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Narratives on Longing, Being, and Knowing: Envisioiing a Writing
Epistemology

Devika Chawla* & Amardo Rodriguez**
Ohio University Syracuse University

Abstract: In this paper, | problematize the inextricableatieinship between how |
constitute knowledge and how | articulate knowleddgérough various narrative
reflections | explore my own reckoning with domihaways of articulating
knowledge that reinforce ways of constituting knegide that are inherently strange
to me. | also outline my sojourns and departunés and from emergent modes of
articulating knowledge such as personal narratig autoethnography. Even though
| acknowledge the emancipator nature of these maddd®w myself in tension with
them in terms of their fit with my own geographasl topographies. | conclude with
a discussion of a larger project | envision whicipiicates new modes of articulating
knowledge that assume a much larger notion ofawdf personhood. | argue that a
larger notion of self is vital to the making of aora expansive and inclusive
definition of knowledge

* Devika Chawla, Assistant Prof., Ohio Universitgifdol of Communication Studies,
Chawla@ohio.edu

** Amardo Rodriguez, Associate Prof., Syracuse @nsity Department of
Communication and Rhetorical Studresirigu@syr.edu
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This is one story about writing[1]This is also many stories about writing. It
contains stories of loss and recovery, of forebgslind longings, of love and tears.
This is a story about writing, about the experienaeone person who discovered
what the words style, rhythm, and form meant loftgrashe discovered the
performance of self in writing.

*kk

Questions and Answers

| am in boarding school in the foothills of the Hilayas in India. I've been

here for almost three years. | must be 12 nowas barely 10 when my parents
brought me here. | have been missing my paremtsdmetime. We meet once,
maybe twice in a year. One visit is only 10 daygy| the other is a three month trip
home, and then | am back to this school-home. réason | am here, so | believe at
that time, is that there are religious riots in Rain, the north Indian state where we
live. We are Hindus, so my family has receivedynhreats. My parents feel better
with me here. Itis sdfé

This evening, | am feeling very angry about thisagessary distance between
my parents and myself. | am missing my dog, Whiskeam missing the parrot,
Mithoo. I'm even missing pumpkin curry, sometHiegn barely stand to eat when it
is cooked at home. | am just missing home -- idlspits sounds, its hominess.

| am angry. | don’t know how to think about itcdn’t think of what to say.

There are some other girls here who cry about gdingie to be with their
mothers. | don't feel like crying, but today | angry. Not at my parents, but at
those terrorists who want a separate ‘country.’eyhwant to split the state away
from India and form another nation. They want &l ¢ Khalistan. | am in this
home-school because of them. Do they know what hlage done? Can | tell
someone? How? | can’t speak. | am too angryedin to write.

When it is finished it is a letter to the editdraochildren’s magazinélarget
All of us read it. Itis like th&lew Yorkerof kiddi-land. We also readancy Drews,
Hardy Boys and Enid Blytons But, inTarget,children like us tell their stories. |
have read them before. | need to make sense of whyangry. | battle with my
anger in the letter. It shows me the origins aedrsts of my anger.

*k*k

| wish | had saved this letter. In fact, | havememory of what | put on the
title. I've always needed titles for anything lote. It is almost as if the writing
cannot begin without it. | have not understood wigt is so. | wish | could have
read the future and have known that in almost 18rsjel would be trying to
remember what | wrote to the editor Tdrgetthat evening in boarding school. | do
know that my English teacher, who lived in schake Il did, encouraged me to send
it. It never saw print. | know that in it, | sp@ko the uselessness of ‘terrorism,’ of
how children like myself had to live without thgiarents just because we happened
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to be of the wrong religion in the wrong placewrote about my mother who was
forced to be by herself all day waiting for her baisd to come home. | spoke about
missing my brother who was in another boarding sthke mine. | came to know
the symptoms, the causes, the complications, amdntensities of my anger in the
letter.

The letter was rejected. The rejection came inrfa@. Some explanation
about the editorial board receiving too many excellsubmissions every month. |
took the rejection letter to Ms. Diaz, my Engliglacher. She told me that | should be
happy to have received a letter from the editérthéy had not read the letter, they
would have just not acknowledged it — not evenieepl The letter would have been
lost. | was happy, but | really did not care. Lsh have saved the rejection
somewhere. | don't have it now. But, | came towrmy anger in writing it.

*kk

This was a time when | was friends with writingheScame to me whenever | needed
her. She needed no invitation. We were inseparablbest friends often are. 1 told
her my troubles and she made sense of them foitith her | helped my mother see
my days and months in school. In her, | could metatome and even imagine other
homes. In her, | knew | would find some answersstone questions. But our
relationship would change. One of us was forsaken.

*kk

Double Lives/Two Voices

| am an undergraduate at the UniversifyDelhi in the year 1993. | am
studying literature. We are reading the Greekbede days we have been reading the
Odyssey. | am enmeshed in the books of the OdyE3@§; first published in 800
B.C.E.). | think, dream, and live the plots. Illkvalong with Odysseus, pretending
that | am a fellow traveler.

| write long essays about what | believe are theaihchallenges faced by the
characters in the stories. | converse with Odyssewstruggles. My reading is
simple. | am not a chic reader. 1 think of thetplof the ten books as | would live
them. | want to be able to imagine the writer ahdn imagine myself inside the
book. Writing and reading become travels for rheanagine myself in the places the
writer finds for me, and those | discover in thadmg. | write autobiographically
about my association with the characters in the Kool am a ‘radical
empiricist,’(Jackson, 1989) only | am not awarendfat that means. | am seventeen
and | am traveling in these books. | imagine nfyiseHomer’s worlds, | find myself
in (unworldly) places. But, to Professor Rao whactees the Greeks, | turn in
tutorials in which | am a tourist who identifiesritmjues, applauds the literary
allusions that Homer seems to be drawing upon wieerecited the Odyssey. | make
an object of what is already been made into anaibjeby its translation into text.

| am rewarded for this. My tutorials are read itass as excellent critiques
that are skillfully argued, and analytically writte | am praised for the structure of
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my essays — they include clear introductions, amguisy and conclusions. | do well.
Yet, | am left unmoved. The writing leaves me.cdldere is a mismatch in what |
read, how | live, how | experience, and how | néerd in text. Is it a mismatch of
medium? Or is it more than that? | cannot kndvm new to this. It will take years
before | begin to know. | have no saved copieshtav. This was 15 years ago.

Learning/Refining Patterns

In a university in middle America | am taking a duate seminar for master’s
and doctoral students. | go to that class everys@lag evening. It is an introduction
to graduate studies. It could be every class iadgate school, save a few. It is no
particular class. The department is one of theiaoscience disciplines. This
happened seven years ago.

Every other week, | have to write a five page papkmread about the
philosophy of science, about nomothetic versugrdiohic approaches, about social
constructionism, about conflict, about rhetoricdaso on. This, that, and the other. |
understand some of it, some goes over my headetboes, | pretend to myself, and
to others, that | understand it. Then | have tidieva reaction to it all. Every other
week. Some nights, | cannot sleep because myiexperof understanding these
works never reveals itself in how | write aboutnthe

One night when | am unable to sleep, | write twggrg, thus officially
beginning my double writing life. In the first 'oeal’ paper, | narrate what | feel and
experience — there is poetry, rhythm, even dialaguke paper. It is multi-voiced. It
is how | experience life in its rhythms, its soyrsights, smells, and sensualities. |
tell myself stories about the readings. In theosélcpaper, | outline, | highlight, I use
the right introduction, internal summaries, conétuss, | argue, | critique, | become
the passive voice. | lose myself.

The next day it is the second paper that is turinet be read. | have hated
writing what will now be read. The first, the othis placed in the closet. | have no
courage to turn in the paper that follows no aceeptcademic structure, and is
instead a stream of consciousness dialogue aboat Wthink.

| am lonely during these times. | have not beearisg this suffering with
anyone. Since when did writing become a choretetiher so unconditionally in that
year when | turned 12. Where did the honesty gafh lleading a double life. And
only I know it.

*k*k

And so began the process of losing her. | begduid® her from other eyes. |
also began to write two versions of every papeme first one was for me, the one |
had to write, needed to write. It remained hiddevay. The second one was for
others, the one that was required of me, expedtateoThis is the one | submitted to
others to assess me.

The one for me...
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My intellectual preoccupation with identity begaithwmy geographic
dislocation from India to America. Four years agmined the ranks
of thousands of international students who movéhéUnited States
for higher education. As | journeyed through gmaeuschool in
America, | found myself re-evaluating the past iy tb understand
who and what had shaped my reality. In my conditiof
differentiation through dislocation, | felt a sersein-betweeness’ in
how | valued myself as an Indian in the United &at living and
negotiating multiple realities. One of these seai-traditional Indian
past, and the other an American present where |camstantly
relearning some of the social rules with which kwaised. | continue
to struggle between being a good individual and cadg Indian
woman. As a single Indian woman living in Ameridaam forever
caught in the pull between separateness and caurexds, between
dependence and independence, between being a gd@h woman
and a woman, between the euphoria about being alodeyuilt about
leaving home.

The one for others...

The first main argument will address the notiondantity as a social,
relational, communicative, and cultural processhisT will be
developed by, first, reviewing literature on idéntnd gender. Thus,
structural and process-oriented approaches toitdevitl be explored:;
as in identity as a socially constructed process i influenced by
everyday experience and time. Second, essentiaisl non-
essentialist approaches to gender will be overviewdfter this,
emphasis will be placed on approaching identity gadder from a
Third World, postcolonial stance. This sectionlaiddress the need to
study gendered identity from a non-essentialist@ss-oriented lens.

*kk

The night before | am to turn in the paper with theceptable’ stanzas, | am
in pain. | feel invisible in the writing, as ifélresearch that | speak of is taking place
in a body outside of mine. At seven the next mgriimake a decision to ‘come out.’
The paper written in autobiographical voice whiclterrogates the personal roots of
my interest in identity sees the light of daybdtomes the official paper. This is not
my first ‘break’ with conventional writing stylesut all the ‘breaks’ have occurred in
this fashion.

During these times, in class after class, sympositter symposium, | write
‘reaction’ papers that show my mastery of the materand my expertise in the use of
the academic jargon that we are all required to teasln one particular class, | am
feeling beaten down because all my attempts tdedtathe material on a personal
level are being shunned. The professor desiretingrihat toes the line, exhibits
academic jargon, and utilizes a conventional formbaam being urged to write in ‘a’
specific way. | am struggling to remain impersoraadd so apolitical in how | engage
with the reading and my writing.
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Then, a moment occurs in the class that re-fashiomsvay that | view writing
and knowledge. We reach the segment on power agih veading about class
conflict, hegemony, Marxism, Neo-Marxism, ideol@gnd so on. As we discuss some
texts, words such as ‘resistance,” radical, ‘col@ism,” ‘emancipation,’
‘transformation’ are thrown around freely. We aregaging in, albeit in an abstract
fashion, the meaning of class reproduction and fowomes about, hegemony and
how it is transmitted and understood, emancipasiod how one can be emancipated,
if at all. | am excited about the ideas that | esading.

The moment comes when | am to write the infamaspanse’ paper. When
my fingers hit the keyboard, | am unable to feelrtteanings of the words that | have
read. | am unable to connect with the languageis lan alien language that just
scrapes my skin. | want to feel it inside my porésfind myself unable to
‘regurgitate’ and ‘critique.’ | feel no connectionith the words in the text and how |
am trying to represent them. After much strugblp what | have been doing, | co-
opt the dominant writing style and write the ‘actadyge’ paper.

After completing it, | feel the same sense of imgetion. | feel compelled to
rewrite it. | know that | am being intellectualtyishonest by turning in a type of
writing that | consider impersonal and apolitical.read and re-read the paper and
decide against owning it as my mine. | make agi@tito come out of the closet and
write a paper which | am proud to own as mine. n&s writing emerges, | reflect
upon the assignment and find it ironical that | Baing told to write about resistance
in a class that reproduces the dominant order, akinintellectual imperialism. |
decide to write about my experience of hegemonlyanclass. Since | cannot do so
overtly, | use my role of teaching assistant tovstimw | reproduce an intellectual
imperialism in my classes. The big differencehet i am really writing about the
class | myself am enrolled in. In fact, | am ewsing comments given on my own
papers as examples of hegemonic discourse. | exghe ideas in the readings by
interrogating my own experience as a teaching #&ssisvho teaches undergraduates
and reproduces the ‘voice of order, a kind of ileetiual hegemony. The paper is
inherently reflexive and reflective — it is a réargt act, a ‘coming out.” Consider the
following paragraphs from the paper:

When do we know that our “acts of resistance are
ineffectual and impotent versus emancipatory and
transforming?” As | began reading the topic questifor

the week, | began to ponder upon the notion of
emancipation? What does it mean to emancipate and b
emancipated? How can we be transformed? And, can we
be transformed? What are “acts of resistance” anenw
do they become impotent and/or ineffectual? | eadag
Paul Willis’s Learning to labor How working class kids
get working class johswith the hope of finding answers
to some of these questions.

As | began to understand Willis’s claims, | began
look inward and around me. As a teaching assistaart
entrenched in the institution of academe wherend fi
myself, to some extent, reproducing a pedagogiaitro
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that is as hard to resist as class reproductionthis
paper, | hope to explore, in brief, some charasties of
this form of reproduction of the pedagogical order |
myself perpetuate it. | try to understand the “aefs
resistance” that I, as an instructor, engage inheovd this
resistance is perhaps no match for the formal sireic
Finally, | hope with the aid of Paulo Freire’s (0)7deas
about education, to support a model that can perhap
foster greater emancipation than our current pegiagb
models. My goals in this paper could perhaps be
considered too “grand,” yet, | am ‘beginning’ a pess

of reflection that presents one ‘micro’ way at louk at
pedagogical order...

