 



by a discussion on the discursive methods of analysis developed by Jacques Demida 

and Michel Foucault, both whom in their own ways, also take up "counterpoint" to 

interrogate and expose the impossibility of the fiameworks utilized by the modemist 

social discourses in their construction of knowledge. 

Chapter Four begins my investigation into the questions that directed me towards 

this research. In that chapter I look at some of the reasons my children, and others 

identified as "Native", are consistently reduced to a one-dimensional stereoîyped 

identity in the general Native educational literature. The chapter includes a detailed 

discussion of cultural determinism; the central premise which underlies the prevailing 

discourse in Native education. I then investigate the relationship between cultural 

determinkm and the specific educational theories and practices it engenders. 

Chapter Five takes a look at how cultural determinist ideology continues to be 

reproduced in much of the Native educational Iiterature even though the discourse has 

recently taken up postmodern theory - a discourse specifically directed at dismantling 

and underminin8 the artificial ways in which knowledge about the "other" is socially 

constructed. To do so, that chapter offers two current articles in Native educational 

literature which, despite having taken up postmodern theory, reproduce and join a 

modemist monolithic construction of Native cuItural identity with "equality of 

opportunity" educationai doctrine. 

Chapter Six traces the history of the cultural detenninist concept that underlies the 

predozninant Native educational discourse, unveiling its origins in 18th century 

imperialism and Darwinism. Chapt er Seven explores some aitemative cultural and 

educational theoretical "counter points" that have grown out of, and in response to 

modernist positions, and which might be of greater benefit to Native educational 

discourse. It also looks at ways critical pedagogies might be practiced in classroorns. 

Finally, Chapter Seven offers some suggestions on self-reflexivity and ethical 

responsibiiity for Euro-Canadians who write in this field. 



Chapter Two 

Theoretical Counterpoint 

"Oh no!" says Coyote "Not again, " 
"Sure') I says. " Whai did you expect was going tu 
happen? " 

" H m  many t i m s  do we have tu do this?" says Coyote 
" Until we get it righS " I says. (Thomas King, 1993 : 194) 

Markand Thakur (1990: xü) writes: "Counterpoint is the conjunction of lines; the 

study of counterpoint is the study of line and of lines joining". My purpose in this 

chapter is to highlight the theoretical concepts 1 have used to study the rnodernist 

theoretical "point line" in Native educational discourse. As concepts, the theoretical 

constmcts I have taken up are engaged with the "counterpoint" notion on two 

accounts. First, as theoretical perspectives, they are al1 "counterpoint " theoretical 

" lines" interested in the study of modemist theoretical " lines" . Second, the 

theoretical constmcts that 1 have taken up in this study can themselves be fiamed by 

the concept of counterpoint. As theories, they are often considered separate fiom the 

modemist "lines" which they are concerned with analyzing and dismantling, e.g., 

postmodem versus modern, poststmctural versus structural, neutraI ideology versus 

critical ideology, traditional pedagogy versus critical pedagogy. However it is 

important to remember that as theoretical counterpoint "lines", they are comected in 

any number of ways to the modernist "Line" that they seek to uncover. As such they 

are "joined" to the very "lines" they seek to expose and reconfigure. In short, these 

"counterpointtt theoretical "lines" must be approached with caution for they often 

carry within them the very theme of the modernist "line" that they attempt to rewrite. 



This chapter begins with a discussion of cntical ideology theory, outlining its 

relevance to my analysis and detailing the concepts of discourse and ideology that 1 

have drawn upon to guide me in this critique. This is followed by a discussion 

directed towards the social production of knowledge, specifically postmodem and 

poststmctural discourses. 1 have drawn on these two discourses since their focus is 

noi on how best to "identifj+' difference but to unravel what purposes this 

demarcation has and show how it is related to power in asymrnetrical relations. 1 

have taken what 1 view as certain key concepts fiom postmodern and poststructural 

theory to help me uncover and analyze the modernist theories of social construction 

of knowledge embedded in Native educational discourse. 

In conjunction with postmodern and poststructural theory, 1 have utilized some of 

the divergent pedagogical positions found in current educational theory and practice. 

These include cntical pedadogy and critical feminist pedagogy. Both of these 

pedagogies take up some aspects of postmodem and poststmctural theory and 

incorporate it to their pedagogical domains. Like the postmodern/structura1 fields, 

these pedagogical theories challenge the foundation on which traditiond pedagogies 

have been built, questioning the role traditional pedagogies play in establishing and 

maintainhg the legîtimacy and power of "equality of opportunityu educational 

ideology. These critical pedagogies also suggest ways of reconfiping knowledge, 

authority and power relationships in the classroorn. It is a chapter whose overall 

intent is to offer theoretical "counter pionts" that might prove helpfùl in understanding 

the composition of the culturaVeducational theories currently used in Native 

educational discourse. 

Th eorefrefrcal Ch oices 

The acadernic world revolves around theory, argument and interpretation, and the 

discourse of Native education is no exception. However, in rny past research 1 felt 



that 1 had always entered into the debate in ways that did nothing to help rethink or 

advance the research that was being produced in this area. Aithough 1 was 

dissatisfied, 1 had no idea how to write about cultural "differences" and schooling 

without simply repeating tired old clichés. It was the writing of Anne Louise Brookes 

(1992) that not only suggested why 1 was unhappy with the work I had been doing 

but also why 1 still did not understand in any satisfactory way what was happening to 

my children or to others typed as "Indian". 

1 found Brookes insightiùl because she writes of her stmggle to find her own voice 

in the academic worid. Initially concentrating her energies on battered women, she 

cornes to the reaiization that no matter how she tries to write or analyze the 

experiences of this group, she continues to objecti* their realities and experiences as 

if they were specimens in a laboratory: "Each attempt to research and write differently 

brought me back to the fact that 1, or someone else, was describing the realities of 

ot hers fiom Our own perspective" (Brookes, 1992: 1 1 ). This was exactly what 1 had 

been doing in my research; writing about "others" fiom a place both removed and 

distant. 1 was simply doing what most others who wrote in the area of Native 

education were doing - writing about the "Indians". 

But what about my own location? Why had 1 never questioned this before? Why 

had I been blind to the simple reality that I was one of those who wrote about 

"others" without considering the place fiom which 1 wrote? What role did 1 play 

simply by being a member of the larger "White" society in the production of the 

regimented construction of "Native cultures" and the exclusion it engendered in the 

literature? Moreover, as a rnember of Euro-Canadian society how did I manage to 

make myself invisible in the relationship between Native peoples and Euro-Canadian 

education? Brookes (1992) had an answer to those questions as well. She argues 

that we never question or theonze Our own social construction of identity and place 

because we have never been taught to do so. 



Something important happened to me this year in a class 
concemed with the social organization of knowledge. 1 began to 
see how knowledge is organized by social practices which cm 
render invisible ideological boundaries.. .In analyzing this process 
at work in my own writing, I am better able to understand what it 
means to speak of socially-produced knowledge (1992:4). 

What this suggested to me was that perhaps it was important for me to try and 

understand the ways 1 had been taught to "see" people and schooling in certain wa 

It seemed to me that most of us who contnbuted to the area of Native educational 

literature consistently failed to question the general themes the literature had been 

built upon, the logic of its arguments, or the context in which these had been 

produced. 

At the intersection of education and cultural "differences" in Native education, 

"cornmon sense" notions of Native cultural " differences" or "education" were rare1 y 

challenged or taken to  be problematic. It might be that the general umeflective and 

uncritical posture in Native educational discourse came fiom its neglect in exarnining 

the place fiom which it wrote or how this location was tied to power. Instead of 

focusing on Native cultural "differences", I decided it would be more h i t f i l  to 

investigate the Euro-Canadian philosophicd and theoretical fiarneworks that held the 

literature together. 

Taking up Brookesfs suggestions on how to approach theory and method, 1 

decided 1 would not direct my attention to First Nation(s) culture but instead focus on 

my own "White" culture. 1 was beginning to understand that my perceptions of First 

Nation(s) cultural identities dong with my understanding about education were 

anchored ont0 certain beliefs and assumptions. 1 was also beginning to "seet' how my 

position and perception were linked in ways which provided me with the power to 



authorize and use knowledge in certain ways. 1 decided 1 would try to understand not 

just how, but why my own culture had organized my perception on these issues. 

It was for these reasons that 1 decided to take up critical ideology theory. This 

theoreticai approach is one that explores the specific ways knowledge is constructed 

through certain organizational strategies and the purposes these particular knowledge 

constructions serve in a broader context. Dorothy Smith (1974:41) writes: "To think 

ideologically is therefore to think in a distinctive and describable way". What she 

argues is that it is the fiamework which we use to filter our ideas that is ideological in 

the construction of knowledge. These ideologies are the structuring templates which 

we use to  construct and organize our ideas about people and their circumstances. 

Let me give you an example. In Native educational fiterature, one of the "cuttural" 

cornerstones lies in the belief that the leaniing style of Native students is different 

fiom Euro-Canadian students. For exarnple, Jane Foreman's (1993) article, 

" Questioning Power Structures and Competitiveness in Pedagogy -1nsights fiom 

North American Indian and Philippine Pedagogies" makes the clairn that in Native 

education, "content and activities are not imposed but elicitedloffered, questions have 

no righthrong answers, leadership is shared and the child is expected to be a self- 

evaluating aut onomous learner" (564-568). More importantly, she interpret s this 

"difference" as one of the major reasons Native students do not do well in schooi. 

Foreman's objective in this article is to "dernonstrate how popular theatre can play a 

major role in democratizing the provision of education and in encouraging 

educatiortal development in circums~ances where other approaches have been 

ineffeciwd" (1 993:56 1, emphasis added). 

Of course to be marked as an inhibitor to leaming , the "Native learning style" 

needs to be contrasted with something. This contrast cornes through cornparison 

with the learning style of the Euro-Canadian student who, in Native educational 

iiterature, apparently thrives on individual achievernent, competitiveness and direct 



instructional techniques. One problem with this interpretation of the different learning 

styles of Native and Euro-Canadian students, is that Canadian classrooms do not 

always adhere to this type of traditional schooling practice. Canadian education is 

based to a large extent on an educational mode1 known as progressive education 

founded on the philosophy of one of Canadian education's gurus - Arnerican John 

Dewey. The sirniiarity between the Native and progressive approaches to learning are 

striking. The core pnnciples found in Dewey's educational philosophy are based on 

the following beliefs: The child should always be treated with respect. Education 

should proceed through self-discovery techniques, and there should be a wholistic 

integration of subject areas. Children should work cooperatively and should have 

experiences as leaders and as followers. The teacher is a motivator rather than a 

distributor of knowledge and a seeker of truth dong with the students (Bennet, 1976). 

This being the case, Native children should be thriving in classrooms. Progressive 

education embodies many of the leaming style specifics that Native educational 

literature claims are necessary for success£ùl Native classroorns. Tt is educational 

philosophy and practice which fits the "different" pedagogicd needs of Native 

children like a glove. That progressive and Native pedagogies correspond so closely 

to each other raises a number of questions. If Canadian children and Native children 

both l e m  best in this type of educational environment, where is the cultural 

"difference" in the leamhg styles? Since this type of progressive schooling is 

practiced in Canada, why are Native children rather than Euro-Canadian children 

struggling in classrooms? Logically, the opposite should occur given the 

"dflerences" between the Euro-Canadian and Native students. 

This is one of the ways ideologicdy-driven discourse works. ft takes information 

and filters it through particular pre-established fiameworks. in this case, much of the 

Native educational literature differentiates leamhg styles through previously 

embedded cultural and educational models to corne up with an explanation for why 



Native children struggIe in schools. By setting the boundaries of the debate this way, 

the fiamework neatly excludes expioring any other possibilities for what might be 

occumng in classrooms for Native students. As Rockhill(1993 : 17 1) comments, 

The construction of education is embedded in the discursive 
practices and power relationships of everyday life: It is socially 
constructed, materially produced, morally regulated and carries a 
symbolic significance which cannot be captured by its reduction to 
any one of these. 

It is this awareness of the categories which those of us who work in the area of 

Native education think and the ideological terrain that lies beneath these categories 

that 1 hope through this work to begin exposing and dismantling. 

This critique of Native educational discourse aiso reflects, methodologically, rny 

concern witk past and present research methods. It is a concern that comes fiom 

what I understand to be "the impossibility and political untenability of adhering to 

certain stances of neutrality" (Roman, 1993 : 186). 1 have corne to understand myself 

as an unwitting accomplice to the perpetration of racist ideofogy. By neglecting the 

question of power in the culturaVeducationd philosophical and theoretical 

foundations that shape Native educational literature, 1 have helped to mask the many 

ways in which the objectification of "others" mask and sustain relations of power, 

authority, knowledge and truth. 

To investigate the ideological nature of Native educational discourse, 1 have 

critiqued a selection of te- written over last twenty five years in the area of Native 

education. These texts examine schools and education, shidents and teachers, 

pedagogy and cumculum. In my critique, I have tried to unravel and clariQ the 

ideological composition and uses of knowledge, authority and power present in 

Native educational discourse. Specificdly, in this andysis of text 1 have investigated 

how modernist "points" of "difference" and "education" create a particular oveniding 

"theme" in Native educational literature; a theme rarely questioned or problematized. 



Althusser holds that dl thought is conducted within the terms of an unconscious 

problematic which silently underpins it, An ideological problematic is a particular 

organization of categories which at any given histoncal moment constitutes the lirnits 

of what we are able to utter and conceive. As 1 see it, the ideological problematic in 

the predominant Native educational literature lies in uncovering the reasons this 

literature continues to organize itself around certain concepts of culture and 

education. 

In approaching Native educational discourse as ideological practice, it is my 

intention to  identifL key and repeated ideological claims, assumptions and goals that 

currently set the terms of debate in Native educational discourse. However, let me 

admit that it has been difficult to grasp ideology as a specific type of discourse and to 

appreciate how knowledge is therefore, socially constructed. As Anne Louise 

Brookes (1992: 102) observes, "we leam so deeply to  live in the realrn of illusion that 

it is difficuIt for us to examine the very ideas which organize our experience" or 1 

rnight add, how we organize someone else's experiences. To try to move beyond this 

racist approach, to explore the ways in which relations of power are ideologically 

constmcted to produce racist discourse has been no easy task, and it is one 1 still 

struggle with. Nevertheless, it has been a worthwhile endeavour, for it has helped me 

to understand how racist ideological discourse has organized my perception and 

frarned my past work in Native education. 

Discoutse and Ideology 

The critique of ideology in discourse analysis investigates the multiple ways 

knowledge and authority intertwjne to define a discourse. The term discourse refers 

to the "cornplex of conceptions, classifications and language use that characterize a 

specific sub-set of an ideological formation" (Street, 1993 : 1 5). By choosing this 

term, I am arguing that Native educational literature is a discourse unified by common 



beliefs, assumptions and theories historically ingrained about First Nation(s) cultural 

''dEerences". Moreover, as a ready way of thinking, these common assumptions 

have cIosed off diverse or alternate possibilities to theory and research in the Native 

educational discourse. In ideological critique, the concept of discourse is read in 

"terms of the real social relations between histoncal forces and relations on the one 

hand and forms of discourse sustained o r  undermined by them on the other" 

(Street, 1993 : 16). By confining itself to certain "key" concepts and "lines" of 

interpretation, "a discourse may have an effect similiar to ideology: As a ready-made 

way of thinking, discourse can mle out alternative ways of thinking and hence 

preserve a particular distribution of power" (Dictionary of Sociology, 1988:71). 

The term "ideology" is one imbued with multiple and contradictory meanings, 

making its meaning exceedingly diRcult to pin down or unravel. In part, the 

ambiguity and complexiîy of "ideology" is a reflection of its Enlightenrnent roots. 

Ideology was bom out of the assumption that it was possible to study the origin of 

ideas from a scientific position of neutrality and objectivity. Its history begins with 

the French liberal philosopher Destutte deTracy, who argued that ideological study 

was a necessary prerequisite for the scientific understanding of society. Yet as John 

Smith (1984: 288) writes, 

such a science was not divorced fiom specific values and political 
orientation; namely to provide the theoretical and conceptual 
machinery necessary for the reconstniction of French society. So 
the term was born true to its enlightenment form, with a fiont 
garden of scientific neutrality, and with the main structure 
embodying a specific programme of social reform. 

Since its inception, the study of ideology has branched off in a number of directions. 

Ideological theories range from those that utilize ideology as a conceptual tool to 

describe people and their worlds to a conceptuaIization that views ideology as a 



notion directly tied to power. At its most benign, ideology is defined as nothing more 

the belief-systems characteristic of certain social groups or 
classes, composed of both discursive and non-discursive elements 
which cornes close to the notion of a 'world view' in the sense of a 
relatively well-systematized set of categories which provide a 
'fTame for the belief, perception and conduct of a body of 
individuals.. . (Guess cited in Eagleton, 199 1 : 43). 

At the other end of the theoretical spectrum, is a conceptualization of ideology that 

links ideology to relations of repression and domination. This conceptualization 

challenges the apparently impartial definition of ideology, coupling it to critique and 

power. The term ideology in the criticai sense then, makes reference not only to 

belief systems but to questions of power. This negative use of the term writes 

Thompson (1 984:5) "expresses what may be called a critical conception of ideology. 

It preserves the negative connotation which has been conveyed by the term 

throughout most of its history and it binds the analysis of ideology to the question of 

critique". 

Historically, it was Kad Marx who was perhaps most instrumental in constructing 

the theoretical "counterpoint" of ideology when he began to theorize ideologies as 

systerns of representations which mark not just one relationship set but two. "While 

the first system of representation is real, it also hides another set of relations between 

people which are no less real" (Sharp, l98O:gO). A society c m o t  exist, suggested 

Marx, without forging a representation of its unity. However, even as this uni@ is 

attested to by the interdependence of individuals in the society, it is threatened by the 

separation of their socio/econornic activities. Ideology, Marx claimed, provided the 

means to, "portray 'real' distinctions of social division as 'natural', the particular to be 

disguised in the universal and the historical to be effaced in the ternporality of 

essence" (Thompson,1984:25). In other words, Marx argued that while the social 



relations in a society are often unequal, they are cast as natural, fair and immutable. 

This representation of social relations justifies the particular location of individuals 

and groups and stabilizes and legitimates the social hierarchy. 

To investigate the ideological composition of Native educational discourse, 1 have 

drawn on critical ideology theory. It is theory that offers a position developed within 

the theoretical counterpoint of ideology; one which responds to the neutral theory of 

ideology on two grounds. The first challenge critical ideology theory makes is that 

the neutral definition of ideology ignores the social relatio?zships between different 

groups of people, casting particular groups in a determined and isoZizted manner and 

neglecting the diversity of relationships both inside and outside the group. The 

second challenge cornes fiom critical ideology theoryts understanding that the way in 

which knowledge of particular groups is constructed is intimately comected to power 

and authority. Critical ideology theory daims that a discourse dnven by ideology is 

one powered by rneaning and bound up with the legitimation and domination of 

certain interests. Critical ideology theory argues that rather t h z  thinking within our 

assumpfions, it is necessary to think about our assumptions, theframeworks upon 

which they have been consz?acfed and the broader implications of these 

consnWctiorzs. 

Criticai ideofogy theory is used in discursive analysis as a general strategy for 

focusing on questions of power, knowledge, and historical genesis in discourses. The 

objective of this type of analysis is to unravel how ideologically constituted 

discourses operate to preserve and justie mandated courses of action. It is analysis 

that maps the ways which power and meaning intersect with each other in the 

contextualization and construction of knowledge. The French philosopher Paul 

Ricoeur refers to this process as "distanciation", a process that challenges taken-for- 

granted assurnptions and in doing so offers the possibility of cognitive transformation: 

"The power of the text to open a dimension of reality implies in principle a recourse 



against any given reality and thereby the possibility of critique of the real" (1983:93). 

Ideologically speaking, "distanciation" provides the theoretical means to make the 

shiR fiom Native to Euro-Canadian in ways that demonstrate that as individual 

subjects we are not the sole source or even the most important source of our own 

t hought : 

Any cognitive thought whatever, even one in my conscioiisness, in 
my psyche, cornes into existence as we have said, within an 
ideological system of knowledge where that thought will find its 
place (Volosinov, 1973 :3 5). 

Discursive ideological analysis has mapped asymmetricai relations of power in a 

number of ways. The extensive work done in the study of ideology and discourse has 

provided theorists and critics with enough material for the production of thousands of 

books, articles and theses. Given the range and extent of material, 1 have had to make 

a choice about what critical ideological theory would best help me search out the 

ideological character of Native education. In mapping the ideological terrain that 

shapes Native educational discourse, I have chosen to make use of John Thompson's 

claim that ideology has to do with legitimating the power of a dominant social group 

or class in a stratified society. He writes: "To study ideology is to study the ways in 

which meaning (signification) serves to sustain relations of domination" (1 984:40). 

Using this definition of ideology to critique the goveming Native educational 

literature has allowed me to ask questions about cultural "difference" and "education" 

in a dmerent way. First, 1 have been able to ask what using particular configurations 

of culture actuaily mean to the stabilization of the present relationship between Euro- 

Canadian education and First Nation@) societies. To use Thompson's specific 

conceptualization of ideology has allowed me to contextualize Native educational 

discourse in a way that expIicates the relation between poweddornination and 



action/structure. l It does so by providing space for questioning how the dominant 

culturdeducational theones ascnbed to within Native educational literature, 

perpetuate and support the underlying power relations located in the discourse. 

While there are a multitude of ways in which ideology operates to shape and 

inform a discourse, Thompson (1984: 13 1) defines three operations as central. In the 

first instance, relations of domination rnay be represented as legitimate by promoting 

betiefs and values well suited to itself Legitirnation promotes these beliefs and values 

by naturalizing and universaiking such beliefs so as to render thern as self-evident and 

inevitable and by excluding rival fonns of thought. 

A second way in which ideology operates is by means of dissimulation. Relations 

of domination which serve the interests of some at the expense of others may be 

concealed, denied or blocked in various ways, often presenting themselves as 

something other than what they are. Mystification as it is commonly hown,  

"fiequently takes the form of masking or suppressing social conflicts, from which 

arises the conception of ideology as an imaginary resolution of reaI contradictions" 

(Eaglet on, 1 99 1 : 5).  

Finally, ideology encourages reification by representing a transitory, historical state 

of &airs as if it were outside of t h e .  It assumes as given the effects of past actions 

and values, and is unconcerned with how groups came to assume their identity and 

how values carne to be attached to this group. Put another way, ideological 

discourse has the ability to represent a society as ahistorical by linking together 

representations which act to constantly re-write society as always in the present. 

Ideologies as it were, suppress the historical relativity of their own doctrines. 

l~hompson (1984:4) argues "that in order ?O clariS, the nature of such a study, we 
must provide a cogent analysis of power and domination within the context of an 
account of the relations between action, institutions and social structure". 



'Ideology' announces Althusser 'has no outside'. An ideology is 
reluctant to believe that is was ever born, since to do so is to 
acknowledge that it can die. Like the oedipal child, it would 
prefer to think of itself as without parentage, sprung 
parthenogenetically fiom its own seed.. . To view an ideology fiom 
the outside is to recognize its limits; but fiom the inside these 
boundaries vanish into idbity (Eagleton, 199 1 57) .  

The ahistoricity of ideologies ailows a tacit denial that ideas and beliefs are specific to 

a particular time, place and social group. 3t detaches them fiom history and makes 

ideologies appear as if they were natural phenornena. 

Second, I have been able to ask what these discursive constructions about Native 

cultural "difference" might really mean when Native educational literature writes 

about cultural "difference", its relation to Euro-Canadian education and how this 

particular interpretation is tied to power, knowledge and authority. If as Thompson 

claims, meaning serves to support domination, then there are strong grounds for 

investigating the discourse through a critical questioning of its claims to knowledge 

that are held to be absolute, monolithic and tme. To unravel the ways in which 

cultural "difference" has been constructed in Native educational discourse, 1 draw on 

Raymond Guess and his notion ofpejorutive zdeology. Guess (1981 : 13) defines 

pejorative ideology as, 

a set of values, meanings and beliefs which is to be viewed 
critically or negatively for any of the following reasons. True or 
false, these beliefs are sustained by the (conscious or unconscious) 
motivation of propping up an oppressive form of power. Ideology 
in this sense means ideas contaminated at root, genetically flawed. 

Within the context of Native educational literature, Guess's ideological notion of 

"genetically flawed" ideas has suggested to me that a fiuitful area for investigation lies 

in questioning whether cultural "difference" knowledge in this discourse has been 

constructed out of initial ideas and beliefs that are inherently defedive. As such, 1 

take up Thompson and Guess's conceptual frameworks as places fiom which to 

investigate how the prevailing discourse in Native education is ideologically 



constructed in ways that suit Euro-Canadian purposes rather than something that 

represents reality. 

However, to understand how knowledge is ideologicaliy constructed has required 

me to first gain some understanding of the general nature of howledge production. 

In what follows, 1 discuss the two philosophical perspectives central to this area of 

study and look at some of the implications for the production of knowledge in the 

Native educational discourse. 

The Production of Knowledge - Mudern~Postmodern/Posts~uctural Theory 

The study of the social production of knowledge is an area that has been growing 

rapidly in Westem academic circles. This is particularly the case in areas of study 

known as postmodemism and poststmcturalism; discourses defined by their challenge 

to the very foundations of knowledge that the West has assembled to organize and 

explain its world. Postmodern and poststmctural discourses question whether the 

production of knowledge can be neutral and objective and what purposes knowledge 

actually serves. Their primary task has been to disassemble the philosophical and 

theoretical fiameworks upon which Westem thought rests. As such, 1 take up these 

two theoretical "counter points" to analyze knowledge construction. They offer the 

theoretical and methodological tools for making visible the ideologically driven 

constructions of First Nation(s) cultural "difference" and Euro-Canadian "education". 

Moreover, postmodemist and poststmcturalist discourses engage in "counterpoint", 

seeking to dissuade us from viewing the world as a place where people and 

institutions cm be reduced to separate, unjoined melodies. Postmodern and 

poststmcturalist discourses have been a part of the theoretical means which I have 

used to identiS, the nagging inadequacies in the present philosophical orientations 

found in Native educational discourse. These discourses have given me an alternative 



perspective fiom which to "read" the intersection of First Nation(s) cultural 

"difference" and "education". 

Modem Social Theory 

Postmoderdpoststructural discourses are fields of study which respond to modem 

social theory in the social sciences. Modemist social theory is based on philosophicai 

reasoning that can be delineated by three basic beliefs. Morrow (199452) summarizes 

these as follows. The first is a claim that certain knowledge is possible because it cm  

be based on neutral observation (i.e., facts). This conviction is based on the 

assumption that the observer can separate himself tiom that being observed. Second, 

through objectivist empiricai science, it has been thought possible to detexmine the 

underlying laws which order nature and the universe. By extension, based on logic, 

rational thought and detached observation, it has been assumed that explanaiions can 

be universal and generd. This second tenant is based on a reductionist assumption 

that understanding cornes fiom explainhg a whole complex phenornenon in terms of 

basic principles. Finally, there has been the understanding that the logic of the natural 

sciences should provide the primary source for meaning and should therefore be the 

basis for the unity of science: "It is this self-assertion of reason as the logic of science 

that has become essential to modernity, and grants epistemic warrant to  scientific 

discourse as the dominant and legitimate form of knowledge" (Wong, 1994: 14). 

These general fiarneworks embedded in the modemist empirical approach to the 

production of knowledge have been central to Western society's "need" to classi@, 

mange, categorize and organize knowledge in neat tidy boxes. As the guiding 

principles in the production of knowledge, they have been deemed to create order out 

of chaos in order to achieve "enhanced levels of social understanding, moral progress 

and social happiness" (Smart 1993 : 9 1). 



In its quest for understanding of and explanation of mankind and society, 

modefnist discourse in the social sciences attempted to follow the natural science's 

paradigm. Modernist social sciences discourse has believed it possible, through 

neutral observation and rational thought, to provide general theories applicable to 

man and society. Legitimizing the production of these types of "master narratives" of 

knowledge, which were to enable the progressive development of human society, is 

the understanding that as a "science" it is possible for the social sciences to remain 

detached and untouched by political and social interests and therefore fkee fiom the 

influence of human values and concems. 

Postmodern and Poststmciural Social Theory 

Postmodem and poststructural social theory however, have questioned the 

modeniist disposition towards knowledge production on the grounds that "the 

institutionalized power of scientific discourse has helped maintain hierarchical order 

being bestowed with the epistemic privilege to shape society by marginalking, 

excluding and silencing the authority of rival discourse" (Wong, l994:2 1). Perhaps 

one of the most important implications in this change of perspective fiom modem to 

postmodern thought is that it is no longer necessary to attempt to fit the social 

sciences into a mode1 based on the natural sciences. As Morrow(1994:58) writes, 

"this (shift) fiom modem to postmodern, made it possible to reconsider the nature of 

rnethodology, theorizing, causality, interpretation etc. from the perspective of the 

problems unique to the social sciences". In essence, this perceptual change regarding 

the nature of knowledge production provides an opening. By questioning the marner 

in which knowledge has been constmcted, in acknowledging that as particular 

rnernbers of certain societies, we are neither neutral nor unbiased in the way we 

construct or read the world, it becomes possible to ask previously forbidden questions 

and begin focusing on the underlying assumptions that dive the social construction of 



knowledge. Ideologically speaking, postmodern and poststmctural theoretical 

postures provide the means fiom which to investigate the implications of ideas and 

concepts generated fiom the modeniist scientific mode1 in the social sciences. 

While postmodern and poststnictural discourses defL brief description, 1 will 

discuss what 1 have taken as the most relevant concepts for unravelling the 

"forbidden" ideological terrain located in Native educational discourse. The first of 

these concepts is one which disputes the notion of stable meaning in contemporary 

society. Postmodern discourse critiques the totalizing theories of society and history 

with presumptions to objectivity, neutrality and a will to tmth upon which modernist 

discourse has been built: "Postmodern science abandons absolute standards, universal 

categories, and grand theories in favor of local, contextualized, and pragmatic 

conceptuai strategies" (Seidman, l994:ZO7). Instead, working fiom the premise that 

there can be no absolute foundation on which knowledge can rest, in postmodem 

discourse there is a rejection of those aspects of the Western philosophical tradition 

that rely on a monolithic approach to knowledge. It opposes the use of "master 

narratives" or grand "themes" of knowledge which set out to define an essential 

human nature or to prescribe a global hurnan destiny. 