As | read Willis, | was well aware that he had
made the decision to study the school from the tpoin
view of “the lads.” Yet, as | read further, | beaam
intrigued by the notion of pedagogy as a hegemorder.
This notion interested me because it was an arséeoice
in the book. This area of silence helped me tostigate
my own role in the reproduction of a pedagogicaleor
The question that | wanted to explore from my own
positionality became—How do dominant pedagogical
practices reproduce subordination and marginatin@tils
there an interplay of class and culture in this
reproduction? What are the acts of resistanceignféiim
of reproduction? What is the penetration, if anygz®this
system foster acts of agency and can it be tram&fd?
| began by interrogating the syllabus which | haxegted
for the interpersonal communication class thatacke
Stylistically and semantically this syllabus reséssb
(consciously or subconsciously) what | have beerryi
as syllabi in all of my own classes. It begins wih
discussion of the objectives of the course, whitcmany
ways, are an outline of a political (academic/mine)
agenda. It looks and reads like other syllabi. &@mple,
my syllabus contains a course description, an roethf
assignments, a course schedule, assigned readings,
break down of grade percentages, and written (aak) o
assignment guidelines. On the surface level it9e@ally
produced cultural artifact, yet it functions at aeger
level to shape expectations.

The paper entitled, Emancipatory Pedagogy as Insurgénisya ‘resistant
act’ that frees me, but | discover that freedomha process of writing alongside
understanding rather than ‘after’ understanding gthdistinction is not merely
temporal). As in, writing ‘with’ rather than ‘aboudIn it, | make an argument against
the ‘bourgeois model’ of the academy (West, 19844, how this model is stultifying
for academics whose ideas and ideologies may npabeof the dominant order. As
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| do so, | am careful in expanding the stultifyimgture of this model to those other
than minorities.

Later, this exercise culminates into a paper alibatwriting of this ‘reaction’
paper for my class (se@hawla & Rodriguez, 2001 | publish an article about the
process of writing this paper. Even though, | knlohave risked my grade in the
class by writing about the class (even if it ise@), my bravery is restricted. | send
the paper to a marginalized publishing outlet bessaliam afraid of being found out
and of having professional doors closed upon mé&uricate my own resistance as
the anxiety of being shunned takes over the abwfage.

*kk

It was in these times that | played hide and seigk writing. | found her in
some places, and | played with her. We would depaly to meet again. When |
was brave, | would show myself to her. When | was we met as strangers.

*kk

This is my first substantive resistance to the iéipal treatment of writing in
graduate programs. | have directly resisted theitimg skill-set’ that | am being
forced to imbibe by writing a paper that critiquédge system from within and then
publishing a narrative about the process of thistiwg. This is the first step in what
becomes, for me, a commitment to trying to undedstariting as an epistemology, as
a process of coming into understanding. Yet, hdbcome by this commitment so
soon after that one paper. Nor does my style changny drastic manner. | move
in and out of many styles, genres, and modes. dDtieese is the very influential and
generally controversial, autoethnography.

Finding Auto/ethnography: A Detour

My movement into (and later out of) autoethnographgurred as a graduate
student when | was searching for embodied writiiog,a writing that carried me
beyond representation and expression. | was sgelinexperience of writing that
demystified my understanding of my understandinBbhere is no doubt that
autoethnography fulfills all the goals that | had ®r myself as a student writer. In
fact, it is one of the movements that has retufliedto writing. Yet, it remained for
me a temporary home for many of the reasons upachwimow briefly ruminate.

When | began exploring autoethnography, | beliefaadi still mostly do) that
autoethnography, perhaps, more than any other ngrigenre illustrates my
‘ownership’ of my life. Or, in other words it alks me to discover that the only
discourse that | own may very well be just my ‘owh.was and am aware that an
ownership of ourselves is highly contested in posetiern times because we are
presumably artifacts of discourses that are sogialitical, ideological, religious,
institutional, and so on. These discourses, wet@ run through our beings in
different ways such as positionality, agency anide/o | understand autoethnography
as a return to the subject. Autoethnography magdnsidered the post-colonial turn
that ethnography traditionally rooted in colonidbaburses has taken because it
centers the researcher as integral to the fieldi(C2003; Crawford, 1996; Ellis &
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Bochner, 2000). In other words, this genre haamed the subject and recognized
that it exists; this time the subject is the etlmapber who is really in the process of
autoethnographic construction when s/he goes ouheénfield. While there are
various debates about the blurred lines betweemogthphy and autoethnography,
autoethnography has been recognized as a separatewithin ethnography.

| came to experience autoethnography as a reflestasgce about text, context,
and participants, and less about deconstructingwylife or transitional life events.
| also experienced it as a coming to awarenesstaiheuembedded relationship
between the culture that | observe and the onelthate a hand in ‘making.’ It is
perhaps a new name for gaining voice and livinghage Yet, the troubling questions
that | always encountered was: Who gets to speak asitoethnographer and how is
voice constituted in autoethnography?

Is autoethnography about writing the ‘self?’ Oritisabout writing culture
‘personally?’ | place my own experience of it inklseen the two previous questions.
Autoethnography, for me, is about writing culture \&e experience and make it
through the process of self-reflection and refléyiv While this is one of my own
various understandings of this genre, ethnograptere understood it in many other
ways. | look specifically at some directions inighit has gone.

Ellis and Bochner (2000) define autoethnography “as, autobiographical
genre of writing and research that displays mugtiphyers of consciousness,
connecting the personal to the cultural” (p. 739Jhey suggest that the
autoethnographic process begins by first gazingutiin an “ethnographic wide angle-
lens,” (p. 739) at the social and cultural aspetttheir experience and later turning
inward and looking at personal experiences. Oténgoing back and forth between
the social, personal and cultural reveals to theagrapher that the lines betweens
the three phenomena are blurred. To make it moreptex, autoethnography is
referred to variously -- as personal narrative, ioald empiricism, reflexive
ethnography, personal writings, confessional takethnobiography, ethnographic
memoir, and so on. Even though proponents ofgtiend of the genre believe that
the lines between the personal and the culturalimaginary, they nevertheless
maintain a distinction between the two. In this@ad of thought, autoethnography is
somewhat disparate from ethnography in being sangptthat is especially written
out in the form of an essay, stories, poems, phafits, sculptures, and other
performances.

Others have taken a more fluid approach to autogtiaphy and explore how
perhaps a distinction may not be made between gthpby and autoethnography.
For instance, Crawford (1996) explains, “Autoethmagpdny epitomizes the reflexive
turn of fieldwork for human study by (re) positiogi the researcher as an object of
inquiry who depicts a site of interest in termgefsonal awareness and experience”
(p. 167). For Crawford, as it is for me, autoetimaphy is a stance and a sensibility,
even perhaps a ‘post-colonial spirit’ that priviésgwriting ‘with’ participants rather
than writing ‘about’ them and theirs in elsewhetacps (see also Jackson, 1989;
Kondo;1990; Narayan,1993). It comes with beind-sehsciousness of my ‘self’ in
the ethnographic process. For example, why one sg@®a line of research and
worries about positionality within that area may denatter of personal history, a
history that must be acknowledged and recognizesbate point/s in the research
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process. At the same time, we must also revealr dilstories that we encounter in
the research process. Whether we need to makeleessparticular’ case studies, as
is encouraged by some proponents is a point teebatdd elsewhere in other textual
spaces.

| came to understand autoethnography as a clainoingny selves in
ethnographic fields and accounts. | am alwaysraigteng presence in the fields that
I make my own, but | do not become the field. @ast of becoming the field, | want
to be ravished by the field, so that the contewmtsrds, texts, and voices course
through me, not inside of me. For instance, inomyn ethnographic work, | do not
become one of the women who were involved in uiBendu arranged marriages as |
did not experience their experience, but | reflekranslate what | experienced of
their stories. The stance | am privileging is ook reflexivity and ‘radical
empiricism’ (see Jackson, 1989).

As my travels into autoethnography continued, lbasaw the field being
dominated by a turn toward the study of the dedadleconstruction of personal events
and experiences that deal with illness and diffegenArthur Frank’s exemplary
book, The Wounded Storytell€t995), explores illness-narratives and giving 6&i
to sick bodies, and argues the need for ill botliehave a ‘voice.” Frank’s goal is
more political and his hope is to “to shift the doamt cultural conception of illness
away from passivity-the ill-person as ‘victim ofiséase and then recipient of care-
toward activity” (p. xi). For Frank, telling anlnkess narrative is giving voice to a
body, so that the body can begin to heal in its\ghd state. This illness narrative is
about the ‘sick body’ and the institutions thattaus it may or may not enter the
frame. Frank’s call is truly for the mingling dig personal, cultural, and political in
medical discourse. | experience his call as afoatction.

In a recent essay, Bochner (2001) defends stobiestallness and points out
that these stories show us struggles between allind personal meanings. He tells
us, “the ill person must negotiate spaces betweemomination of cultural scripts of
bodily dysfunction out of which one’s meanings eoastructed and defined, and the
situated understanding of one’s experience thadtssaainique and personal meaning
for suffering. This struggle is personal, cultyed political” (p. 147). And, indeed,
| fully agree.

As | read through these writings, | get a sens¢ tiweye are two types of
autoethnographies/personal narratives emergingor@rhand, both deal with change
and transformation; however, whereas one deals‘alidinge’ events, the other deals
with bodily illness events. The sheer physicatifybodily pain, illness, death, birth
and bodily change are very concrete experienceshwh my mind sets some stories
apart from others. While | am uncomfortable malanguind-body split, | still believe
that there is something very profound about bodigange/iliness that makes these
narratives different. These are essential stdhiasneed to be heard, in order to, as
Frank tells us, change the dominant medical pamadidnich makes the patients into
warriors who finally finish successfully. Theresaales of suffering that need to be
made public for the dominant paradigm to acknowdeggin, suffering, healing,
coping and loss, rather than merely victory oveess.
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At the same time, even though | understand theioitance in our world, | do
not want to privilege illness narratives. As weaceostories about illness do we de-
privilege stories about the ordinariness of living#hat becomes of those who
experience miniscule transformations that may neeespoken of? Who gets to tell
those stories? In my own readings (and these mdintied) the stories that have
tended to dominate autoethnographic narratives #nese that involve
tragedy/sensationalism/body change/death. Of epuingre may be others that | am
yet to encounter, and my apologies to those pespteattempt to study the average,
the everyday, and the ordinary (about themselvBs). my attempt here is to explore
reasons for my own movement out of autoethnography.

When | first encountered this genre/mode/style/imddtogy, | deeply wanted
to find a writing home inside of it, but my staynained a hiatus. | believe that there
were several reasons for this temporariness. , Fivgas seeking stories of everyday
political struggles that seemed to me to be erasech the autoethnographic
discourses that | was reading. Second, | was fgqhdother writing that was
intricately personal and inherently political, buds treated as ‘outside’ of discussions
about autoethnpographic writing. | began to wondby Gloria Anzaldua (1987),
bell hooks (1994), Trinh T. Minh-ha (1989), CherridMoraga (1993), Sandra
Cisceneros, and others were not appearing in thgaliscussions. Was | becoming
complicit in a new movement that ignored, thusHartmarginalizing work that was
already thriving in the area of personal narratvad/as | helping to perpetuate new
forms of marginalization, even neo-colonization?

Finally and most importantly, | began to feel emsth by the personal. | felt
bound to myself, conducting internal conversatiosepwing myself my own
transformations, when what | had hoped for waseas@nal conversation’ with the
text, the context, the reader, and the participhicame to agree with Trinh T. Minh-
ha whose critique of the overtly personal bestéee:

| am so much that nothing can enter me or passighrane. | struggle, | resist,
and | am filled with my own self. The “personal’agn liberate as it may
enslave. We set it up against “impersonal’” ash#& two were mutually
exclusive of each other. (1989, p. 35).

For myself, | wanted to reside in the space betwdenpersonal and the
political. 1 wanted to become the writer who rési®oth author-saturation and
author-evacuation. | was seeking what has beemreef to by anthropologists as the
“missing genre” (Geertz, 1988). In autoethnographuiting, | detected movements
from the personal to the personal, but there negemed to be a movement or even a
bypass from the personal to the cultural. My comisieare generally directed to
autoethnographic work that stands out for its iesigss. An overt emphasis on
‘insiderness’ makes me a voyeur ‘about’ myselferhain imprisoned in writing that
is still ‘about.” When all is said and done, it raims limited by its desire to represent
and express. The one difference being that theugbthe ‘object’ is oneself. In the
other ‘distanced’ writing (the one | had first met)was writing ‘about’ others.
Therefore, ‘about’ remained a prison in both genrésvanted to breathe in and
breathe with words and with understanding. | wdnierds and understanding to
give birth to each other. | began other sojourns.



International Journal of Progressive Education,uvte 4 Number 1, 2008 17
© 2008 INASED

*k*k

So | lost her again. This time it wasre painful because we had become so
close. But there was too much confusion — we diaigle, we merged. | lost her to
myself. There was too much myself.

*k*k

Leaving Insidedness: Moving Ahead

After my detour into autoethnography and an extrfrthe over emphasis on
my own self as the object of writing, | find mysetfbustly engaged in demystifying
the relationship between writing, knowledge, anddarstanding for my own
intellectual evolution. The process of understagdihe entwined relationship
between these three began with reflecting uponwating is approached in graduate
programs in the social sciences. To do this, limgarned to Marquez, whose
struggles in so many ways parallel my own.

The way in which we both had experienced it, wgti(whether author-
saturated or author-evacuated) in graduate schoani apolitical process which
involves mastering a ‘writing skill-set’ that allewor a production and dissemination
of knowledge. Learning this skill-set occurs ififelient ways. We are instructed in
the reading of journals that display and reprodtius skill-set. We are also
instructed in an understanding of knowledge thaturgvely institutionalizes,
reinforces, and thus re-legitimizes this skill-sdtltimately, we are expected to
acquire a certain level of proficiency in this stylThere is hardly any discussion
about the epistemological dimensions that come wititing. There is also no
discussion of the inextricable relationship betwdww we constitute knowledge,
how we frame knowledge, how we relate to knowledged how we articulate
knowledge.