Postmodem discourse challenges these grand narratives by interrogating the 

underlying values, beliefs and assumptions embedded in the theories and 

methodologies upon which modeniist philosophy rests. This attempt to destabilize 

master narratives is "synonymous with an attack on those fonns of theoretical 

terrorism that deny contingency, values, stmggle, and human agency" 

(Giroux, 1991 :68). The postmodem critique of these master narratives is an important 

tool in discourse analysis, for it creates an awareness of how modernist philosophy 

has given history, society, and hurnan relations an ultimate and unproblematic 

meaning . 



One of the central focuses in postrnodem discourse has been to investigate and 

disrnantle the master nmatives of knowledge that have built through the social 

construction of the "other". At the heart of postmodem philosophy and theory lies 

the possibility of articulating the concept of "diierence" as more than a modernist 

version of cultural pluralism. Since specific notions of cultural "difference" are 

foundationai to a great deal of the knowledge produced in Native educational 

discourse, 1 now want to consider the idea of the "other" within the contexi of 

postrnodem theory. 

In the Native educational discourse, it is the specific ways in which culture is 

contextualized as a "master narrative" and conceptualized in terms of cultural 

"meaning" that fkame and organize the text. Bound by ideological discourse which 

allows only certain atrophic interpretations of cultural "difference", knowledge 

production in this discourse cornes to act as a barrier to understanding Native cultural 

identities except in limited ways. It is a theoretical "line" of thought which objectifies 

"culture" as a thing that cm be sketched out, described in general terrns and applied 

to al1 those who reside within its boundaries. 

One way to investigate the "agendat' that drives this modernist construction of 

cultural "difference" in Native educational discourse is to look at how the "other" has 

been constructed and interpreted through ideological frameworks. It is analysis which 

asks how these lUnited conceptuai "points" of cultural "difference" originated and why 

they have come to be ernbedded in the discourse. The crucial question becomes how 

the prevailing discourse in Native education has come to define what is correct and 

what is meaningless. By investigating the ideological terrain which maps the 

construction of the "other", it becomes possible to understand the broader purposes 

for a particular coupling of First Nation(s) cultural "difference" and schooling in 

Native educational discourse. 



To expose and disrnantle this barrier, requires a shift fiom the modern notion of 

culture and its implications for "difference" to the postmodem notion of culture and 

"difference". The second concept that 1 have taken fiom these discourses is the 

poststmcturai insistence that there is no such "thing" as a rational or neutral individual 

subject position. Postmodem theory of the "individual" has been directly influenced 

by French poststmcturalist analysis on language and discourse. Poststmcturalist 

thought has been findamental to postrnodemism's rejection of three major Western 

metaphysical precepts. The first of these is the modernist assumption that language 

offers a transparent medium for representing an extenial and objective reality. 

Second, postmodemism adopts the poststnicturai position of underminhg the 

privileged status of reason and logic as the only legitimate means of gaining access to 

the 'truth' about that reality. Finally, postrnodem philosophy takes up the 

poststnicturalist critique of the autonomous rational and individual subject of history 

and with it the idea of rationalist discourse2 (Murphy, 1993 : 15). Postmodem 

discourse argues that hiunan understanding involves the "tùsing of horizons"; that is, 

the merging of the perspectives of knower and known that repudiates the 

subjectlobject opposition in which modernist philosophy grounds its production of 

knowledge. Modernist versions of cultural "difference" in the Native educational 

literature separate and dernarcate "Native culture" as intractably "different" fiom 

Euro-Canadian culture. What is absent fiom the modernist versions of cultural 

"difference" is an acknowledgement of the necessary counterpoint relationship 

While the postmodem discipline has adopted many of the theoretical constructs 
offered by the French poststmcturalists, the two disciplines dfler on a number of 
issues. Judith Butler (cited in Murphy, 1993 : 18) sumarizes the difference between 
the poststructural and postmodem "counter" positions: "There is a difference between 
positions of poststructuralism which claim that the [Enlightenment] subject never 
existe4 and postmodem positions which c l a h  that the subject once had integrity, but 
no longer does". 



essential to the construction of these "lines" of "difference" between Native and Euro- 

Canadian "culture". 

Postmodern and poststructural discourses argue that the subject/object dichotomy 

is an impossible one since the knower and known are intimately connected, being both 

one and the same. It is reaüy a very simple counterpoint position which argues t h t  

you cannot have one "line" without the other. CoupIed with this daim, postmodem 

and poststructural theorists argue that this artificial dichotomy is constructed upon 

value laden assumptions which establish a hierarchy, with one "line" in the 

counterpoint considered more valuable than the other. Madwoman, culture/nature 

and whitelred are al1 examples of this type of relationship between the subjectlobject 

dichotomy. Man knows himself as man and superior by his juxtaposition to woman. 

Civilization exists and is valued because it is generally considered above nature. 

Euro-Canadian culture in Native educational discourse is generally the valued 

background against which Native culture is constructed and measured. 

Central to this perspective, within a movement that has been labelled the "death of 

man", is the work of Michel Foucault. His proclamation of the "death of man" is an 

assertion that the category of the subject that was created by the modem era will fa11 

away with the era's demise. For the social sciences this means that since knowledge is 

socidly constructed, "these disciplines never really fit into that episterne because 

"man" is both subject ( i.e. the source) and object of knowledge" (Hekrnan, 1987:74). 

From this subject position, that man is both the source and object of knowledge, 

postmodern theorists argue that the construction of knowledge has to be "engaged, 

perspectival, henneneutical, and pluralistic rather than absolute, monolithic, and 

abstract" (Hekman, l987:67). In my critique of ideology in Native educational 

discourse, 1 see this concept as an important theoretical tool which will facilitate the 

dismantlement of the subjecthbject fiamework on which previous knowledge has 



been constructed and by doing so, allow other previously ignored counter subject 

positions and knowledge to become visible. 

Postmodem and poststructural discourses have given me a way to "read" the 

composition of modernist social knowledge in Native educational discourse. They 

have done so by offering a perspective which understands knowledge about the 

'values, beliefs, or the nature of things as expressions of particular interests; values, 

noms and ideals as subjective or tied to particular groups, subcuftures, or traditions 

(Seidman, 1 994: 1 9 1). By extension, postmodern and poststructural theoretical 

"counter points" suggest the importance of rewriting the relationship between 

knowledge, power, and desire and to the necessity of redefining the importance of 

difference. In challenging dominant orientations in the social production of 

knowledge, postmodernist theory forces us to question the implicit and explicit 

emphasis inherent in these orientations. It makes us "self conscious not ody of what 

is included in the foreground, but excluded or relegated to the background as 

unimportant, illegitimate or impractica1" (Bernstein, 1 W6:4 1). 

Modernist Pedagogy 

Because of my own fiindamental commitment to education and schooling, 1 am 

also concemed with the pedagogical practice in Native classrooms and how it is has 

been ideologically constituted. In contemporary educational discourse, modernist 

pedagogy tends to be concerned with the act of teaching and instruction. It is a 

particular "line" of theory and practice which focuses on "how" to teach, not "what" 

is being taught, "why" it is being taught, f?om whose perspective or for what purpose. 

The "how" of this modernist pedagogical approach is often associated with specific 

"methods" of teaching uncontested knowledge in the classroom (Kleinfeld 1972, 

Rampaul 1984, Ward, Shook & Marrion 1993). Ward, Shook and Marion 

(1 993 : 107) for example, suggest that given the oral tradition of education used by 



Native peoples, particular types of teacher responses may be related to writing 

improvement for Native students. It is a "how to teach that" approach to pedagogy 

that ignores "what" knowledge is being used in the writing exercise or "why" the 

"how to" suggestion is being offered in the first place. This is a pedagogical approach 

bound to ideologically constituted blindness for it overlooks the context in which the 

knowledge is being taught, the content of the knowledge itself, and its construction of 

those being taught. 

Critical Pedagogy 

There are however, counterpoint pedagogies that have developed out of and in 

response to this type of modernist pedagogical philosophy. Unlike approaches to 

pedagogy rooted in ostensibly positivistic thought, these "critical approaches see 

pedagogy as constitutive of a power relationship, making power a central category of 

their analysis"(Gore, 1 993 : 3). For educators who take up the postmodem 

disenchantment with the modernist pedagogical position, one such alternative lies in 

the discourse of critical pedagogy. It is a discourse that adopting the postmodem 

theory, takes up 

... a situational, perspectival theory of knowledge which is by 
definition a relational theory of knowledge.. . Social subjects, 
social theories and research are always located in specific 
historical, cultural and political trajectories which are always in 
histoncal relation to other trajectories, other relations of 
domination (Luke, 1992:47). 

CriticaI pedagogy aEords the opportunity to reconstruct pedagogical practice based 

on emerging theoretical and methodological postmodem perspectives. These critical 

pedagogies offer a radically dif3erent focus fiom the m o d e ~ s t  pedagogical stances 

generaily advocated in Native educational discourse. 



Critical pedagogy cm be defined as that which, 

... attends to practices of teachingAearning intended to interrupt 
particular historical, situated systems of oppression. Such 
pedagogies go by many names: Frierean, feminist, antiracist, 
radical empowering, liberation theology (Lather, 1992: 12 1). 

Rather than focusing on specific pedagogical techniques for imparting "neutral" 

educationai cunicula, criticai pedagogies work fiom the assurnption that educational 

knowledge is not neutral. Their aim is to destabilize and undennine the very grounds 

on which knowledge is produced and legitimated. 

Under the umbrella of critical pedagogy, I have chosen two "counter points" which 

represent two distinct, significant positions within critical pedagogicd discourse. 1 

take up Henry Giroux's as an examgle of one important "counter point" taken in 

reply to modernist pedagogical philosophy and theory. 1 do so as "Giroux's work has 

increasingly represented the practice of pedagogy as the essentiai vehicle for 

actualizing the political potential suggested by postmodern social 

theory"(Murphy,l993:73). The second "counter point" 1 have chosen is that of 

critical feminist discourse. It is also a discourse that grows out of and in response to 

modernist pedagogy but it does so fiom a different perspective than Giroux's. 

Because of the different location f?om which it writes, critical feminist pedagogy 

serves as both a "counter point" to Henry Giroux's general critical pedagogical 

position and as a different part of the "same critical line" that counters modernist 

pedagogy. 

For Groux, critical pedagogy is viewed as an eminently "political vehicle" through 

which anti-hegemonic pedagogical practices and cumcula are provided for students 

and teachers so that they might engage in the critique of unjust assumptions and social 



practices. His approach is one that has its theoretical and poIiticai roots in "Neo- 

Marxism and the Critical Theory of the Frankiùrt school and so emphasizes a critique 

(embedded within a language of possibility) of social injustices and inequities" 

(Gore, 1993 :34j. 

Since the 1 9801s, Giroux has become increasingly interested in the postmodem 

notion of the non-neutrality of knowIedge and its relationship to school cumcula. As 

Murphy 

(1993: 82) observes, irnplicit within Giroux's concept of postmodem social theory is 

the underst anding that, 

While what gets taught in public education institutions surefy 
mirrors the political ideology of dominant culture, schools should 
not be understood sirnply as passive conduits for the transmission 
of cultural and social noms. Through their presentation of 
particular curricular discourses and epistemologies as sociaily 
legitimate, schools also fùnction as active participants in the 
construction of meaning-systems which regulate relations between 
knowledge, significance and desire. 

The intent of Giroux's approach to educational curricula and pedagogy is to explicate 

how educational relationships revolve around political and social constnicts of power 

and authority. Giroux argues that what is important is to teach students to evaluate 

critically the knowledge they are being taught, particularly their relationship to this 

knowledge. 

Giroux's believes that in order to develop a more adequate theory of education, it 

is important t hat contemporary educators integrate the central theoretical features of 

postmodernism with the modemist vision of democracy, social justice and enlightened 

subjects. He does so by s e e h g  to link this modemist social agenda with the 

postmodern rejection of master narratives that have been created out of "impartial" 

foundational knowledges. 



As Groux (1 99 1 : 82) writes, 

This notion of critical pedagogy is one that links schooling to the 
imperatives of democracy, views teachers as engaged and 
transfomative inteiiectuals, and makes the notion of democratic 
difference central to the organization of curriculum and 
development of classroom practice. 

However, as insightfbl as this approach to pedagogy is in broad tenns, at the level of 

practice it fails on several crucial points. As such, dthough 1 take it up as a useful 

tool for my ideological critique I do so with the following reservations, First, Giroux 

directs little attention to the instructionai aspects of his critical project. The 

assumption he makes in his work is that to "construct a political vision is to propose a 

pedagogy.. . such an assumption neglects the politics of the pedagogicd form itself' 

(Gore, l993:36). Giroux's critical pedagogical approach then, is only of use up to a 

certain point. For ail his valuable contributions to the discourse of critical pedagogy, 

he refuses to go past general abstract theorizing to explore the difficulties that mise in 

taking the critical pedagogical approach into the reality of the classroom. While he 

writes eloquently of what needs to be done, he neglects (except in the most generic 

terms) to discuss whether this might actually be accomplished. Elizabeth Ellsworth 

(1 989:3O 1) in her article, "Why Doesn't This Feel Empowering" suggests that, 

W e  critical pedagogy Iiterature States implicitly or explicitly that 
critica! pedagogy is political, there has been no sustained research 
that attempts to explore whether or how the practices it prescribes 
actually alter specific power relations outside or inside schools. 

In short, a major difficulty with Giroux's critical pedagogy lies in its failure to assess 

criticdly whether or not it cm bring about the desired results of de-marginalizing and 

empowering those who occupy marginal positions w i t h  the society. 

Another serious limitation located in this approach to critical pedagogy is that 

there is a lack of self-reflexivity about the location fiom which it is written. 



Unfortunately, this absence propels Giroux's critical pedagogy into a position that 

objectifies the "other" in much the same manner as various modemist social science 

discourses have done. Ironically, one of the most serious overriding problems with 

Giroux's critical pedagogical position may be that it dismisses and silences the voices 

of the "other". In writing for and about the "other", Giroux's criticai pedagogy adopts 

the patemalistic position that he seeks to undermine; it presumes that "others" al1 

share the same "type" of oppression, it presumes that "others" do not or cannot speak 

for themselves, it presumes that there is a need to  raise the "other" fiom false 

consciousness and it presumes the necessity of "rescue". bel1 hooks (1990: 15 l), who 

writes fiom a position of "other', writes, 

1 am waiting for them to stop talking about the 'ûther' to stop 
even describing how important it is to be able to speak about 
diflerence. It is not just important what we speak about, but how 
and why. Often this speech about the 'Other' is also a mask, an 
oppressive talk hiding gaps, absences, that space where our words 
would be if we were speaking, if there were silence, if we were 
there. 

Finally, Giroux neglects to consider the histoncal context that surround modemist 

words like democracy, enlightened citizens or the underlying meaning embedded in 

these modemist words. Dernocracy and citizenship for instance were initially rights 

intended only for adult males who were property owners. As such, democracy and 

citizenship were rights bestowed only on a privileged segment of Society. As 

Ellsworth (1989:308) so astutely observes, "Utopian moments of 

'democracy/equality/justice' . . . are undesirable because they are always predicated on 

the interests of those who are in a position to define utopian projects . Critical 

pedagogy that does not take into account or critically interrogate the values and 

beliefs used in the construction of meaning simply supports and advances the very 

oppression it seeks to dismantle. 



Ciitical Feminist Pedagogy 

Feminist pedagogy may provide us with the tools to address these fiaws in 

Giroux's pedagogical discourse: h t ,  the absence of evaiuation and self-reflexivity in 

the practical application of his "theoretical and social" project, the particular 

perspective fiom which fie represents the "other" and his neglect in exarnining the 

values he puts forth. Before 1 begin this discussion of critical feminist discourse, it is 

necessary to point out that there are aiso some limitations in using criticai feminist 

theory and applying it to Native educational discourse. The most si@cant 

restriction is that critical feminist theory, until recently, has only tended to ded with 

gender and not with race or culture/ethnicity (with its inclusive characteristics of 

gender, class, socio-economic status and in the case of the First Nation@) 

populations, the additional pressure of institutionalized racism). 

Nevertheless, there are some relevant and constructive Edeas to be drawn fiom 

critical feminist pedagogy. Drawing on this discourse can be justified if for no other 

reason than the critical feminist discourse has had practice expioring and articulating 

the experience of women as "other". This articulation of the "other" is one of 

theoretical and methodological strengths of critical feminist discourse. Critical 

feminist theorists have the "advantage" of speaking and writing fiom the first rather 

than the third person subject position. This first person location gives them a different 

perspective fiom which to draw out the complexities of oppression and resistance 

education. 

One of the strongest focuses in cntical feminist discourse centers around the issue 

of voice. There is an unwavering insistence in critical ferninist pedagogy on the 

individual's right to define themselves and their reality. These theorists know from 

first hand experience that speaking for and about others implies a position of privilege 

and power. This privileged position is maintained through defining, perceiving and 



offering understanding through the ideological "line" of reference of those in 

positions of privilege. Critical feminist discourse seeks to underrnine and displace 

such relationships of power. As Lather (1992: 132) points out, "To abandon 

crusading rhetoric, and begin to think outside of a fiamework which sees the 'other' as 

the problem for which they are the solution, is to shift the role of cntical 

intellectuals.. . ". 
While critical feminist discourse insists on self-advocacy, it dso acknowledges the 

dificulty in undermining the status quo through theory and practice. This is because 

although critical ferninist theory and practice is intended to be ernancipatory, it ofien 

manages to become as dominating and oppressive as those discourses which feminist 

theoq seeks to undennine and displace. The position that critical feminists take on 

theoreticai and methodologicd self-reflexivity is a cautionary note that shouId not be 

ignored. Patti Lather (1 992: 12 1) writes that one of the essential questions that 

postmodernism fiames is, "How do Our very efforts to liberate perpetuate the 

relations of dominance"? It is a question rooted in the experience of having the 

political and social positions cntical feminists represent, CO-opted by the very 

ideologies and institutions they seek to disrnantle. 

The relationship between theory and practice is never as simple as we might think. 

This is why 1 have drawn on critical feminist theory. To advocate for radically 

different "counter point" approaches to pedagogy in the classroom does not mean that 

these pedagogies might not serve the same purposes as the modernist pedagogies 

cunently practiced in our classrooms. M e r  all, these are pedagogies that not only 

appeared in response to, but developed out of modemist pedagogies. Because of this, 

they still carry "traces" of the modernist "points" within them. Critical pedagogies, as 

1 have shown in my discussion of Giroux, can end up supporting the very thing they 

are attempting to reconfigure. If researchers, theonsts and teachers are not carehl, 

there is a strong possibility that taking up critical pedagogy in the classroom will 



become once again an exercise in composing "others" redity for them on a rnodernist 

"he" .  

Despite these reservations, critical pedagogies have given me what I consider to be 

viable alternatives fiom which to rethink the pedagogicd "fine" in Native educationd 

discourse. These discourses, incorporating postmodern social theory, focus on how 

and in whose interests knowledge is produced and reproduced and the political and 

social ramifications this has for Euro-CanadiadFust Nation@) in relation to 

educational curricula and pedagogy. These cntical pegagogical approaches are usefiil 

in that they allow us to examine how knowledges and individuals are socially 

constructed and produced, to explore the power relations embedded in these 

discursive constructions, and to contemplate possibilities for change and renewal. 

The object of this chapter has been to introduce the theoretical concepts that 1 

have chosen to analyze the discourse of Native education. The lem through which I 

look at the literature is critical ideology theory, specifically how meaning impacts with 

power in a discourse. To investigate the construction of rneaning in this discourse 1 

have drawn upon the postmodern critique of master narratives and the subject/object 

dichotomy. I have also taken up critical pedagogical theory as a way of investigating 

the relationship between cultural "dflerence" and schooling in Native educational 

discourse. These counterpoint discourses comprise the theoretical fiamework for 

what follows. The next chapter looks at the specific methodological strategies 1 have 

made use of in my analysis of Native educational discourse. 
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Chapter Three 

Methodological Counterpoint 

The whites told only one side. 
Told it to please themselves. 
Told much that is not true 
Only Iris own best deeds, 
only the worst deeds of the Indians, 
h m  the white man told 

(Yellow Wolf'of the Nez Perces) 

This chapter lays out the discursive methodology 1 draw on to critique Native 

educational discourse. The chapter starts off with a discussion of how 1 chose the 

text s and details the limits of this study. 1 then outline the concepts of academic 

ttvoice" and "active text", detailing the reasons 1 think these two concepts are relevant 

to my analysis of Native educational discourse. Finally, 1 discuss the discursive 

methodologies of Jacques Demda and Michel Foucault, outlining the significance of 

these methodologies to my textual analysis. 

Discursive Choices 

Trying to decide what Native educational literature to use in my analysis was an 

arduous task. 1 felt it would be impossibIe for me to provide a complete 

representation of the Native educational discourse given its lengthy history, and so 

chose to limit my analysis to Native educational literature that had appeared over the 

last twenty five years. 

Decidiiig how to analyze the literature also proved to be difficult. In the 

beginning, 1 toyed with the idea of random sampling and then dismissed it, accepting 



Bourdieu's (1990:243) argument against random sarnpling on the grounds that there 

are certain individuals who orchestrate a field's canon. He writes, 

If following the canon dictated by orthodox methodology, you 
take a random sample, you mutilate the very object you have set 
out to  construct ... There are positions in a field that admit only one 
occupant but comrnand the whole structure. 

Accordingly, 1 sought out literature fiom the Native educational discourse by 

identifjing those individuals whose writings occurred most frequently in the collective 

Native educational discourse. I hoped this method would help me identifj those most 

influentid in the general field and examine how and where their work was located. 

As welf, 1 compiled my sample by topic, trying to  identifi dominant authors in areas 

such as classroom pedagogy or curriculum. 

Neither of these methods proved to be particularly effective. With the rather 

significant exception of Damian McShane, who writes in the area of cognitive 

psychology, McShane has published 25 times between 1979- 1988, I could identify 

no dominant "players", except for Car1 Urion who serves as the main critic of this 

discourse. Spanning a tirne period of twenty-five years, his voice speaks the loudest 

in its insistence towards reflection and critical analysis of Native educational 

discourse. In his general cnticisms of Native educational literature, he has pointed to 

lack of analysis of the Euro-Canadian /Native dichotomy in terms of power, the 

failure to investigate the political issues which fiame the use of racial or cultural 

categones, and the idea that there is some predictive value in description of cultural 

noms  in an applied situation (Urion, 1978:(5)4). 

Instead, this discourse was made up of many different authors who contributed one 

or two articles or research paper. Nor could I identify individuals who held 

prominent positions in specific subject areas such as cumculum, schooling and 

pedagogy. What I found was that regardless of who was writing in what area, most 



tended to write fiom the same "position". This position embraced the idea that it was 

the cultural "difference" of Native students that held the key to "their" educational 

problems. There was only one small pocket of research done in the 1970's that stood 

outside this "position". These texts addressed some of the same questions that 1 focus 

on and appeared around the same time that text like the "Red Paper", was written. 

Urion (1 978,) for instance, discussed using the concept of culture in the classroom 

and detailed some of the inherent problems in using a cultural concept to fiame Native 

educational literature. He noted that "Those teachers who do appeal to the literature, 

either directly, themselves, or in reference to their teacher-education program, which 

acquaints them with a literature in intercultural education may find it inapplicable" 

(14). Max Hedley (1976) provided a detailed analysis of an underlying fiamework of 

acculturation that he claimed pervaded the literature. Hedley concluded that 

adherence in Native educational literature to the "acculturation fiamework has led to 

an inabiiity to consider questions related to conflict, power differences, and structural 

change" (8). Ruth Parry (1978:2) discussed the problems of stigmatization and 

stereotyping Native children in the classroom: "Aiready then on the first day of 

school the native child is likely to face a social pathology-based ideology about his 

behavior and intelligence, an assumption of linguistic, social and cognitive deficit 

which must be remedied if the child is to succeed. Decore, Carney and Urion 

(1982:Zl) studied Indian stereotypes in the cumculum and concluded that the 

material was so limited and repetitious that non-Native students had no choice but to 

perceive al1 Indian groups to  be the same. 

Overall however, random sampling in Bourdieu's sense of the word did not cause 

the problems that Bourdieu outlines, because it was the position rather than the 

occupant that commanded the field. Given the extent to which this core position 

dictated the discourse, 1 decided to choose text that exemplified what 1 saw as the 



general discursive subject position and to investigate the production of a "coliective 

work of construction of social reaIity" (Bourdieu, 1992:239). 

In choosing the texts, I delimited Native educational discourse within the following 

boundaries. First, the discourse andysis is bounded by the identifier "Canadian" 

which limits the scope of this study in a number of ways. In selecting only "Canadian" 

material, 1 excluded a great deal of literature that could be identified as falling under 

the rubric of Native educational discourse, including the Arnencan literature. 

However, I jus@ this exclusion on the premise that much of American Native 

educational literature falls within the boundaries of "ethnic minority" education, an 

area of study which in some ways is substantiaily dflerent than that of Native 

education. Urion(1995: 1 74) comments on this "ethnic minority" approach to Native 

education in the Arnencan literature: 

This perspective surely obscures some of the issues, in that there 
are not oniy historic and legal differences between the groups, but 
qualitatively different life experiences that one would expect to 
see refleded even in a generalizing literature about Indian higher 
education. 

Second, inside the boundary of "Canadian", 1 chose to restrict my focus to 

discourse that specifically addresses Native and education. The limitation of this 

move is that 1 neglect other discourses outside the field that dso address issues of 

cultural "difference" and education. Among these I include anthropology and 

sociology. However, 1 defend this restriction in that 1 am pnmarily concemed with 

critiquing the literature that explicitly constmcts itself as "Native educational" 

discourse. 

FinaIly 1 delimit this discourse within the proviso of "academic". This study d l  

not concern itself with literature outside the domain of "academic" that attempts to 

"write" about Native education, This literature includes both curriculum materiai and 



textbooks. 1 have imposed this boundaxy because 1 think as acadernics, we need to 

understand the ways in which we are implicated in the construction of knowledge. 

The authoritative position of academic discourse brings me back once again to the 

postrnodern issue of voice. One of the first principles in the postmodern investigation 

of knowledge construction involves a recognition that "those whose business it is to 

provide an 'expert' (objective, impartial) authoritative comrnentary on the social 

world's events are frequently important purveyors of 'ideology' " (Sharp, 1980:4). By 

extension, if "the academic community represents "privileged" status holders whose 

texts are consumed by teachers and other researchersU(Gore, 1993 : 17), then the 

acadeniic cornmunity has a substantial amount of power in shaping and organizing the 

"lines" of perception and understanding available about the "other" through its 

production of discourse. 

Language is not only an instrument of communication or even of 
knowledge but also an instrument of power. One seeks not only to 
be understood but also to be believed, obeyed, respected, 
distinguished. Thus what is asserted in spoken or written 
discourse as well as that about which one speaks or writes is 
injùsed with foms of power; d~flerent individuals or groups have 
a d~ferential capaciq to make a meaning stick 
(Bourdieu, l99O:96, emphasis added). 

In other words, as acadernic discourse is ofien understood to bear the "truth", the 

claim cm be made that it holds a position that significantly weights the meaning of 

what is said and written. 

Given the nature and authoritative posture of academic discourse, one of the ways 

self-critique can be taken up by the Native educational academic community is to 

investigate its role in the production of ideology. To do so means making the 

conscious attempt to shed the cloak of invisibility against which others are (in)visibly 



constnicted. By critiquing the discourse in ways that make the Native educational 

academic cornrnunity visible, it may be possible to start unravelling huw Native 

educational academic discourse ensures the very inequities that it endeavours to 

eliminate. Rather than seeing ourselves as innocent producers and collectors of 

knowledge, we need to start considering how we have been shaped by the theories 

and research aiready embedded in the disco~rse.~ Gore argues that as representatives 

of the academic community, it is only by continually re-evaluating our own "voice" 

and "position" that we can provide an ethical check for the academic discourse which 

we produce. Gore (1993: 13 1) suggests that attending to the "ethical" in Our 

relationship with Our work will, 

1) keep our commitments clearly in view while helping us to see 
how we have excluded or oppressed others with those 
commitrnents, and 2) avoid focusing on 'Others' in ways that 
sustain arrogant constructions of the role of the intellectual as 
leader of the oppressed and means (or catalyst) of emancipation. 

Constantly cntiquing the Native educational discourse may contribute more to the 

provision of legitimate spaces for those the academic community writes about than its 

current insistence to focus primarily on the "other". 

The Ted 

In conjunction with an awareness of "voice" and "position", discursive analysis 

must also take into consideration the role of the text in the dialogue that is set up 

'AS Jennifer Gore (1993: 129) argues, "the point is not to pursue the indescribable, 
not to reveaI the hidden, not to say the nonsaid, but on the contrary, to collect the 
already-said, to reassemble that which one could hear or read, and this to an end 
which is nothing less than the constitution of oneself'. 



between the academic voice and the reader. Text cm be understood as "active" in the 

sense that it supplies a conduit from writer to reader. Put another way, texts hold 

within them a conceptuai fiamework that both readers and writers need to be famiiiar 

with if the text is to make any "sense". The text itself needs to be viewed "as 

organizing a course of 'concerted social action', which is activated by both the writer 

and reader's interpretive devices relevant to the reading of a particular text" 

(Smith, l984:2). For instance, one conceptuai fiamework most of us are familiar with 

is how women are oRen discursively portrayed in terms of educability. It is a 

conceptual "line" that "joins" certain bioIogicai ideas of intelligence wit h social ideas 

about education. For example, women are ofien considered more cognitively suited 

for an education in the arts and humanities rather than in the sciences. 