In other words, by emphasizing logic, lucidity, eobnce, structure, grammar,
clarity, and so on, we infantilize writing and maitea tool to be used when our
thinking is done — it becomes a pen. Ultimatelye imfantilize ourselves as our
writing estranges us from the world and from eattteo Writing, on the other hand,
can and should be approached as a constant leashithg alphabet, a re-visioning
(not re-fining) of the slate in order to think, know, and to understand. As Trinh T.
Minh-ha has so elegantly told us, “To write is ecbme. Not to become a writer (or
a poet), but to become, intransitively” (1989, 0).9

However, our current models — the ones | was disei@ into — teach us to
privilege the research product, rather than thegss whereby, very often, we come
to knowledge. We pretend that thought occurs, ldsfand organizes itself, and then
we begin to write (see also Richardson, 2000). pvetend that writing is an
expression, the means we use to represent oursaikarticulate our stories. So, a
book, an essay, a story, perceived as “an isolaiattrialization of something that
precedes and exceeds it (the author’s life, hethisight or passion) is therefore
bound to be a finished product, one whose contenexpected to be entirely
predetermined, but whose form can always be anagdidr and further polished
according to the ruling ideology of the “well-weti” (Minh-ha, 1989, p. 29).”



International Journal of Progressive Education,uvte 4 Number 1, 2008 18
© 2008 INASED

Indeed, to summarize, Audre Lorde (1984), the masteols can never dismantle the
master’s house.

What are the consequences of leaving the relatipristween writing and
knowledge un-interrogated? They can only be traaid especially so for those of us
who belong to historically marginalized groups @ednmunities. However, | want to
emphasize that these consequences are not linoitédiniority’ scholars. Think to
times in your own intellectual life when writing wa ‘chore,” as something one did
‘after’ research as if the mind worked separatenftbe body. When we (anyone and
everyone who is committed to knowledge) ignore rislationship between writing
and understanding, we become complicit in the foionaof and/or adding to a new
imperialism that is directed at us intellectually.

Of course there is no denying that there are scholom many
disenfranchised groups who have been calling abteritb matters of writing. For
instance, feminist and postcolonial scholars haveenb emphasizing the
‘representational’ aspects of writing for a lonméi (see Bhabha, 1990, 1994; Said,
1979; Stacey, 1991). Yet, most of these projeatee sa few -- such as those of
Anzaldua (1987), Anzaldua & Keating (2002), Cisaese(1984), Conquergood
(1991, 2002), Madison (1999), Minh-ha (1989), Rulq1998) among others --
emphasize writing in how it ‘represents knowledgén’ my reading, what seems to
always be left unattended is the profound relatignbetween writing and knowing,
and of understanding writing as a ‘coming to know.’

When this relationship is bypassed in graduaterprog (as they were in all
my graduate classes, save the ones that focusezpm@sentation) we leave intact the
illusion that there is no politics to the relatibis between how we constitute and
frame knowledge and how we articulate and engagevlauge. As we sustain this
illusion we undermine our obligation to the creataf knowledge, and we perpetuate
understandings that mask the integral role that fears, anxieties, insecurities,
vulnerabilities, and paranoia play in shaping aewwand knowledge of our world.

Ultimately, what this means is that in treatingtimg as a medium, we are
complicit in the formation of an intellectual imp@Ersm. In doing so, we help to
maintain all the institutions that perpetuate amdrelegitimize this type of stance
toward writing. Often, we believe that we are ilveal in research that is ‘radical,’
that it is capable of causing seismic shifts in weey readers will begin view the
world. We believe we will shake the status qudwputting the product out there. 1,
for one, cannot name ‘studies’ that have shiftedwayld, but | can count on my
fingers reflexively political writing that has cadssome disruptions in the way that |
encounter knowledge. Some examples of these atmgsr by Anzaldua, Didion,
Madison, Minh-ha, and so on. My point is that asgl as we continue to engage
scholarship from a certain mode of writing, thaiaarship will never really pose any
threat to the status quo. Indeed, “the mastedkstoan never dismantle the master’s
house” (Lorde, 1984).

| believe that if there is no disruption in how wadiculate knowledge, then
there is no disruption in how we understand knog#ednd therefore no disruption in
how we relate to knowledge. | also think thatimany of us these dilemmas are not
new, yet they remain significant, primarily becauseen one begins to question what
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constitutes knowledge then we are engaging in rttaae an academic activity. We
are, in fact, beginning to engage in a deeply jgalitactivity because knowledge is
always entwined with relationships of power. | wnaéhat in taking issue with

knowledge, | take issue with power. And so, inrgging the way knowledge is
articulated, | take a political stance.

We are often taught about such political stanceasenform of critical theory
when we are led into frameworks such as feminigmyctiralism, post-feminism,
postcolonialism, and so on. Yet, our engagemett wie ‘critical’ is limited to
representation, and not aimed at writing as a nuetlogy/an epistemology.
Undoubtedly, there are some references to writsyg anethod of inquiry in singular
outlets and some spaces, but it is not an aresafission given any space in graduate
programs in social research (see Pollock, 1998hd&dson, 2000; Richardson & St.
Pierre, 2004).

Some of the experiences | have articulated illtstthe sufferings that |
underwent when | had to master ways of articulati@at were rooted in abstractions
and disconnections. My experience was one of icladgnation. | was finding a
mismatch between how | experienced my researcheaadtually how | articulated
it. | felt estranged from the matters | was engiige The writing that was supposed
to represent my work, speak to others, and speaketowas leaving me cold. My
work would appear to me as a mental artifact with mman-ness erased from it.
Such writing erases emotionality, sensuality, sktyyaand all the other dimensions
of our selves that we draw upon when we engage wtiter human beings. | am
quite confident that no human being comes to hakweth the ability to pick and
chose dimensions of their humanity. These incltite relational, the historical,
cultural, emotional, spiritual, sensual, sexualj ao on. If these are removed there
can only be incompleteness.

Yet, | was being required to leave these ‘selves, and no one can justify to me why
we should leave these selves out. ‘I' was beingeztathis erasure a condition to
conquer the skill-set.

Later, during my travels into autoethnography, fedent type of alienation
and erasure was occurring. This time | was alesh&tom con/text by drowning the
writing with all of the personal. My own selves iwebeing represented, so much so
that | could not acknowledge a oneness with thaseiral me. My story is of
someone being caught in the tension between thelywbjective writing ideology
and the overtly subjective one. | find it impoiiagven necessary to tell my story, but
| find it almost crucial for myself and the reader come to an understanding of
matters beyond ‘myself’ from the story. The quastis not one of the ‘moral’ of a
given tale, but rather its connectivity and dialeguth others. This is the tension on
which | presently reside. Sometimes, | sway ong,wéher times | sway the other.
There is no resolution, but the tension has cdytéeen acknowledged.

Why do | sway? Why not choose an in-between spdttae comfortable? |
sway because the writing skill-set, the one thathlerited is embedded in larger
institutional forces. These are forces that shapeé maintain the integrity of the
writing model that we inherit. They constrain afiofce us to keep writing
apolitically, thereby binding knowledge. These #ne forces that allow us to be
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employed and continue with our academic careemw e write determines where
we will be published, which in turn determines tenuand promotion, which
determines job security, and later job options. &@n though | (and others such as
myself) may come to a recognition that our writisgpolitical, we may not have the
courage to make the seismic shift out of the wgitgkill-set. The epistemology of
fear drives this swaying person. This is primasiybecause there are immense career
risks that come along with ignoring the existingdab Yet, | have never considered
these to be intellectual risks. Such risks arellettually liberating.

I myself found two choices as | began to learn andover this model.
Choice one was easy. Remain and stay confindeikriowledge that was available.
Or take a risk of moving away. Can one affordatketthe risk? In the entry phase of
my career, | have taken the risk to step outside rttodel. This essay itself is
testimony to that maneuver. | am certainly noivablis to the price that | may have
to pay for doing so, but the alternatives are fietriaatives anymore. | need writing
and understanding that embeds my humanity in tbeareh, it is more than owning
my ‘I’ in the writing process, it is about unravadi and uncovering newer truths as |
write to understand, to know, and most importarttypecome.

*kk

Conclusion

| consider it tragic how dominant modes of inquinplently oppress the
human element. So much so that we have beenllijtéoaced to fight for our lives,
to join and create the autoethnographic projedieip reclaim our humanity in our
inquiry. Yet, | also believe that this project nsuch larger than that of merely
reclaiming a self that has been oppressed. Brpatiglieve that autoethnography is
a beginning on our way to interrogating larger ésswf writing epistemologies.
Uncovering different writing epistemologies is famdentally a project about
changing our ways of being and understanding thedwo writing. | acknowledge
that other ways of being and knowing have beenqgwseg and explored, especially
performative ones. | salute those ways, yet myhersis here remains on writing.

| believe that our notion of selfhood and persormhizoinextricably bound up
with the world and each other. To therefore spefbkur relation to writing is to
speak to our relation to the world, each other, @ndown humanity. As such, to be
estranged from writing is to be estranged fromwioeld and from each other. Thus
in striving to embody writing differently, | am sting to embody a project that
fundamentally alters our ways of being and undaditey the world.

For us, autoethnography merely skirts the surfaéeaomuch larger
epistemological project by operating on limitedians of the self. Undoubtedly, it
can create some instances of local change, butlWavb that pedagogically it is not a
large enough project to alter and revision our wafyknowing and thereby altering
life around us. In other words, autoethnograplyyfdzusing on merely the personal
and cultural, ultimately may pose no threat togstetus quo. As the condition of the
world is bound up with our knowledge of the worttle only way to change the
condition of the world is by changing our knowledifehe world. This is our project
and we believe that integral to the creation ofw mnd more heuristic knowledge is
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our centering of the human condition in how we titute and articulate knowledge.
For us, this project begins with how we embody padorm writing.
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Notes

M This paper was conceptualized, theorized, andzstyliequally by both authors. For reasons of
coherence and clarity, we have made a deliberatgiee decision for the paper to be narrated by one
author, the first one.

'] have written, in greater detail, about my staytiis boarding school in an auto/ethnographicyessa
entitled, “Two Journeys” (2003).
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Introduction

Recently there have been numerous authors disgusia neoliberal
restructuring of higher education and how it impaeiaching and learning (see Nast
& Pulido, 2000; Mohanty, 2003). Despite this restuing, programs such as Women
Studies, Ethnic Studies, Anti-racist Studies, DiggtStudies, and others, are slowly
starting to gain some recognition as legitimatédfeof study within the university
(Nast & Pulido, 2000). However the legitimationtbése programs is painfully slow,
as there are many paradoxes and sites of contestati those who are involved with
such programs (see Agnew, 2003; Ellsworth, 1992rdsl 1997; Nast & Pulido,
2000; Ng, 1993). The university has historicallebea site of elitism and has been
used to privilege dominant group members in terrhgheir gender, class, race,
sexuality and religion (Battiste, Bell & FindlayD@2; Braithwrite, 2003; Churchill,
1995; Farnum, 1997; Schick, 2002). As a pedagodue lvas been involved in equity
studies, | have experienced first hand the conttiadis involved in teaching equity
studies in an inequitable environment. In this papeefer to equity studies as the
compounded study of issues of racism, sexism, islasshomophobia, ableism,
globalization and anti-colonialism within an anggressive framework. In this paper,
| relate my personal reflections and analyze myeegpces as a graduate Teaching
Assistant (TA) who has dealt with a diverse studeodly in a course focused on
equity.

While much has been written on teaching equity smclal justice issues in
the higher education classroom from a faculty psrSpe (see Agnew, 2003;
Ellsworth, 1992; Eyre, 1993; Fernandes, 2003; HaQdf992; Laubscher & Powell,
2003; Ng, 1993), there exists scant literaturehmse issues from the perspective of
TAs. As TAs we “help professors meet the pedagdgiemmands brought on by more
students and larger courses, and in the process) e teach and earn a living”
(DeCesare, 2003, p. 3). In a recent comprehensiiew of the published literature
on teaching assistants, Park (2004) found six ave&scus. These are: selection and
preparation, training, supervision and mentoringcpcal issues, personal issues and
professional development. The following are somehef most commonly analyzed
specific issues: selection criteria (e.g. Pickeri®88; Yule & Hoffman, 1990), TA
training programmes (e.g. Burk, 2001; Prieto, 20GR)pervisory challenges (e.g.
Nyquist & Wulff, 1996), peer mentoring (Bollis-Pec& Walker, 1999-2000),
communication issues (e.g. Feezel & Meyers, 19@eéntity (e.g. Anon, 1995; Lal,
2000), and international TAs (Rubin, 1993; SmithS&npson, 1993). Among these
issues the question of training of TAs has receitvedmost attention (Park, 2004).
However, a significant gap, which needs more atianis that most of the literature
on TAs is by faculty and/or researchers, rather thgnTAs reflecting on and
discussing their own experiences. As DeCesare (2€108uently states:

Today’s graduate teaching assistants have raréigcted in print on the joys
and frustrations of playing the TA role. As a réswe know less than we
should about the day-to-day course related expsgierof TAs, as they
themselves live them and describe them. (p. 3)

In addition, there is scant literature that disessEAs’ experiences teaching within an
anti-oppressive curriculum (a recent exceptionudek Lal (2000)). This paper seeks
to contribute to this latter body of literature. Nbremost objective is to offer answers
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to the following questions: What are the paradoxestradictions and challenges of
teaching equity and social justice issues as TAhénuniversity context? What are
the implications of these challenges and sitesooteastation on higher education in
general and equity studies? Issues such as inbtguiteurricula, knowledge
production, student diversity, critical thinkingydhassessment will also be addressed
throughout the paper.

| begin by outlining the framework informing my appch to the issues,
followed by locating myself and discussing my melkblogy for this paper. | then
explore the questions and issues related to tegqaguity studies in the university
context. Finally, | conclude by discussing the iiogtions of the issues raised in the
context of a transformative teaching project irhieigeducation.