If the Native educationd academic community shapes and influences the 

perception of teachers and other researchers, it stands to reason that the textual 

fiameworks it uses in its production of this discourse necessarily contnbutes to the 

organization of the interpretive practices readers bring to the discourse. In Native 

academic educational discourse, interpretive strategies are dependent on a specific 

and famifiar conceptual "lines" through which the information is filtered and with 

which both writer and reader are acquainted. 

Methodological Choices 

To unrave1 the central conceptuai "line" that Native educational academic 

discourse is built on requues a textuai methodology. For this methodology, 1 draw on 

the textuai analysis methodologies of Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida. I do so 

as both these discursive methodologies are concerned with questions of legitimacy, 

voice, position and knowledge construction. They are also both engaged with the 

study of discursive "counterpoint". Derrida for instance, argues that textual 

arguments are dways constnicted upon a central premise grounded on two opposing 



terms or "point and counterpoint". Derrida's deconstructionist methodology provides 

the means of uncovering the central premise in a text and provides a method for 

demonstrating how the two terms, rather than being separate and distinct, are 

dependent on each other for their fonn and value. 

Foucault points out the importance of uncovering unheard "lines" in discourses 

where only one "line" has been attended to in the past. For Foucault, this attention to 

the "lines" in a discourse, both the central lines that comrnand a discourse and those 

which are ignored, is one way of investigating the relationships between power, 

authority and discourse. Both Demda and FoucauIt offer discursive methodologies 

to make visible the invisible fiameworks which anchor the arguments in Native 

education. They do so in an effort to disrupt and counter the ideological character of 

dominant universalistic discourses. As such they are particularly useful analytical 

devices for drawing out the central ideologicai "lines" woven into Native educationd 

discourse. 

Derrida and Deconsîruction 

Deconstruction is a technique that challenges the authoritative position of a text 

by mapping out the contradictions and inconsistencies, the absences and the lacunae 

which characterize the texture of a discourse. It does so by challenging and 

intervening in the field of hierarchical oppositional terms. These hierarchies include 

such notable binary terms as speechlwnting, madwoman, culturehature, and 

subjectlobject. Murphy (1 993 : 17) wntes that "as a discursive tooi, it [deconstmction] 

is most valuable in displacing hierarchies and making the absent or suppressed 

present". Seeking out oppositional terms is important to my analysis, for oppositions 

represent a way of seeing typical of ideologies. Ideologies often draw "rigid 

boundaries between what is acceptable and what is not, between self and non-self, 

tmth and falsity, sense and non-sense, reason and madness, centrai and marginal, 



surface and depth" (Samp, l989:4O). Deconstruction is a discursive methodology that 

provides the theoretical means to reverse classicai oppositions and undennine the 

generai placement of the discursive field. 

The objective of Demdean deconstructionist methodology is to identifjr the central 

prernise upon which a text's central argument rests. A centrai premise writes (Sarup, 

l989:4O), "is any thought-system which depends on an unassailable foundation, a first 

principle or unimpeachable ground upon which a whole hierarchy of meanings may be 

constructed" This centrai premise is fiindamental to Demda's methodology, for it is 

here that the opposing terms are located, identifiable by what they include and 

exclude. Demda argues that within this binary pair there is always a hierarchy. One 

of the two ternis is understood as controliing the other, assumed to hoId the superior 

position. It is understood to be more fblly present, valuable and therefore more 

valued. The second terrn in the binarism is assumed to be dominated by the first, 

being defined as outside and less valuable than the first. Derrida writes, 

In a traditional philosophical opposition we have not a peacefil 
coexistence of acting terms but a violent hierarchy. One of thé 
terms dominates the other (axiologically, logically, etc.) occupies 
the comrnanding position. To deconstmct the opposition is above 
ail, at a particular moment, to reverse the hierarchy (Derrida, 
1981 :56,57). 

For Demda, the simple reversal of the hierarchical principles located in the text is 

insufficient to disrupt official sanctified knowledges. W e  the first move in 

deconstructing the metaphysicd oppositions is to overthrow the hierarchy, there is a 

need to go beyond this reversa1 and into the strategy of displacement. Displacement 

for Demda means continually erasing the superior term through endless and multiple 

interpretations of the text that deny the possibility of finai meaning or knowledge 

(1 993 : 09). Derrida expresses this displacement strategy through the principle of 

diferance constructed out of the French verbs 'to differ' and 'to defert (1 98 Z :27). 



Gestures of reversal and displacement allow meaning not only to  be 'different' but to 

change since it is continually being displaced. "Differmce then points to the absence 

of any pnmary site of meaning"(Murphy, 1993 : 26). By continudl y reversing the 

hierarchies and shifting the stable meaning, the superior terni loses its repressional 

advantage in the discourse. Demdean deconstructionist methodology insists on 

continually circumventing the value laden binary terms. The more ofien binary 

hierarchies are sought out, reversed and displaced within the discourse, the less oRen 

these types of value laden hierarchies will be available to shape the social construction 

of knowledge. 

Foucault and Subjugated Knawiedges 

Like Derrida, Foucault is concemed about the relationship between language, tmth 

and the authoritative subject, but his discursive methodology examines the nexus of 

power relations between individuals , institutions and the production of discourses. 

Foucault focuses on the production of text, because he views the text as part of a 

discursive network of power which obscures other forms of knowledge. In me 

Orders of Discourse, Foucault ( 1  97 1 : 8) writes, 

In every socieîy the production of discourse is at once controlled, 
selected, organized and redistributed according to a certain 
nurnber of procedures, whose role is to avert its powers and its 
dangers to cope with chance events, to evade its ponderous, 
awesome materiality . 

To undermine and dismantle dominanting discourses, Foucault argues that it is 

necessary to seek out hidden, less valued knowledges. Rather than seeking to 

undennine the category of centrality in text altogether, Foucault proposes shifiing the 

"grand" narratives out of their central position through the unveiling of alternative 

discourses. Foucault aims to make visible the subjugated knowledges which have 



been silenced and rendered invisible by the officia1 discourses. The t em "subjugated 

knowledges" refers to, 

... a whole set of knowledges that have been disqualified as 
inadequate to their task or insufficiently elaborated: naive 
knowledges, located low down on the hierarchy, beneath the 
required level of cognition or scientif ici  p o p  knowledge 
though it is far from being a general cornmonsense knowledge, 
but is on the contrary a particular, local, regional knowledge, a 
dflerential knowledge incapable of unanimity and which owes 
its force only to the harshness with which it is opposed by 
evexything surrounding it -- through the reappearance of this 
knowledge.. . criticism performs its work (Foucault, 1980:82). 

In textual anaiysis, seeking out buried "counterpoint" lines of knowledge provides 

a method for unmasking the "truth", challenging what we know to be true through the 

presentation of alternative perspectives. It is a historical method that seeks to 

uncover knowledges that have been suppressed and in whose articulation Foucault 

sees the possibility for chailenging the centrdity of goveming discourses. It is a 

technique that contests the authoritative "voice" and "position" of a controlling "line" 

in a discourse by seeking out and unveiling knowledges and voices that have been 

masked and unheard. 

Regimes of Truth 

Whiie they differ in their approach to textual analysis, with Derrida taking us into 

the text to explore the endless variations of meanings available and Foucault focusing 

on how discourse is enmeshed with relations of power, both seek the dismantlement 

of modernist social approaches to knowledge that sanction and perpetuate oppressive 

academic discourses. It is in Foucault's conceptuaiization of "regimes of truth" that 

their insistence for the destabilization of the modernist terrain of knowledge 

production becomes clear. 



Foucault argues t hat, 

Each society has its regime of truth, its 'general politics' of truth: 
that is, the types of discourse which it accepts and makes fùnction 
as true; the mechanisms and instances which enable one to 
distinguish tme and false statements, the means by which each is 
sanctioned; the techniques and procedures accorded value in the 
acquisition of truth; the status of those who are charged with 
saying what counts as true (Foucault, 1980: 13 1). 

Foucault insists on the necessity of analyzing criticaiiy how these regimes are created 

and sustained through the production and reproduction of power, knowledge and 

authority. Directing our focus towards the "regjmes of truth" in which we work 

requires us to take responsibility for self-criticism and social critique without, 

"presuming a privileged path to knowfedge or proposing an impossible escape fiom 

the social-historical sphere" (Thompson, 1984:203). 

These discursive methodological constructs set the stage for rny joumey into the 

heart of Native educational discourse. Taking up Gorets suggestion that as academics 

we need to assess critically our own role in the construction of knowledge, I have 

bound this study to Canadian Native educational academic discourse. 1 draw on 

Derrida's concept of deconstruction to move into the text to investigate the "central 

premise" on which the discourse is built. 1 use Foucault's claim that discourses 

operate as "regimes of truth" to unmask the relationship between knowledge, truth 

and authority in Native educational discourse. 1 do so by investigating the historicd 

and social conditions which made this discourse possible in the first place and by 

uncovering sorne of the subjugated "lines" of knowledge that exist in this discourse. 



Chapter Four 

Cultural Determinism - Review of a Discourse 

Princess Pocahontas, 
Powhatan's daughter, 
Stared a t  the white men 
Corne across the water. 

She was like a wild deer 
O r  a bright, plumed bird, 
Ready then to flash away 
At one harsh word. 

When the faces answered hers, 
Paler yet, but smiling, 
Pocahontas looked and looked, 
Found them quite beguiling. 

Liked the whites and trusted them, 
Spite of kin and kith 
Fed and protected 
Captain John Smith. 

Pocahontas was revered 
By each and every one. 
She marrie$ John Rolfe 
She had a RoIfe son. 

She crossed the sea to London 
And must have found it queer, 
To be Lady Rebecca 
And the toast of the year. 

"La Belle Sauvage!" 
"La Belle Sauvage! " 
Our non pareil is she!" 
But Princess Pocahontas 
Gazed sadly toward the sea. 

They gave her silk and furbelows 
She pined, as wild things do 
And, when she died at Gmvesend 
She was only twenty two. 

Poor wild bird --- 
No one can be blamed, 
But gentle Pocahontas 
Was a wild thing tamed. 

And everywhere the lesson runs, 
All through the ages: 

WiId tbings die 
In the very finest cages.' 

(Rosemary and Stephen Vincent Benet, 1936) 

II was helping one of my children's £iiends with his homework when I came across 
this poem. It was being used as an example of narrative poetry in a Grade Five 
classroom. Eüs teacher told me it came fiom an exercise book that could be 
purchased at any teacher's store. 



In this chapter 1 begin my investigation of the modernist "line" that serves to 

construct Native educational discourse. My analysis begins with the identification of 

two of the major "points" in Native educational discourse that serve to construct its 

modemist "iine". The first of these theoretical "points" seeks explanation for the 

Native educational "situation" in rnacrosystemic analysis. First Nation@) education is 

theorked, analyzed and explained by an examination which focuses on the broader 

societai aspects of the relationship between First Nation(s) peoples and Western 

education. The second theoretical "point" central to the construction of the Native 

educational modernist "line", is one that investigates the microsystemic relationship 

between the individuai and formal schooling. Microsysternic anaiysis in Native 

educational discourse tends to be marked by its attention to the conflictual 

relationship between mainstream pedagogy, cumculum, and the cultural behaviours of 

First Nation(s) students in the classroom. 

M e r  outlining these two apparently divergent "points" of focus for theory and 

research in Native educational discourse, 1 will argue that both are driven by the same 

cultural concept and that in this central concept lies the essence of the modemist 

"line" found in Native educational discourse. As Thakur (1 990: 1) points out in his 

discussion of counterpoint, "it is necessary to begin with "the study of the essence of 

the line". The essence of the modernist Native educational "line" is a concept known 

as cultural determinism. It is a concept of culture embedded in an acculturation 

mode1 put forth by the field of culturai anthropology over sixty years ago and one still 

employed extensively in Native educational discourse. 1 then discuss the peculiar 

problems associated with this concept of culture and its attendant acculturation 

model. 



Macrosystemk Explanafi011 - Group Dynamics 

A large portion of the pre-dominant discourse that addresses Native education 

directs its attention to issues that pertain to the basic socio-cultural differences and 

inequities that exist between Euro-Canadian and First Nation(s) systems. It is an 

approach which explores educational issues in the broader context of institutional 

arrangements that historically have been established by the larger Canadian society. 

Analysis is directed towards the political, economic and legai status of First Nation(s) 

peoples and the relationship between this institutiondized position and Native 

education. The overarching theme in macrosystemic analysis is one which argues that 

economically, socially, politically and culturally, First Nation@) as a group have been 

effective& curtailed and oppressed through systemic mechanisms. Revalent in this 

theoretical approach to Native education is the view that educational policy and 

practice has been used as a powerfiil tool of Native social control and cultural 

destruction (Boldt 1985, King 1987, Long Boat 1987, Ryan 1989). 

One of the more prominent macrosystemic fkameworks used to investigate 

educational issues is the mode1 of interna1 colonialism (Wall 1987, Makokis 1993, 

Perley 1993). The theory of intemal colonialism is one which explores the means by 

which the colonizing group has subjugated the indigenous population within its 

national boundaries. Intemal colonial theory takes the position that colonized peoples 

have been forced through various mechanisms of control to become economically, 

culturally, and politically inferior and dependent on the dominant group. It is a 

position that reads the relationship between the colonizing and indigenous peoples as 

one in which there has been total systemic domination by the colmizers. 

In the theory of intemal colonialism, the means by which this control is understood 

to be carried out is indicated by certain identifiable political and legal criteria. These 

criteria include, (a) the forced , involuntary entry of the cotonized group into the 



dominant Society, (b) the colonking power adopting policies that suppress, transfomi, 

or destroy Native values, orientations and ways of life, (c) manipulation and 

management of the colonized by agents of the colonizing group, and (d) domination, 

exploitation and oppression justified by an ideology of racism which defines the 

colonized group as inferior (Perley, 1993 : 19). 

In the case of Canadian First Nation(s), the vested domination and control which 

characterizes intemal colonialism takes the form of federal legislation known as the 

Indian Act. First passed in 1868 by the new Dominion of Canada, The Indian Act is 

the federal policy devised for the governance of "Indians". hcluded in this 

governance is specific policy directed towards the education of "Indians" 

(Perley, 1993: 122). Many articles have been written in Native educational discourse 

on the oppressive and destructive nature of the colonial educational policies state and 

church implemented and the schools where these policies were executed. Residential 

schools are perhaps the best example of the social control and cultural eradication 

promoted by the Indian Act. A number of authors (Cummins 1985, Miller 1987, 

Haig-Brown 1988, York 1989, Bull 199 1) have recounted the abuse and resistance 

that occurred in these school~ .~  The basic educational argument 

2 ~ h r e e  arguments are generally made in support of residential schools. The first is 
that, residential schools produced the political leaders that eventuaily helped to ensure 
the demise of residential schools. "It was one of history's ironies that many of the 
post-war Indian leaders who were to argue the case for greater Indian control of 
hdian policy were the products of the residential schools ... Many of these people had 
been deeply marked by their school experience, some traumaticdy. But they had 
also acquired sufficient skills to emerge as effective leaders of the organizations they 
fashioned, and fiom the later 1960's onward they made long strides in wresting 
control of Indian policy fiom the hands of bureaucrats and church peoplet' 
(Miller, 1987: 10). This is an argument that tries to justi@ and rationdize the situation 
by suggesting that without the residential schools there would have been no First 
Nation(s) political leaders to help unbind the colonial state of affairs. In doing so, it 
makes it appear that there were no Native political leaders before or after the Euro- 
Canadian arrived and that really even though mistakes were made, residentid schooIs 
gave a few of "them" the necessary tools to liberate their people. It is an argument 



put forth by intenial colonial theorists is that in the broader soci J and political 

context, federal educational policy is not concerned with what the larger society 

generally understands as formal education but with education directed towards 

controlling and if at al1 possible, destroying the socio-cultural context that defines 

First Nation($ peoples. 

The current literature that focuses on macrosystemic issues in Native education 

oflen utilizes the internal colonial theory as a framework fiom which to investigate the 

current state of policy and administration in Native education, particularly the 

predorninant issues of devolution and local control. Since the official devolution 

process began in the early 1 9701s, the effects of attempting to disrnantle internal 

colonialist educational policies through transfer of control to bands has drawn the 

interest of a number of scholars in education (Elofson 1988, Hall 1992, Inivin 1992, 

Hollander 1993, DeWaal 1994). There is a general agreement in this literature that 

the process of political and legal devolution has been chaotic, confusing, too rapid 

and not particularly successfùl y a r d  1983, Young-hg 1988, Makokis 199 1, 

Goddard 1993). In his assessrnent of the devolution process, Denis Hall (1992:57) 

argues: 

that suggests that there was no other way to produce sophisticated politicdly adept 
Native leaders. 

The second argument often made is that residential schools were safe havens for 
some students whose parents and cornmunites were falling apart under the ravages of 
disease, starvation and alcohol. This argument conveniently forgets to ask why this 
situation was occuning in the first place or looking at the role the colonial agenda 
played in creating the situation. Finally, there is the argument that not only First 
Nation(s) children but al1 immigrants were subjected to the same policies of cultural 
genocide - (1 fhd the distinction between the English population and the rest of the 
immigrant population an interesting absence itself in this argument). However there is 
a significant distinction to be made between "immigrant" populations and First 
Nation(s) peoples. "Immigrants" came of their own accord and were never subjected 
to separate rules and regulations of goverance. First Nation(s) peoples were already 
here and came t o  be govemed as a separate and distinct population. 



Over the past 20 years Indian bands across Canada have had 
various responsibilities associated with the operation of reserve 
schools transferred to them fiom the Canadian federal 
government. III most circumstances the transfer process, terrned 
devolution by the federal government has been quick, poorly 
planned and il1 conceived. Indian band councils, anxious to exert 
control over matters pertaining to their own destinies have 
virtually 'jumped fiom the Wng pan into the fire'.. .Because of 
fiscal policy constraints, in most cases that are said to be band 
'controlled' control is in fact retained by the federai government: 
band councils simply administer federal government policy, and 
band education cornmittees only advise. 

This consensus is based largely on the understanding that internal colonialisrn still 

rernains firmly in place. Although band control over education has become the catch 

phrase of the day, it is viewed as more political talk than educationai reality. Makokis 

(1 993:3) writes that, "Devolution seems not to have addressed the politicai, legal, 

and econornic relationships of the internal colonial model, but to have reinforced the 

dynamics of the asymrnetrical relationshig". 

In one sense, macrosystemic approaches have been helpful in elucidating certain 

kinds of problems unique to Native education. They have captured some of the 

broader aspects of the unequal relationships prevalent between the larger Canadian 

society, indigenous populations and Native education. The generai weakness of this 

approach taken in Native educational discourse, lies in its tendency to subjugate 

agency to system. As macrosysternic theories focus on social structure and system, 

they place society pnor to individuals, portraying social actors as individuals who 

have no control over their lives," ... like puppets controlled by the strings of structure" 

(Bourdieu, 1 990:9). 

The discourse that approaches Native education fiom a macrosystemic position, 

blankets the entire Native population under one roof. In other words, it is modernist 



discourse which objectifies and reduces ail First Nation(s) peoples to one group and 

makes wide-sweeping generalizations about "their" educational situation. Hall, for 

instance (1 992571, cited in the passage above, argues that the whole process for al2 

band-controlled schools has been poorly planned and poorly executed. He argues 

that the devolution process is seriously flawed and that educational prograrns 

delivered on reserves "are neither proactive nor Sound, but rather comprise a doomed 

educational facade based on Indians' reaction and response to federd goverment 

proposals and policies developed for Indian education on reserves without any 

significant input fiom the Indians" (1992:60). His basic argument is one which 

concludes that because of the internal colonial structure, aii First Nation(s) peoples 

who live on reserves have no agency, either in the control or administration of the 

schools. By extension, dl band-operated schools are failures and d l  First Nation(s) 

individuals who go to these schools are doomed. It is a construction of First 

Nation($ "others" which represents all First Nation(s) people as victims who can do 

no more than react to the colonid structure imposed upon them. 

Microsysfem*c Andjsis - First N.*on(s) "Oiliers" and Educattatton 

The second significant "point" used to construct the modemkt line in Native 

educationd discourse, concerns itseKwith the relationship between the individual and 

formal schooling. It is an approach which concentrates on cultural dserences in 

world views, values, social organization, language and tearning styles and how these 

effect the "ofher's" abiiity to l e m  in the classroorn. There are any number of views 

taken on this issue of "cultural difference" but nearly al1 center their arguments within 

an "equality of opportunity/cultura1 discontinuity" fiamework. 

The "equality of opportunitylcultural discontinuity" fiamework in Native 

educational discourse is itself based on two underlying assumptions. The first is that 

Native people are econornically and socially disadvantaged because they haven't had a 



"proper" education (Cummins 1985, Lee 1986, McAlpine 1990, Charters-Voght 

1991, Taylor, Crago & McAlpine 1993). Read (1983 :526) for instance writes: "The 

poor economic status of the native population is often attributed in part at least to low 

levels of education. Efforts to improve the economic situation of Canada's native 

people have therefore included attempts to raise educationai attainrnent". 

The first part of this causdeffect argument takes its cues fiom fùnctionalist theory. 

Functionalist theory is defined as those explanations which explain a social institution 

or practice in tenns of its beneficial consequences for the social system as a whole or 

for some important subsystem. 

Social systems are seen as dynamic systems in which the parts 
play fùnctional roies, and the goal of the functional analysis is to  
identifL the role piayed by a particular institution or practice 
(Little, 199 1 : 94). 

It is a position that reads schools as beneficial institutions for social society because 

they produce productive, self-supporting individuais. This translates into the notion 

that one of the basic purposes of schools as institutions is the socialization of the 

young for the benefit of society as a whole. Located within this fùnctionalist reading 

is the "equality of opportunity" ideology which sees the educational system as key in 

the distribution of societal meritocracy - contingent on the socialization of the young 

which the educational system claims is one of its functions. 

mit another way, as a beneficial system, one of the roles of schooling is to provide 

"equality of opportunity" for those who pass through the system. However, in order 

for the educational system to perform its fbnction, the individual must corne already 

equipped with the social culture this same system claims it is responsible for imparting 

before "equality of opportunity" is possible. On one level, schools are understood to 

be responsible for socializing the young. At the everyday leveI, however, there is a 

peculiar reversa1 of responsibility. Rather than the school being held accountable for 

instilling the "right" social values and beliefs in the child, it is the child that must 



demonstrate these values and beliefs in order to access the educational opportunities 

the educational system offers. It is a contradictory argument since the educational 

system cm only perfonn its fùnction of transrnitting social culture if the social culture 

is already held by the individual bearers. It is also the argument used quite extensively 

in Native educational discourse and is played out dong the lines of cultural codict 

theory. 

Cultural Conflict 

The second part of the cause/effect debate in the rnicrosystemic strand of this 

discourse lies in its rationale for why the educational system has not been successfùl in 

performing its meritocratic function for First Nation(s) individuals. In microanalytical 

approaches to Native education the general argument is that the educational system 

cannot educate First Nation(s) "others" because the individuals corning into the 

system do not possess the appropriate cultural values and behaviours. Cultural 

codict theory holds that First Nation(s) "others" have distinct systems of values and 

goals different fiom those embedded in the Euro-Canadian educational system and 

that these values and goals are not taken into account by the school. First Nation@) 

"others" are seen as unsuccessful in claiming an education because of their cultural 

"differences". The argument is one that suggests that the schools cannot do their job 

because of the difTerences in the socio-cultural values of First Nation(s) peoples. 

A much older discourse, culturai confiict works fiom the assumption that certain 

social characteristics identifiable by cultural "differences" are findamental to 

deciphering the relationships between First Nation(s) "others, Euro-Canadian 

education and the "equality of opportunity" objective. Armstrong (1987: 14) reflects 

the substance of this argument when she insists that: "the modern definition of 

education (the practice of schooling) stands in sharp contrast to the traditional 

indigenous view, which centres on education as a natural process o c c u h g  durhg 



everyday activities" (Fiordo 1988, Hollander 1993, Foreman 1993). Katz (1 972: 407) 

provides an example of how this substantive "difference" is conceptualized in the 

literature. He writes that "the lack of success in schools of minority groups may be a 

reflection of the lack of relevance goals of the school to the cornpetence goals 

towards which the chiid has been socialized by the transmitting agents of his own 

culture". In other words, the culture of First Nation(s) students and the culture of the 

school are in confiict with each other, placing First Nation(s) students at a 

disadvantage. It is these apparently irreconcilable discontinuities between specific 

First Nation(s) cultural characteristics and the culture of the school which provide the 

theoretical fiarnework in microanalysis £iom which to explain the inability of the 

educational system to perform its function and fiom which to prescribe cumcular and 

pedagogicd modification and reforrn (Hawthorn 1967, Dumont 1972, Wyatt 1979, 

Philips 1983, Pepper & Henry 199 1). 

The concept of cultural conflict was supported in part by a theory particularly 

prevalent in the general educational literature before the 1970's. Known as cultural 

deprivation theory, it was a view that read educational failure as a direct result of the 

failure of the socialization process at home. "Some writers, particularly those who are 

psychoanalytically oriented, attribute the disadvantaged pupil's learning difficulties to 

a basic failure of the socialization process at home"(Katz, 1972: 15) In short, the 

student came fiom a background that was deficient. The "other" came fiom an 

irnpoverished situation because hisher culture was impoverished. Under the auspices 

of cultural depnvation, faulty early socialization, personality deficits, dienation, and 

broken homes were often cited as culturally induced and directly responsible for the 

incumbent socia! disadvant age suffered by the "other" . 

First Nation@) children was seen as lacking in many of the necessary cultural 

configurations required for educational success. Their socio-cultural environment 

was a handicap to educational success. The general view held in the educational field 



was that these "deprived children should somehow have their lives ' e ~ c h e d ' ,  that they 

should be exposed to and thereby internalize middle-dass cultural values: such 

exposure would compensate for their cultural deprivation" (Katz, 1972: 398). They 

needed to be socialized into Euro-Canadian culture before they could take advantage 

of the opportunities provided by the education system. 

For the Indian child, the school is an entirely new phenornenon 
with new cultural items and some of his previous patterns of 
leaming are not of value in the school situation. The Indian child 
is face with the problems of overcoming disparate patterns of 
Iearning and of acquiring a new role in an unfarniliar setting 
(Hawthorn, 1967: 1 10). 

With the change of socio-political climate in the 1960's and early 701s, the concept 

of cultural depnvation evolved into the idea of cultural disadvantage. This was the 

result of a backlash in the general educational arena against educational theory which 

advanced the idea that the only valid culture was Western culture. In Native 

educational discourse, this educational shifi led to the argument that First Nation(s) 

children came fiom a culture which, while different fiorn Euro-Canadian culture was 

none the less perfectly legitimate. However, since the "other's" culture was assumed 

to  be based on different assumptions and processes fiom that on which Western 

middle-class educational principles were based, the students in question were placed 

at a disadvantage. It is an argument still used today in this discourse. Taylor, Crago 

and McAlpine (1993: 178) demonstrate this line of reasoning when they write: 

Furthemore, white-middle class North Arnerican cultural patterns 
of guiding children's performance in preliteracy activities may not 
exist in Aboriginal homes, and consequently children may not be 
prepared to deal with the demands of  schooling, although ehey are 
highly competent in meeting the demands placed on them by their 
homes and communities. 



What is important to notice in these two passages is that while the educational 

objective in the literature has changed iiom cultural negation to  cultural validation, 

the belief that it is cultural conflict which remains the central problem in achieving this 

educational goal rernains the same. 

Cultural Conflict and Education 

In the microsystemic approach to Native education, this cultural conflict 

assumption undergirds the debates in Native educational discourse that revolve 

around how best to cross the cultural gap in schoois, how to integrate First 

Nation(s)/Euro-Canadian education into the schools, and the educational quandaries 

related to doing so. Since the view in this discourse is one which accepts the 

ovemding problem in the schools as one of cultural conflict, the next logical step is to 

look for ways to accomrnodate the confIict. The debate surrounding the First 

Nation(s) student and formal schooling, built as it were within this context of cultural 

conflict, takes three distinct positions on this cumcular and pedagogical modification 

and reform. 

The first position is one that seeks to develop educational theory and practice in 

order to improve the rnainstream educational attainment of First Nation(s) children. 

The second is one which claims that since First Nation(s) children Iive "outside" of 

mainstream society, culturally appropriate education will provide the confidence and 

skills for Native students to fùnction within their own societies. "A question rhat is 

fiequently raised by educators in Aboriginal communities concerns the goals of 

schooling. The dilemma here is whether to educate children with a view to 

assimilating to mainstream culture or whether to concentrate education that prepares 

children for life in their home communities" (Taylor, Crago & McAlpine, 

1993 : l76/l 77). Ln other words, based on the understanding that it is cultural conflict 



which creates the dissonance, the dilemma becomes whether the school's function 

should be to act as a socializing agent for Native culture or Euro-Canadian culture. 

This reading of cultural conflict has produced a third position which argues that 

Native children should become bi-culturai. It is an argument that suggests the best 

way to approach the cultural mismatch is for Native children to become competmt in 

both their own culture ad Canadian culture. The federal policy document "Indian 

and Eskimo Affairs Program - Education" (1976: 4) asks, for instance, "How, then 

cm native children grow in pride of seif, in pride of race in this larger 'white' society? 

The report goes on to offer a biculturalist solution. 

For the native peoples, bi-culturalism is to be able to fùnction in 
either of two cultures - the native community in which one is 
raised and the dominant society where one has chosen to become 
educated or to learn certain skills. This individual can choose to  
move fkom one culture to another as the occasion demands.. .As 
well as mastering two languages, the students gain an appreciation 
of their own cultural values and heritage, and an understanding of 
the ways and beliefs of the dominant society . 

The school's function in the bicultural scenario is read as socializing the Native child 

not only into White culture but into Native culture as well. Those, like the federal 

governent who advocate bicultural education, view it as a way to provide the long 

sought educational goal of "equality of opportunity" for Native children. 