Theoretical framework

| use a critical anti-colonial discursive framewofRei and Asgharzadeh,
2001) to situate my discussion and my experienses BA within the academy. The
goal of this framework is to interrogate power irdrg in social relations emerging
from colonial relations and their aftermath (Ded0R). Anti-colonial discourse also
challenges “the power configurations embedded @asd cultures, and histories of
knowledge production, validation, and use” (Dei &gharzadeh, 2001, p. 300).
Colonial, here, is conceptualized not only as fymeor alien, but as imposing and
dominating (Dei, 2000). An anti-colonial framewodcknowledges that colonial
relations are reproduced in schooling through trenial of difference (Dei,
Asgharzadeh, Bahador & Shahjahan, 2006). As weeangiln respect to schooling:

For those who are asked to subsume their differemcier the rubric of the
‘common’, the intellectual stakes are high, pattdy as a result of hidden
and open emotional and spiritual injuries thatiafiected on victims when the
expression of their differences are denied. (Dei.e2006, p. 57)

Furthermore, colonial relations are also perpetlae‘the differential treatment of
bodies, the hierarchization of particular knowlezslgand the peripheralization of
certain experiences, cultures and histories” (Deil.e 2006, pp. 8-9). Knowledge, in
this framework, is understood to come from multipturces, conditions, and sites,
such as race, gender, ethnicity, class, cultutigion, language, sexuality and lived
experience. An anti-colonial discursive frameworgkrowledges that there are
multiple ways of knowing the world and that tradital academic disciplines are
grounded in cultural worldviews that are antagonisd other knowledge systems
(Smith, 2001). As Smith (2001) argues, “In theuridations, Western disciplines are
as much implicated in each other as they are ireffafism” (p. 11). Throughout
history, hegemonic knowledges have allowed the rindos to secure their
dominance through the discourse of sameness andhgoality at the expense of
difference and heterogeneity (see Blaut, 1993; I53id01; Stewart-Harawira, 2005).
Similar to the construction of nation-state, where liberal rhetoric of sameness has
subjugated minoritized bodies materially and dissaly (Loomba, 1998), the
university as a colonial site has produced newtigela of ruling through the
imposition of asymmetrical power relations amongugs (Mohanty, 2003). An anti-
colonial thinker recognizes the academy as a diterevsocial inequalities along the
lines of race, gender, class, and sexuality areodejged as subordinate voices and
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their knowledges are delegitimized (see Dei, HalR&senberg, 2000; Mihesauh &
Wilson, 2004; Mohanty, 2003; Semali & Kincheloe, 999 For instance, Marker
(2004) states:

For both aboriginal and non-aboriginal students theversity is a journey
through a particular kind of knowledge. In the murof their academic
progress...they encounter themes that challenge thkies and worldviews;
they develop cognitive and communication skillst thsk them to critique the
home and community culture from which they come 1(#)

While there are many sites of convergence, anchbnial framework shifts from a
post-colonial framework in a number of ways. Arglanialism, unlike the post-
colonial discourse, argues that “colonial constansg affect knowledge production
with profound material consequences” (Dei, 200613). Furthermore, borrowing
from postmodernism, the emphasis of postcolonebties’ on difference takes away
from the local and collective resistances in thiomial encounter and may lead to
nihility and relativism. Anti-colonialism takes dfférent turn in terms of agency.
Here the value is not placed on autonomous indalglshedding away “oppressive
notions of essentialized identity”, but on “colleets comprised of bodies who are
cognizant of differences and who unite around comrstruggles against social
structures of oppression” (Angod, 2006, p. 165)ktiesses that power held locally
and in practice can outlast colonial and colonieadounters, and it acknowledges
that discursive agency and resistance resides amhengolonized and marginalized
groups (Fanon, 1963; Gandhi, 2002; Memmi, 1991pi4o, 1986). Anti-colonial
theorizing recognizes the power of local/indigendusowledges as sources of
knowledge that allow for daily resistance and thespit of effective political practice
to subvert all forms of dominance. Following thesasiderations, it is important for
me to locate myself and discuss my personal, palitand academic interest in
speaking and writing about my TA experiences withi& university context.

Locating Myself and Methodology

| am a South Asian Canadian Muslim heterosexua hbtlied male who was
a doctoral student and whose area of interest exjuity and diversity issues in the
higher education context. | was a TA for an eqattydies course located in a research
intensive university. This course was a requireni@nthose students who were in the
Equity studies program and an elective coursetfosé¢ who were not. As a TA, | was
responsible for facilitating the learning of twoogps of tutorial students, each of
which had an average of 18 to 25 students andeneinie hour every week. | come to
this paper, because | experienced first hand marthieocontradictions of teaching
equity and social justice issues within the uniigreontext that privileges certain
ways of knowing over others and also gives prialg@ccess to certain bodies over
others in the practice of knowledge production.iBgimy TA experience, | felt | was
perpetuating many of the systemic discriminatidreg 1 was critiquing and teaching
in the course, yet this time it was embedded withie higher education context.
Since | was a student whose own work was on ea@uitydiversity issues, indigenous
knowledges and anti-colonial practice within thaversity context, | could see in
reality many of the issues | was learning andauitig in my academic work (such as
classism, racism, colonialism, sexism and so opyoducing themselves in the
classroom. However, unlike the textual discourseen | could counteract through
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writing back, | saw the challenges of doing equitgrk in the halls of the ivory
tower. | became disempowered by what | was seeidglacided not to renew my TA
position until | had resolved these issues in mgdnbody and spirit. In addition, my
doctoral dissertation was also another factor inahgice not to come back. This,
however, also reflected the social privilege | lasda heterosexual able bodied male
doctoral student who had managed to get enoughnekteinding to “free” him from
teaching duties. This kind of choice is not avddabo many of my other TA
colleagues. When | shared my experiences with dtAst | found | was not alone in
having difficulties and frustrations teaching wah anti-oppressive framework as a
TA. | wanted to do something to heal from those expeds and make people aware
of our issuesl should also emphasize that throughout my TA eepee | had a lot of
support from the faculty instructors and other Tdslved in this course. Therefore,
the challenges | faced were not due to a lack ppst among colleagues, but more
importantly they were due to the systemic barr@rdbedded in the very institutional
structure of the academy itself. It is also impottep highlight that many TAs who
experience these challenges and contradictions, moaype in the position to voice
these opinions in public (especially in print) besa their jobs or careers may be at
stake. Therefore, the act of writing this papemas only a counterstory, it is also a
sign of my social privilege.

In addition to making use of secondary sources, gaper includes my own
teaching experience as a TA. My purpose in thiepdjke Sheth and Dei (1997), “is
to drag” my own body “into our very own printediadations” (p. 158). As an anti-
colonial pedagogue | have always experimented wititonventional teaching
techniques. Since, the tutorials began | kept @rdeof my own and student’s
responses to my tutorials in this course. Theserdscinform in various ways the
writing of this article, as data, reflections, asthlytical remarks (Ng, 1995). While
the use of anecdotes is not normally considerezhsfic status in scholarly writings,
“I am advocating their use in explicating the takengranted features of everyday
life” (Ng, 1995, p. 134). Furthermore, | use endilté course student evaluations as
evidence of the impact of my pedagogy on studewitsreover, | also use course
assignments and university grading schemes as spieteevidence. Rather than
rejecting these pieces of information as evidetizese slices of evidence are treated
as vital features of a larger social organizatiNg,(1995). Borrowing the words of
Ng (1995), “I attempt to preserve the knower/wrigsran active subject in the text,
grappling with [his] own multiple locations and d¢aadictions.” | sincerely believe
that “it is in confronting these contradictions atittmmas that all of us may come to
grips with what haunts us and propels us to wonkatds a better world” (p. 135).

| wrote this paper first based on a thematic amslysthe paradoxes or sites of
contradictions | experienced as a TA in the eqaisssroom based on the pieces of
data mentioned above. After that | went to the sdaoy literature and identified the
issues or contradictions other scholars were wridibout anti-oppressive pedagogy.
Secondary literature is treated as a source ofeecil in supporting my claims and
experiences, and theorizing upon my experiences.fotr themes that emerged as a
result of comparing my data with the secondaryditgre are: 1) inequitable curricula,
2) dealing with difference and diversity in an umive manner, 3) privileged bodies
doing well in assignments and classroom discussiamd 4) dealing with difference
and diversity without marginalizing equity studieself".
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The inequitable curricula: privileging the mind and readings over
experiences, emotions and the body

In our tutorials, students engaged with “the cotgepand histories of
domination and oppression, the skills of structarsdlysis, and the attitude of critical
reflectivity of their social locations in terms gower” (Wong, 2004, p. 2). In
addition, | facilitated student learning in critigaanalyzing “the power, privilege,
inequity, discrimination and domination along idees of race, gender, class, sexual
orientations, religion, age and dis/ability” at thelividual, institutional, systemic and
transnational levels (Ibid). These equity issuesewssually raised and covered in the
course lectures, my job was to clarify the concegeserate a discussion and cover
the topics that could not be dealt with in depthirty lecture time. However, if we
wish to enact equity and social justice in soctégn we also have to interrogdtew
one is allowed to theorize about equity amub has access to equity studies. | found
that while | wanted to base the readings on themte experiences of the students’
lives, | could not because | was supposed to deadiscussion towards the course
readings (I argue why later on in this paper). A cstudent wrote in his/her
evaluation:

| think it would be useful and more productive énrhs of engaging the course
material if tutorials were less informal of a stwe but also if students were
encouraged to relate readings/locate them in freisonal life as opposed to
primary, exclusive focus on the reading—it excluddst of things from the
discussion.

The course readings became the entry point of séscn for equity related issues,
rather than student’s experiences or viewpointsutliee issue at hand. This is a
constant challenge. For instance, Pinterics (200f) regards to critiquing second
wave feminist literature argues that this literattmoves “away from the concrete
realities of women” and moves more towards “inciregly complex issues stemming
from academic discourse which according to Alfon'sme not the socio-political
problems ordinary women of different races, classesgualities, ethnicities face in
their everyday lives™ (p.19). Similarly, | would'gue that this idea not only applies
to feminist literature but also to many of the eguelated readings. Having said that,
| can also understand the problem with making tlesstoom a site of sharing
personal experiences, as this may perpetuate poslations (Ellsworth, 1992;
Razack, 1998). Commenting on this issue in the ecdndf antiracism, Srivastava
(1993) states: “The use of personal experienceaaa$m to educate others not only
makes us vulnerable, it puts us on display” (p.)1@herefore we need a balance
between sharing experiences in the classroom auldtical readings. Many authors
have argued that we need to be able to live authéwes in the academy (hooks,
1994; Palmer, 1998; Shahjahan, 2004). Silencingénsonal experiences of students
can also be disempowering and can continue thé#rrialized oppression (Zhou,
Knoke & Sakamoto, 2005). Critical pedagogues, aaoltbinial scholars and feminists
have always argued for legitimizing the personglesiences that students bring with
them (see Dei & Kempf, 2006; Freire, 1970, 199%pGx, 1986; hooks, 1994; Maher
& Tetreault, 1994; McLaren, 1998; Shor & Freire8I9Weiler, 1988). As McLaren
(1998) argues, “[alny emancipatory curriculum musimphasize student
experience..... Critical educators need to learn toounderstand, affirm, and analyze
such experience.... [Klnowledge must be made meamlingfstudents before it can
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be made critical” (p. 217). After all, an individisgapersonal history can play a vital
role in his or her own scholarship and learning li@g 2000). Theorizing our
personal experiences helps us to make sense afdHd we live in. As Mohanty
(2003) puts it: “it is..[the] understanding of exieeice and of the personal that makes
theory possible” (p. 191).

We cannot, then, continue to privilege the notioat tabstract arguments are
the only legitimate form of theorizing (Minh-ha, 8%. Many of these critical
discourses have perpetuated the fiction of a diseleld learner despite advocating
for embodiment in their theory (Boler & Zembyla€)03; Martin, 1992; Orr, 2002;
Wong, 2004). The place for the emotions, spirit Bady must be part of the learning
experience and of our theorization of the world al§hhan, 2004; Tisdell, 2003,
Wong, 2004). Yet, how can we do this in an inclasimanner in the university
classroom?

Dealing with difference and diversity in an inclusve manner:
How do | facilitate decolonizing pedagogical tools?

In the classroom | had students who not only canoenfdiverse social
locations because of their race, gender, clasgjior] sexuality, but also from
different programs of study. In my experience, ficed that students who came from
programs of study, such as social sciences antiuhmnities, where they had dealt
with equity studies, were more likely to understdne course readings compared to
those who came from Business and Science programaddition, coming from
privileged social location played an important re students who didn’t come from
the same program of study. These latter studentkl still be part of the discourse
because of the language privilege they had. Onthefchallenges | faced was a
student who was a mother who had recently immigr&gteCanada from South Asia.
She was always quiet. So one day | made an appamtwith her to discuss why she
wouldn’t speak in the classroom. She related tahereexperience of the first day in
the classroom for this course. She pointed outvihain she entered the classroom, all
eyes gazed upon her. She felt very uncomfortalie. Jaze, she pointed out, made
her feel unwelcome, because most of the studenteiglassroom were in their early
twenties, whereas she was in late thirties andavasther, who also happens to be a
woman of colour. She didn't feel her body belongedhe classroom. She said she
wanted to run away from the classroom on the fil@y. She also said that she
wouldn’t speak because of her “accent” and how essalt she might be negatively
perceived. | was shattered when | heard this stagked her why she continued with
the course. She pointed out that she was inter@stbe issues that the readings dealt
with because they corresponded to her own persexggriences as a woman, an
immigrant woman, a mother, and as a South Asiae. s8lid that she would do the
readings and come prepared to the classroom, but@kidn’t speak, outside of small
groups. Hence in my pedagogical style, | tried tvéh as many small group
discussions to make sure that those students vdhoadifeel comfortable in the larger
group could participate in the discourse on equitg small group setting. Yet, how
do we make the classroom inclusive so that no Isaalie left behind?

While many authors have argued for and critiquedidea of voice within the
classroom (see Ellsworth, 1992; Mohanty, 2003; Riaz2998), here | wish to relate
an exercise | used in class for the purpose of mgaktudents aware of how subtle
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forms of domination could be perpetuated in clamsraliscussions. This exercise was
done to make students conscious of how much sted them did or did not take
in the discussions of the classroom. | brought heatsl of coins and a piece of cloth
with me to the classroom. | asked the student®d&orange the chairs into a circle.
The cloth was put in the center of the circle. Teanh student was given four coins. |
told the students that as we discussed the issuksopics of the week and as each
student took her/his turn to speak, she/he hadhrtoat one of their coins onto the
cloth. This way they will all be conscious of howuoh space they took in the
discussion. In addition, if a student finishedth#ir four coins, then they would have
to ask one of their fellow students to throw a daifior them. This way students who
finished their coins realized that they were takspgce from other students, but also
those students who did not speak had the poweedme whether or not they would
allow someone to take their space. Although this enethod was not perfect, its
purpose was to raise awareness of how certainrsideminated in the discussions,
and how that was a sign of social privilege. Itoataised awareness about how
students themselves were responsible for class ndgsaand how and what
knowledge was generated. Yet this process hadnisant impact on students who
used to dominate the discussion in the classrooemyMf these students, | realized
became more self conscious of how much they sdakeaticed this through changes
in their body language in subsequent classes wihene would hesitate to jump in
without scanning their peers first. As some stusleetnarked in their evaluations,
such methods helped students interrogate theic&jon the classroom:

He has made me think about my own privilege andwvie | am contributing
to equity projects and sometimes ignoring othexwias by asserting my own
views so dominantly.