There are some interesting assumptions in this passage which tend to inforrn the 

microsystemic discourse as a who1e. For this reason the above passage bears some 

attention. The fkst notable supposition is that First Nation(s) "others" are not familiar 

with the wuys and beliefs qf the dominant sociey and need to become so. It is an 

assumption that renders invisible the long relationship between Native peoples and 

Euro-Canadian society and writes Native and White as disconnected entities. The 

second assumption found in this bi-culturaiist concept is that to become "educated" in 

the Western sense of the word is separate and distinct fiom being "educated" in the 



Native sense of the word: "For the native peoples, bi-culturalism is to be able to 

fùnction in either of two cultures - the native community in which one is raised and 

the dominant Society where one has chosen to become educuted or to leam certain 

skiZZs"(1976: 5) .  The suggestion is that Native children need to be taught about their 

"culture" (a thing) - a subtext which r a d s  culture as a subject area to be studied 

rather like art or music appreciation classes and one that is viewed as separate and 

distinct from being "educated" or learning certain skiils in the Euro-Canadian sense. 

In the microsystemic approach, this particular under standing of "culture" as 

something to be studied is found in the debates on how to integrate First Nation(s) 

"cultures" into the school. (Richardson, 1986, McCaskill 1987, Oakes 1988, Koen 

1989) are but a few of those who have tackled this question, Generally, because 

"culture" is objectified as a "thing" to be taught, it is provided through add-on classes 

such as beading and tanning. Viewed this way, culture is seen as symbolic - a 

collection of material things or activities disconnected from their real meaning or 

context . Koens (1 989:4O) notes that this type of cultural understanding in the 

classroom "typically, results in a prolXeration of school activities which develop 

expertise in such exotic minutiae as beadwork, carving and Indian dancing". 

Pedagogically, cultural conflict theory in Native educational discourse relies 

heavily on the belief that First Nations students have distinct learning styles and 

behaviours wfüch inhibit their leaniing. Some of the more farniliar of these 

distinctions are: 1) "Native children may become easily embmassed and agologetic if 

it is pointed out to them that they are doing or saying something that is different 

(Pepper & Henry, 199 1 : 147), 2) "One might safey hypothesize that verbal skills are 

not as highly valued due to the style of interaction between Native parents and 

children3 (Common and Frost, l988:27), 3) "Teachers need to emphasize being rather 

One has to wonder how the deemphasis on verbal skills and the emphasis on oral 



than doing, past and present rather than fufure, and harmony with nature rather than 

subjugation of nature (Clifton, l988:34l), 4) "At the age of mobility, the child is 

considered a person and left relatively fiee to create and explore his own 

environment" (Hawthorn 1967: 1 12). A great ded of the Native educational discourse 

that utilizes a rnicrosystemic approach embraces these core cultural rnarkers to 

explain the educational difficulties al2 Native students experience in schools. 

It wiU be shown that even under optimum conditions, i.e., a high 
level of native involvement there are still obstacles to creating a 
C U ~ C U ~ U ~  expressive of native culture. In particular there are 
aspects of Native culture which are not compatible with the 
culture of the schools; specifically, two leamhg styles - that of the 
school and that of the native community ... My observations, 
reinforced by commentary of native people hvolved in the 
program indicate that there is a community learning style and a 
school learning style. In the community the usual way for a child 
to learn a ski11 fiom an adult is to observe carefirlly over long 
periods of tirne and then to begin taking part in the activity 
(Wyatt, 1979: l7,Z). 

The general recommendation made in the predominant Native educational 

discourse is to adjust pedagogy to reflect First Nation(s) leaming styles. This 

includes allowing student-directed small group learning, de-emphasizing competition 

in favor of cooperation, using hoiistic learning approaches and allowing students to 

watch before asking them to do the task. It is an argument that suggests that the 

educational "problerns" in the classroorn can be "fixed" by incorporating Native 

"culture" into both pedagogy and curriculum. In other words it is the irrelevant 

materid and the inability of the students and teacher to communicate that is seen to 

form the nexus of Native peoples educational difficulties (CLXRon 1988, Stairs 1991, 

Foreman 19%). 

tradition, two central cultural rnarkers in this discourse, cm be logically reconciled. 



If the weakness of macrosystemic theories in Native education lie in their neglect 

of the individual, educational theories which focus on individuals and mark them 

through specific group characteristics and behaviours do just the reverse. Theories 

that focus on the individual "other" in relation to formal schooling can be cntiqued on 

the grounds that they fail to acknowledge the relationship between First Nation(s) 

peoples and the vider context of systemic imposition. This microsystemic approach 

discomects First Nation(s) individuals fiom the socio-political and historical 

conditions that have shaped their lives, and writes "culture" as if it occurred in a void. 

More importantly it is a representation which argues that the "cultural" differences of 

this group are the sarne for ail individuals placed under the First Nation(s) label. 

Furthemore, these "differences" remain exactly the same as they were four hundred 

years ago- uncompted and unchanged by virtues of t h e  group's homogeneous and 

insular immutability . In short, it depoiiticizes its analysis of Native education, 

constmcting the "object" of its study in general and universal terms to do so. 

The Construction of Culture in Native Educationai Discourse 

As analytical approaches to Native educational discourse, macro and micro 

analysis appear to take up dissimiliar approaches in the search for "explanation" in 

Native education. Tndeed, it ifhard to imagine how these two "points" of theoretical 

reference could be any more divergent in their reading of the "problem". As 

"different" as these two approaches seem, it is fiom the same concept of culture that 

both take their cues. As 1 argued in Chapter Three, a general oveMew of this 

discourse does not point to one person or a select group of persons whose authority 

contro1s the field. Instead, the reverse is true; there is aparricular culturd text which 

controls the prevalent discourse, authorizing the majority of those who work in this 

field. 



This conceptualization of "culture", which has bound itself so tightly to discussions 

of education, has become one of the unquestioned, unproblematized "tmths" of this 

discourse. Moreover, it is a conceptualization that serves to reifY the relations of 

culture and education and acts as the central binding and boundary condition for 

criticism and reforrn. The difficulties in education are explained and reduced to long 

term contiict which in tum is explained (away) as the result of the raw fact of cultural 

"differences". Put another way, culture is perceived to be the cause of the palpable 

tension and difficulties in attempts to provide, change or improve education for First 

Nation(s) peoples. Both macro and rnicro approaches in the controlling Native 

educational discourse, take as given the possibility of detailing and therefore reducing 

to certain specifics, the very essence of what it means to be Native. It is what is 

known in sociology as an essentialist theoretical position, for it "supports the position 

that it is possible to attain absolute, incorrigible knowledge of the essence of an 

object" (Sayer, 1992: 163). 

Consider for instance, the literature that tackles Native education from the 

perspective of systemic domination. Interna1 colonial theory understands interna1 

colonialism as a systern which developed in part f?om the understanding that 

aboriginal cultures were al1 the same and uniforrnly alien, coupled with the 

unwavering belief that First Nation(s) peoples needed to be assimilated into the more 

"advanced" European culture. While macrosysternic analysis might ignore the 

individual in relation to the wider sphere, it nevertheless takes up unquestioned 

notions of group identity. There is a peculiar tendency in macrosystemic theory that 

addresses Native educational issues to "give" First Nation(s) societies a specific 

hornogeneous "group" status - one where al1 individuals are represented by their 

similar powerlessness to  do anything but react to the circumstances of their 

subjugation. However, as Van den Berghe(l98 1 : 182) stresses, one of the identifiable 

characteristics of intemal colonialism ". . .is a legal status ascribed to subordinate 



groups who have a corporate, group status that takesprecedence over their 

individual siatus"(emphasis added). Ironically, those who approach Native 

educational literature fiom this perspective end up supporting the very intemal 

colonialism they are attempting to undermine. They do so because they apply a 

certain cultural script to a whole population regardIess of gender, age, geographic 

location, or affiliation. 

Microanalysis which focuses on pedagogy and C U ~ C U ~ U ~  relies on exactly the 

same essentialist assurnptions. This type of analysis also takes as social "fact" that 

essential "cultural" differences are responsible for the widely docurnented educational 

malaise. Indeed, the dnving force in this micro approach to Native educational 

discourse centres around the negative effects this "difference" has had for al1 Native 

people in relation to Euro-Canadian education. In seeking the answers to the Native 

educational situation, microanalysis separates First Nation(s) individuals fiom their 

relationship with the mainstream world, arguing that it is the "different" cultural 

beliefs and behaviours of the "others" that creates the dissonance in the classroom. 

In Chapter Three, 1 discussed some of the research being done in the early 1970's 

that I considered far more pertinent to Native educational issues than much of the 

work currently being produced. Among this research were some very interesting 

pedagogical studies done by Judith Kleinfeld. 1 thinlc these studies bear mentioning in 

order to demonstrate the dangers of following the prevalent line of reasoning in the 

discourse. Studying the pedagogical approaches of teachers in Native classrooms, 

Kleinfeld identified an number of pedagogical approaches, two which 1 will briefly 

outline. 

One of the more prominent pedagogical approaches IUeinfeld identified was the 

"traditionalist" approach. Traditionalist pedagogues reflect the "cultural deprivation" 

position found in the broader educational theory. These teachers believe that if 

Native people would just accept and adopt white values and economic strategies their 



incurnbent diâculties would magically vanish. Traditionalist educators often perceive 

that a major part of their job is not teaching the cumculum, but changing the beiiefs, 

attitudes and values, the very identity of Native students. 

The fact that Indian l i e  is so &en to Anglo teachers intensifies 
their efforts to remodel children. They attempt to shape children's 
attitudes, skills and cIassroom behaviours into familiar patterns. 
These efforts whether carried out by gentle, coaxing, p r o g r m e d  
reinforcement or harsh and punitive methods result in a lack of 
participation on the part of Indian children in their own education 
and a high drop-out rate (John,1976:331). 

Another pedagogical approach Kieinfeld identified was that of the "Professional 

Distance-Passive Understanding-Sophisticates". This pedagogical approach 

correlates to "cultural disadvantage" educational theory . Trying to incorporate 

cultural understanding and reIevance, it is a pedagogical approach that continually 

focuses on the culturd differences found between the community and the Western 

classroom. These teachers tend to be highIy educated and have strong backgrounds 

in anthropology. Kleinfeld (1975:32) argues that the educational results of this type of 

pedagogical approach are as harmful as those of the "Traditionalists". 

While sophisticated teachers in integrated classroom did little 
darnage beyond making village students feel uncornfortable and 
teaching them little, the sophisticate in an &Native classroom 
could do serious harm. Interested in the psychology of Native- 
white differences, they reinforced the students' sense of being 
dflerent. They mi@ socialize d a g e  students into the 
stereotyped role behaviour that their anthropological studies had 
led them to expect. 

Typecasting al1 Native children in certain ways, be these negative or positive, dlows 

no room for individuality, growth or change. Instead, Native students become 

encurnbered by a representation that predetennines who they are and the limits of 

their possibilities. 



Of those who direct their attention to critical analysis of this underlying culturai 

concept, Car1 Urion has been the most constant. Spanning a time period of twenty 

years, his voice speaks the loudest in its insistence towards reflection and critical 

analysis of Native educational discourse. It is worth yuoting him at length as what he 

writes in his latest contribution, Firsf Nafions Postsecond.y Education A Review 

(1995) refiects the basic argument he has been making for the last two decades. 

Identi@ng quite dearly the two prominent positions taken in Native educational 

discourse he writes, 

... despite the volume of it, the literature is neither well developed 
nor cumulative. It is on the one hand particuIaristic, with a wealth 
of local description interpreted in the light of competing low-level 
theories (e.g. low achievernent related to self-concept), on the 
other hand, it is typified by sweeping and global argument (e.g., 
low achievernent a symptom of a larger malaise that will be 
remedied by various interventions to bring about 
"empowement"). It does not seem to constitute an academic 
tradition (Urion, 199 1 : 168). 

For Urion, the findamental problem with Native educational discourse is located 

in its consistent use of a specific type of acculturation theory. Urion views this 

acculturation theory as the background in Native educational discourse against which 

everything else is mapped. He notes: "Alrnost 20 years ago, Hedley examined our 

major literatures and theoretical discourses in Native education and said that that 

[acculturationj model typified virhially al1 our academic literature ..A is still 

fùndamental to a great deal of academic discourse and practice" (Urion, 1991 :4). It is 

this acculturation model of culture that provides the goveming Native educational 

discourse with its particular concept of culture. It is a concept of culture that 

establishes two "truths" : the homogeneity of Native group/individual cultural 



characteristics underwritten by the group's enduring values and beliefs and the 

representation of Native peoples as one group that is both stable and autonomous. 

This acculturation fiamework, which serves as the foundation for Native 

educational discourse, can be defined as follows: "a change in culture irzduced by 

contact wifh another culture and followed by a change in patterned ways of acting" 

(Assheton-Smith, 19775, emphasis added). Originating in the area of culnirai 

anthropology in the19301s and 401s, it is a model based on cultural theory which 

interprets "culture" as "sornething" that gives society its form, particularly the vaiues 

held by members of a society . The concept of culture in this acculturation model is 

one that understands culture as a "set of ideaiized beliefs, or values, upon which social 

relations (or social structure) are based. Since culture is understood to be based first 

and foremost on a set of generalized beliefs, it is perceived to shape both individuai 

personality and determine the pattern of social relationships which exist in a society" 

(Assheton-Smith, 19775). 

Both macro and micro systemic approaches to Native education, take as given the 

deep-ingrained mainstrearn belief that as a group First Nation(s) peoples can be 

excluded ftorn the rest of Canadian society by certain identifiable boundaries. These 

boundaries are constructed in the acculturation mode1 through a representation of al1 

First Nation(s) peoples as a singular group marked by universal culturd categories. 

The acculturation model not oniy establishes the structure of the group in terrns of 

culturd characteristics and organization but dso its ability to fbnction based on these 

universal configurations. In its construction of culture, the acculturation model 

objectifies Native culture as an integrated and harmonious monolithic entity united by 

certain immutable values which in turn detemine individuailgroup behaviour. Put 

another way, culture is objectified by a conceptualization which understands the 

cultural values and beliefs of the group as stable and uniforrn at an individual level; 

that is, al1 First Nation(s) peoples hold certain values and beliefs. In turn, these values 



and beliefs are understood as detennining the behaviour of the group and the 

possibilities of the group as a whole. Culture detemiines behaviour. As Car1 Urion 

(1991 :3) notes, acculturation is, "defined as a cultural determinist mode1 for it 

assumes that we can describe cultural configurations, values, and rules and then 

predict individual or modal behaviour". As an aside to this framework he writes, 

The fiamework accomplishes this conceptual magic not by 
looking at anything "Native" at dl, surely not by Iooking at 
"Native" values on their own terms, but rather by beginning with 
the assumption that this social dynamic is objectively and 
empincally describable (Urion, 1991 :4). 

Cultural Determinisrn: The Essence of the Modernist "Line" 

The educational discourse that concerns itself with First Nation(s) peoples and 

schooling abounds with infinite exarnples of cultural d e t e e s t  theory. Explanations 

dressed within this nmowly bound conceptualization of culture and tied to 

educational incongruity, mismatch, clash, confiict are so pervasive that except for a 

few noteworthy exceptions, nearly al1 the Native educational literature that has been 

reviewed is î i d y  grounded in this practice. As Haig- Brown (1 99S:23 8) argues, 

"There is a large body of literature on First Nation's education that would identify 'the 

problem' in terms of cultural confiict. This is dangerous in that is assumes cultural 

determinism, but it is precisely where one looks to defhe the problem of oppression". 

The concept of cultural determinism which has gained such notoiety within the 

field of Native education is social theory filtered through a detailed descxiption of the 

"culture" being addressed. The concept of cultural determinism, writes Burtonwood 

(1 986:6S), is grounded on the fdowing premises; 

Difïerent cultures have distinct ways of managing human 
relationships, acquiring beliefs about the world and evaluating 
human action and there is no transcultural standard in terms of 
which to descnbe and evaluate these dBerent fiameworks. This 



perspective is particularly welcome to interpretive social 
scientists, for it validates their vow that each culture is a unique 
particular and that social inquiry must begin with the meaningful 
definitions of the culture under study. 

Cultural determinism is a theoretical construct that utilizes a seemingly neutral 

construction of culture as an explanatory category. In this sense, the notion of culture 

closely resembles Thompson's neutrai conceptualization of ideology; it is a conceptual 

tool that does nothing more than offer the impartial description of differentiated 

human collectives. The "other" pirst Nation@) peoples] are lumped together under 

one blanket and their "cultures" are objectified as no more than certain artifacts, dress, 

dance, language, world view, values and beliefs. 

However as Urion (1995: 184) points out, "the conceptua1 problem with the idea is 

not just that the premise of detenninism has never been demonstrable but that the 

construct adds no explanatory power to a description of a situation". As a theoretical 

concept, cultural determinism is predisposed to re@ culture as a singular object - an 

entity unto itself. Cultural detenninism separates "culture" fiom both its bearers and 

fiom the rest of the society with which it interacts. 

In Native educationd discourse, the concept of cultural determinism leads to the 

conclusion the First Nation(s) peoples are unable to transcend "cultural" boundaries 

on their own. Explanation for the educationd discord is generaliy laid at the cultural 

feet of First Nation(@ peoples; either their inability to adopt Euro-Canadian culture 

andor the persistence of First Nation@) peoples to adhere to traditional Indian 

culture (Assheton-Smith, 1977). In separating out Native culture and the outside 

world, it is the culture of the "others" that lies at faulr for the classroom dissonance. 

What makes this cultural determinkt concept particularly damaging for Native 

peoples in terms of education, is that it presents a reified account of culture which is 

then employed as the principal explanation for the failure of the education system to 

meet its fiinctiond mandate for this group. Reflecting what 1 suggest is the overriding 



focus in Native educational discourse, Bamett and Dyer in their review of the 

graduate research directed towards Native People in Saskatchewan, noted that the 

category "School and Teaching Processes" dominated the research. In a final 

assessment of the research being produced. the authors write: "A critical assessment 

indicates that there appears to be an excessive preoccupation with descnbing and 

evaluating the development of programs or people" (1983 : 18). 

The central difficulty with this type of theoretical approach is that it leads to 

monocausal explanations which ofien "position causation without consideration of the 

context in which these factors operate" (Cortes, 1986: 16). Indeed, while it is one 

thing to link culture and education, it is quite another to make a causal comection 

between the two, let alone identifY the processes and pathways involved in the 

construction of the two markers. The cultural determinist approach in Native 

educational discourse does not in any concrete marner demonstrate that the identified 

general connections between education and culture do in fact exist, except through 

the particular idea of what ought to be, based on what is understood to be the 

permanent unchanging values of a singular First Nation(s) culture. There is simply an 

assumed cause/effect relation which holds that culture is the cause of the so often 

documented perception of Native educational debility. 

Moreover, Native educational discourse that uses the concept of cultural 

detednism as its guiding fiarnework, results in education for First Nation@) peoples 

being associated with simplistic and often ethnocentnc stereotypes of "other cultures" 

and represents a way of perpetrating the notion of a "great divide" between "modem" 

and "traditional" societies. It does so because the concept of culturai determinism 

objectifies "culture" as a thing reducible to general essential laws which are then used 

to construct First Nation(s) individuals as the "other"/ object . It is a representation 

that not only victimizes and delegitimizes First Nation(s) peoples, but rationalizes the 

terms of the educational relationship between First Nation(s) societies and Euro- 



Canadian Society. As the essence of the modemist fine in Native educational 

discourse, cultural determinism fiames the educationai debate in ways that continually 

engender societal exclusion. Justified in multiple ways through a construction of the 

First Nation(@ "others" as deficient, unable to change and without power, Native 

educational discourse which builds its arguments on the cultural determinist premise is 

a discourse that silences, masks, negates and excludes. 

In this chapter 1 discussed the two major focal for the theory and research 

that make up the bulk of the modemist discourse in Native education. The first 

position 1 identified was macrosystemic theory and research, an approach that focuses 

on the contextually broader issues that impact on First Nation(s) education. The 

second common approach 1 identified in Native educational discourse was 

microsystemic analysis. It is an approach that focuses on the relationship between the 

Native "others", cultural "differences" and the impact these "dflerences" have on 

schooling experiences. My purpose in doing so was three fold. First, I wanted to 

illustrate how the culturai conflict is coupled with finctionalist educationai theory in a 

way that produces a circular cause/effect argument. Second, 1 wanted to dernonstrate 

how two common, but apparently divergent theoretical approaches to Native 

education are based on the same cultural detehnist concept, embedded in the 

"master" narrative of acculturation theory in the discourse. Finally, 1 wanted to 

convey some of the problems inherent with this modernist approach to the production 

of knowledge in Native educational discourse. 
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Chapter Five 

Never Confuse Motion With Progress 

Stories are formed. The formation of the story is particular and 
perceptible. The storyteller proceeds according to a plan, 
a design, a sense of proportion and order. Stories are begun, 
they proceed and they corne to an end. Stories are predicated 
upon belief. Beiief is more essential to the story than is 
understanding. 

(N. Scott Momaday, 1 99 1 : vii) 

In the last chapter, 1 reviewed the prominent Native educational discourse and 

argued that the essence of the modernist "line" underlying the education/culture 

debate was found in a concept of "cultural determinism" embedded in an exceedingly 

outdated acculturation mode]. 1 made the daim that so deeply embedded is this 

modernist concept, one which assumes that it is possible to describe certain Native 

cultural configurations and fiom these, predict individuaVgroup behaviour, that it is 

very rarely considered problematic or challenged in Native education. Instead cultural 

"difference" as defined by the goveming discourse is held to be the cause of the 

incompatibility between school and Native students. It is a central part of the grand 

narrative which holds Native educational together - the "regime of tiuth" in which the 

debate circulates regardless of the position taken. 

Postmodern Tkr eory and Native Educatiun 

In this chapter, I investigate how postmodern theory is being used to address the 

issues of education and culture in the Native educational discourse. To do so, 1 have 

chosen to deconstruct, in Derridean terms, two current articles in this discourse that 

claim a postmodern perspective. The first article, written by Jane Foreman in 1993, is 



titled, "Questioning Power Structures and Competitiveness in Pedagogy - Insights 

fiom North Amencan Indian and Philippine Pedagogies". The second is the article, 

"Disciplining the Innut: Normalization, Characterization, and Schooling" written by 

James Ryan in 1989. 

1 have chosen these two articles for three reasons. The first is that postmodern 

theory claims to challenge the modernist "iine" of social knowledge construction. The 

veracity of this daim needed to be tested and so I chose two case studies that used 

postmodern theory to ground their research . Second, these two articles appear to 

stand in direct opposition to each other, both in their focus of analysis and in the 

conclusions they reach concerning the dilemmas sunoundhg Native education and 

the possible solutions envisioned. Fhally, these articles illustrate quite nicely 

Foucault's (1 978: 100-1 02) insistence that as "regimes of truth", 

Discourses are tactical elements or blocks operating in the field of 
force relations; there can exist different, and even contradictory 
discourses within the same strategy; they c m ,  on the contrary, 
ciradate without chungrng their formfiorn one strutegy to 
another, opposing sirategy (emphasis added). 

Put another way, even though these two articles c lah  a postmodernist reading of the 

situation, their analysis of Native education lies on the modernist "line" of 

acculturation theory and cultural detednism. Beginning with Jane Foreman's 

discussion of participative pedagogy, I propose to deconstruct the respective 

differential positions and arguments of these two articles. It is a deconstruction that 

aims to challenge the privileged and reductionist standpoints authorized by objectified 

accounts of First Nation(s) culture and to detail the "regime of truth" in which Native 

educational discourse circulates. I will argue that this "regime of truth" is driven by 

ideological strategies inherent to both educational "equaiity of opportunity" doctrine 

and the concept of culturd deterrninism. 



Foreman's article centres around a discussion on the pedagogical philosophy and 

methods of "popular theatre". Her pedagogical intent "is to demonstrate how popular 

theatre can play a major role in democratizing the provision of education and in 

encouraging educatioïlal development in circumstunces where other approaches have 

been ineflectual" ( 1  993: 56 1 ,emphasis added). To this end, Forernan argues on behalf 

of what she describes as "participative approaches to pedagogy which appear to have 

been successfùl in opening up possibilities for the educational development of 

aboriginal groups" (1 993:56l). In conjunction with this practical approach to 

pedagogy, Foreman provides an account of "ethical democracy" theory which she 

uses as the basis for this pedagogical and curricular alternative. 

To support her position that participative pedagogies are a solution to Native 

educational problems, Forernan (1993:562), begins by legitimating her "voice" of 

expertise through her "experience which came f?om a six-year period in the role of 

non-native facilitator in zsolated native comunities in western and northern Canada, 

leading to some understanding of Native approaches to teaching and learning". 

Having established her authority to speak (her expenence) and her basic premise (that 

other approaches to Native educational development have been ineffectual), Foreman 

then delineates the histoncal parameters fiom which she and the readers will take their 

mes. Evoking the long established story of the history of Native education in 

Canada she outlines the colonial history of First Nation(s) peoples as one of passive 

degeneration occasioned in part by Euro-centric educational practices. Almost as if 

First Nation(s) individuals were ghosts arising fiom the dead, Foreman outlines what 

she considers to  be the recent struggle of First Nation(s) peoples against Euro- 

Canadian domination, marking the early 1970's as the beginning of the their collective 

resumection (1 993). 

Having constructed the sociohistorical parameters, Foreman goes on to offer a 

description of the ways in which "Native education" differs fiom that of "Euro- 



Canadian education". True to modernist constructions of "culture" (Chapter Four) 

she isolates First Nation(s) as a singular group marked by specific cultural behaviours. 

The following is a list of those cultural characteristics Foreman (1 993) considers 

relevant to her understanding of Native culture. Foreman marks First Nation(s) 

cultural "difference" as: communication that avoids direct questionhg (564), response 

tirnes that are reflective and unintempted (566), and a learning style that is self- 

evaluating and autonomous (568). Foreman presents the reader with a farniliar 

representation of Native culture and people which includes specific identifiable 

cultural characteristics universal for al/ First Nation(s) individualsl. Having 

identified these well known differences in First Nation(s) leanring, Foreman proposes 

what she considers a more culturally compatible educational model, that of popular 

theatre. Forernan argues that like Native pedagogy, in popular theatre, "content and 

activities are not imposed but elicitedloffered and guided. Questions have no 

right/wrong answers but anticipate many possible solutions. Leadership is shared and 

problem-solving is the joint responsibility of dl group members" (564). 

To support her position that popular theatre pedagogy could be used to cross the 

cultural void, Foreman takes up "ethical" democracy theory. She defines democracy 

as a living struggie, and democracy in education as the stmggie to include d l  that is 

person-expanding, enlightening, liberating and empowering. Foreman understands 

democracy as "a daily stmggle to honour and value the human possibilities in each 

and every person" (1 993 : 569). Forenian places this theoretical notion of ethical 

democracy in the centre of a multicultural educational approach which is to be 

infonned by thepostntodern understanding that dl knowledge is partial and that no 

knowledge can make a monolithic claim to absolute truth. Put another way, she 

' ~ h a t  popular theatre pedagogical strategies resemble progressive educational 
pedagogy or the fact that progressive educational pedagogies have been a part of 
Western educational practices for a number of years appears to be lost on Foreman. 



makes the daim that since al1 knowledge is equally valtd, so al1 people have a 

contribution to make to global knowledge. Foreman asserts that "dieerent ways of 

knowing" should be embraced and celebrated by al1 cultures both inside and outside 

the classroom. 

Under the rubnc of a multicultural cumculurn, she argues is that it is necessary to  

teach children about their own culture and help them understand how their culture 

teaches its knowledge through provision of cumculum that includes a celebration and 

reinforcement of the student's cultural and persona1 knowledge, She maintains that 

the implementation of this cumculum is contingent on teachers becomhg aware of 

their own cultures as well as "other" cultures. In tuni, teachers are to facilitate the 

"other's" awareness of their own valuable ways of knowing. Evoking Giroux, she 

asserts that "the basis of the alternative pedagogy advocated, is that al1 learners 

become conscious of how much they and their cultures know and how much can be 

leamed fiom other persons and cultures" (1993: 572). This celebration of knowledge 

is to be realized through the empowerment of individuals through pedagogy more 

closely matched to their own group "style" of leaniing, in this case, popular theatre. 

Foreman's position is one that articulates a vision for the enhanced educational 

development of First Nation@) people through "new and irnproved" alternative 

curriculum and pedagogical strategies inscribed upon notions of democracy. 

Keeping in mind both Foreman's argument that pedagogy bas to be adjusted to the 

different learning styles of First Nation(s) students and democratically constructed 

within a multicultural cumculum that acknowledges the relativism of knowing and 

celebration of cultural dflerence, 1 would Iike t o  now consider James Ryan's (1 989) 

polemical reading and analysis of First Nation(s) education. Rather than approaching 

Native education from a microanalytical position (Foreman's pedagogical and 

cumculum perspective), Ryan's article, "Disciplinhg the Imut: Normalkation, 

Characterization, and Schooling" takes a macrosystemic approach, examining 



systemic organizational constraints that effect the education of the Innut. He is 

particularly interested in the impact of these wnstraints on what he identifies as the 

"phenornenon of Native school dropouts in an Innu cornrnunity" (1 989:s 79). Ryan's 

central argument is premised on the basis that it is Western organizational devices 

which ultimately constrain and inhibit the educational development of Innut students. 

His analysis as such, revolves around an investigation of the educational and 

cornmunity organizational spheres of Labrador Innui. 

Contrary to Foreman's pedagogical approach to Native education, Ryan attempts 

to build his line of argument dong structural lines, informed by Foucault's notion of 

"discipline". Ryan's rationale for employing Foucauldian analysis is his belief that 

research which focuses on the inappropriateness of imposed outside Eure-Canadian] 

culture within Native cIassrooms will do little to alleviate the current educational 

malaise. He writes, 

Researchers using the 'concept of cultural differences' believe that 
Native students who enter schools carry with them cultural 
baggage that not only diEers fiom, but conflicts with that which is 
embedded in school practices and it is this inconpiîy that inhibits 
these students fiom succeeding within this context (1989:380). 

Unlike Foreman, he maintains that trying to adjus? cumculum and pedagogy to 

cultural differences will not solve the problem of the high drop out rate for First 

Nation(s) student S. Ryan (1 989: 3 82) argues: "as such, adjusting classroom practices 

to overcome cultural incongruities will do little to alleviate the difficulties associated 

with native education, since at least part of the problem takes root beyond the school 

and local community". 

The problem he clairns, is not one of a mismatch between classroom and culture, 

but one of a mismatch between Innu macro-organizational techniques and those 

created and deployed by the larger Euro-Canadian society. For Ryan, it is the manner 

in which Euro-Canadian society organizes its time and space in order to control and 



discipline its members (including the Imut) that is a major cause of Innu educational 

underdevelopment. His position thus becomes one which supports the previousIy 

identified theoretical Strand of macrosysternic andysis. In this, Ryan echoing such 

authors as Ingram (1 983), Boldt (1985), and Longboat (1987) produces a theory of 

Innut sociaYcultura1 formation which advocates individuaVgroup passivity - as a 

group the only possibility open to them is to endure the systern imposed upon them 

f?om the outside. 

Utilizing a global approach.. .I will focus on the stratibng 
qualities associated with the pervasive administration practices of 
Euro-Canadian Society, a system of social organization that 
Foucault refers to as discipline. Techniques associated with 
"discipline" that facilitate the organization of men and women 
through such practices as the division of space and time, the 
employment of observation individualizing, and evaiuation 
methods are adopted in one form or another by most institutions 
in the Western world (1989:382). 

Ryan also offers a brief historical outline and a description of Native cultural 

characteristics. Diverging fiom Foreman, whose central discursive sociohistoricai 

tenet is recent cultural re-birth, Ryan marks the sociohistoncal boundaries of this Innu 

comrnunity f i d y  within cultural confiict rhetoric of decay and despair. For instance 

he writes: " ... the Innut are rapidly losing that foundation that had previously given 

their lives meaning and value" (1989:390). Ryan as did Foreman then provides the 

reader with a catalogue of Innut cultural characteristics; categorized this time not 

under pedagogical styles but under organizational devices. It is in these cultural 

organizational differences between Euro-Canadian and Innu that he sees an inevitable 

and irreconcilable clash. 

Discipline as described by Foucault was virtually absent fiom 
traditional Innu life. This particular life-style was characterized by 
an absence of institutional hierarchy, surveillance, rigid parameters 
on space and time, material enclosures, the interference in others' 



lives, and individualization. Furthemore, Innut organized their 
lives not around institutions bent on attaining maximum 
productivity, but on subsistent hunting patterns (sic).2 In fact, 
powerfbl controls (much different than the modem forms of 
organization) dictated Innu Me ways (Ryan 1989:4OO). 

Havhg established his cultural scafTolding, Ryan draws out for examination the 

Euro-centric "disciplinary" mechanisms he claims have rendered the Innu highly 

visible as a group, mechanisms established specifically to discipline, control and 

regulate individual behavior and c ~ n d u c t . ~  

Non-Innu employers such as the school, Social Services, the 
clinic, the drug rehabilitation center, and WiId life and Transport 
Canada, among others, look to fùrther their (non-Innu) interests 
by regulating the behavior of those Innut whom they employ. 
These agencies subject employees to temporal and spatial 
demands, meticulously prescribe desired behavior, and enforce 
such standards through constant observation and application of 
rewards and punishments (Ryan, l989:3 89). 

Following this line of reasoning, Ryan draws the conclusion that Innu and Euro- 

Canadian organizational apparatuses are so "culturally" different in terms of space, 

time and structure that there is very little hope of mediating the two; the Innut are 

doomed to a position of marginality. His conclusion is one of abject pessimism. He 

writes, "By creating, d e M g  and sanctioning normative standards that may be very 

different f?om those that rninonty groups uphold, Euro-Canadian society ensures 

In Ryanls "assumption" that the h u t  based their lives on subsistent hunting 
patterns, a difference which he fails to prove, there is a value judgement built into the 
very notion of the word subsistence - subsistence suggests the inability to do 
anymore than eek out a living in order to survive.  an bases the anaiysis in his paper on Foucault's geneology of power which is a 
form of inquiry that knowledge itself is rooted in power relations. The task of the 
geneology of knowledge thus becomes that of "analyzing these powerhowledge 
relations in the context of the 'disciplinary regimes' that use expertise to construct 
social order. From this perspective, power is not just somethhg located in centers 
controlled by identifiable agents but is difiùsed through society and inscribed in the 
very bodies of the dominated" (Morrow, 1994: 108). 



these groups are relegated to their subservient positions in the dominant society" 

(1989:389). 

Deconstructing Foreman and Ryan 

Having drawn a rough outline of the polemic theoretical and educational positions 

presented by Foreman and Ryan, 1 now tum to an investigation of the central 

theoretical principles that inform the discursive construction of these two texts. 

By exposing within metanarrative claims to autonomy a 
contradictory reliance upon precisely those 'false' epistemological 
elements which it understands itself to eschew, the deconstructive 
gesture unravels the notion of 'centrality' designating it ultimately 
as 'undecidable' (Murphy, 1993 : 84). 

What marks both articles is analysis woven out of the same modeniist cloth. Both 

authors, despite their clairns to postmodernity, fa11 back ont0 modernist terrain. They 

do so through a transcription of the "other" that leans heavily on a modemist 

conceptualization of Native culture. Both authors effectively isolate First Nation(s) 

as a collective, marking, classifjhng and exduding them on the grounds of identifiable 

pedagogical or organizational characteristics. As Murphy points out, 

Under Enlightenment conceptions, subjectivity has been 
postulated in terms of sameness('identity') and coherence or 
wholeness ('individuality'). Postrnodem and poststructuralist 
theories suggest that this description of subjectivity is an 
ideologicai tool which masks the actually fiagmented character of 
the seif. In this sense, the daim that subjectivity is discursively 
constructed chaiienges the injunction within dominant Western 
discourse to view hurnan beings as unified, rational and fùlly 
conscious social actors (1 993 :43). 

Essentially, Ryan and Foreman simply paint postmodern theoretical notions of 

cumculum, pedagogy and discipline over the same pre-established modeniist 



constructions of cuIture found in the majority of modemist Native educational 

discourse. 

Students are dso assessed on a whole range of personal 
characteristics, including those associated with a way of 
lifeCtraditional] that in many respects is still very dif5erent fiom the 
dominant society (Ryan,1989:396). 

Different cultures, by definition, differ in the way they are affected 
by their world and by the ways in which they affect it.. .They corne 
to know their world both affectively and cognitively and by their 
selection for attention and by the values they exert through the 
meanings they elicit (Foreman, 1993 571) .  

In sliding back on to the modemist terrain, both authors disregard the postmodern 

perspective they claim to represent. They construct the "other" in ways that present 

an objectified account of a group of people with certain universal cultural values and 

behaviours. Postmodern discourses however, are supposed to seriously question 

ideas, concepts and methodologies which make fundamental claims to universal 

knowledge and that write subjects as objects of history. 

The postmodem critique of totality also represents a rejection of 
foundational claims.. . Validity claims that resf on essentializzng 
and transcendent metadiscourses are viewed with suspicion and 
skepticism, and are regarded as ideological expressiorzs of 
particulor discourses embodying normative interest and 
legitimating hzstorical& specrfic relations ofpawer 
(Giroux, 199 1 : 68, emphasis added). 

Cultural Determhism, Educ&*on and Liberal Ideology 

Having identified the basic cultural prernises that contextualize both articles - a 

rnodernist construction of Native culture, 1 propose to begin further unravelling the 

culturd premises upon which these stories of cuhral incongruity have been mapped 

through an investigation into the ideological undercuments which run through much 

of Native educational discourse Identiwng the ideological temain underlying this 



discourse wiii help to expose the "regime of truth" in which Native educational 

discourse operates. This "regime of truth" once unveiled, will enable the 

deconstruction of the text in ways that unmask how certain buned meanings and 

interpretations intersect with power and authonty in the social construction of the 

'lother". 

Liberal Ideology 

The "regime of tmth" that Foreman and Ryan's apparently polernic positions 

circulate in I suggest is strongly encoded in Western liberd ideology. Western 

liberaiism, as Theo Goldberg explains is based on a core set of basic beliefs and ideas. 

These inchde the appiication of certain universal principles to al1 human beings: 

"These principles are based on a belief that persons can be united on moral grounds, 

eliminating divisions which may exist politicdly, culturally or socially and the belief in 

the rationality of each individual. Above al1 else, Iiberalism takes the right of the 

individual over the group" (Goldberg, 1993 5). However, even as the individual is 

given precedence over the group, it is assumed that the individual carries within hirn 

certain group ideals. 

To investigate the Iogic that drives the construction of Native culture and which is 

then uncntically ascribed to al1 individuals of First Nation(s) groups, it is necessary to 

investigate the ways in which the moral has been deployed to justifY and account for 

the perceived incongmency between Native culture and Western education. To 

illustrate just how long this "normative" standard has been used to distinguish the 

"First Nation group" £Tom the "Euro-Canadian group" and the moral grounds on 

which this exclusion was based, 1 offer the observations of Father Le Jeune, a Jesuit 

Priest who lived in the 1600s. In Volume Six of îXe Jemil Relations and AlZzed 

Documents, fiavels und Explorations of the Jesuit Missiormies in New France, 

161 0 - I 79I(Thwaites, 1 897a) there is a interesthg chapter that outlines the general 



characteristics of the "Sauvage". The writer observes that the physical attributes of 

the Sauvage are superior and the mind and souls of good quality. He also notes that 

they have neither ambition nor avarice, have a patience that far surpasses the French, 

take compassionate care of one another and abound with generousity. However, at 

the end of his commentary Le Jeune proclaims, 

It will be seen in the course of this relation, that all1 have said in 
this chapter is very true; and yet I would not dare to assert that 1 
have seen one act of real moral virtue in a SauvageV(241). 

Mords, values, beliefs, which make up a "culturai" value system are key in a 

Society for defining the ways individuals perceive others and conceive of themselves. 

Morals provide a large part of the foundation for Our persona1 identity. They provide 

the grounds for our social relations and rationalize and legitirnate our acts to 

ourselves or others. The parîicular deternainistic construction of culture embedded in 

these articles dong with a great deal of Native educational discourse, not only 

bestows on to it the status of social fact but social fact which contains within it a high 

degree of moral significance. 

The moral "other" upon which we construct ourselves is usually characterized in 

behavioural terms (whether illusionary or real) as a set of social attitudes, actions, and 

a~tivities.~ In present Native educational discourse, moral standards are often tied to 

pathology. The marginal conditions of First Nation(s) groups are often interpreted as 

a result of the different moral standards that undennite their culture. In Native 

educational Iiterature, this incompatible cultural morality often becomes interpreted 

as the cause for individual social pathology5. Ryan repeatedly refers to this 

connection between cultural mords and social pathology in his article. 

4~it t le (1 99 1 :2 15) notes that, "moral relativisrn is the view that different cultures 
embody different and incompatible systems of mord values". 
S ~ h i s  nineteenth-century notion is based on an analogy between organic disease or 
pathology and social deviance (Dictionary of Sociology, 1 984:227). 



Missionaies characterized Innut against other moral standards. 
They portrayed those who did not foilow their teachings as 
heathens, they considered shamans to be devils, and drinkers, 
worthless dmnks. State officiais of various sorts saw Innut as 
lazy, childlike, and eventually c r i d  for engaging in traditional 
pursuits such as hunting caribou, an activity that the state 
subsequently declared iliegal. 

It is, as Ogbu (1974:256) explains, a rationaie that sees the adherence to  a different 

universal social system of values and beiiefs as the cause for pathological social 

conditions. 

Meritocratic Ideology in Education 

Intimately tied to this type of cultural determinist reading in Ryan and Foreman's 

articles and an issue 1 discussed in Chapter Four, is the Western liberal educational 

ideological premise of meritocracy or equal opportunity. It is ideology which insists 

that the educational system is the main vehicle by which societal meritocracy will be 

meted out to the worthy and that these individuals, by their diligence, hard work and 

educational knowledge, will reap the benefits. In a meritocratic society, social 

positions in the occupationa1 structure are to be filied on the basis of merit in t e m s  of 

universal criteria of achievement, not on ascribed criteria of age, sex or inherited 

wealth. In this, "liberalism takes itselfto be cornmitted to equality" 

(Goldberg,1993:5). Liberal ideology is thus key in estabiishing the basis for the myth 

of "equal opportunity". 

However, while the idea of "equaiity of opportuniîy" is premised on the liberal 

ideologicd notions of the rights of the individual it is dso  prernised on the belief that 

these rights are underwritten by certain group universals. Thus the meritocratic 

"ideal" in education finds itself faced with the inevitable problem of securing an 

objective measurernent of talent independently of inherited advantages. Foreman and 

Ryan's analysis of the Native educational situation, reflects the usual way this 



meritocratic problem of objective measurement is handled in Native educational 

discourse. Rather than examining the inherited culturai advantages of the general 

Euro-Canadian school population, they focus on the inherited cultural disadvantages 

of the Native population. It is the "equality of opportunity" ideology embedded in 

these articles which in a sense allows Foreman and Ryan no other recourse than to 

read First Nation@) individuals as responsible for their lack of educational success 

vis-a-vis universal cultural normative culpability. To do so, they fall back on the 

argument that insists on the need for a certain set of universal normative guidelines to 

be held by the individual as an a priori condition to accessing educational meritocracy. 

In effect, this insistence conveniently paralyses and excludes First Nation(s) agency in 

education. Put slightly differently, the individual is fihered through a differentiated 

universal moral fiamework which is read as the cause for the identified pathology 

which in tum is seen to cause educationd inaccessibility and the resulting social 

inequality . 

Cultural Paralysis 

There is for dl intents and purposes an illusory connection in this type of analysis 

between the notion of "equality of opportunity" and the moral which takes its 

direction fiom a superficial reading of visible societal indicators. The inscription of 

cultural "difference" embedded within in these articles significantly paralyses and 

negates the educational possibilities of First Nation(s) individuals. An investigation 

into this discursive posture and its promotion of educational paralysis moreover 

reveals two apparently different readings of these First Nation values, mords etc. As 

Bernstein (1976: 1 13) suggests, ".. . the comection between the factual base and 

valuation is built-in, as it were to the conceptual structure of these theones. The 

adoption of a fiamework of explanation carries with it the adoption of the 'value 

slope' implicit in it". 



Positive Exclusions 

The first type of "value slope" embedded in this discursive writing of the First 

Nation(s) "other" is exemplified by Foreman's construction of First Nation(s) people. 

Recall that Foreman argues that it is divergent vaIues and norrns reflected in the 

distinct learning styles of First Nation@) groups that are largeiy responsible for 

culturd dissonance bet-*sen First Nation@) students and Western pedagogy. In 

contrasting Western learning styles with that of Native learning styles she observes, 

Education.. . of Indian people was participative and dynarnic and 
involving the total community at every level of community life, 
every day al1 day. Leamers, often considered "empty vessels" in 
Western cultures, are in Native cultures, respected as persons 
fiom an early age, with al1 the rights and responsibilities of any 
other member of the community (Foreman, 1993: 563). 

Indeed, her entire pedagogical argument tums on the suggestion that all that is 

required tu improve education for Native students is an idternate pedagogical 

approach to knowledge based on the identifiable different learning styles of First 

Nation(s) individuals. Foreman typecasts First Nation(s) within universai categories, 

which, while clairning to celebrate diserence simply produce a sociaVcultura1 inertia 

driven by ideologicaliy driven notions of universal "traditional" values of Native 

culture. 

lmplicit in this posture is the inscription of liberal ideology which presupposes that 

al1 social arrangements may be rectified by rational reform. Moral, political, 

economic and cultural progress is to be brought about by and reflected in carefùlly 

planned institutional improvement. This iiberalisrn is reflected in Foreman's suggestion 

that al1 that is really needed is to improve education for Native students, is to tidy up 

the ragged edges of the educational system by accommodating First Nation@) 

leamhg styles. New and improved, this pedagogy she postulates wili "fix" the 



situation simply by Suiking a multicultural cumculum with a leaniing style more in 

keeping with Native values. 

Unlike Ryan, Foreman subsumes system to agency, never acknowledging the 

socio-poiitical historical context of Fust Nation(s) peoples nor the irony of her social 

reformist position. This avoidance of issues of domination and power in education is 

referred to by Sarup (1991:30/3 1) as soft multicultural education. 

Within certain versions of 'multicultural' cumcula the pedagogical 
imperative is directed simply toward the encouragement of a 
liberal appreciation for cultural idiosyncrasies. The structural 
scafEolding of political and econornic domination remains 
uninvestigated and uncriticized in these prograrns. Much of this 
'soft' multicultural education is tokenistic, but it is more than that 
as it is involved in an ideological struggle that actually tries to 
prevent radical socid change ... Its a h  is to prevent basic changes 
in the power structure of society. 

Negative Exclusions 

In James Ryan's reading of Native education, he devotes a considerable arnount of 

time to documenting the negative perceptions held by those who interpret the Innu's 

failure to adjust and adapt to Euro-Canadian society as pathological. He notes that it 

is Euro-Canadian's perceptions of First Nation@ cultural values that support the 

often hostile perceptions of the Innut. 

Many non-Innut characterize Innut as lazy because of their 
inability andor unwillingness to take up permanent nine-five 
jobs.. . .Innut are also branded as dmnks . . . The infiltration of these 
noms leaves marks on the young of both sexes in many ways. 
Rocky, a young Innut man, explained that he felt "bad" because he 
was unernployed (Ryan 1989:391). 

These indeed, are often the negative cultural moral traits associated by the dominant 

society with Native populations in general. However, at no time does Ryan cxitically 

reflect on the similarity between the argument he extends and that which he attempts 



to  deflate. The cultural "value slope" embedded in his defense is transcribed in the 

same denigrating context as that of those he identifies as "outsiders". In linking such 

factors as employability with traditional subsistence organizational strategies, it can be 

argued that he asserts the same iine of reasoning as those who mark First Nation(s) 

individuals as sociaily degenerate. Ryan's assertion that the h u t  are unable to find or 

hold a job because of cultural values embedded in organization dissimilarities fieezes 

and reifies Innu culture in much the same way as those who cast First Nation@) 

individuals as unemployable because they are pathological drunks. 

By essentializing and contextualizing the Innut in this manner, he simply supports 

the underlying dominant historical, cultural and political interests located within tRis 

master narrative. Moreover, Ryan accomplishes this ideological construction of the 

Innut by subsuming agency to  system through a modernist interpretation of the 

Foucauldian notion of discipline. By obliterating agency, Ryan's paper grounds itself 

in "liberal" despair for the "fate" of the other. This even though Foucault himself 

maintains that, "one should not assume a massive and prima1 condition of domination, 

a binary structure with 'dominatort on one side and 'dominated' on the otherW(cited in 

Sarup, 1989: 80). However, by basing his argument of disciplinary apparatuses within 

an assimilationist cultural fiamework, Ryan sets up exactly this kind of binary 

condition of dominatingldominated. Based on the grounds of conflictual cultural 

organizational strategies, he writes this Innu community as one without hope or a 

fiture. 

Ryan and Foreman do no more than document and rewite the pervasive argument 

for the explicit significance of the discontinuity between the "vahe slope" of Western 

education and First Nation(s) cultures. Like theu modernist predecessors, they also 

continue to couple meritocratic ideologg with cultural determinism, j u s t w g  the 

marginal position in which First Nation(s) find themselves. They quite conveniently 

hold the discourse to the t e m s  of a debate, the "regime of truth" already long 



established (Chapter Four). Their arguments are neither adversarial nor polemic but 

accomplices in maintaining the framework of the debate, both in the manner in which 

they constmct and evaluate the "other" and in their monocausal linkage of the "other" 

to education. As Bourdieu (1990: 184) argues, "... in Ieaving out the very game that 

wnstitutes them as cornpetitors, adversaries become accomplices, agreeing to keep 

conceaied the essential thing, that is, the interests attached to the fact of participating 

in the game and the objective collusion which results therefiom". 

The Authoritative Voice 

The absence of critical reflection in these articles is not only evident in the centrai 

prernises that Ryan and Foreman take up to  constmct their "cultural other" but in the 

voice they use to do so. Evident in both articles is a neo-colonial discursive posture 

that insists on writing and defining the "other" on the modemist theoretical terrain in 

ways that continue to justie the continual oppression cf First Nation(s) peoples 

through the production of a master narrative of social knowledge about the "other" 

fiom a Euro-centric sociohistorical location. The examples that follow demonstrate 

how through both Ryan and Foreman's voices, ideological meanhg and academic 

discursive force intersect to produce an unreflective and uncntical modernist 

construction of knowledge. 

The Innu WU be forced to take on at least some and probably dl, 
aspects of our disciplinary society.. . when the time cornes it will 
be up to  them to look for ways to minimize the inevitably 
negative consequences ( Ryan, 1989: 399, emphasis added). 

Ryan simply deploys Foucault's disciplinary notion as a theoretical means to portray, 

as does other macrosystemic analysis, al1 Imu as being victims of systemic 

constraints. In rationalizing both his own position and that of the Innu, Ryan 

demonstrates a colonizing ideology. A colonizing ideology in this sense, is a set of 



rationalizations by which the colonizer explains bis position in the colonized country, 

his supenor status and his behaviour towards the Native (Richer, 1982:SOS). 

Foreman's position, while equdly Euro-centric takes on a difEerent discursive 

tactic. It is a voice that insists on the insertion of a Western ideological notion of 

democracy, which she claims is both empowering and liberating. Foreman's c d  to 

democracy is voiced through her insistence to adopt a multicultural approach which 

calls upon us all to celebrate our "equally" valid partial knowledges. Roman 

(1 993 : 164) quite rightly argues however, that "there are dangerous implications in a 

discourse that fails to locate its own perspective in celebrating the indeterminancy of 

knowledge or reaiity and in which al1 reality clahs are treated as representing equally 

valid accounts of the social world". Foreman dso uses this theoretical position to 

advocate for tolerance for "others". However, 1 am inctined to argue that the idea of 

tolerance is one that points to Canadian society's ideological disposition to 

intolerance. Susan Mendus (1 989 : 149) writes, "tolerance (as a superior term) 

presupposes that its object is mordy repugnant, that it redy needs to be reformed, 

that is, altered". 

Finally, Foreman's view of society as a homogenous meritocratic society rather 

than one marked and stratified dong cultural lines, is a neo-colonial voice that simply 

contributes to the paternalistic treatment of First Nation(s) groups, writing them as 

though they were independent culhirai units in contact with a single wider socieîy. 

Since the beliefs of a meritocratic society and the existence of pennanently excluded 

groups are contradictory, it is quite convenient to rationalize the persistence of the 

peripheral position of First Nation@) groups by accepting a view that places them 

outside Canadian society. By presenting the "data" fiom the dominant position of 

Euro-Canadians, the authoritative voices of Foreman and Ryan simply add to the 

already large Euro-centric colonial base of literature in the field of Native education. 

In Foucault's own words on organized claims to insight, "my point is not that 



everything is bad, but that everytbing dangerous, which is not exactly the same as 

bad" (cited in Luke and Gore 1992: 143). And, in Ryan and Foreman's superficial 

application of postmodern theoretical principles they are dangerous. Ultimately this 

cultural deterministic position in the explanatory equation of culture/pathology denies 

and excludes those identified as part of the particular cultural milieu being addressed, 

for it is not they but others who are defining who they are and what they represent at 

either a symbolic andor individual level. 

In deconstructing Foreman and Ryan's articles, it becomes possible to understand 

more fùlly Foucault's contention that discursive "regimes of truth" are based on 

relations of power where the ability to construct and define the "other" in ways that fit 

into an already established fkame suit the rather interested purposes of the discourse 

rather than anything that remotely reflects the reality of those so "constructed" . 

Power and meaning intersect and are exercised in the dual practices of narning and 

evaluating. "There is, as Said makes clear no Other behind or beyond the invention of 

knowledge in the Other's name. These specific practices of knowledge construction 

deny al1 autonomy to those so narned and imagined, extending power, control and 

authority and domination over them" (Goldberg, 1993 : 150) 

Both Ryan and Foreman quite clearly write First Nation@) peoples on modernist 

terrain. Their claims to postmodern theory are f'irmly entrenched on foundational 

prernises that discursively construct First Nation(@ "others" upon rnodeniist cultural 

detenninist temain. Whether couched in terrns of incompatible organizational 

systems, knowledge bases or pedagogical approaches, both Foreman and Ryan 

provide the reader with the construction of stereotyped markers that imprint on our 

minds the image of those who do not belong. I concur with Luke (1992:49) when she 

writes, 



There is then a need 1 suggest, to pay critical attention to those 
contemporary educational narratives that c l a h  to be 
emancipatory, ideologically critical, self-reflexive and politically 
conscientious, and yet rernain theoretically entrenched in Western 
liberdism. 

Meaning, Power and Discourse 

The fiindamental fiaw in cultural determinist discourse is that it is dnven by an 

outdated model of culture which overlooks how change takes place and how culture 

exists as a product of the socio-political relations of the participants. It is a model 

that "provides no rcom for the s u ~ v a l  of First Nations cultures" (Urion, 1991 :4). 

Urion and others like him who have critiqued Native educational literature as a 

discourse, have offered some insightfiil and prophetic analysis. In 1976, Hedley 

(1976: 9) wrote, 

The fact that the critical attention given acculturation studies did 
not challenge their underlying Eramework suggest that an 
explanation of their failure lies in the fact that anthropologists 
neglected to direct their criticisms at the fiamework itself, . . . A 
&awback of this approach to theory is thatfailure to zdentzfy the 
reason behindpoor results increuses the probability that the 
same rnistakes will occur agazn (emphasis added). 

If as these individuals suggest, the Native educational discourse is simply reproducing 

itself'upon this cultural d e t e d s t  fiamework, then the fact that Unon (1991) still 

sees the discourse as non-cumulative and poorly developed is well warranted. It also 

raises an important question. Why does the discourse continue to  contextualize the 

debate around this fiamework rather than exarnining the fiamework upon which it 

rests? 

The next section of this chapter will venture into what I consider to be heart of 

cultural deterisiinkt discourse. It is an investigation that seeks through an analysis of 

the embedded ideology, to unveil the relationship between truth and knowledge and 



power. If the critique of ideology in discourse analysis basically concems itself with 

the multiple ways meaning and force intersect and intertwine themselves both inside 

and outside the text, then the question becomes how to discover what the effects of a 

particular kind of discourse are and how they are tied into certain notions of power, 

knowledge and authority. Taking up the cnticai Ianguage of ideologicai theory, 1 wiii 

argue that Native educational discourse does not reflect First Nation(s) "culturet' in 

any meaningiül way, but tells us a great deai about Euro-Canadian "culture" and its 

power and authority to define "others". 1 do so taking up Bourdieu's (1990:20) 

suspicions: "1 was beginning to suspect that the privilege granted to scientific and 

objectivist anaiysis in genealogical research, for example, in dealing with the native's 

vision of things, was perhaps an ideology inherent in the profession". 

It is crucial to point out before 1 begin that the deconstruction of the ideo1ogical 

composition of knowledge, authority and power relationships in Native educational 

discourse is neither monolithic nor absolute in its representation of the real power 

relationships embedded in the life experiences of real people. Rather, it is an 

approach that seeks to mark and clarify the ways in which the power of Euro- 

Canadian Society impacts with meaning in Native educational discourse to rationalize 

and legitimize the embedded relations of power. 

nt e Ideolugy of Difference 

In order to untangle the prevailing conceptualization of First Nation(s) "culture" 

that has shaped and written the discourse as well as unravelling some not-so-obvious 

purposes that this discourse serves, I will offer a discussion directed towards some of 

the ideological undercurrents running through the governing Native educational 

discourse. I begin with a notion of Foucault's, who maintains that knowledge is a 

power over others, the power to define others (Sanip, 199 1 :73). Exposing the origins 

of the Euro-centric discursive power to define the other lies in asking a few simple 



questions, What is the Eum-centrk purpose of examining and trying to explain 'other' 

cultures? Is it to understand Euro-centnc Canadian culture better and or is it sirnply 

to understand 'other' cultures better? 

Historically, the study of Fust Nation@) cultures may have corne about as a means 

of answering these seemhgly innocent questions. However, much of the "cultural" 

information generated produced theory and research that failed to build into the work 

any consideration of the social and historical position fiom which it was written 

(Goldberg, 1993). One of the indices of this absence is reflected in the initial claim of 

cultural determinist theory to be interested in the interaction between two cultures. 

This being the case, it would seem reasonable to  expect that analysis would direct 

itself towards both First Nation(s) and Euro-Canadian culture. However, "in Native 

educational discourse an analysis of both cultures has by and large never been 

forthcoming. Instead, the acculturation studies of North American Indians have been 

based on the assumption that analysis should be limited to one system; only the 

aboriginal one" (Chaiton, 1977:9). 

This was based on the belief of early anthropologists that their discipline was 

objective and able to abstract unbiased true "facts" about First Nation(s) culture. 

However, as (Chaiton, 1977:9) points out, 

. . .generally anthropologists seemed to accept the contradictory 
belief that in collecting ethnographie data they could emancipate 
themselves fiom cognitive preconceptions and collect 'pure facts'. 
This despite the fact that early anthropologists considered one of 
the major benefits gained by studying other cultures was that it 
could then provide a basis fiom which to understand the cognitive 
limitations of one 's own culture. 

Tt is the "cognitive limitations" of the Euro-centric collective, specikdly its own 

inability to analyze cntically its own sociohistorical position, that provides an 

opening. Euro-centric invisibility becomes a place to  start investigating cultural 



detenninism as a concept where the pervading meaning is moulded through various 

ideological devices. 

1 want to suggest that it is certain ideological devices that have, in a sense, ensured 

the cognitive limitations of those in the position to define and study the "other" and in 

doing so, have worked to sustain underlying relations of domination. 

EagIeton(l991:S) identifies five ideological strategies which he suggests are 

instrumental in establishing and sustainhg these relations of domination: 1) A 

dominant power may Zegitimaie itself by promoting beliefs and values congenial to it 

2) naturalize andurtiversalize such beliefs so as to render them self-evident and 

apparently inevitable 3) denigrate ideas which might challenge it 4) exclude rival 

forms of thought perhaps by some unspoken but systematic logic, and 5) obscure 

social reaiity in ways convenient to itself. Even though Eagleton (1 991) separates 

these ideological strategies into identifiable strands he also notes that in any actual 

ideological formation, ail five of these strategies are liely to interact in complex 

ways. 