He really helped me realize the concept of ‘vomed how this relates to
power structures and hierarchies.

He made me interrogate my own role in tutorialhiattwhen | speak | might
be discouraging other people’s stories

Thus this coin exercise helped students, in thedsvaf Freire (1997), to “speak
democratically” in which they practice the “needditence themselves so that the
voice of those who must be listened to is allowe@rmerge” (Freire, 1997, p. 306).
This was one way of teaching equity issues not jluserms of content, but also
through the process of teaching and learning. dlse important to highlight the fact
that many students feel pressured into speakingusecthey have been taught that it
is important to speak, and in the classroom cordprtiking has become privileged
over listening (see Wong, 2004). As a decolonigiegagogue facilitating tutorials,
for me both speaking and listening are equally ifigant. As Wong (2004)
eloquently questions: “How can we possibly lister ainderstand each other if we
are all preoccupied with speaking?” (p. 2). SintyiaFreire (1997) notes, “If we don’t
learn to listen to [other] voices, in truth we doreally learn how to speak. Only
those who listen, speak. Those who do not listad, @ merely yelling, barking out
the language while imposing their ideas” (p. 3G&)ther on, however successful my
coin method might have been with the student, laieamery much aware of the fact
that it still does not remove the power and priyéléhat has been conferred to me as a
TA by the institution (Ellsworth, 1992; Ng, 199%s Ng (1995) passionately states:
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The university classroom is not, by definition, ertbcratic class. To pretend
it can be is to deny that hierarchy and institialgmower exist. It is to delude
ourselves that democracy and empowerment can hevachby good will
alone. (p. 140).

So, although I used this coin method to raise tharaness around how much one
takes/does not take space, | am still stuck inatteedemy that | wish to decolonize,
and my hands are cuffed by colonial tools. As Ma(R@04) argues:

It is exceedingly difficult to make indigenous knledge, which is place and
experience-based, relevant in the academy thatsetted most abstract and
placeless theories about reality....The university.orsented toward the
transportability of both knowledge and credentiatsgazes toward a vast
ocean horizon, but misses its own reflection....latgbal work often
proceeds removed from the natural ecology and withegard for human or
environmental consequences. (p. 107)

To this end, in my tutorials my main objective wasupture the Eurocentric modes
of knowledge production and classroom practicestdrad to focus on the mind and
conceptual ways of knowing. As a result, | usedles, drawings, drama based
techniques to raise issues of equity and to gemeliatussioh(see Graveline, 1998;
Harris, 2002; Shahjahan, 2004; Tisdell, 2003).uni® such tools helped me engage
students who normally couldn’t engage with the negslbecause either they were too
shy to speak out, or couldn’t engage with the mgglbecause of language and class
issues. As some students commented:

He stimulated intellectual thought through his gdriand inclusive teaching
methods that addressed multiple social locatiorierests, and learning styles
and abilities...sometimes using dramatic and visuas @ enhance our
understanding.

He encourages diversity forms of expression....chghe taken-for-granted
western knowledge or ways of seeing and doing

My main objective in using such methods was to destrate to students that there
were multiple ways of knowing. Yet while | was dgithis, | was struggling with the
fact that | didn’'t want to disadvantage the studantour tutorial from the rest of
students in other tutorials with other TAs. Thisaizery specific dilemma, which is
unique to the TA experience. Faculty do not havevéory about this issue, as they
don’t have to worry about their students taking thene course with other instructors
and doing the same exams and assignments. At thedidn’'t want to disadvantage
the students in my tutorial in terms of their peniance on the final and take-home
exams, which were primarily based on the coursdimga and lectures. The course
exams evaluated how students engaged with the edectures and readings, and
how they applied critical analysis to the conceptsl issues raised in the readings.
Although | tried to engage the students with ddfgrways of knowing, this process
however hampered our time to discuss the readimgiepth as a larger group. We
were limited by time. As a TA who facilitates oneun tutorials, | don’t have the
same luxury of time as faculty normally do who teatseminar courses or have over
2 hours of class time (for instance Ellsworth, 1988, 1993; Vacarr, 2001). These
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were some of my struggles to decolonize teachiagtmes in the academy, as | had
to conform to standard practices of facilitatingatdission in the context of readings,
so that | didn’'t disadvantage the students in tesfrraarks. After all | didn’t want the
students in my tutorials to have low marks and gedjze their academic careers or
hopes to go to graduate school.

However, another dilemma | faced was that studdrmselves sometimes
resisted other forms of teaching styles. Some stsdesspecially those who came
from science and business preferred having a lectiyte class. After all, some of my
students had years of indoctrination in the Weskurocentric models of learning,
regardless of their geographic location and haermatized this mode of learning as
the norm (Wane, Shahjahan, & Wagner, 2004). Shoatth students are conditioned
and are used to certain ways of knowing and ddingre are many other ways of
knowing that are just as valid and they should éensas important (Erica Neegan,
personal communication, February 21, 2005). | belienabling other forms of
knowing allows for different habits of learning.

Privileged bodies doing well on exams and assignmntsn
and classroom discussions

| found it very frustrating to see that studentsowdo well on the course
assignments are from dominant groups (in termsoé,rclass and gender) who have
access to the language, resources, time and duttap#al to do well and provide
great analyses of courses. This is consistent witat Shor (1996) has pointed out,
“grading in school, while being supposedly unbigasedased on a value system that
advantages more privileged students and, therepempetuates inequalities in class,
race, and gender” (p. 81). What is more frustraisghat once in you are in a
classroom, students are usually there for theirksmjayou don’'t want them to
jeopardize their grades, because after all theiad&rPoint Average (GPA) is
important for them to continue their academic caree have access to other
opportunities (see Nast & Pulido, 2000). As onedsii commented in his/her
evaluation:

Yes, grades aren’'t as important, but still very mgart of why | come to
school.... | want to attend grad school as well!

While | say all this, when it comes to grading &nt$ and giving them marks,
| go against many of the tenets of the principlésd discussed earlier in this paper.
This contradiction arises as a result of the grdicheme. For instance, “A” in our
university, should only be given to those who dest@ie: “Strong evidence of
original thinking good organization, capacity tnalyze and synthesize superior
grasp of subject matter with souratitical evaluations evidence ofextensive
knowledge base(University of Toronto Faculty of Arts and SciendCalendar,
emphasis added). In contrast, an “F” is given tws¢éhwho show “Little evidence of
evensuperficial understandin@f subject matterweakness in critical and analytic
skills; with limited or irrelevantuse of literaturé (University of Toronto Faculty of
Arts and Science Calendar, emphasis added). lfiticalty analyze this grading
scheme by comparing what is graded an “A” and a I'ihd that it privileges the use
of the intellect or mind and the knowledge and akditerature, not what personal
experiences one brings, nor does it recognize pheltivays of knowing. So for
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instance, if a student came up to me with a ctitical anti-colonial project based on
his/her experiences, would the university gradicigesne allow me to give “A” to this
student? Not really. One student came up to me antlassignment along this line,
based on his personal experiences, but | couldimethim an “A” because he did not
follow the question and what was expected of hirhe Rssignment asked him to
analyze a document and do the following 1) ideritiky equity issue(s) addressed; 2)
summarize the author's point of view; 3) providhistorical context to the issue(s)
and/or the author's arguments; and 4) discuss hewauthor's comments advance
and/or inhibit the achievement of equity. His as@éystemmed from his own personal
experience with the equity issue in hand in theuduent. However, the assignment
asked him to analyze the document in terms of theuwhent itself and use the
readings to interrogate the document. Here the amiphis on summarizing,
evaluating the author’'s arguments based on evidemzk the use of literature.
Similarly, in other exams and assignments, studemtse asked to summarize or
define terms using the literature, or interrogadain concepts and equity issue based
on literature and lectures. This is consistent it grading scheme outlined above.
Harrison (2003) argues that such a process of lediyel production perpetuates
colonial relations on minoritized bodies:

When we ask students to argue a particular caseexpect that they will
support it with evidence. We expect that they vdibw on the relevant
readings and authorities in the field and in dosogthey will position their
statements in relation to these authorities. Butrequiring students to
reference their position to an authority we are glerpetuating a historical
power relation where Indigenous people have betmted in an unequal
power relation to non-Indigenous authority.... We aret only training
students in the rules of referencing, we are atswsiraining and disciplining
them through a technology of power which posititream as objects of power
and (white) authority at university. (p. 6)

In short, Harrison (2003) notes that, “[c]urrentiynhe multiplicity of voices are
subverted in a hierarchy at university which valaeslysis and interpretation over
description and narration” (p. 9). This is alsdime with what Yuk-Lin Wong (2004)
argues with respect to the privileging of concepkmawing:

In a culture of “discursive rationality”, the doraimt form of knowledge is one
that objectifies, organizes, conceptualizes, namealand dictates. To “know”
the world, we categorize what we see and experiam¢be world—things,

people—into concepts and ideas. Instead of beirn dp the rich moment-
moment experiences in our encounters with peopefsings, we “know” and

relate to them primarily through our presumed cpteeabout them. Such
orientation produces a sense of cognitive ordercamdrol in our relations to
the world. (pp. 2-3)

The primary language we use for our readings isliEimgand we mark
students according to how they think critically amdite within the colonial
protocols of this particular language, where theme clarity and conciseness. As
Giroux (1996) notes, “clarity becomes a code wardain approach to writing that is
profoundly Eurocentric in both context and contefg: 166). | teach and ask
students to paraphrase and cite references awtitey Paraphrasing, in general, is
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to restate what the author(s) states in your owrdstoBut how does a student put
into his/her own words an author’s idea that is inohis/her first language? What
does “your own words” mean? Who does it privilegee( Leask, 2006; Leathwood,
2005)? For instance, sometimes | had to grade a motherisva recent immigrant
from South Asia, or an Aboriginal man who has baeay from university for many
years and has gone through residential schooliitg,tihve same evaluation criteria as
other students. To this end, Shor (1996) asks:hojgd grading be based on
individual social conditions, then? Should it beustured first around the already
unequal situations among working-class studentdiféérent genders, colors, and
family situations, and structured secondly aroums économic inequality between
worthy students and those from wealthy backgroun@?”84). This is a great
challenge | faced as an equity teacher. As Clark@0g) reflecting on her
undergraduate schooling points out:

Coming from a working-class background and fromth@ocountry where |
did not use “standard” English in the home, exaatth my inability to write
in the academic manner.... It has been difficult foe to adjust to the
conventions of academic writing, to its distinctimey of “putting together
individual words with established meanings in orttemake new meanings.
Stringing them together and remembering their gearent produces syntax”
(Brand: 2000).... My adjustment in the discourse camity of the university
was challenging. The discourse was already eshealjsvith agents (teachers)
who were sometimes unwilling to accommodate a n@mber. (pp. 35-36)

How do we deal with this? | find the language inical scholarship to be elitist and
not accessible for many of our students. It istaofgargon. While | discuss issues of
class, race, gender, | believe the language thatseeo talk about issues of equity is
classist. What | am saying is nothing new and leentargued by others. For instance
with regards to feminist philosophy, Alfonso andgilo state:

| have serious problems about the difficult, spiezaa, jargonistic language in
which much recent feminist philosophy is being presd...[t]his type of
language perpetuates elitist power relations astagtiwith who gets to speak of
oppression. (cited in Pinterics, 2001, p. 18)

Similarly, in terms of critical scholarship, McLar¢1997) asks:

How can criticalists develop a cultural politicaths able to phenomenologize
ideology critigue and critical analyses at the ledMelived experience so as to
avoid a leftist elitism? How can a public vernacutevelop around critical
studies that is inclusive and life-world-sensitip?118)

Equity related readings have become a ‘jargonicaes® where people have to use
such loaded terms in order to say things in a céat concise way. Sometimes
certain terms can be a means to make oneself ahdrto the point. The criteria for
students’ learning do not reflect the diversityexiperiences of student’s lives and
ways of thinking and are still rooted in an acaderulture that “reflects the

dominant discourse of the student as young, whiiddle class and male” (Read et
al., cited in Leathwood, 2005, p. 315). As Mark2d(4) eloquently points out: “the
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academic language used to describe reality has ikirbuethno-bias toward
individualism and against traditional forms of kriedge” (p. 104).