XdeoIogical Strafegrgres and the Construction of Culture 

Native educational discourse is limited by a discursive construction which presents 

First Nation@) reality in terms of the first instance of ideological definition; the 

ideological discourse of difference located in Native educational literature is one that 

presents cultural difference as often no more than benign variation or diversity. 

Raymond Guess (cited in Eagleton,1991:43) argues that in the descriptive or 

anthropological sense, 

ideologies are belief-systems characteristic of certain social groups 
of classes, composed of both discursive and non-discursive 
elements. This politicaliy innocuous definition of ideology cornes 
close to the notion of a 'world view' in the sense of a relatively 



well-systematized set of categories which provide a 'fiame' of the 
belief, perception and conduct of a body of individuals. 

Recdl Assheton-Smith's description of acculturation theory based on a notion of 

culture as "a set of idealized beliefs, or values upon which social relations (or social 

structure) are based" (Chapter 4:21) and the similady between ideologies in the 

descriptive sense and cultural description in Native educational discourse becomes 

apparent. Both claim that cultures cm be described in terms of general categories 

based on certain values and beliefs. 

A general overview of this type of social construction suggests that the most 

visible of the ideological strategies that serve to inform Native educational discourse 

are those of itaturalization and universali~*on. The essentialist based arguments in 

Native educational discourse, which claim the possibility of obtaining absolute 

irrefittable knowledge of the essence of an object, are firmiy grounded in the 

ideological strategies of naturalization and universalization. They are arguments 

which clairn that "natural dserences" impact universally on the First Nation@) 

group's ability to access and progress in the educational system. 

For instance, it is through this ideological construction of inevitable narural 

differences that essentiaiist arguments seek to demonstrate connections between First 

Nation(s) conflicts with Euro-centric education and naturally inherent differentiated 

patterns of socialization, child-rearing practices, family structures values, preferences, 

and expectations. In acculturation tenninology, this "cornon sense" of cultural 

essentiaiism becornes read as definable, identifiable behaviours of the individual 

filtered through the naturalization of marked universal categories. Underlying this 

discursive construction of cultural characteristics and behaviour is the naturalization 

of differences in First Nation(s) peoples cognitive, linguistic and learning abiiity and 

strategies. In neither the naturaiization of sociaVcultural formation nor cultural 

cognitive differentiation is there any question that these identified "differences" could 



or should be anything but what they are. Eagleton (1991 57)  points out that, 

t'successfiil ideologies are ofien thought to render their beliefs natural and self- 

evident, to identifl thern with the 'common sense' of a society so that nobody could 

imagine how they might be different". 

Overlapping and enmeshed with this ideological strategy of naturalization in Native 

educational discourse is that of universalkation. Universalization is an ideological 

device which projects spedic values and interests as being eternal rather than tied to 

a particular time, place and group of people. In Native educational discourse, this 

universalization takes root through the representation of First Nation(@ peoples as a 

homogeneous group. It is an ideological strategy that objectifies First Nation(s) as a 

singular collective whose values, interests and adaptive strategies are rnarked not only 

by exclusionary cultural insularity but also by limited possibility. 

Both ideological discursive strategies of universalization and naturalization in 

cultural detenninistic discourse significantly contribute to what is known as the 

dehistorizing thnist of ideology. It is a strategy which ensures that the significant 

history of First Nation(@ societies and individuals is one written in a fiozen past. This 

Beezing of history is essentialiy a reification of social life that disconnects First 

Nation(s) groups fiom the socio-histoncal, and denies First Nation(s) peoples 

visibility except as either passive recipients of the acts of others or as people only 

capable of reacting to those acts. Despite the fact that Fust Nation(s) groups have 

contested their position at various points in history, it is a mark of their subordinate 

standing that they have been denied status as historical actors. Any rights they have 

won have been recorded for Iùstory as rights they have been granted by benevolent 

rulers, employers, and politicians. Haig-Brown (1995:50) illustrates tbis lirnited 

visibility of First Nation(s) peoples: "although the National Indian Brotherhood (NIB) 

document (1973), is ofien cited as the first expression of concern about education it is 

actually only a notable event in a long history of First Nation@) interventions". This 



type of historical transcript is an index of the relations of power that exist both in the 

lived reality of First Nation(s) individuals and in the discourse that &tes them. 

Cultural determinism provides the ideological scaffolding in Native educational 

discourse fiom which its theorists are able to rationalize, legitirnize, and authorize the 

perpetual linkage between specific notions of First Nation(s) cultural "dSerenceW and 

the conflictual relationship with education. In making "Native" the central focus in 

the discourse, those who use the concept of cultural detenninism as the basis for their 

work neglect to inquire into the position and location fiom which their notions of 

mord duality, cultural "difference" and structurai restraint have been socially 

constructed. Never addressed is the way these constructions might be ideologically 

organized to entrench Euro-centric power and authority. 

The underlying difficulties in "naturalizing" and "universalizing" the dserences of 

First Nation(s) individuals are two-fold. First in fitting experience into already 

defined categories there is a failure to anaiyze or make sense of what does not fit. 

What about First Nation(s) people who hold Ph.D.'s, operate their own businesses 

and have generally succeeded in the Euro-Canadian milieu? Second, naturalipng, 

universaiking and fkeezing Native educational history bypasses questions of power. 

In ignoring the cultural determinist "regime of truth" upon which it is built, the 

goveming discourse in Native education obscures the fundamental question of how or 

why First Nation(s) collectives have corne to be naturalized, universalized and 

relegated to a distant past in the first place. 

In this chapter, taking up the Derridean discursive technique of deconstruction and 

Foucault's notion of "regimes of truth", 1 have tried to demonstrate how pervasive 

the cultural determinist concept is in Native educational discourse. In deconstructiog 

and critically anaiyzing the educational and cultural iiameworks embedded in this 

discourse, 1 have argued that it is certain ideological strategies which drive both the 

educational and cultural theory being employed by the prevalent discourse in Native 



education. 1 have done so in order to illustrate how wearing new theoretical clothes 

does not necessarily advance a discipline and to stress the importance of critically 

analyzing the conceptual frameworks on which we build our theory and practice. 



Chapter Six 

Once Upon a Time 

We cal1 the musical idea preserited a t  the beginning of counterpoint music its 

" theme". 
(Owen, 1992:202) 

Thought Woman is walking. It  is morning and Thought Woman is walking. So 

Thought Woman walks to the river. HeIlo, says Thought Woman to the river. 

Hello, says that River. Nice day for a walk. Are you warm today? says Thought 

Woman. Yes, says that River, 1 am very warm. Then 1 believe 1 will have a 

bath, says Thought Woman. That is one good idea, says that River, and that 

River stops flowing so Thought Woman can get in. So that Thought Woman 

takes off her nice clothes, and that one gets into the River. Whoa! says Thought 

Woman. That is one cold river. This must be a tricky River. Swim to the 

middle, says that tricky River. It is much warrner there. So Thought Woman 

swims to the middle of that river, and that one goes to sleep. 1 am very sleepy, 

says Thought Woman, and then she goes to sleep. Hee-hee, says that River. 

Hee- h ee. 

"Hmmmmm," says Coyote. "1 don't like the sound of that." "Maybe that 

River reminds you of someone," 1 says. "Who?" says Coyote, "Never mind," I 

says. "More important things to worry about." "Yes," says Coyote. "For 

example, what happened to 01Q Coyote?" "Old Coyote is fine," 1 says. "But 



Thought Woman is floating away." "Hmmmmm," says Coyote. "1 don't like 

the sounds of that". 

When that River starts flowing again, it flows real fast. It fîows around those 

rocks, and it flows past those trees. Look out, says those Rocks, here cornes 

Thought Woman. And those Rocks climb out of the river and sit on the Bank. 

Wake up, wake up, says those Trees. You are floating away. But Thought 

Woman's ears are under water, and sbe doesn't hear those Rocks and she 

doesn't hear those Trees. Oh, weU, says those Rocks. Too bad. They say that, 

too. And those Rocks dive into the River and swim around until they find a 

nice spot to sit. 

La, la, la, la, says that River, and it keeps going faster and faster. And pretty 

soon it is going very fast. It goes so fast, it goes right off the edge of the world. 

Ooops, Say that River. But it is too late. Thought Woman floats right out of 

that River and into the sky (King, 1993:193/194). 

Race and ldeology 

The preceding analysis of Native educational discourse suggests that its 

boundaries are well established and severely limited in scope and breadth. It is an 

analysis which also points to the need to ask questions of a different nature, questions 

that direct attention to power, knowledge and tmth. As 1 have stated before, 

addressing the underlying relations between power, knowledge and tmth means 

asking how and why a particular notion of culture came to be constructed and what 

and whose interests are being sel-ver! by continually entering into the debate of Native 

education within this framework. Bourdieu(l990: 138) observes that, "... the power 



of making visible and expticit social divisions that are implicit, is the poIiticaf power 

par excellence: it is the power to make groups, to manipulate the objective structure 

of society". 

The main objective of this chapter is to begin answering these questions. It is a 

chapter that traces the concept of culture back to its historical origins in order to seek 

out what Demda defines as the discursive "centralpremise" : "any thought-system 

which depends on an unassailable foundation, a first principle or unirnpeachable 

ground upon which a whole hierarchy of meaning may be constructed" (Chapter 

Three: 47). 1 wiii argue that this "central premise" is not located in the concept of 

culture but in the concept of race. Through an investigation of the concept of race and 

its history, 1 will detail the racialized nature of the prevailing Native educational 

discourse and argue that the ideological nature of cultural determinist discourse is 

based on a Neo-Darwinist "theme" of physiology and environmental adaptation. 

The Concept of Culture 

I begin this investigation of the historical ongins of culture by drawing attention to 

the advent of the term itself The conceptudiation of culture as a social construction 

is a relatively recent paradigm, occumng roughly around the time of World War Two. 

Perhaps not surprisingly, the atrocities of Hitler's supremacist regime coincide with an 

European and American philosophical shift fiom racial to cultural categorizations in 

the construction of the "other" : "Before World War Two.. .race was stili largely seen 

in Europe and North America as an essence, a natural phenomenon, whose meaning 

was fked, constant as a soutkem star" (Omi & Winant,1993:3). It is only after World 

War Two that language, group customs, religion and world views start to become 

central to the culling and cultivation of the ideology of difference. 

Despite the apparent shift in emphasis from race to culture on the philosophical 

and theoreticai landscape of Native educational discourse, an in-depth investigation of 



this culturai paradigm wili prove otherwise; the shift to culture has been superficial. 

Rather than any real change occumng in the socio-historicai configurations of race 

theory, cultural determlliistic discourse camies on with the original racist theme. In 

short, the paradigm shift fiom race to culture does no more than divert attention away 

fiom the coherence of ideologies assembled through the already embedded notion of 

race. 

Key Words 

A good place to begin exploring this argument is in the definition of some of the 

"key" words so ofien associated with First Nation(s) peoples for a great many of them 

cany meaning tied to race rather then culture. For example, primitive society 

(Dictionary of Sociology, 1988: 195) is defined as follows: "In evolutionary 

anthropology, primitive societies represented a particuIar stage fiom which more 

complex societies developed. The term often implied that modem man was more 

intelligent than his savage, inational forebears.. . .In sociology, there is a preference for 

alternative terms such as 'pre-capitalist' or 'traditional society'. The term is 

commonly used in juxtaposition to modern, urban, industrial society; many of the 

judgmenid implications of primitive' are still carried over znto such aZZeged/y 

neutral descriptions as 'traditional' society "(emp hasis added). 

The Dictionary of Sociology (201) defines racism "as the determination of actions, 

attitudes or policies by beliefs about racial characteristics. Racism may be overt and 

individual, involving individual acts of oppression against subordinate racial groups or 

individuals or covert and institutional, involving structural relations of subordination 

and oppression between social groups. While individual racism consists of intended 

actions, institutional racism involves the unintended consequences of a system of 

racial inequaIiîy. Racism may be accompanied by either implicir or explicil racist 



theories, which seek to explain and justrfi social inequality based on race"(emphasis 

added). 

Another word directly connected to racism is stereotype (242) which is defined as 

"a one-sided, exaggerated and nonnally prejudicial view of a group, tribe or class of 

people, and is usually associated with racism. Stereotypes are often resistant to 

change or correction fiom countervailing evidence, because they create a sense of 

social solidarity. Sociologists have long used the notion in the analysis of deviant 

behaviour and of race relations". The word stigma (243) is defined as "a socid 

attribute which is discrediting for an individual or group. Stigma theories explain or 

just@ the exclusion of stigmatized persons fiom normai sociaI interaction". 

Prejudice (194) is "a t e m  usually used in the literature on race relations to denote an 

individual attitude of antipathy or active hostility against another social group, usually 

raciulZy defined. Prejudice, ofien the object of psychological study, is to be 

contrasted with discrimination which refers to the outcome of social processes 

which disadvantage social groups racially decfined' '(emphasis added). Finally the 

word ethnocentrism (90) is one "used to descnbe prejudicial attitudes between in- 

groups and out-groups by which our attitudes, aistoms and behaviour are 

unqtrestionably and uncrziically treated as superior to their social 

awangementsf'(emphasis added). In my view, the correlation these definitions have to 

the concept of race is significant. 

Ghpses  of the racialized current driving cultural detenninisrn are caught by Urion 

(1995: 198), who notes in his review of Native educational literature that, "... it rnight 

be said that racism is a foofnote thmghout the literature, yet no studies were found 

that directly and solely address the incidence and extent of campus racism involving 

First Nations people", and by Celia Haig-Brown (1995:238) who cornrnents that, 

"people at NEC (Native Education Centre) often spoke to me of their experience of 

culture clash, primari& a euphemism for racism"(emphasis added). 



It rnay be that the reader will answer this claim with "so what"? Everybody is 

prejudiced to some degree, we al1 stereotype certain individuds and we are dl 

ethnocentric in that we perceive our own groups to be supenor on some Ievel to 

others. And this may be so. However, this type of answer conveniently misses a very 

crucial point for it fails to take znto consideration the relation between a social 

position and its material conditiorzs of possiibility. "Oppression in short", says 

Eagleton "is a normative concept: someone is being oppressed not simply if they drag 

out a wretched existence but if certain creative capacities they could feasibly realize 

are being actively thwarted by the unjust interests of others" (1 99 1 : 1 5). Racism is 

oppressive for it perpetuates a social system in which some people are consistently 

"haves1' and others are consistently "have nots". 

The master narrative of cultural determinism in Native educational discourse, by 

successfùliy obscuring any other type of relationship except one fiamed in ternis of 

two groups clashing because of dissonant cultural positions, becomes the comrnon- 

sense and dissimulating answer to the unsavory social realities of prejudice, stigma, 

ethnocentrism and racism. It not only becomes an acceptable reply but provides a 

justifiable rationalization for the relative positions of the two groups. In this, racism 

A t t e n  as cultural determinism alIows Native educational discourse to view current 

injustices as "natural" or at best inevitable and in doing so denies the possibility of 

change or justice. However, cultural determinism is an answer that mystifies the 

historical, political and social relationship between the colonizer and the colonized. 

Furthermore, submerging racidy constituted ideological stances within cultural 

determinism allows racism to become a non-issue in the iiterature. The ideologicai 

nature of the cultural determinist master narrative in Native educational discourse 

rests M y  within the boundaries of race rather than culture and so must be 

approached as such. 



Racism in education is very cornplex and far-reaching in its impact 
and ultimate effects. Thus the deconstruction of racist practice 
must be direct and at a conscious level. It is dangerous if not 
downright racist to concentrate on something else, l i e  culture for 
example, and hope that the rest will follow ( Brandt, l986:7 1). 

To begin investigating the racist ideological terrain of cultural detexminkt theory in 

Native educational discourse, requires no more than a simple reversal. It is a difficult 

gesture for it cdls on us to makes Euro-Canadian culture rather than Native cuIture 

the centrai focus of analysis. The effort required to explore cultural determinism fkom 

this perspective while perhaps u n f d a r  and difficult, is one worth making because it 

provides a venue ffom which to critically analyze Native educational discourse. As 

Fusco,(1988:9) argues "to ignore white ethnicity is to redouble its hegemony by 

naturalizing it. Without specifically addressing white ethnicity there can be no cntical 

evaluation of the discourse". By making "Euro-centric culture" the focus of the 

inquiry, it becomes possible to investigate Euro-centric ideologies that shape and 

mould this discourse in cornplex, subtle ways. However as Thompson (1 984: 1 8 8) 

reminds us, "The critique of ideology is only a moment- albeit an important moment 

in the endless hermeneutical task of renewing and appraising Our social-historicai 

heritage". 

1 also need to make clear that in my effort to identiQ the ideotogical strategies 

used to construct and depict "culture" in Native educational discourse, 1 am not 

making an argument for M m ' s  conceptualization of "fdse consciousness", where 

some ideas of "culture" match or correspond to the way things are while others do 

not. As Eagleton (1 991 : 15) points out ," . . . successfùl ideologies must be more than 

imposed iliusions and for all their in~onsistencies must communicate to  their subjects 

a version of social reality which is real and recognizable enough not to be simply 

rejected out of hand". Rather, 1 seek to expose the way in which cultural determinist 

discourse in Native education is bound to pejorative ideological strategies which 

ensure the power and legitimation of certain interests. In this 1 am arguing that the 



cuItural determinist "theme" in Native educational discourse is built upon histoncdly 

ingrained racist ideas culled by Enlightenrnent philosophy and science. 

... in the pejorative sense ideological strdegies are to be viewed 
ctiticaliy becuuse they have been generateà by i&as 
contaminated at th& root Gendcally flawed these idem and 
beliefs have @en birth tu massive social illusion and breed 
effects which help tu legitimate an unjust form of power 
(Guess, 198 1 : 1 3, emphasis added). 

The Construction of Race 

To disentangle the racially inscribed ideological discourse authorized by cultural 

determinism, 1 begin by tracing the historical genesis of the concept of "race". 1 then 

discuss how the ideological strategies of universalization, naturalization and 

ahistoriciîy ernbedded the concept of race, have served to construct, in a dissimulating 

sense, both Euro-Canadian and First Nation@) identity. My intent is to demonstrate 

how the concept of "race" has been designed to construct and privilege the Euro- 

centric collective identity. This includes an analysis of how the Euro-centric racially 

constituted conceptualization of the "other" necessarily tums on certain 

"preconceptualizations" indispensable to its own construction and identity formation. 

As Crichlow and McCarthy (1 993 :mwii) argue, ". . .the study of 'race' must not 

exclude the study of 'whiteness' as though it were a category that stands, unmarked, 

outside of history. We must also work toward the dissolution of whiteness as a 

'transparent racial identity"'. It is only by making present, this category of 

"whiteness", that some understanding of how the educational explanations and 

practices put forth by Native educational discourse are predicated on certain ideas, 

concepts, and generalizations that define a distinctive Euro-centric method of 

objectifjing and interpreting the wortd. 



As my starting point, I take up Foucault's critical conception of power as a 

relationship characterized not only by domination but by its capacity to enable the 

formation of discourse. Knowledge and power are not merely reIated; they constitute 

one another. Power creates knowledge and conversely knowledge induces effects of 

power. Foucault (1980:5 1) h t e s ,  

Mechanisms of power in generd have never been much studied by 
history. History has studied those who held power ... But power in 
al1 its strategies, at once general and detailed, and in its 
rnechanisrns has never been studied. What has been studied even 
less is the relation between power and knowledge, the articulation 
of each other. 

Foucault's geneatogy of power is a forrn of inquiry which suggests that knowledge 

itself is rooted in power relations. If knowledge is rooted in power relations, the 

concept of "race" is one place where power has been articulated in the discursive 

formation of the self and other. Race writes Goldberg (1 993:3) is "one of the central 

conceptual inventions of modemity" . 

The Emergence of Natratronhood 

The histoncal origins of the concept of race began roughly around the eighteenth 

century. There was at this time, a drive by the European empire to expand its imperial 

temtory. Moreover, this territorial expansion was legitimated by a cultural 

mythology that rnoralIy sanctioned the exploitation of other lands and people: It was a 

mythology constructed in the historica! formation of what we presently cal1 the West 

and emerges ". .. as and in tems of a broad sweep of sociointellectual conditions" 

(Goldberg, l993:3). This European mythology was constructed out of a number of 

intersecting philosophicd positions in European thought. These philosophical 

positions included notions of continual progress, private property, economic 

advancement and national superionty based on the rational individual and scientific 



empiricism. Of these philosopiiical ideas, it was the concepts of nation superiority 

and scientific empiricism which gave birth to the concept of race and provided the 

necessary philosophical suppon for the Euro-centric political, social and econo&c 

expansionist forces. 

It was dso in these notions of nation superiority and scientific empiricism that the 

concepts of homogeneity and exclusivity so prevalent in Native educational discourse 

began to emerge. The first postulated that groups were fixed and invariable, the 

second that it was possible to ascribe definitive characteristics to whole groups of 

people. In other words, group inclusiveness was both established and reducible to 

characteristics considered unique to particular societies. Said (1993:308) writing to 

these two historically inscribed philosophicd pnnciples says, "At its core 

[impenalism] is the supremely stubborn thesis that everyone is principally and 

irreducibly a member of some race or category and that race or category cannot ever 

be assimilated to or accepted by others - except as itself'. 

The historically embedded notion of group exclusivity in European thought was 

not in itself particularly deletenous. However, imbued in this Euro-centric 

philosophicd notion of identifiable groups, was the constituted value laden belief of 

nation superiority. If it was possible to identi@ particular societies by their unique 

characteristics, it was also possible, indeed desirable, vis-a-vis scientific empincism to 

rank them accordingly . Not surprisingly, Western European societies were ident ified 

as those most advanced and therefore the most highly valued. 

... the specificity of Euro-centrism as a certain prejudice or 
mythology was necessary for Europe to reconcile its supposed 
superiority with its universalist ambitions. Europe constructed its 
exceptionality not on the basis that the modem or capitalism- 
(although the two are not quite identicai) was bom there but 
rather that it could not have been born elsewhere (Grossberg, 
1993 :92). 



In these two philosophical prernises, that it was possible to categorize whole groups 

of people and rank these groups based on identifiable characteristics and behaviours 

according to value, lay the distorted yet powerfùl logic of the European expansionist 

policy. Ifparticular societies could not only be marked as singular and autonomous, 

but also identified by vaqing degrees of "civillzed" behaviour, then it becomes in the 

best interest of these "other" groups to be exposed to and govemed by the more 

advanced progressive societies. As such, it became the responsibiiity of the more 

advanced societies to "help" the "wretched of the earth" enter the modern, 

progressive enlightened age. As Goldberg (1 993: 166) points out, "since its inception 

in the fifieenth century, the terrn 'progress' has assumed moral and cultural 

judgements of civilized superiority" . 

This philosophy however, had a peculiar logic to it for ifgroups could be identified 

by certain natural and fixed characteristics, and if' these characteristics could be 

measured on an evolutionq scde fiom the "primitive" to the "civilized", it becomes 

impossible to  bring the "other" group into the modern age. Put another way, 

constnicted on a scde based on certain characteristics that defined and graded them 

as a independently evolved autonomous group, the "other" lacked the very 

characteristics deemed necessary to participate in "advanced" and "progressive" 

society. The collective characteristics the "other" group ernbodied were inadequate 

and inferior to the task of modemity and progress. These two confiicting 

assurnptions, the first that it was necessary for the "other" to becorne like their more 

progressive brethren , the second that this was inherently impossible because of the 

fixed and eternal group characteristics which had been inscribed upon them, became 

part of the ideological terrain fiom which the expansionist perspective was built . 

It was the conjunction of these two conflicting assumptions - one 
that defined the local conditions of the possibiiity of the modern, 
the other that proposed to universalize the modem and to ignore 



local conditions which instituted and legitimated the unequal 
distribution of both power and value across space. And this 
inequality was produced both inside and outside of every nation- 
space colonized by capitalism (Grossberg, 1993:92). 

It was these two ideas which sexved as the basis for the social construction of the 

"other" and that played an integral role in the historical development of Euro-centric 

racialized thought and discourse. Moreover, they provided the necessary rationale for 

those who advocated conquest and colonial violence. They justified expansionist 

policy on the grounds of bringing the superior civilized world to the uncivilized and 

by extension, sanctified the violation of the "other" for the "other's" own well being. 

Lending support and legitirnation to the philosophical conjectures of "Nation" 

building, was the European discipline of scientific empiricism. One of its central roles 

was to provide the necessary "proof' of the superiority of the "civilized" world. It 

was in the search for confirmation of Nation superiority that scientific empiricism and 

its penchant for classification and order became a signincant contributor to the 

construction of race. WhiIe the categorization of phenornena had been practiced since 

the days of Aristotle, it was only in the seventeenth century that classification began 

to embody a valuation system within the ordering of information. GoIdberg (1 993 :49) 

notes that, 

wit h 3t s catalogues, indices, and inventories, classification 
establishes an ordering of data; it thereby systematizes 
observation. But it also daims to reflect the naturd order of 
things. This ordering of representations accordingly always 
presupposes value: Nature ought to be as it is; it cannot be 
otherwise. So the seemingly naked body of pure facts is veiled in 
value. 



Largely responsible for the generation of theory and research which established 

this classificatory order of racial collectives, were the independent scientific domains 

of anthropology and biology. To categorize the human world, Enlightenment 

thinkers turned their attention to the physical and cultural characteristics embodied in 

the different groups of people being encountered in the European journeys. These 

physical and cultural characteristics were then arranged according to "race" on a scaie 

of gradiated human evolutionary development. This gradiated scale utilized the 

enlightenment notions of "progress" and "civilization" as the standard fiom which to 

make sense of the new worlds. It was an attempt to scale the physical and cultural 

transformations of m a h d  fiom prehistoric "savagery" to 4'civilization'' and a scale 

on which the European community took itself to be the highest representative. 

in naming and evaluating the alien cultures Europeans were beginning to 

encounter, a catalogue of particular groups emerged simultaneously with a scaied 

classification of races. These embedded structuring principles, classification and 

gradation, organized and shaped the construction of "other" in tenns of ordering and 

value. However as Goldberg(1993 :50) astutely observes, 

It might be said that while classification enabled racial 
diserentiation, it was the historicdly grounded derivation of 
order, value, and hierarchy that authorized the various forms of 
racial exclusions in the narne of difference.. . n e  princzple of 
grd i ion  is ai once a principle of &gr&iion"(emphasis 
added). 

In this naming and valuing of the "other", the European collective sirnultaneously 

named itself, inscribing itselfwith racial group identity. It was an inscription which 

' ~ s s u r n i n ~  common origin, biology set out in part to delineate the naturd causes of 
human difference in tems prirnarily of climatic variation. Anthropology was intially 
concemed to catalog the otherness of cultural practices. However, as it becarne 
increasing identified as 'the science of peoples without history', anthropology turned 
pnmarily to estasblishing the physical grounds sf difference (Goldberg, 1993:29). 



marked the Euro-centric group as the standard against which every other human 

collective was to be measured. Its purpose in part was that in order to continue 

building and expanding its Nationhood, it needed a standard not just to measure 

"others" but to measure itself. Indeed, if there was no "other" to compare or contrast 

itseif with, then it had no way of namulg and evaluating itself as a group. And so, the 

rest of humanity becomes the identity markers tiom which the Western collective 

constructs, bounds and asserts itself as supenor. It is here that the historical "theme" 

(the initial idea) in culturai determinkt discourse is located. In marking itself off as 

isolated, autonomous, closed off to outsiders and by Iaying claim to definable and 

superior characteristics, the European collective began to write itself as a naturaiiy 

and universally insular racially superior nation. 

the longevity of the race concept and the enonnous number of 
effects race-thinking (and race-acting) have produced, guarantee 
that race wiil remain a feature of social reality across the globe, 
and a fortiori in our own country, despite its lack of intrinsic or 
scientific merit (in the biological sense) (Omi and Wiant, 
19935). 

In naturalizing and universalizing the "Euro-centric" preferential location and 

identity, the manner in which "White" came to be constructed is apparent; it was 

against the backdrop of a racially standardized, secondary "other". As Hall (1 99 1 :2 1) 

writes, "identity is a structure of representation which ody achieves its positive 

through the narrow eye of the negative. It has to go through the eye of the other 

before it cm construct it self'. 

The Euro-centric ability to construct itself rests heavily on its ability to make itself 

both invisible and the superior term at the same time - to legitirnate its power. For 

exampIe, in Native educational cultural deterministic discourse if First Nation(@ 

"others" are constructed as naturally and universally "primitive" (read iderior), the 



Euro-centric collective is constructed as naturally and universally "progressive" ( r a d  

superior), if Fkst Nation(s) "others" are naturaffy and universally predisposed to 

communality, Euro-centric "others" are naturaliy and universally predisposed to 

individualism, if First Nation(s) "others" are naturaliy and universally predisposed to 

mysticism and spirituality, Euro-centric "others" are naturaîiy and universalIy 

predisposed to science and rational thought; ifFirst Nation(s) peoples history lies in 

the universal past, then Euro-centric peoples history is naturally reflected by the 

universal present. Above these dichotomies emerges either a "natural being" whose 

image underpins the afiirmation of a society submerged to nature and the ps t ,  or one 

whose image underpins the aflkmation of a progressive society above nature and fiilly 

in the present. 

Given this demonstration of how "binary oppositions" work within a centrai 

premise of a discourse, the concept of cultural "difference" in Native educational 

discourse can no longer be viewed in oppositional terms. In rnaking visible the 

concepts involved in the construction of the term race, we begin to get some idea of 

how Euro-centric construction of itself is predicated upon and constituted in 

fundamental ways by its constniction and representation of the "other". It is an 

interest vested construction which rests heavily on discourse that not ody  names and 

evaluates the "other" but cotenninousiy names and evduates Euro-centric society. 

Murphy (1993:25) writes, 

The 'tiinary oppositions' which compose the chah of signification 
are invariably constructed upon the assumed domination of one 
term by another.. .The second term in the binarism is understood 
as dependent on the first, being deained as its negation, absence or 
lack. What this suggests for the first term is that the meaning of 
the opposition originates within it. 



Racidized Discourse and Native Education 

In utilizing racial categorization as a means to  insure dserential exclusion, the 

Euro-centric concepts of naming and evduating became of primary importance in the 

social construction of "others". 1 suggest that they have to this day remained the 

dnving force in Native educational discourse. "If the concept of race was a child of 

modernity, racialized discourse became the medium of its dispersement, increasingly 

giving shape to the sociocultural order of modeniity and fbrnishing the means of tying 

people, power, and history together"(Go1dberg 1993 :45). Racialized discourse 

served not only to rationalize already established social relations but also to order 

them and legitimize them in modern scientific theories. 

Discursive Preco~tceptuals 

Driving the racialized posture of cultural detenninism in Native educational 

discourse are discursive "preconceptuals". "Preconceptuals are those underlying 

factors which directly generate the discursive field and which may be likened to 

'primitive terms' in an artificial Ianguage" (Goldberg, 1 993 :48). Preconceptual terms 

are manifestations of power relations vested in and between historically located 

subjects, and they are effects of a determinant social history. Theo Goldberg points 

out that it is these preconceptual tems that generate the concepts and categories 

embedded in racialized discourse: "Since the seventeenth century, elaboration of racial 

differences and identities has served as a leading mode of promoting exclusions and 

inclusions.. . Differentid exclusioa is the most basic primitive tenn of the deep 

structure underlying racist expressions"(1993:5 1). It is this preconceptual of 

"differentiai exclusion" that lies at the base of cultural detenninism in Native 

educational discourse. Put another way, the social construction of First Nation@) 

peoples as culturally determined in Native educationd discourse does not consist 

shply in the seemingly innocent description of others. It includes a set of  pre-given 



assertions about Euro-Canadian and First Nation@) groups in tenns of classification, 

hierarchy and the exclusionary differences (both social and physical) that exist 

between them . Goldberg(1993 :49) claims that, 

... the overall coherence of racialized expression and the racist 
project, rather, turns on the preconceptual elements structuring 
dispositions and the drawing of implications. These elements 
inchde classification, order, value and hierarchy; differentiation 
and identity, discrimination and identification; exclusion, 
domination, subjection and subjugation; as wefl as entitlement and 
restriction. 

This d~flerential exclusion preconceptual is found in much of Native educational 

discourse and tends to be determined by some essentiai culturai identity checlciist 

based on innate differences. The perceived faiiure of First Nation(s) groups to 

advance or integrate within the educational sphere is attributed to the absence of 

certain kinds of necessary culturally detennined predispositions, It is this intrinsic 

disposition to bXame the victims that constructs as given the exclusion of First 

Nation(s) student S. 

Racial knowledge, then gets extended socioscientifically through 
invoking certain assumptions or employing estabfished 
methodologies that tend to entail racist or racially detennined 
conclusions or outcornes. This may be exemplified by what I will 
cal1 the 'informal faiiacy of blaming the marghalized'. The fallacy 
manifests itself in the work of social scientists setting out with the 
assumption or to prove (often these are hard to distinguish) that 
the marginalized position of some racial group is tied to a set of 
darnaging (or darnaged) cultural values; to a culture of racially 
specified poverty; to a poverty of the racial culture in question; to 
cultural deprivation; or to an unredistic, outmoded, and self- 
defeating ideology (Goldberg, 1993 : 166). 

It is racialized ideological discourse that still lies under much of current Native 

educational literature that writes to cultural "dfierence" and ensures "differential 

exclusion". Cultural "difference" is simply a cover for discussions centred around 



racial "difference". The discursive construction of First Nation(s) cultural differences, 

while seemingiy focused on social configuration is implicated with biological 

innuendoes. In essence, the social and the physiological while often confiated, tend in 

Native educational discourse to be driven by the latter. While the discourse today 

expresses itself through a medium of culture, the preconceptualizations embedded 

within the discourse suggest an impiicit cornmitment to the biologically driven notion 

of race. "Once a group is racialized, and especially where the raciai creation of the 

group runs deep into the history of its formation, the more likely will it be that the 

group and its members are made to carry its racialized nature with thern" 

(Goldberg, 1993 : 1 74). 

The Ideological Nature of Raciulized Discourse 

It is only through an analysis of how the ideological strategies of naturahation, 

universalization and ahistoricity are used in Native educational discourse that it 

becomes possible to understand the ways in which these ideological strategies are 

used to weave the central discursive strands for the scaEiolding in the racially 

constructed "differential construction" of First Nation@) peoples. As it is in the heart 

of essentiaüst arguments that these strategies are the most apparent, I have chosen 

this discursive location to begin my analysis of the ideological strategies used to 

construct the racial "other". 1 wili argue that the two major "pointst1 on the modernist 

"line" in Native educational discourse, the microanalytical approach which addresses 

pedagogicd and cumculum concerns and the macroanalytical approach which focuses 

on the syst emic relationships between Euro-Canadian and First Nation@) groups, are 

built upon the two central theoretical concepts of neo-Darwinist theory. The first of 

these concepts is biological detemiinism. The concept of biological determinism is 

based on the idea that an organism's make up is based on intemal hereditary factors. 

The second central concept is environmental deterrninism. Environmental 



determinism is based on a belief that dflerent organisni's adapt in diEerent ways to 

their environment. 

At this point it may be helpfil to introduce the notion of pZzt reference. Put forth 

by Ricoeur (1983), it is a notion which suggests that the terms of a discourse carry 

out their ideological role by explicitly referring to one thing and implicitly refemng to 

another; entangling the referents in a way which serves to sustain relations of 

domination. Put another way, meaning is mobilized through the splitting of the 

referential domain in order to sustain relations of domination. In one sense, the 

discursive ability to naturalize and universalize First Nation@) groups is derived 

through this split referentid. Essentialist arguments 1 have argued, claim that it is 

cultural "dBerencesw that impede First Nation(s) individuals frorn "progressing" in the 

educational system. These include vis-a-vis acculturation theory; identifiable cultural 

characteristics including world view perspective, socio/cultural organization, 

cognitive strategies and learning styles. 

In Ricoeur's concept of split reference, the first order reference is to culture. The 

underlying second order reference used to promote this type of explanation however, 

is based on race. Moreover, this second order reference is driven by conceptual 

terrain that uses Dawinist premises fiom which to build its case. Put slightly 

differently, 1 am arguing that it is biological assumptions that drive the cultural 

construction of First Nation@) groups in most of the Native educational discourse. In 

cultural determiniistic discourse, the idealized "other", bound by essentialist 

arguments, is discursively constructed first and foremost through racist t heory that 

claims the possibility of identifjmg unique biological characteristics understood to 

have developed within an evolutionury context. 

As a mode of exclusion, racist expression assumes authority and is 
vested with power, literally and symbolically, in bodily terms. 
They aré human bodies that are classifïed, order, valorized and 



devalued ... Classification of differences determines order. 
Hierarchy is established on that basis of a value of purity - 
whether interpreted biologically in terms of blood or genes, 
hygienically in terms, for instance, of body odor, culturally for 
example, language as sigfing the evolution of thought patterns 
and rational capacity or even environmentaUy 
(Goldberg, 1993 54). 

Cognition, Ideology and Firsî Nation(s) "Others" 

To investigate this second order referential, the sociobiological position embedded 

in the ideologjcal discursive tools of naturalization and universalization, 1 offer a 

discussion of research directed towards the intelligence of First Nation(s) individuals. 

The argument that cultural determinism is synonymous with biological detenninism in 

Native educational discourse can be demonstrated by an examination of the research 

directed towards the cognitive differences of First Nation(s) students and the linkage 

made between these cognitive differences and educational pedagogy. 

There is, at least for the discourse of Native education, a rather large body of 

literature which addresses Native cognitive abilities2 Historicaily, the discursive 

ongins of this field began in the 1800's. Senior (1 993: 15 l), in reviewing the literature 

on this topic, notes that the first intelligence test administered to a Native individual 

was in the 1800's by Samuel Morton. As with the rest of the scientSc cornmunity of 

his day, Morton theorized that the volume of a skuli was diectly proportional to the 

intellectual capacity of the brain in it. Senior writes that in Morton's estimation, 

"hdians were close to the bottom of the human intelligence scale. She goes on to add 

however, "that there were questions about his Morton] attempts to use his data to 

prove hzs own prejudzces (1 993 : 1 5 1, emphasis added). 

'since the late 1 920ts, a portion of the research into Indian education in Canada has 
included measuring the intelligence of sîudents using standardized tests. Indeed 
McShane, reviewing the published literature on this subject cites over two hundred 
references (McShane and Berry, 1988). 



Given the philosophical and scientific bent of those times, this conclusion is neither 

particularly revealing nor surprising. However, two hundred years later there is a 

continued adherence to Samuel Morton's physiological premises. Damian McShane, 

who has published research on North Amencan Indians "mental abilities" twenty-£ive 

times between 1977 and 1988, produces research which ernbodies the sarne biological 

assumptions of Samuel Morton. Among McShane's research for example, are 

numerous studies based on the examination of Neuropsychological Factors. 

McShane, 1983% in a replication of Morton's study, measured neuroanatomicai 

asymmetries (differences in the relative sizes of the right/lefi, fionüback sides of the 

skull) for 192 American Indian, Black, Vietnamese and White subjects on CT scans, 

finding physiological differences for particular groups. McShane, Risse & Rubens 

also produced a study which identified dserences in the neuroanatomical 

asymmetries of the brain for difFerent ethnic groups. Finally McShane & WiIlenberg 

(1 984) produced a study fhat oflered a correlation between neuroanatomical 

asymmehies and the repored use ofalcoho13 (emp hasis added). 

Central *mises - Neo-Durwinism and the Evolutionist Voice 

That this type of research continues to be sanctified and carried out begins to 

illustrate that there is in Native educational discourse, nt least one area which bases its 

research and theory on the evolutionist premise that human beings cm be classiiied 

according to the differential development of innate mental capabilities. The transition 

fiom quite primitive to higher organitation, writes John Smith (1 984: 1 SO), is centrai 

to any satisfactory theory of Evolution. Smith (1984:79) notes that the Evolutionist 

' ~ c s h a n e  (1988:95) also comments that "one interesthg question cornhg out of 
these findings, and retated to recent developments in the neurosciences, raised the 
issue of whether or not there were yet other basic dserences between Indian and 
non-Indians. Initial research into the anatomy and fùnctioning of the br in  suggested 
this might be a fniitfùl area for further exploration". 



position "holds that there has been both a transformation of form of organisms and 

the emergence of novelty in the universe. Centrai to any Evolutionist position is the 

idea of transformation of Fonn, with a trend for both increasing complexity and 

increasing drfSentiation of Fom "(emp hasis added). 

Biological Deierminism 

Plotkin and Odling-Smee, (1 98 1) provide a helpfil model for outlining the 

physiological premises upon which the classification and gradiation of intelligence is 

laid out in McShane's research. While Plotkin and Odling-Smee offer a lengthy 

detailed analysis of this biological model it can be summarized as foliows. In this 

model there are four basic levels to the evolutionary process. The first level of 

evolution is genetic. The purpose of the genetic system, whose referent is the gene 

pool of a breeding population is the change in gene fiequencies in that gene pool. 

One level above is a epigenesis process which interacts with the environment. On this 

level the organism gains informat ion through interaction with alternative 

developmental pathways in its environment. The third level of evolution is the 

process of learning, and the referent for this level is the central nervous system. The 

third level of evolutionary learning is determined by the first which is the gene pool. 

Al1 information gained by the leamer is contined to the phenotype of the individual 

organisrn, although if adaptively successfùl, it may ultimately affect reproductive 

success and shape the gene pool. The fourth level of evolution is socioculture. For 

such a socioculturai occurrence to take place, there must be (1) a group of organisrns 

capable of leaming and (2) this group must have available a non-genetic Channel of 

cornmunication for the transmission of leamed information. It is necessary for both 

sender and receiver to gain such information through third level learning processes. 

The fourth level is also constrained by the first level. 



What is important to note here is that in evolutionary theory, the third level, the 

ability to learn, and the fourth level, socio-cultural development, are bound by their 

relation to the first evolutionary level, the gene pool. Essentialiy this is the argument 

put forward by cognition researchers like McShane. Mental abilities are connected 

quite directly with the gene pool of the group being researched and linked causally to 

the group's ability to learn and to its cultural development. Wilgosh & Mulcahy 

(University of Alberta, 1993), provide further examples of the embedded socio- 

biological prernises that drive the work in this area of Native education. Wilgosh and 

Mulcahy (1993), outlining the difficulty in adapting nom-referenced assessment 

instruments and curriculum content for Native learners, suggest what they consider io 

be a radically dflerent approach to assessment, teaching and learning. 

And what is this new approach? It is an approach that seeks to reconfigure the 

cognition of Native children! Wilgosh and Mulcahy suggest no more than rewiring 

the way Native students think in order to facilitate pertinent student adaptation to 

mainstream education. This irnplies of course, that educational difliculties stem fiom 

the Native student's metacognitive and cognitive strategies. What is never w&en in 

this publication, but constantly impiied, is the necessity of reconfigu~g the 

"primitive" thought processes and leamhg strategies of Native students. As support 

for this approach, Wilgosh and Mulcahy (1 993 : 132), cite (Fiilliard, 1992), who clairns 

"that to be of real value to culturaily diverse groups of children any educational 

intervention must produce significant and meaningfil change in the student's cognitive 

and acadernic functioning". They clairn that the ernphasis in educational intervention 

strategies should be geared towards both social and academic cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies. The goal for pedagogical strategies they insist, should be to 

reconfigure the learning process, a reconfiguration which they view as d i c a l  for 

youngsters who have difficulty learning or are poorly motivated. Thus, they write 

that the focus should be on teaching learning-thinking skills " . . . which rnay be 



particularly usefÙI in modzaing inefficient strategies for Naiive youngsters" (Wilgosh 

& Mulcahy, 1993 : 1 33, emphasis added). 

In Native educational discourse, this cognitive differential has often been identified 

as a supposed reliance on "right hemisphere" dominance. Browne (1990:28) for 

example, identifies leaming qudities linked with "right hemisphericity" which 

"included a preference for a personal and informal relationships with authority figures 

and group work toward cornmon goals". It is telling that so much of the 

microanalytical research on "cultural" learning styles cornes to the same type of 

conclusions (see Chapter Four & Five). These types of conclusions reflect the kind of 

neo-Darwinist logic that psychologists like McShane, Wilgosh and Mulcahy put forth 

in their papers. 

This line of reasoning codates the genetic make-up of a human organism, in the 

biological sense, with claims about persons in the socio-cultural sense. The cognition 

of Native students and their ability to l e m  is universalized, naturalized, evduated and 

tied to the commonality of racial genetic interests. Goldberg (1993:73), quite nghtiy 

argues that "this common claim confùses the level of individual biological 

reproduction with cultural reproduction, and conflates the general conditions for the 

possibility of culture - of any human activity- with the actual reproduction of specific 

cultural expressions". Stated siightly dserently; there is a failure to distinguish 

between biological history and the history of social institutions and practices. Culture 

is not biologically transrnitted or fùlly determined, at least not in any direct way. 

Environmenial Detenninism 

The research that directs itseif'to the racial cognitive contains a necessary 

cornplementary Strand. Joseph Smith (1 984: 1 39) notes t hat in Neo-Darwinistic 

theory "there is an intrinsic dualism in the tradition which arises fiom its two fold 



conceptualization of organisms as vehicles of interna1 hereditary factors on the one 

hand and as organisms that have adapted in particular ways to the extemal 

environrnent". The contextualization within which the embedded explanations for the 

these innate differences in mental cornpetence occur, is one of an anthropological 

notion of adaptation. In this concept of adaptation, dflerent cultures are understood 

to have developed in relation to divergent environment s that have demanded distinct 

adaptation strategies. 

In the concept of environmental determinism lies the basis for the macroanalytical 

theories built as they are on the prernise that groups are isolated and stable. Sherry 

Ortner (1984), in her article, "Theory in Antbropology since the Sixties", writes that 

in the late 1950's and early 1960's American cultural and psychological 

anthropologists worked fkom the premise that cultures evolve into their specific forrns 

through the process of adapting to their surrounding environment. Arguments of this 

nature in Native educationai discourse are put forth by Vernon, Jackson, and 

Messick, (1988:208) who argue that, "It has long been recognized.. .that cultural 

differences between groups may exert a profound influence on the differentid 

development of distinct patterns of mental abilities." 

It is upon this neo-Darwinist evolutionist notion of adaptation that cultural 

determiriism's isolationkt mandate constructs itself. The environment for First 

Nation(s) populations as a group is most ofien identified and d e n  as not only 

different but naturdy and universally isolated fiom Euro-Canadians. The 

naturalization and universalization of Native peoples turns not only on their inherent 

biological rnakeup as a group, but on a specific environmental context understood to 

have shaped this biologicd imperative. Steward,(1953) writes that "specific cultures 

evolve their specific fonns in the process of adapting to specifk environmental 

conditions, and that the apparent unifonnity of evolutiomry stages is actually a 



matter of similar adaptations to similar natural conditions in different parts of the 

world" (cited in Ortner, 1984: 128, emphasis added). 

And what is the scological context to which this racial group is most suited and 

subsequently relegated? Isolation is rationalized in culturaI detenninistic discourse on 

grounds of evolutionary stages of environmental adaptation. One of the discursive 

ideological strategies that 1 discussed in Chapter Five is that of ahistoricity. A 

prominent characteristic of ideological discourse is its dehistoricizing thnist which 

fieezes both time and space. It is this ideological reliance on environmental 

determinism that fieezes Native history in cultural detenninistic theory . 

An investigation into the prehistorizing ideological tactic embodied in Native 

educational discourse Ieads us back to the conceptual axioms of universalization and 

naturalization grounded in the neo-Darwinistic principles of biologicd and 

environmental adaptation. More often than not, the historical freezing of First 

Nation(s) is constructed through the term "traditional". The word "traditional" in 

Native educational discourse carries not only an implied reference to the past, but to 

the "primitive" (see beginning of chapter). In anthropologicai evolutionary theory, 

primitive societies represent a particular stage 6om which more complex societies 

developed. In Native educational discourse, it is within the term "primitive" that the 

development of First Nation(s) populations tend to remain. The "primitive" so the 

logic goes, have no past because they are the past. Put another way, primitive 

societies are constmcted as an Euro-centric evolutionary past, fiozen in inertia, never 

to appear except as a foi1 to legitimate Euro-centic superior progress and civilized 

advancement. 

Ahistoricity it can be said, serves as an identity marker and is involved in the 

construction of borders. The purpose of these borders is to allow the construction of 

more or less set divisions between groups identified as self and other. Moreover, in 

Native educational discourse, these borders have been historically erected around and 



upon the ideologicai notions of graded racial construction. The construction of these 

boundaries continues today through b i i a ~ ~ ,  ideological terms that cast First Nation(s) 

societies as a racially ddifferentiated group that is secondary to the civilized order. As 

"othess", they are discursively constructed as nomadic, communal in family and 

property relations rather than sedentary, nuclear, and committed to private property. 

They are illogical in mentality and practice rnagic rather than being rational and 

scientSc in their approach to the world. In popular tenns, "nonwhite primitives have 

corne to be conceived as childlike, intuitive, and spontaneous; they require the iron 

fist of 'European' governance and paternalistic guidance to control inherent physical 

violence and sexual drives" Goldberg (1 993 : 153). 

Never considered in this master narrative, is that this type of argument is onty 

logicaily possible in pre-contact history. W e  homogenous First Nation@) groups 

may have seemed self-evident at the tirne of contact there is the smali fact of 

"discovery" and ensuing four hundred years of interaction between the Euro-Canadian 

world and First Nation(s) societies. Within this socio-cultural positionhg of First 

Nation@) peoples, lies Euro-centric classificatory value laden logic which writes First 

Nation@) populations in the realm of the past and the primitive. This fiirthers the 

stabilization of the conceptual prernises of isolation and group homogeneity. It is a 

racist ideological strategy that has been carried through to the present day culîural 

determinist discourse. First Nation@) peoples have been split apart f3om their history, 

being written within the historical configurations of a precontact past that no longer 

exists yet is tenaciously held on to by those who write cultural "difference" theory in 

Native education. 

The discourse of biological detenninism embedded in Native cognition research, 

inscribed as it were as a measurement of racial possibiiity, refùses to acknowledge the 

manner in which First Nation(s) groups have been constnicted in the interest of 

legitimating and validating Euro-Canadian society. Instead, discrete and identifiable 



cognitive abilities are blindly related to differentiai adaptation theory that supports the 

dominant position of Euro-Canadians. First Nation(s) peoples struggle in the Euro- 

Canadian education system because of different mental faculties. This differentiation 

is based on an understanding that Native peoples mental physiology evolved in 

response to a "traditionai" environment. The implication is that First Nation(s) 

peoples have adapted in specifk ways to accommodate a specific type of 

environment. In Native educational literature, evidence for this argument is found in 

both the identified dflerent leaming styles and the narrowly constnicted view of what 

constitutes cultural knowledge. This racist logic dlllows for the discursive 

construction of First Nation(s) individuals as victims of their own biological accord 

and is the ultimate indicator of Foucault's concept of "differential exclusion". As 

Smith (1984: 179) argues, in neo-Darwinist theory, 

the principle generative mechanism is a predetermined programme 
analogous to a computer programme 'outlining a number of 
operations and a 'preformed' set of data on which the operations 
are to be performed, concludes that for some behaviourai modes 
of social organization individuals could not do otherwise, and that 
the mode of organization cannot be other than it is. 

The central premises in cultural determinisrn are predicated, shaped, and written on 

racist terrain which can be summarized as follows. First Nation(@ people as an 

singular, isolated and homogenous population share a cornmon hereditary gene pool. 

It is their internai genetic makeup, including their mental abilities, that has determined 

the socio-cultural shape of First Nation@) societies. This "naturaikation" of the 

"different" cognitive abilities of First Nation(@ peoples is directly linked to a distinct 

and isolated environment. Consequently, the conclusions drawn fiom this line of 

reasoning can never be anything but the ones already drawn in Native educational 

discourse; First Nation@) individuals do not have the necessary fiindamental 

capacities to function in Euro-Canadian society. Sternberg (1988: 148) marks the 



hegemonic nature of this linkage between cognitive ability and the adjustment of a 

group to its environment when he writes that, "Intelligence is essentially a cultural 

invention to account for the fact that some people are able to succeed in their 

environment better than others." 

Implicit in this racist "thernef', is that while First Nation(s) cannot help who they 

are, nor can Euro-Canadian society. This not only relieves Euro-Canadian society of 

any responsibility or accountability but it also masks and justifies the power 

relationslips embedded in and around the racial ideological construction of this type 

The scientific cloak of racial knowledge, its formal character and 
seeming universality, imparts authority and legitimation to it. Its 
authority is identical with, it parasitically maps ont0 the formai 
authority of the scientific discipline it rnirrors. At the same tirne, 
racial knowledge is able to do this because it has been historically 
integral to the emergence of these authoritative scientific fields. 
Race has been a basic categorical object, in some cases a founding 
focus of scientific analysis in these various domains (Goldberg, 
1993: 149). 

Cultural determinism is racist theory presented in a cultural idiom and legitimated 

by ideological notions deeply embedded in Euro-centric history4. It is a theory 

ideologicdly racist in so far as it is biased towards providing justifications for 

discriminations which "differentially excludes" various "others" fiom positions of 

status and power. What is the point for example, of constructing theory that concerns 

itselfwith r n e a s u ~ g  intelligence except to dernonstrate that there are degrees of 

4 ~ o m e  notable examples of ideologically driven racist discourses are social 
Darwinism, eugenics, sociobiology and intelligence quotient theory (John 
Smith, 1984: 103). 



intelligence that can be used to explain why "dBerent" races succeed or fail in school. 

Smith (1 984:287) argues, 

We know ffom the extensively documented history of such 
research that it has produced only misery and further crippling 
inequalities and exploitation, not the fiberation of human beings 
per se. However, in a sexist, racist Society what this type of 
research does, is readily supply intellectud weapons for racists. 

Given its a priori biases, the ramifications of such gradient based work in Native 

educational discourse is that it continues through the "preconceptualization" of innate 

"differential exclusion" to draw the necessary iine between entitlement and restriction. 

1 have argued that Native educational discourse, built on the concept of cultural 

determinkm rests on deeply embedded ideoiogical strategies that mould the personal 

and social identity of First Nation(s) collectives in racist terms that exclude, 

marginalize and fix their place in history. Moreover, these imposed constructions, 

evoked through discursive "central prernises" and "preconceptuals" fieeze not oniy 

the "other" but the "not other" into marked identities, perspectives and dispositions. 

Production of social knowledge about the racialized Other, 
establishes a iibrary or archive of information, a set of guiding 
ideas and principles about the Otherness: a mind, characteristic 
behavior or habits, and predictions of likely responses. The 
Other, as object of study, may be employed but oniy as 
informant, as representative translator of culture. The set of 
representations thus constructed and catalogued in turn 
condernns those so defined within the constraints of the 
representational limits, restricting the possibilities available to 
those rendered racialfy other as it delimits their nature. The 
spaces of the ûther - the colonies, plantations, reservations,. . . . 
become the laboratory in wbich these epistemological constructs 
may be tested (Goldberg, 1993 : 1 50) . 

The discursive power to shape and constnict First Nation@) identities is directly 

related to complex questions of power, authority and knowledge. It revolves around 

questions about who has the power to define "otherness" and for what purposes. The 



production of this ideologically constituted social knowledge in Native educational 

discourse, contextualized by raciaily determinist terrain, has for al1 intents and 

purposes constructed al1 First Nation@) students in terms of  a singular objectified, 

idealized "other" whose basic "nature" is biologically detemiined through adaptatation 

to a "primitive pastl' and whose l e d g  abilities and education must be 

accomrnodated as such. 



Chapter Seven 

Countertheme 

If counterpoint to the theme is used consistently, it can be 
designated as countertheme (Owen, 1992: 203). 

Counterpoint Discourses and Nan've Education 

In this chapter 1 direct my attention to educational counterpoint theory and 

pedagogy that I think may offer the means to undemine and displace the "racist 

theme" inherent to so much of Native educational discourse. It is a gesture that aims 

to  decenter the authority of the cultural detenninist "regime of truth" through a 

proliferation of alternative positions . The central argument in this dissertation has 

been that the construction of First Nation(s) "others" in the goveming Native 

educational discourse, a discourse defined and controlled primarily by those belonging 

to  Euro-Canadian society, centres itself on racially constituted ideological terrain. 

This racist ideology is coupled with "equality of opportunity" liberal ideology to 

fiame the debate in terms of cultural conflict rather than in tenns of power, 

knowledge, authority and the construction of social reality. 

To address issues such as these, it becomes necessary to reflect critically on 

history, race, culture, knowledge, authority, power and education. 1 suggest this cm 

be initiated through an incorporation of three broad areas. The first area that needs to 

be incorporated is that of cultural theory. It is only by incorporating more substantive 

conceptualizations of culture that the displacement of the authorized grand narrative 

in Native eduçationai discourse will be brought about. The second is the 

incorporation of critical pedagogical theory, taken up as a strategy to further rupture 



and dismantle racist and meritocratic liberal ideologies found in much of this 

discourse. The third area which needs to be included is the "other" voices which 

aiready exist in Native educational discourse. 

Alfernative Cultural neoty 

To begin theorizing "culture" as more than a description of categories constructed 

through value laden classification, it is necessary to explore alternative theoretical 

concepts of culture. Culture is not some static "thing" intirnately tied to determinate, 

invariable catch-al1 descriptors of collective racialized social agency. Unfortunately, 

the rnodernist "line" in Native educational discourse provides us with just such a 

notion. It offers a concept of "culture" that presents its object as immobile and 

fossilized: "It presents First Nations cultures as art, totem poles, teepees, moccasins 

and feather headdresses.. . Viewed in this way, culture becomes a collection of objects 

and visible bals, understood apart fiom their real meaning within the particular 

cultural context " (McCaskili, 1987: 155). In Native educational discourse, Native 

culture is ofien represented as no more and no less than the sum of its describable 

parts and symbolic components. It is a representation that characterizes Native 

culture as a "thing" which reproduces itself within a nmow framework of oppressive 

stereotypes. To write culture as such is to re@ and reduce culture to an inert 

category by which to differentiate groups of people "either in terms of some 

primordial sociobiological criteriaM(Van den Berghe: 198 1) or because groups of 

people share certain cultural values that are realized in overt unity in various cultural 

f o m .  

Culture, despite the manner in which it has often been decontextualized in Native 

educational discourse, is located in the real living experiences of people and is a 

product of the social, political and ideological relations in which it is inscribed. A 

"counter point" concept of culture needs to be based first and foremost on theoretical 



terrain which contextualues culture as an ongoing process that produces change 

despite systemic limitations: "Culture must be viewed as the particular ways in which 

a social group lives out and makes sense of its 'given' circumstances and conditions of 

me" (McLaren, 1989:gl). 

A critical concept of cultural production also needs to acknowledge that agency is 

necessarily involved in the creation, reappropnation and struggle for meaning in order 

to make sense of and reconfigure the world one inhabits. While taking into account 

the constraints that First Nation(s) groups and individuals live within, it does not 

typecast Native people as silently and passively living out predetermined lives as 

victims. Instead, a critical notion of culturd production struggles to uncover how 

Native people subjectively live both their power and powerlessness. 

FinalIy, a critical conceptualization of culture needs to take into account the 

ongoing various processes that enipt, intersect and change culture's terrain, mapping 

"cultural production" as a notion that carries within it, contested areas and 

sociohistorical relations of power. Roman(1993 : 174) articulates this approach 

towards a more critical inception of cultural theory when she writes, 

Culturai theory is at its most significant when it is concerned with 
the relations between the many and diverse human activities which 
have been historicaily and theoretically grouped in these ways, and 
especially when it explores these relations as at once dynamic and 
specific within describably whole historical situations which are 
also, as a practice, changing and in the present changeable. 