In addition, the culture of critical thinking withianti-oppressive pedagogy,
which | believe is a very privileged notion, cannmer many of the students’
experiences and ways of knowing. Bowers’ (1987)kb&dements of a Post-liberal
Theory of Educatianprovided me with some insights into the Eurodenirlying at
the heart of critical pedagogy. As Bower arguedwaispect to the tenets of Freirean
pedagogy, this type of pedagogy “is based on wessssumptions about man,
freedom, progress and the authority of rationakess” (p. 127). Further, Bowers
posits that, “[tlhe problem with Freire’s positios not that he advocates critical
reflection but that he makes it the only legitimateirce of knowledge and authority”
(p. 129) (see also Bowers, 1983; Margonis, 200%eRs, 2000, 200%) | am not
trying to negate the importance of critical thirgjrbut at the same time, | want to
interrogate the privilege and epistemic bias ingdlnsolelyengaging in this kind of
way of knowing (see Brookfield, 2003; Norris, 199%png, 2004), to which many
people might not have access because of theirldociion (see Egege & Kutieleh,
2004), or because they have no time nor the pgeik® do this kind of thinkirig As
Ellsworth (1992) argues:

[S]chools have participated in producing “self-riegimg” individuals by
developing in students the capacity for engagingrational argument.
Rational argument has operated in ways that sasufs opposite an irrational
other, which has been understood historically aspttovince of women and
other exotic others. (pp. 93-94)

Similarly Ng (1995) points out with respect to i@l pedagogues: “what we know
how to do well, that is, teach students how to trow$ rational arguments and
conduct objective analysis, is also shot througlthwgender, racial, and class
subtexts” (p. 140). | am not arguing that crititlinking is an innate process, that
cannot be learned but we need to problematizekihis of thought process and ask
who does it privilege within the social context tbe academy (see Alston, 1995;
Bailin, 1995; Harrison, 2004; Norris, 1995; Whe&nEnnis, 1995). It is important to

recognize that our social location interacts witlr schooling experiences (Apple,
2004; Dei, 1996; Giroux, 1992). In addition, thecBdic method of critical thinking,

which is very much part of equity studies, is afsot of the Eurocentric colonial

pedagogy. As Peter Hanohano (1999) states:

Nearly 20 years ago | started law school and beaxpesed to the Socratic
learning method, which is to question everythingylat everyone, and trust no
one. Purpel (1989) described the Socratic methqulasng “great emphasis
on clarity and on the thorough examination of ppons and statements on
skepticism, and on logical analysis” (p. 78), and‘ielentless, persistent and
brilliant displays of unsettling questions and mslthat often led people to a
state of intellectual bewilderment and devastatard rage).” That is the state
| that | found myself in while attending law schoahd | clearly felt alone and
set adrift from the cultural moorings of my cultaed community. (p. 24)

Yet how do we reconceptualize the idea of gradinigjcal thinking and so on,
and not continue to marginalize equity studies emd not academically rigorous
(Shor & Freire, 1987), and thus marginalize furttmrr already marginalized
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students? Kenway & Modra (1992), with respect te tirading dilemma in the
context of Women Studies state:

Grading is certainly a problem for educators whe gart of their mission to
be the complete transformation of androcentric atlon systems, which are
hierarchical and based on competition and credemgiaYet to refuse to
award quantitative grades may weaken Women’s Sutkgitimacy within
these structures.... The issue becomes one of exglstyles and modes of
assessment rather than refusing to assess. (p. 154)

Similarly, Ira Shor is critical of the current assment environment which he argues
involves undemocratic approaches. He argues tlasasient should not be removed
from the classroom, but is a necessary part ofdnigiducation. To this end, he

promotes forms of assessment to be integrated @nldghrning activities that are

consistent with the democratic processes of thesod@m. He states:

The instruments used to test and measure studéotddsbe based in a
student-centred, co-operative curriculum. This nseamphasizing narrative
grading, portfolio assignments, group projects aedormances, individual
exhibitions, and essay examinations that promatealr thinking instead of
standardized or short answer tests. (cited in KeeStyles, 2003, p. 13)

Yet, the vision proposed by Shor or Kenway & Modbastill problematic. Shor’'s
argument, still privileges rationalism as the omlpde of learning and knowing and
ignores the fact that “the critical classroom, tsolocated within this [meritocratic]
award system. To survive students have to get gwades by competing with one
another” (Ng, 1995, p. 147). Kenway & Modra (199&) too in that they ignore the
crucial difference that access (or lack thereofjh® “culture of power” within the
university makes for students especially from maatized groups (see Delpit, 1988;
Ng 1995). As Delpit (1988) argues, a process-oei@rdpproach in teaching and
learning works well for those who already know tlales and rules of the subject
matter. This is the dilemma | faced with some of siydents who came from
marginalized groups. | had one aboriginal studemd wonstantly complained that he
didn’t understand what was expected from him irmterof course assignments.
According to him, he felt that he answered the tiors, and had difficulty with this
“critical thinking stuff”, as it privileged the md) as opposed to the learning he was
accustomed to in his community where the world wasn as living relationships
rather than just mere concepts. We had an extedsseeission of whether or not he
should quit the university. | tried to reason whiilm and encourage him by saying that
it was very important for him to stay and not dugicause he could make it, and that
he needed to learn these “critical analytic writiskills to survive, so he could move
further in the university context and finish. | aegl that we needed him to be within
the system for the sake of his aboriginal commuratyd that by finishing his degree
he could later give back to his community. But ba bther hand, in my anti-colonial
mind, | was thinking, “Why should he stay? Was thisriculum a reflection of his
experiences and his ways of knowing?” | have heaaty colleagues of mine who
get upset when | say this, because the usual regploget from them is “I'm not
going to give up on students who come from margedl groups. They can learn
these skills and do well with some hard work.” Boy response is: Whose skills,
languages and ways of knowing are being privilemethe university? Are we not
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perpetuating “epistemological racism” this way (Ssheurich & Young, 2002)? Are
we not just pushing these students out? Am | nahgoeomplicit with the
colonization of this student? How many of us arerkivig hard to produce and
implement a curriculum that centers indigenous Kedges and recognizes multiple
ways of knowing (see Zhou, Knoke & Sakamoto, 2005)?

The question of assessment and evaluation isairtiiere. While faculty may
have some freedom to develop evaluation tools fmessing their students (even
though this may be limited due to institutionalulegions as mentioned earlier), TAs
have no such freedom. TAs basically have to foltber guidelines given to them by
the course instructor. So while faculty may discdiéferent ways of evaluating their
students, TAs do not have that same power. Foanast | may have control over
evaluating my students’ tutorial contribution andrtipation, but | do not have
direct control over what kind of evaluation methodse used for exams and
assignments. | do have some say over what kindsi@$tions are posed, because my
course instructor was open to it, but not the fdrntherefore, as a TA | am faced
with much more restrictions than a faculty member deliver an equitable
curriculunf.

Addressing issues of difference and diversity witha
marginalizing equity studies itself

In courses involved in equity studies, we want ¢oalble to practice what we
preach. Having said this, it is also a struggleriderstand that our role as facilitators
of learning is to ask students to be agents inrto®in lives and to take the
responsibility for their own learning. This has beg constant struggle where | am
dealing with students from diverse backgrounds eamch student has unique needs.
For me being a good teacher is to look at the siufitem a holistic perspective. By
this | mean, students aren’t just bodies fillingasp in the classroom. Rather, they
bring many sides of themselves as a person toassroom.

At times, however, students may take advantage yohwareness of equity
issues, and use it to as an excuse to put off teamings or assignments on equity
studies and instead focus on their “traditionalmetateam courses.” But by doing this
in a way they continue to perpetuate the margiatin of equity studies and equity
related issues. It is considered not to be as ipge$s deal with or understand equity
studies compared to other “mainstream” coursesh@ university. For instance,
sometimes students would complain that equity ssidxams were at the same time
as other final exams, arguing that this was nottelle. Other times, | would observe
how students put equity related course assignnmantieir last priority, or may not
wish to do all the work that is needed to finiske #issignments, because they had
“other more important exams or assignments to @etl.” In a way they were
marginalizing equity studies within the universityntext, by un/consciously pushing
equity towards the periphery of their learning emthhan at the center. This is
problematic, as equity studies in the universitglieady at the periphery, and the fact
that students do not see the problem with tryingniake this program of study
‘special” only pushes this program of study furthethe margins of the mainstream
university (see Nast and Pulido, 2000).

Sometimes dealing with students can create a tit$®mtomy between us the
teachers (faculty and TAs), and them the studditiis is problematic, especially for
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us as TAs, because it’s difficult to cross the leorbetween being a student and a
teacher. We are both students (as graduate styiderdsteachers in the university
context. Faculty, on the other hand, have a cleanbtary between themselves and
students. This dichotomy is usually created byiti@uhl university structures. Many
times, the simple fact that many TAs, like mysk#ye our own graduate work to do,
makes us easily feel frustrated by the challengedase when interacting with the
students. The easy way out for me is to just blémeestudent. The challenge is to
take responsibility, but that takes time, and samet we just don’t have it, precisely
because of the demands of our double duty as bdthahd graduate students. This
predicament, however, creates tension for thosesofvho want the best for the
students, and yet still want them to respect onetiSo it has been a struggle with this
dichotomy. It is easier for me to objectify my stats as the “other”, and move on,
rather than deal with them. For instance, in thst fiew of my classes, | had one
student who would never bring her readings to th@sstoom. One of the
requirements for the tutorial was that she hadritaglthe readings to the classroom.
When | asked her why she didn’t bring the readirgl® replied that she couldn’t
afford to buy them. All she could do for the momeérgcause she had not been paid
for the month, was to photocopy the week’s readfng® another student. This kind
of situation exposes the presence of differentiakas to sources among the students,
yet it may be ignored. Such kind of experiencesrateusually mentioned in higher
education, because students rarely talk about #ugial locations in the classroom,
and also teachers seldom want to find out about tw students are. This can help
continue to objectify students and perceive thenmea@sals among their peers. In
addition, TAs like faculty who might be well intemmed to find out more about
students cannot do so, because of the time comstramside and outside the
classroom, and also because of the challengeg# landergraduate class sizes (Shore
& Freire, 1987; Sweet, 1998). But once a teachHersdime to understand who her/his
students are, we end up with a different picturevioit kind of bodies are prevalent in
our classroom, and learn how dangerous it is tamagsthat all the students in the
classroom have the same access to learning opp@sum the university. This kind
of issue is not part of our discourse as teachetber we are always focused on
whether students can understand the content. Getsrie ask the question: who has
access and time to actually read the content ofethdings?

Implications for higher education and future reseach areas

| believe it is important to challenge the statu® ¢n the education system,
i.e., ask ourselves: what does academia mean? Wesmour pedagogical style to
challenge and redefine what are considered legiéiraad valid ways of learning in
the formal classroom environment. We have to r&thimat constitutes academic
standards. As Leathwood (2005) argues: “’Standafdsality’ and ‘assessment’ are
not neutral and value free, but socially constrdctend open to multiple
interpretations” (p. 320). What's more, when wekiad students from historically
marginalized groups, it becomes important for ugaddeyond what is considered the
‘norm’ and make ways of including their voices asitences, which have been
marginalized for so long (Dei & Kempf, 2006; Sleet McLaren, 1995; Wane,
Shahjahan & Wagner, 2004; Zhou et al., 2005). Wedrte work in solidarity with
these students in order to decolonize the acaderdynake it inclusive to diverse
bodies and knowledge forms.
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The overriding question that my experiences antéatbns lead me to is:
Who is equity studies for within the university text? Is it just a space for critical
scholars to disseminate their work? Discussioransivers to these questions should
be foremost in the minds of critical pedagogues vah® based in the university
context. As authors such as Dei (1996), Giroux 2)9%ooks (1994), Mckenna,
(1991), McLaren (1998), Mohanty (2003), Shahjaha@0@) and Shor and Freire
(1987) have argued, equity studies is not some &frdiscourse, but it is praxis, and
situating this praxis in the university runs thekriof it being transformed into
theoretical talk and complacency. As Agnew (2003jevves:

The Women'’s Studies program is like a middle-agednan unconscious of
how she has aged and lost her youthful vigour ayméughism. Over the years
it has been transformed from a radical oppositiormate to just one more
academic field, sometimes invisible, like a middlged woman, and often
unfathomable to all but the most select amondi#stteticians..Becoming an
established, respectable part of the universitynh@ant that Women’s Studies
has had to abide by the rules and regulationsythagrn curricula, even if they
conflict with feminist principles. (p. 177)

We don’t want equity studies to be “unfathomabletiaa mere “academic
field”. Neither do we want equity studies to justbme a commodity that can be sold
by the corporate university to meet the demands diverse community (Mohanty,
2003; Nast and Pulido, 2000). Like any other praifas that teaches students to have
particular skills, equity studies tap into the nmgp@thics and morals of students in
order to further the project of social justice e tcommunity and their surrounding
world. Hence, who has learned equity cannot berah@ted by marks, but rather can
be measured in terms of what kind of actions sttsdke outside in the community.
This is the biggest challenge for equity studies.

Administrators and social justice educators needhallenge not only the
curriculum in terms of its diversity, but also theode in which it is taught and
evaluated (see Leathwood, 2005). Classrooms, aseigfis, and exams “are not mere
sites of instruction”, but they “are also politicahd cultural sites that represent
accommodations and contestations over knowledgeiffgrently empowered social
constituencies” (Mohanty, 2003, p. 194). The owng challenge is: Can we
imagine different ways of evaluating the studentsheut marginalizing equity
studies as being non-academically rigorous? We teeatso dismantle the academic
regime that regulates what is valid knowledge ao@ knowledge is produced and
disseminated (see Dei et al., 2000; Shahjahan, ;20@&tney, 1993). Another
overriding questions is: How do we center equitidis within the university context
and make it more equity responsive? How do we ehg# students to respect equity
studies as a legitimate field of study, which ikvant to equity and social justice in
society? How do we make students more proactiveonbt in their minds, but in
their hearts and souls with respect to equity amibsjustice issues? Can the latter be
done within a university context that privilegestionality over other ways of
knowing? Questions such as these are what TAsniyself grapple with in order to
imagine a different way of teaching equity studvehin the university context. |
believe equity studies in the university cannotefffiective in promoting equity and
social justice within society, until they are ag¢ ttorefront of equity initiatives within
the university, particularly in making higher edtioa more inclusive of diverse
bodies and knowledge forms. The question of diwershould not occlude
discussions about how questions of differenceiaked with neo-liberalism in higher
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education, where the relationships between difterendies and knowledge
production are being redefined along utilitariatesuand market relations (Arnowitz,
2001; Giroux & Giroux, 2004). Addressing differenoceeans taking head on such
issues of capitalist exploitation in the academgd ainderstanding the intimate
relationship between the academy and the new i@perorld order (Alexander,
2006), that either homogenizes and silences diftere or appropriates and
commodifies diversity for neo-liberal ends (Mohar2903). | believe this discussion
is only a stepping stone, and a new dialogue hasnerge between TAs and faculty,
students, administrators within higher educatiam, s to imagine a more equitable
space in the university so that we are consistéhtaur praxis.