I fa  critical concept of cultural production is to be of any use in Native educational 

discourse, it has to be one that not only knocks the ideologicalIy racist construction of 

culture fiorn its central position in this discourse, but acknowledges and strives to 

understand First Nation culture(s) as constituted by dynamic, multidimensional, 

multivocal voices and heterogenous processes. The concept of culture cannot be 



theorized as fluid and contradictory, cutting across lines of gender, age, geography, 

various First Nation(s) societies, individud identities and representational positions. 

The task of constructing a viable "counter point" concept of culture in Native 

educational discourse is to develop "cultural" theory that argues on behalf of First 

Nation@) subjects both in terrns of cultural production and sociohist orical relations 

while simultaneously undercutting the racist driven, value sloped essentialism which 

serves as the underlying racist "theme" in cultural determinkt discourse. 

Critical Pehgogy 

Another route for "intenupting" the racist "regime of truth" in Native educational 

discourse, is one located in a sounder theory of education and of the political practice 

within it. ft is a "counter point" to modernist pedagogy that attempts to understand 

the social constructedness of educational discourse itself and to unveil and disrupt the 

various forces which work to shape and mould it. 

What are the strategies of escape fi-om knowledge? These 
necessary questions suppose that knowledge and ignorance are 
imbncated with relations of power and thus disrupt any pretense 
of textual innocence (Britzman, Santiago-Valles, Munoz, 
Larnash, 1993 : 1 98). 

One way of disrupting îhis "textual innocence", is through further interrogation 

and disrnantlement of the ideological strategies located in Native educationai 

discourse. Intempting the discourse in this way seeks to prevent firther construction 

of "a knowledge which is ideological in the sense that it preserves conception and 

means of description which represent the world as it is for those who rule it, rather 

than as it is for those who are ruled" (Smith,1985:267). Native educational discourse 

tends to view schools within the liberal mode1 of reform based on specific notions of 



personhood. This has had the effect of stabilizing, rather than challenging, the racist 

and meritocratic ideologies embedded in the discourse. 

Seeking out and challenging the racist ideological scaEolding that undenmites the 

modernist "line" in Native educational discourse, would help unravel the discursive 

means by which First Nation(s) cultures and identities have been constituted. It 

would not only address knowledge as socially produced but as deeply irnplicated in 

the unequal social relations outside the school door. As Goldberg (1993: 15 1) argues, 

Those thus rendered Other are sacificeci to the ideaiization, 
excluded fiom the being of personhood, fiom social benefits and 
fiom political self-representation. Erased in the n m e  of a 
universality that has no place for them the subjects of red political 
economy are denied and silenced, ontologically and 
epistemologically, and morally evicted. The universal claims of 
Western knowledge, colonial or postcolonial, turn necessarily 
upon the deafening suppression of its various racialized Others 
into silence. 

Dispositional Knowledge 

Discursive power and authority to define the "other" through the production of 

knowledge about First Nation(s) has most ofien been constructeci within the canon - 
the foundational word - the truth. Moreover, it is such iimited knowledge and 

restated so ofien that it is perpetually reinforces and perpetuates the racist "regime of 

truth" in which it has been inscribed. In this "regime of truth", Native educational 

discourse has generally garnered information about First Nation(s) cultures in two 

ways. It has detailed the racial nature of First Nation@) as a monolithic entity and 

has fimished the essential necessities for the "others" modification and 

modernkation, providing the formula to launch the "other" from its fiozen 

prehistorical dimensions in tirne and space into present civilized time. It is a 

construction of culture based on the theme of racialized ideological essentialism, a 



"theme" that organhes the relations of First Nation(s) and Euro-Canadian societies 

around, "...racial relations of domination and subordination in cultural forms and 

ideological practices of identity formation and representation in schooling" (McCarthy 

& Cfichlow, 1 993 : xix). 

Most Native educational discourse provides knowledge about the "other" in order 

to better to deal with them. Tierney (1992: 139) claims that, "Knowledge may be 

thought of in three ways: knowledge that, how, and to". 'KnowZedge t h t '  pertains to 

factual information [or put slightly differently - descriptive knowledge]. 'fiuwledge 

h w '  is diiected towards ski11 development or as Goldberg (1 993: 164) 

explains," ... directed toward how to civilize, how to approach and relate to the 

'other"'. Identity and representation in the production of socid knowledge about the 

"other" in Native educational discourse is generally built around knowledge "that" 

and knowledge "how". That the discourse has foliowed this modernist "line" of 

knowledge construction towards the "other", should corne as no surprise since the 

discourse hsis been marked by underlying questions which have usuaiiy sought 

answers to questions about "how" to assimilate or integrate "that" through education. 

Recall that the initial focus in Native educationai discourse was to garner 

knowledge about "that" Il;irst Nation(s) groups] in order to develop knowledge 

"how"[educational theory and practice] to shape and mould the First Nation@) 

"others" into Euro-Canadians. The assimilationist theory of "cultural deprivation" 

discussed in Chapter Four for example, claimed knowledge "that" pirst Nation(@] 

children lacked the necessary cultural attributes required for school leaming. Picking 

up the fkst central "point" in acculturation theory, that Fust Nation(s) individuals 

could be categorized by specific identifiable characteristics, assimilationist theory 

produced educational knowledge about "how" to proceed in schools to ensure that 

First Nation(s) "others" gave up their "un Euro-centric" values and became as Euro- 

Canadian as the construction wmanted. 



When the knowledge about "how" to educate "that" W s t  Nation(s)J failed to 

meet its assimilationist objectives, the prevailing assimilative model gave way to one 

of integration. In the integrationist model, educationd knowledge about "how" to 

teach "that"First Nation(s) students] positioned itself dong lines of culturai and racial 

group autonomy. Taking up the second central "point" of acculturation theory, 

cultural knowledge about "that" First Nation(s) groups] insisted this was a group 

that was both isolated and stable. In the integrationist mode1 the educational script 

centred around "how" to integrate "that" pirst Nation@) culture] within the school. 

An example of this type of knowledge construction, is reflected in "cultural 

disadvantage" theoy also discussed in Chapter Four. Cultural disadvantage theory 

claimed "that" pirst Nation@ groups] while not culturally deprived, were 

disadvantaged since they were ody competent in their own culture. This integrationist 

focus produced educational knowledge on "how" to overcome this disadvantage 

through bi-cultural education. 

However despite the shiR, both integration and assimilation educational models 

revolved around mainstream core values located in the assimilative stance. Whether 

First Nation(s) values were to be erased or collectively integrated, they were stili 

separated out and marked by their "difference" to Euro-Canadian values. The 

modemist "line" of culture and education was and continues to be constructed on 

"dominant" values. It is these core values that fùrnish the grounds for the production 

of knowledge "how" to develop culturally appropriate educational cumcuIurn and 

pedagogy: "The dualism of this model is reflected in its pluralist allowances at the 

margins with its univocal core insistences at the center. The central values continued 

to be defined hegemonically by those who were politically and economically 

dominant" (Golberg, 1 993 : 2 1 9). 

There is a third approach to knowledge production, one Tierney (1992: 140) 

identifies as knowledge "to" or what critical theorists call dispositional knowledge. It 



is a theoretical "counter point" in education which analyzes the construction of 

knowledge in ways that assess critically the values canonical knowledge has been built 

around. 

Rather than view culture apolitically, as finctional aspects of 
society or as sets of values and beliefs, the goal is to see culture in 
terms of cultural politics; first, in terms of values, preferences and 
beliefs; then in terms of the individual's interactions with dominant 
truths and power formations that rnarginalize and silence 
subordinate groups in society (McLaughlin, 1993 : 97). 

In discussions of dispositional knowledge, static fact or "canons" of knowledge are 

rejected and instead discussions pertain to how knowledge gets constmcted and 

defined. Dispositional knowledge for exarnple, might be "to" understand one's racial 

heritage in terrns of the structural and ideologicd relationships with the larger society. 

This might mean for exarnple, having Native students analyze the values and beliefs 

used to construct the educational "that" and "how" knowledge which now serves to 

construct them in Native educational discourse:"Although students may be taught the 

facts of their native pasts, the emphasis is never on the structural and ideological 

relationships of those facts to the larger society" (Tierney, 1992: 141). In this way 

students cm begin to understand how as subjects they are organized to know and 

learn to critique the values and assumption which bind them to certain discursive 

constructions. 

It is a critical approach that understands knowledge as a political act, 

circumscribed by history, social structure and the individual interpretations of both the 

observed and the observer. It is this knowledge "to", this dispositional knowledge, 

which could be a very usefil tool for demystdjmg Native educational discourse. 

Demystification is the most illuniinating mode of theoretical 
inquiry for those who promote the new cultural politics of 
difference.. . Demystification tries to keep track of the complex 



dynamics of institutional and other related power structures in 
order to disclose options and alternatives for transformational 
praxis; it aiso attempts to grasp the way in which representational 
strategies are creative responses to move circumstances and 
conditions (West, 1993 : 19). 

To demystiQ the production of knowledge through cntical discursive gestures of 

knowledge "to", offers the theoretical means to interrogate critically the current 

demarcations that exist in the constant discursive production and reproduction of 

attributions, differences, desires and capacities that write First Nation(s) peoples as 

separate and dispossessed fiom Euro-Canadian society in Native education. 

Seeking out dispositional knowledge is an approach that understands the need to 

do more than simply change the canon as liberal educational approaches attempt to 

do. "The failure of this approach is that it is based on a notion of shared moral values 

that does not bring into question how those values are defined; in essence, students 

are never taught to  become critically engaged with dispositional knowledge"(Tierney, 

1992: 14 1). Instead there is an insistence to critically interrogate what a canon means, 

defining the values that underlie the canon and the implications this has for the "other" 

in the social construction of knowledge. 

As opposed to an emphasis on factual knowledge, a critical 
analysis offers preeminence to educationai communities devoted 
to advancing discussion of dispositional knowledge. Static facts 
or 'canons' of knowledge are rejected and instead discussions 
pertain to how knowledge gets constructed and defined" 
(Tiernay, 1 99 1 : 143). 

Knowledge is approached as something that expresses and embodies specific interests 

and values that privilege some and silence others. The investigation of "knowledge" 

thus becomes the engagement of individuals in critically analyzing the power 

relationships invested in the authoritative voice that defines the social organization of 

knowledge and the values that serve as the foundation for this knowledge. 



This concept of "dispositional" knowIedge has significant implications for Native 

educationai discourse. Critical pedagogy that takes disposition knowledge as it main 

focus, encourages students to lay claim to their own voices and histories and to 

critically interrogate, reconstruct and appropriate knowledge as their own. As such, it 

dows  First Nation(s) peoples to begin defining and naming the limits and boundaries 

of their own authority. In doing so it acknowledges that First Nation(s) identities are 

neither fixed or monolithic but multivocal and multidimensional. From a critical 

pedagogical stand point, First Nation@) subjectivities are marked by discourse that 

produces, represents and reinvents their identity "created by a multiplicity of interests, 

positions and desires that are in varying degrees, subject to change" 

(Perez, 1993 :272). 

Brookes (1992: 1 50), discusses how engagement with dispositional knowledge 

rnight be implemented in the classroorns through pedagogy that seeks to unveil the 

constructedness of knowledge. She writes, 

In schooling environrnents designed to reproduce the status quo, 
it is an illusion that students will be taught 'naturally' to critique 
the constructedness of knowledge and the practices and ideologies 
producing and reproducing relations of power. 

This I read to mean that it is important to teach First Nation(s) students in ways that 

do more than focus on bi-cultural cornpetence through the addition of culturai 

content, be that traditional beading, tanning or even First Nation(s) histories and 

cultural achievements. Rather Brookes argues for a pedagogical approach whkh 

seeks to dticize rneanings, to make knowledge problematic and to direct attention to 

the ideological forces that infiuence First Nation(s) lives. It is a position that seeks to 

authorize those so constructed, the space from which to begin making sense of the 

way their Xives have been sociaily constructed. 



This involves nothing short of assuming power: the power of the 
racialized, of the racially excluded and marginaiized, to articulate 
for themselves and to represent for others who they are and what 
they want, where they corne fiom, how the see themselves 
incorporatecl into the body politic, and how they see the social 
body reflecting them (Goldberg, 1993 :23 7). 

The Euru-Centrik "Other " 
Having claimed that knowledge "to" rnight provide a discursive "counter point" 

towards subverting the racist "theme" in Native educational discourse, at the sarne 

t h e  it is critical to emphasize that this pedagogical approach on the counterpoint 

"lineu holds within it the very dangers critiqued in modemist accounts of knowledge 

production. It does so for there is a real possibility that a pedagogical approach that 

seeks to help Native students "to" crîtically understand their position in terms of the 

meanings and values ernbedded in the production of knowledge about "them", wilt be 

written on the same modernist terrain that objectifies Native peoples. There is a 

strong possibiliîy that First Nation(s) "others" will still be read as the "object" to be 

addressed, implyuig as does rnodemist discourse, that it is the sole responsibility of 

First Nation(s) to dismantle and undennine the hegernonic constructedness of their 

lives. This of course would simply keep the discourse in the "regime of truth" that 

circulates on modernist terrain, hegernonically exclusionary and marginalizing in its 

implications and implementation. 

No pedagogy which is truly liberating can remain distant fi-om the 
oppressed by treating them as unfortunates and by presenting for 
their emulation models fiom among the oppressors. The 
oppressed rnust be their own example in the stmggle for their 
redemption (Fnere, 1 WO:3 9). 

1 now turn my attention towards the inherent danger which lies within critical 

pedagogy; umeflective appeals to a conception of authority that reidorces the 

educational structures and power relations that exist. In this conception of authority 



lies the very real problern that those who are in power, be they those who write 

Native educationai discourse or those who practice in classrooms, are also the 

individuals who are capable of defining knowledge, a knowkdge that continues to 

define those who are not in power. 

A critical pedagogical approach, as thoughtfbl and as "liberating" as it might be in 

its insistence towards criticaily analyzing the production of knowledge, is a position 

that ofien fails realize that it is not the exclusive obligation of the "other" to take on 

the task of emancipation. Although addressing ferninist postmodem discourse, 

Roman reflects this general weakness of critical pedagogy. It is a weakness that has 

sigdicant implications for Native education. She asks, 

Why, d e r  dl, does so much of the current literature written fiom 
a postmodemist and feminist postmodernist perspective on the 
politics of difference, identity, and voice nonetheless fail to locate 
whiteness and Westerness within the studies of women's 
experiences of differentid power and lived culture 
(Roman, 1 993 : 77)? 

If critical pedagogies are to be taken up by Native educationai discourse, there 

needr to be an understanding that those who d t e  or teach, those who at the 

moment have the power to define the "other", actively take up a dispositional posture 

in terms of exploring their own power, authority and sociohistorical location in the 

production of this discourse. 

We can no longer f iord to equate 'race' with the anthropological 
and sociological approach of what Harding caüs 'studying down' 
in the power structure.. .instead of focusing our attentions almost 
exclusively upon racially oppressed groups of women and men as 
either heroic icons or victims of racist practices and structures, we 
need to study the enactment of power and ideologies in a 
relational way.. . . ProvisionaiIy speaking, this would entail 
studying up in the power structure as well as studying down 
(Roman, 1993:78). 



Individuals who find themselves in privileged positions, whether this is authoritative 

discursive location or authoritative classroom position, must begin to critique what 

are generally Euro-centric locations of power and entitfement. As Roman (1 993 :84) 

points out, "Ifwhite students and educators are to beçome ernpowered critical 

analysts of their own clairns to know the privileged world in which their racial 

interests fbnction, then such prideges and the injustices they reap for others would 

necessarily becorne the objects of analyses ..." This means that the Euro-centric 

"other" must arnong other things, begin to take ethical responsibility for a critical 

interrogation of the ideologies in which they are impficated and enmeshed. The 

fiameworks now adhered to need to examine and account for the historicaily specific 

ways in which "whiteness" is a politically constructed category parasitic on "redness", 

and ".. .thereby to conceive of how we have thoroughly mapped, constructed and 

enmeshed ourselves on the backs of the 'other"' (West, 1993: 19). 

This studying up will involve worlcing towards the dismantlement of discursive 

mechanisms by which the Euro-centric "other" has corne to identie themselves and 

those deemed racially other. As Hall, (1980:6) asserts, "if racism is to be tackled 

effectively the conditional status of these categories must be challenged by alternative 

fiameworks. .." While Hall is addressing the racial categorization of the "other", 1 

suggest that this statement rnight just as appropriately be directed towards Euro- 

centric subjectivity in the socio-historical construction of itself as a racial collective. 

In a discussion of Rosaldo's (1989) concept of "cultural stripping", Sleeter (1993) 

puts forth this position when she critiques "whites" naturaüzation of their identities: 

Whites so intemalize their own power and taken-for-granted 
superiority that they resist self-questioning. Wiites appropriate 
the idea of culture to mean 'siab-categories of whiteness' which can 
be fIeshed out in personal subjective meanings or residual 
expressions of life in other countries and other times (1 67). 



"Counter point" Voices in Native Ehcational Discoutse 

Highlighting those who write "counter point" discourse is of forernost importance 

in the task of displacing the predominant discourse in Native education. This is not to 

make the claim that "counter point" discursive voices and knowledges are non- 

existent in Native educationd discourse. Ignoring and resisting Euro-centric 

representation of First Nation(s) identities has been recorded for as long as the real 

lived relations between the two have existed. However, it is only recently that these 

discursive "counter points" have begun to establish themselves with any tenacity in 

Native educational discourse. Identifyig and highlighting these alternative 

perspectives is (an)"otherM way of dismantling the racist "theme" underlying cultural 

detednist discourse: "The reappearance of these 'subjugated' knowledges should 

indicate the incompleteness and ideological character of 'official' claims to tmth" 

(Murphy, 1993:34). 

1 highlight the following "counter point" discourse because it either embodies more 

substantive concepts of culturai production or criticaily analyzes current 

culturaVeducational knowledge. The first "voice" which 1 offer as integral to the 

"counterpoint line" in Native education, is a "voice" that has provided me with a rnap 

for this research. Car1 Urion is a voice that needs to be attended to in this discourse 

for a number of reasons. While most of these reasons have already been mentioned in 

this study, 1 cal1 upon his voice one more time to illustrate what 1 consider to be some 

of the discourse that serves the "counterpoint" h e  in Native education. 

In Native educational discourse, the majority of the research larnents the state of 

Native education and presents a pessimistic reading of the educationd situation. 

Urion, on the other hand, in his editoriai "Big Pictures and ParadoxesW(l992), offers 

an interpretation imbued with hope, acknowledgment and validation of the gains that 

have been made by First Nation@ peoples within the educational sphere. For 

example he writes: "A corollary in K- 12 was that by 1990, the national Indian high 



school drop out rate had dropped to 75% fiom almost 97% in the early 70's. He goes 

on to add that "almost half the children living on reserves completed high school 

without a breakW(1992:3). While he does not deny the educational adversity Native 

peoples have had to contend with, neither does he cast them as victims. Instead, 

Urion draws our attention to the tremendous gains made by First Nation@) peoples in 

the educational arena. By doing so, Urion legitimizes and celebrates Fust Nation@) 

ability to direct their iives. This is suggestive of Wilis's (1 98 1) cd1 to focus on 

cultural production as a place where discourses intersect with creative interpretations 

and specifk site penetrations as a means of reconfiguring the relations that exist 

between minority groups and the larger society. 

Celia Haig-Brown (1995) is another "voice" on the "counterpoint line" worth 

paying attention to; one that takes up Foucauldian notions of powerknowledge to 

address the dispositional knowledge underlying Native educational discourse. Taking 

up a critical conception of cultural production, she offers a perspective that sees 

power relations as integral to understanding the dynamics of First Nation(s) 

education. 

Examining power relations offers significant possibilities for 
rigorous, historidy-based and specific research.. .In addition, 
unique histones, persisting traditions and current environrnents 
(both social and physical) contribute to endless cultural 
production - a production which develop in relations to al1 that 
surrounds it and which is not limited to being a mere reaction to 
repressive forces (1 7/ 1 8). 

Te Hennepe (1993) is another example of some of the "counterpoint" discourse 

coming out of Native education discourse that has begun to seriously address 

dispositional knowledge and its relation to power and authority. Her article, "Issues 

of Respect: Reflections of First Nation@) student's experiences in postsecondary 

Anthropology classrooms" gives voice to First Nation(s) student's experiences in an 



anthropology class It is a detailed discussion which juxtaposes the authoritative 

voice - the professor as culturd expert with the authority of First Nation(s) student's 

voices. Through this juxtaposition, she makes visible the authorized, stereotyped and 

racist presentation of First Nation(s) "cultural" knowledgc being tau@ in a 

University classroom. Te Hennepe (1993) argues that Native students should have the 

authority to speak for themselves about their culture and the issues they are faced 

with. 

The issue is identified as one of unreconciled claims to a~thonty 
to  descnbe and define First Nations issues. The oppositionai 
position adopted in this article is one that insists that students 
speak with authority about their reactions and speak with 
authority as well about First nations issues (193). 

Finaliy, Brenda LaFrance (1994), "Ernpowering Ourselves, Making Education and 

Schooling One" is another "counter point" voice; one which offers a difTerent 

approach to cumculum developrnent in Native education. In this article she discusses 

"culturally" appropriate instruction and outlines a "cultural negotiation" approach to 

schooling that blends Mohawk and Western education. 

Based on the concept of 'cultural negotiation', cuniculum for 
instance is built around the study of water which is looked at fiom 
an Indigeneous ecological perspective, while incorporating the 
study of the chernical composition and properties (25). 

LeFrance llustrates the possibiliîy of placing Western education within a Mohawk 

educational context rather than continually tqing to insert "culture" h to  a Western 

educational context. She argues quite convincingly that blendmg the two education 

systems is both viable and necessaq to the forma1 education and well-being of First 

Nation(s) students. In doing so, Le France counters the modernist concept of cultural 

confiict with a concept of cultural production that is sophisticated, dynamic and weU 

adapted to modem times. 



Countertlteme 

I have argued that a substantial amount of Native eàucational discourse is 

premised on racist and "equality of opportunity" ideologies which silence, negate and 

justifj the exclusion of First Nation(s) peoples in education. It is a discourse formed 

in part by Euro-centric ideologies that have typecast First Nation@) groups and 

peoples through racist theory which maintains that cultural "difference" is driven by 

biological and environmental determinism. As such, Native educational discourse has 

produced social knowledge about First Nation(s) people through ideological 

strategies which have "naturaiized" and "universalized" culturai differences to some 

prehistoric past. Most Native educational discourse has neglected to consider how 

the "naturalization" and "universalization" of First Nation(s) individuals has corne to 

be, or the political implications inherent in the power to object* the "other" upon 

such ideological terrain. 

1 have also suggested some theoretical discursive methodologicai "counter points" 

for dismantling the racist ideological terrain based on Derridean and Foucauldian 

textual analyses. Deployed in conjunction with one another, these theoretical 

discursive devices can be used to undermine ideological essentialisms; doing so in 

ways that argue on behalf of the First Nation(s) subject both in terms of cultural 

production and sociohistorical relations. 

Extending these deconstruction and incorporative gestures to the classroom, 1 

have claimed that critical pedagogies dso have the potential to disrupt and weaken 

the coupling of racist and meritocratic ideoiogies inherent to Native educational 

discourse. I view the critical andysis of Native educational knowledge as a "counter 

point" pedagogical approach that would ailow students and teachers to question the 

assumptions, meanings and values that lie under modemist accounts of Native 

educational discourse. As such, critical pedagogies would allow First Nation(s) 

students, teachers and scholars to analyze how their abilities to access power differ 



and begin to see how these relations of power have been sociaiiy constructed. 1 also 

asserted that it was the ethicai responsibility of the Euro-centric "other" to analyze 

their own voice, location and power in this discourse since the knower is so inscribed 

upon the "others" social being, identity and materiai location. 

1 have also offered what 1 consider to be some discursive examples of the 

"counterpoint line" found in Native education and see these types of approaches to 

research and representation as paramount to the reconstruction of Native educational 

discourse. The silences and elisions that this discourse revolve around need to be 

intempted and broken. This "demystification" 1 contend can best be accomplished by 

working towards a counteriheme that dismantles bot h the degrading and exclusionary 

racist "theme" of cultural determinkt theory and the equality of opportunity "theme" 

coupled in so much of Native educational discourse. 
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Epilogue 

Imagine if you A l ,  what it means to be constructed as alien ... It shouldn't be too 

hard. Our society is consumed by the idea of alien worlds and the threat they pose; 

Star Trek, Star Wars, War of the Worlds, Independence Day, First Contact, X-Files 

etc. etc. Our terror of being taken over by aliens is matched only by our terror in 

becomulg like them. Fortunately, in the movies mankind usually prevails - despite the 

advanced technology of the aliens. Xt is an overwhelming concern in Western society 

and one we have camied in our "coflective unconscious" for a ver- long time. 

But what ifthe scenario, just for once, was changed. What if despite our 

goveninients and amies, despite our resiiience and resistance, the Mens won and 

took over our world. What if they werenlt interested in our political, economic, or 

social forms, seeing them as primitive and inconsequential, and instead created a 

whole new global society bas& on their needs, interests and wants. What ifthere was 

no more Canada, United States, Europe, India or China; if the countries that we know 

today were simply dismantled and reorganized under an Men system. What if we 

were no longer regarded as Canadian or Jarnaican or Tibetan or French or Spanish 

but were sociaiiy constructed as one group and lumped together under the label 

humankind. 

What ifthe Aliens created separate mles and regdations for us to live under. 

What if we were forbidden to be teachers or businesmen or lawyers or plumbers or 

doctors. What if our religious beliefs were considered pagan and sacrilegious. What if 

our churches were burned down and we were forbidden by law to worship, or baptize 

Our children, or go to Mass. What if our children were taken away fiorn us and were 

put in schools where they were beaten for speaking English and expected to leam 

Alienese and be educated in the Men ways. What ifwe were not aiiowed to leave our 



houses without permission fiom the Mien agent d o m  at the district office, or to 

secure a living except within certain geographical pezimeters. What if we were not 

allowed to form political groups or belong to Alien justice and law making societies. 

What if we were expected to eam our living by barvesting sand and were put on land 

that containecl only hard granite rock. What if' the explanation for d l  of this lay in the 

Alien's assertion that as a species, humankind was backward and primitive, and that 

these restrictions were the only way to help us advance into the modem world that 

they were creating. This explanation would provide the Alien nation with the 

necessq justification to orchestrate the aiienation of our world and its people fiom 

active and equal participation in their world . 

I would imagine that we would al1 have different strategies for trying to adjust and 

cope, or not, with what was happening to Our lives and our world. Some of us would 

fight with everything we had, even our lives. Some of us would align ourselves with 

the Aiiens in order to keep the peace and ensure our fùtures. Some of us would build 

secret churches and keep worshipping, even if we knew that if we were caught we 

would be incarcerated and Our churches would be burned. Some of us would hide 

our children when the Aliens came to take them away. Some of us would encourage 

our children to go to the Alien schools and leam as much as they could about the 

Men's ways so that they might have a chance in the fiiture that Iay ahead of them. 

Some of us would try to l e m  as much as we could about the Alien legal and political 

systems to try and gain recourse through these systems. Some of us would form Our 

own political groups even though it was forbidden. Some of us would do Our best to 

make sand out of granite and some of us would try to find other ways of feeding our 

children. 

While we would have different ways of trying to accommodate this situation we 

would al1 have two things in common. The first is that we would al1 find ourselves 

governed by certain restrictions. The second would be that our ability to navigate and 



negotiate these restrictions would be hindered by the Alien's perception of our ability 

to do so based on their social construction of our cultural, social and political 

practices. 

Perhaps this is why Western society is obsessed with aliens. Perhaps it is a deep 

seated fear of being treated the way it has treated those it has come in contact with 

since the beginning of European imperialism, that drives this obsession. Perhaps it is 

tirne to come to terms with this obsession and the dreadhl social injustices the 

Western world has committed in its name. 

At the beginning of this dissertation, 1 mentioned some reasons for taking on this 

study. To reiterate, I was concemed about the social identiîy ascribed to my own 

children and to First Nation(s) students in the classroom and in the prevailing Native 

educationd discourse. 1 was also concemed about the manner in which this social 

construction was used to explain the absence of "equality of opportunity" in schools 

and Canadian society for First Nation(s) peoples. However, in the overall picîure, this 

dissertation has touched on one minuscule aspect of the educational injustices 

blatantly apparent in Native educational discourse. It has opened the door and looked 

back to locate the genesis of ideologies used in the discursive construction of a 

singuiar First PJation(s) social identity and considered the implications of coupling thh 

social identity with liberal educational ideology. Coming to the end of this study 

means that I am supposed to have some ideas about where we should go fiom here in 

terms of what lines of research might be hitfûl  and what practical application this 

research could have for the classroom. Here are a few suggestions. 

If Native educationai discourse is to be of any benefit to those whose schooling it 

purports to be interested in, it needs to first work out practices that inhibit imposing 

representation upon others while encouraging self-representation. As a discourse, it 

needs to actively resist and displace the various instruments of definition and power it 

now embodies that converts dzfference in20 sthemess. This will involve taking apart 



the mechanisms by which social subjects corne to identifY thernselves racialiy and 

discriminate against those deemed racidy other. One of the ways this might be done 

is to further examine the assumptions and biases which organize the Native 

educational research and teaching practices Continually doing so would provide 

those who work in this field a better viewpoint fiom which to then examine their own 

assumptions and biases and those of others. 

In the classroom, students might be taught by using their own experiences to 

understand how knowledge is socidy organized. From my perspective, this means 

those of us who teach must retuse to see First Nation(s) peoples as  either dent  or as 

victims, while understanding the restrictions of their victimization. Pedagogical 

practice needs to work towards a continual taking up of power relations through 

writing, reading and discussion. It also means that instructors who want to take up 

this kind of work must be prepared to work with contradictions and crises in a safe 

and caring environment. 

Ultimately, the research and teaching practices we embark on will depend on what 

sorts of ends we would achieve by our social practices, in what sort of values we find 

ourselves committed to in undertaking the practices themselves and in our vision of 

the fbture. 
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