Notes

1. One of the limits of this analysis is that it plages my “voice” over my students and other
TAs in this course. Furthermore, this analysisasdal specifically on my own experiences at
a particular university, at a particular progransufdy and at a particular historical time.
Therefore, it does not represatfitTA’'s experiences in anti-oppressive pedagogy. Other
salient themes not discussed in the paper areovt)questions of my race, sexual orientation
and gender affect classroom practices and the intpiachad on the students and their
response to my classroom practices; 2) social dicsaboth between faculty and TAs and
among TAs. 3) social dynamics between studentsdrckassroom and how this plays out
along the lines of race, gender, class, and seyullis beyond the scope of this paper to
discuss all these issues.

2. While drama, circles, art are not necessarily namEentric methods of teaching and
learning. But the idea of moving beyond Eurocentris knowledge production is to question
the dominant modes of knowledge production thatarészed from European culture which is
largely based on rationalism and empiricism.

3. It is important to note that this course had wgtalinic services just for the sole purpose of
this course, which is quite rare for many coursethé university setting. There were also
workshops given within the classroom about howrtewger the questions, paraphrase and so
on. While this is a beginning to remedying the lage problem, students whose first
language is not English still had challenges okasing these resources in terms of
appointment times and finishing their assignmehtsad of time so they can take it to the
writing clinic. Furthermore, students cannot acabsse writing clinics during the exam
sessions. While one can argue that marks were @orehe points that the students raised, the
writing style and language skills still played derin how we perceived who should get what
in terms of marks. As instructors and TAs we aeséd towards those who can write very
well and in a concise manner (see Clarke, 2005).

4. It is beyond the scope of this article to providd@ough analysis of the Eurocentrism that
underpins Freire’s ontology and epistemology (fotHer discussion on this topic please see
Bowers, 1983; Glass, 2001; Roberts, 2000; Marg@ti63). However, it is important to note
that non-Western traditions have ontologies andtepiologies that do not privilege the
anthropocentric humanistic mind as the dominant efagnowing (see Bowers, 1983;
Nakagawa, 2000, Hanohano, 1999; Orr, 2002). Furtbes, according to Roberts (2003), it is
also significant to highlight, while Freire drawisgavily on ‘rationalist’ traditions from Plato
onwards”, his “ideal of critical consciousnessascerned wittpolitical change not merely
with a change in thinking.” Roberts continues, ‘iFgts focus on social structures and
political action distinguishes him not just frorhdral philosophers and educationists but also
from many who count themselves as members of titecad thinking’ movement” (p. 160).
Moreover, Freire himself has never advocated favarsalizing his pedagogical methods in
all contexts, instead he provides us with “certsnameters in dealing with issues of
oppression as these issues relate to the pedabogiteaxt” (Freire, 1997, p. 309). Freire also
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advocates for love, emotions, intuition, embodiadiledge and passion as legitimate ways
of knowing in anti-oppressive pedagogy in his laterks (see Freire, 1994, 1998a, b; Shor &
Freire, 1987).

5. Here | am contesting the notion of what constittiteiical theory.” Is it only rational thought
and conceptual ways of knowing? | believe persempkriences along with intuition, dreams,
embodied knowing and other forms of indigenous Kedge should also constitute critical
theory. The epistemic bias of rationality in ciéicheory is being problematized here, not the
practice of using critical theory to inform praetim praxis. | am also arguing against an
evaluation method that is informed by an epistemgplthat assumes that knowledge is
constituted only in conceptual ways of knowing aationality.

6. As a TA, | don't have the freedom to change thégassents to fit to students needs. | may
have some freedom to interpret the grading scheasacbon my own teaching philosophy.
But then the question this raises: is the real lpralihe course professor’s expectations rather
than the university grading scheme? | don’t thimkse two components are separate but are
intertwined. A grading scheme structures professassignments as it is the same scheme
faculty can use to argue with students when it coto@ppeals for remarking. Furthermore,
in a large class it is very difficult to have perabzed assignments which may work in
smaller seminar graduate courses. Therefore dassgsading scheme, professor’s
expectations, all play a part in how a TA can masg&ignments and what kind of knowledge
forms get validated.
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...was there ever any domination which did not
appear natural to those who possessed it?
(John Stuart Mill, 1869)

Introduction

Despite well coordinated attempts by the populadimecorporate interests,
the U.S. government, and educational bureaucratsvéosimplify and mediate the
events that shape postmodern existence, close eatam of recent trends in each of
these areas, as well as interactions among theggesu that, perhaps, a well-
articulated and concerted effort to deceive thdipika more accurate representation
of the current intellectual environment in the @nitStates of the 2lcentury. This
manuscript will attempt to clarify the religiousipflected discourse surrounding
educational technology/big business, examine andige examples of the historical
basis for such rhetoric, demonstrate how such rieeb@s impacted public schools,
and finally, disclose the manner in which the cotr@8ush administration has
willfully employed misinformation in keeping the polace “in the dark,” and
purposely quashed democratic involvement.

In the last 10-20 years educational technology bhasome increasingly
ubiquitous in the popular discourse of the scheébnm movement. As argued in
earlier manuscripts (Engle 2001a, 2001b), the leged position of technology in the
understanding of the evolution of human cogniti@s been accomplished largely
through the promotion of what Lewis Mumford (1966)ferred to as the “myth of
the machine.” This self-perpetuating belief systemmythos, has surfaced as the
primary form of materialism informing educationabtight in the late 20 century
(see Engle, 2001a). Largely through a systemdiighly organized, and well-
financed public relations campaign the high teetustry and its supporters in
government and education have created the popweseption that educational
technology is immune from all forms of critical d&ysis. Those who dare to openly
guestion technology’s role in education have beeutimely cast as postmodern
heretics and subjected to various forms of margiatibn. It is my contention that
today’s proponents of educational technology haeeernthan a little in common with
earlier practitioners of the Spanish Inquisition.

Between the twelfth and sixteenth centuries, inogar the institution of the
Inquisition evolved, in order to preserve orthodetigious beliefs, identify and
punish heretics, and suppress unpopular opinioom fbeing openly expressed
(Peters, 1988; Coulton, 1929). Although the Isdign developed, in large measure,
as a highly complex institutional counterbalancettie turmoil and intellectual
stagnation of the dark ages, the Roman See rapiaigssed papal authority that
eventually evolved into universal jurisdiction owal matters concerning the fate of
mankind. Even the humblest priest wielded purgbrseipernatural powers that
elevated him above the level of common humanitgtgmted him from prosecution
for criminal activities, and often conferred upoimhvirtual immunity in all legal
matters (Lea, 1955).

Despite the passing of approximately 500 years tadputative evolution of
academic institutions predicated on the same datiocideals which led to the
creation of the U.S. Constitution, postmodern eitig are subjected to systematic
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ploys by bureaucrats, multinational corporatioms] politicians designed to preserve
orthodox beliefs (religious and otherwise), idgnéihd punish those who oppose their
vision for the future, and suppress opinions #ratnot in consonance with officially
sanctioned versions of reality.

One need not look far back into the history of theted States educational
establishment in order to identify the precursofsties postmodern bureaucratic
notion of information management. In the 1930sdithRugg, a faculty member of
the Teachers College of Columbia University waseewmcing professional success,
as the author of a popular social science textbaod#t,receiving accolades from other
progressive educators concerned with issues sudreedom of expression, racial
cooperation, and social equity (Spring, 1988). 1889 a well-funded, highly
orchestrated campaign, by the Advertising Fedmmatf America, the American
Legion, and the National Association of Manufactsreras launched against Rugg
and the textbook. As a result, between the ye&r§989 and 1944 annual sales
declined from 300,000 copies to less than 21,0@leso In some communities the
banning was actually celebrated by public burnihthe book (Schugurensky, 2001).

His series of social studies texts was not radicttie sense of being Marxist,

but it did portray many of the difficulties and lfaies in American society.

During a period of racial intolerance, the booksmpoted racial understanding
and social justice. Rugg also advocated natiowahemic planning and

included problems related to unemployment, immitgaand consumerism
(Spring, 1988, p. 135).

The manner in which special interest groups freglrcized their hegemonic
dominance in public spheres was a mere hint of wikas to come. Today,
postmodern educators are confronted with a forredland systematic assault on all
forms of critical discourse that may potentially nstrain the profit-making
capabilities of corporations, intent on transforgnAimerican school children into the
next "killer market."

Manufacturing the Information Age

The rhetoric of “the information age,” has emergedthe dominant theme of
both corporate and educational discourse in thentywirst century. This is no
accident, but rather a well-articulated campaigat thas come to fruition, only after
arriving at favorable sociohistorical conditionsy which the intellectual and
economic environment is ripe for aggressive mankgettrategies, stable markets
(school children), and palpable public support. S8l@xamination of the historical
record, however, demonstrates that the “publaticns/advertising” industry had
already begun employing the term "information agg" early as 1903 (Lubar, 1993).
After several generations of advancing the ostémdilenevolence of information
technologies and all that surround them, the hagth tindustry “has generated a
religiously inflected rhetoric celebrating morablitical, and social improvements”
that reportedly accompanies them (Czitrom, 1982).

Most scholars concur that certain monumental histb events have
dramatically altered the educational endeavor. es€hevents typically include the
development of cunieform writing (circa 3500 BC)the rapid appearance of
hieroglyphic writing in Egypt (circa 3100 BC), thevention of the Phoenecian
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alphabet (circa 1500 BC), the Gutenberg press (148&6d the Common School
movement of the 1800s, to name a few.

It might be argued however, that one of the msighnificant, yet commonly
overlooked, educational developments in the latentieth century is related to the
notion that management and business leaders, dramo¢ in education, but in
manufacturing and marketing, might understand thecational endeavor better than
educators themselves.

This was clearly the belief of Frederick W. Taylspokesperson and promoter
of the field of scientific management (Spring, 1p9Geferred to as Taylorism.
Taylorism adhered to a rigid "top-down" heirarctiozodel, in which all decision-
making was concentrated, and limited to those mensafgchool administrators, who
purportedly had the benefit of scientific data,ceessible to mere classroom teachers.
In a short several years scientific managememntliteexploded onto the educational
scene, resulting in an unprecedented epistemologfiith that provides the historical
framework for today's assault on education by tirparate business community.

Tyack and Cuban (1986), assert that: (p. 114)

In the early decades of the twentieth century,riess and professional elites
increasingly controlled the school boards of citiés their attempt to counter
criticism that the schools were inefficient, suptghndents and university
education experts rushed to borrow language andegts from business, and
“businesslike” became almost synonymous with “dtifier?

By the 1930s the role of school administrator h&eaaly undergone a
dramatic conceptual shift from the traditional rake scholar and philosopher, to that
of business manager, fund-raiser, and account éxedCallahan 1962). Although
the routing of Harold Rugg from the educational owmity offers one example of
the burgeoning influence of corporate attemptsmtmopolize the dissemination of
information and direct public opinion away from opscrutiny, it is certainly not an
isolated case. In fact, by the early 1930s therhational Business Machines
Corporation (IBM) and its CEO Thomas Watson hackady initiated a sordid
collaboration with Nazi Germany in order to estsible market monopoly (Black,
2001). Through an elaborate series of illegal, mrsidious machinations, Watson
provided Hitler with the necessary, custom-desigiM equipment that enabled the
Third Reich to successfully round up Jews, degwent to concentration camps, and
ultimately enact the Final Solution (Black, 2008l the while deceiving the
American public and business community by camouilpgorofits in clandestine
foreign accounts that were illegally funneled itB& accounts in the U.S.

After the war, anxious to benefit from the politiesthe Cold War economy,
IBM aggressively marketed the same technologiesthe U.S. intelligence
community (Black, 2001), while simultaneously cassiag the U.S. government for
public tax revenues for basic research and devedopmBY the late 1950s criticism
of schools from the military and business reachddvared pitch (e.g., Rickover,
1959; Eisenhower, 1957), resulting in the succégstasage of the National Defense
Education Act, legislation which explicitly laid éhblame for perceived deficits in
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national security on the alleged scientific/ tedbgaal indifference of American
schools. The National Defense Education Act predidor funding of computer
research at a rate of more than $20 million (cujrgrer year (Flamm, 1988).
Furthermore, Congress concurrently created theoNaliScience Foundation (NSF),
and aggressively began work on development of anaamtations system capable of
withstanding a nuclear attack. One significantoate was the Advanced Research
Projects Administration Network (ARPANET), desigrnedink a number of military
sites together. ARPANET was the conceptual defsigwhat is now the Internet.

Although the Internet was clearly a product of thalitary-industrial
establishment, for many years (1969-1996) basieares in computer networking
was, in large measure, conducted in academicutistits and funded through various
federal granting programs including the Defense auabed Research Project Agency
(DARPA), the Information Processing Techniques €ffi(IPTO), the National
Science Foundation (NSF), the Department of EndR@E), the Department of
Health and Human Services (DHHS), and the CompuSugience and
Telecommunications Board (CSTB). By 1995 federapport for research in
computer science had climbed to almost $1 billiear gear (National Research
Council, 1999). As such, the vast majority of aratt scientists involved in the
creation/development of the Interent were neithpprised nor consulted about
negotiations between the U.S. government and grivahdors to open the Internet to
the commercialism that pervades the media industry.

All historians of the Internet recognize that iigroduct of the public sector,
and that it was closely associated with the miflitaBut every bit as important, many,
perhaps most, of the university scientists whogtesi the architecture of the Internet
did so with the explicit intent to create an opemd eegalitarian communication
environment. They had a vision of a noncommerstaring community of scholars
and eventually, all citizens of the world. It wdube a public utility (McChesney,
1999, p. 129).

Although the official rhetoric surrounding the Inet still hearkens back to its
publicly funded, noncommercial, egalitarian origipsoviding information access to
communities of learners and scholars, those véripates have recently become the
latest victims of a clandestine market takeoveth®y high tech industry, which has
been fully sanctioned by the U.S. Congress.

In 1995, after more that 25 years of public sposisipr and funding, the
National Science Foundation (NSF) relinquisheddts in maintaining and providing
Internet services to the academic community andubigd. In a virtual "giveaway"
the backbone of the Internet was transferred avenedia giants such as IBM, MClI,
GTE, and AT&T.

This was accomplished with little fanfare. In faictwas virtually ignored in
the popular media, the very entities that would dfitnmost from it, and, not
surprisingly, current popular histories of the it seldom include reference to its
existence or impact.
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In 1996 the U.S. Congress contributed a furtherkeeg blow to the notions
of benevolence and egalitarianism on the Interndly passing the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. The legislatiora@ed dramatic deregulation of
the entire telecommunications industry and led tassive wave of corporate
consolidations. Cognizant of dramatic growth pt&nn the technology sector, the
telecommunications industry and popular media omeeptualized the Internet to be
one of numerous modes of delivery (e.g., cablevieion, satellite television, radio,
film, etc.) that would become part of an indistirglable, highly efficient |,
anonymous information pipeline , delivering digitaflormation in a seamless, global
fashion to information-hungry consumehs 1995 Nicholas Negroponte, director of
the MIT Media Lab wrote:

..computers are moving into our daily lives: 35qeet of American families
and 50 percent of American teenagers have a pdrsomgputer at home; 30
million people are estimated to be on the Interndd5 percent of new
computers sold worldwide in 1994 were for the hoara] 90 percent of those
to be sold this year are expected to have moden@PeROM drives. These
numbers do not even include the fifty microprocesso the average 1995
automobile, or the microprocessors in your toastieermostat, answering
machine, CD player, and greeting cards...And theatatehich these numbers
are growing is astonishing. The use of one compgutagram, a browser for
the Internet called Mosaic, grew 11 percent perknestween February and
December 1993. The population of the Internetfiisenow increasing at 10
percent per month. If this rate of growth weretmtinue, the total number
of Internet users would exceed the population efvtiorld by 2003 (p. 8).

Caught in the endless hyperbole surrounding theders of the Internet and
instructional technologies, the U.S. Congress ¢@ssistently funded educational
technology endeavors at a rate exceeding $5 miltier year (Cordes and Miller,
2000), a figure that the Clinton administration aenended be increased by $15
million.

In 1999, under the authority of the Elementary &sdondary Education Act
of 1965, Congress authorized the U.S. Departméidocation to expend
$75,000,000, in awarding grants to educationaltutgins desiring to engage
in the dramatic “transformation of teacher edwsdtithrough the use of
technology. In 2000, the funds were matched, ang001 the funding was
increased to $125,000,000. In spite of the virtahkence of empirical
evidence linking technology to demonstrable leagnigains, technology
proponents continue to employ gushing terms, sush‘ravolutionize,”
“transform,”and “digital schoolhouses,” in their sdourse related to
educational technology. Furthermore, “Preparingndoow's Teachers to
Use Technology Program” (PT3) oversight has beapminting. In some
institutions PT3 funds have been misused, fundirgjepts that are totally
removed from the realm of teacher education. Ehi®t surprising, given the
nature of PT3 evaluation. On the U.S. Departméiiducation’s official PT3
website (2003) grantees are informed: 1) theeerar systematic standard
methods designed to evaluate PT3 projects, andg@ntees may modify
evaluation models at any time, employing “interrnal™external”’ reviewers.
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Ironically, the same laxity was not exercized bg tational Reading Panel.
In 1997 Congress passed legislation authorizingctieation of a panel of fifteen
experts (e.g., leading scientists in reading re$earepresentatives from colleges,
reading teachers, educational administrators, ea@nps) to examine the extant
literature in the field of teaching reading. Whilending the appearance of
objectivity, the panel was actually comprised ofelive hand-picked university
professors (five with absolutely no backgroundeading), two medical doctors, one
teacher of language arts, one parent, and one Isphnoipal. Conspicuously absent
from the panel were any reading teachers. Mornebtiog, was the fact that of the
university professors “All held the same view oé tleading process” (Yatvin, 2002),
that being a “bottom-up” view, which adheres to bedief that reading is a discrete,
sequential process, that focuses primarily on studéility to translate graphemes
into sound, or phonemes. During the first meetihghe panel, it was decided that
this model of reading was the only legitimate moaeid that no other model would
even be considered in their review of the readitegdture. The panel referred to
such research as “scientific based reading resgactfSBRR. In other words, the
panel consciously decided to simply ignore any welich diverged from their own,
pretending that other views (e.g., top-down, irtBva, and constructivist) were
nonexistent. This is reminiscent of the infamouwl&sale buyout of the academic
community by the tobacco industry, in which thethrabout the dangers of tobacco
were surpressed for fifty years, in order to maxamprofits from tobacco sales.

It is no coincidence that the NRP (National ReadiRgnel) played
prominently in President George W. Bush’'s plans ttee reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, dubbedCNitd Left Behind.” It seems
that since Bush'’s early days as Governor of Tekashas had a cozy relationship
with the publishing industry. In fact, the BushdaklcGraw families have been
intimates since the 1930s, when they met on Flaridapiter Island, a vacation
destination for wealthy socialites and industriglifrom the Northeast (Metcalf,
2002). Bush himself is close friends with the eatr CEO, Harold McGraw IllI.
Neither is it coincidental that McGraw-Hill happetts be the largest publisher of
discrete, skill based, phonics books in the woRlsh has invited Harold McGraw
[l into the White House and in fact, appointed Hinhis transition advisory team,
along with other McGraw-Hill executives. The dayatthBush took over as the
President he stated that he would eliminate thiemat“reading deficit,” and “loosen
the purse strings” on the condition that instruwdiio practices be base on
“scientifically based reading research.” It seemeQvaw-Hill's mantra has been,
“scientifically based,” and that McGraw-Hill willealize huge profits from the new
legislation.

Another important facet of the legislation mandayesrly testing of all
students from third grade through eighth grade ¢lsli&t2002). According to Bush,
and his cadre of “educational leaders,”(includiraylGerstner, CEO of IBM, Harold
McGraw CEO of McGraw-Hill Publishing, and former #&ion Public School
Superintendent, Rod Paige), “results matter.” Resulf course, are dependent on
testing regimens. Thus, in the last 5 years alstage expenditures for standardized
testing have tripled. It is no coincidence thas frovision to NCLB may potentially
funnel as much as $7,000,000,000 (more than a dfitde entire 1998-1999 federal
contribution to education) into the hands of theig‘Brhree” standardized test
producers, McGraw-Hill, Houghton-Mifflin, and Haned General (Metcalf, 2002).
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Rod Paige (the former Secretary of Education inBhsh administration) was
so enamored with “results” that, not unlike Enroiken Lay, he was willing to
fabricate them. Recently, several principals wagkior Paige during the purported
“Houston Miracle” have reported that Paige heldgérent meetings in which he
demanded principals “make their numbers,” or lokeirtjobs (Winerip, 2003).
Among a host of strategies to “make the numberdrhiaistrators were directed to
replace the established curriculum with non-stcgt practice drills, encourage low
scoring students to drop out of school, and planéhrgrade failing students into a
category dubbed “technical ninth-graders,”whereytbeuld remain “ninth-graders”
for three years, and never take the tenth-gradeexe@m (Dubose & Ivins, 2003).
Paige, appointed by Bush in 2001 to head the Deyegit of Education, had reported
dropout rates of under 1.5% during his tenure as Houston School District
superintendent. In some inner city high schoolsHmuston dropout rates were
reported to be zero, leading to a state audit efHiouston School District. Upon
completion of the audit it was found that the actirapout rate was closer to 50%. It
seems Paige was able to “get results” simply byroffy $5,000.00 bonuses to
principals and $20,000.00 bonuses to district atstmators who were willing to lie
about the true numbers (Winerip, 2003). In a redeiter to the New Yorker
magazine Paige stated:

Henry Ford created a world-class company, a leaddtss industry. More
important, Ford would not have survived the contjwetihad it not been for
an emphasis on results. We must view educationstitree way. Good
schools do operate like businesses (Paige, 2003).

In fact, Paige seems to have adhered closely @opthctices of renowned
businessman, and close associate of George Busin BEXtO, Ken Lay. Lay, known
to Bush as “Kenny Boy” (Schorr, 2002), illegallysteed in Enron stock options that
netted him, and his Enron cronies over $500 millivhile investor, employee, and
pensioner holdings were reduced to nothing. NeifPaige, nor Lay has faced
punishment of any sort, and according to most atslyay may never be brought to
justice (Toobin, 2003). Despite public awarer@dsay’s gross malfeasance, he and
other Enron executives attended a total of six d#atine meetings with Vice-
President, Dick Cheney, in which national energlicgowas drawn up. Cheney, a
huge supporter of deregulation of the energy ingiustill on Halliburton’s payroll),
refuses to release details regarding the meetiragstll affect all Americans.

Neither does Cheney desire to discuss his blatasrepresentation of facts,
regarding rumors of lragi attempts to purchase rasefor “weapons of mass
destruction.” In November of 2001, an unsubstéatiaumor emerged, suggesting
that Irag was buying weapons-grade uranium fromeNigr'wo oficials from the CIA
(ex-diplomat Barbro Owens Kirk-Patrick and ex-diplat Joseph Wilson) were sent
to Niger by Cheney to attempt to substantiate tlutsiens. Both Kirk-Patrick and
Wilson reported back to CIA director, George Tetlest the claim were absolutely
ungrounded, and in fact nothing more than“crudegddes” (Thomas, 2003).
Unswayed by facts, Cheney met with Tenet and iedishat the unsubstantiated
rumor be included in Bush’s State of the Union Asddr to the American people
(McIntyre and Ensor, 2003), in which Bush made sector the invasion of Iraq.
Unfortunately (for the American people), Bush netgd to mention that Cheney’s
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company, Halliburton, had already been awarded altibillion dollar,
noncompetitive contract to “rebuild” Iraq (Dobb$(B8), after the war.

Therefore, it should be no real surprise that Buste self proclaimed
“education president,” has proposed a federal buftgeeducation ($50 billion) that
is approximately one fiftieth of proposed amounttak cuts for the country’s
wealthiest one percent (AFL-CIO, 2003). In realitie education bill is a thin
disguise by the administration to further promdte transfer of public funds to
private schools. The centerpiece of the bill wadddstically slash funding for public
school vocational training, after-school programsd higher education, in order to
supply hundreds of millions of dollars to suppovtoaicher program, in which private,
religious, and home schools would receive fedamatl§ for operation (Miller, 2003).
Conveniently, private schools are not, nor willytheecome, accountable to meet
standards, as public schools are. More importaptiyate schools may openly reject
any applicant, for any reason, whether it be a iapegceed, limited English
proficiency, or socio-economic status. The mytt fouchers will provide “choice”
for all students is simply another smokescreenhgyBush administration to funnel
public tax dollars into private and religious eptéses.

Despite Bush’s unflagging loyalty to the corporagéte, he is clearly
cognizant that his ideas may be incapable of gamgevopular support if spoken
about, and discussed openly. To avoid public emes of the types of
misrepresentation and lies described above, theinggtration has initiated a
campaign of extreme and unrelenting secrecy. eSideorge W. Bush assumed the
presidency, he has taken every measure possildeder to protect himself, and his
administration from public scrutiny (lvins, 2001Essentially, any topic that might
hinder the ability of his corporate cronies to nmaizie profits has become taboo. This
is clearly demonstrated in Bush’s appointment spotate lobbyists, executives, and
convicted criminals to key government positionsttparportedly regulate those
industries (see Table 1).
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In order to insure that public watchdog organizai@re kept “in the dark,”
and democratic involvement is quashed, Bush h#dmdred the EPA to classify any
document that might cause unrest or questioningsexet.” Furthermore, under the
leadership of Attorney General, John Ashcroft, tReeedom of Information Act,”
enacted by Lyndon Johnson to insure that “no omailghbe able to pull curtains of
secrecy around decisions which can be revealedoutthnjury to the public
interest”(Public Citizen, 2003), has been reversdd.a memorandum written by
Ashcroft, government agencies are encouraged tb ri@asons to deny the public
access to information, and assures agencies that Diapartment of Justice
will provide legal counsel and resources to avaig auch release (Public Citizen,
2003). The result of Ashcroft's reversal immediateleated a trend of increased
denials of public requests for information. PulitZrize nominatedeporter, Duff
Wilson, who relies heavily on FOIA documents fos tstories, claims that since
George W. Bush has taken office, denials have becorare and more frequent.
Futhermore, Wilson states that even documentsatteasuccessfully obtained are so
heavily censored (blacked out) that they are seldeable (Dunham, 2003).
According to researcher Jennifer LaFleur (2003 thcidence of government
agencies denying FOIA requests on the “privacy’nexéon has risen from 55,000,
in 1988, to 380,000 in 2002, a sixfold increasekar, 2003).

Such draconian measures will become even more comihdAshcroft
succeeds in gaining congressional support for &tafct Il.  The original USA
Patriot Act, passed within seven weeks of the &aper 11 attack on the World
Trade Center, gave the federal government unbrigbeker to engage in wiretapping,
confiscation of suspected terrorist property, spyam the American citizenry, and
examining libray patron check-out records. Patict Il would expand these powers
even further, to include:

1. Revocation of American citizenship to anyone fotmtiave contributed
“material support” to an organization deemed bygbeernment to be
“terrorist;”

2. Legal permanent residents could face instantanéepisrtation, without
any criminal charge or evidence;

3. The creation of a huge database of citizen DNArmgttion. Anyone
refusing a “cheek swab” could be fined $200,000jaiidd for a year;

4. Authority to wiretap any citizen for 15 days, aodndiscriminately
(without a warrant) monitor Internet usage and éo@respondence;

5. Engaging in “secret” arrests of suspected tistsowith no notification to
the suspect’s immediate family;

6. Police who engage in illegal searches would betgchautomatic
immunity;

7. Local law enforcement agencies would be givew freedom to conduct
citizen surveillance and spying;
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8. American citizens could be subject to surveillahgeghe government on
behalf of foreign countries;

9. The “Sunset” provision to the USA Patriot Act (whiimited the duration
of expanded powers) would be erased, making thpeaotanent (Welch,
2003).

Shredding the U.S. Constitution and severely dimtai American civil
liberties, however, appears to be just the begmfon the Bush administration. Not
content with dictating K-12 educational policy aogrriculum, it seems that recent
legislation in the U.S. House of RepresentativeR(F8077) has recommended the
creation of an “International Education Advisory @d.” The board would be
appointed by the administration, with members frénomeland security, the
Department of Defense, and the National Securitgndyg. Ostensibly, the board
would function to increase accountability, serveamadvisory capacity, and provide
counsel on matters related to textual and curricafaterials used in courses at
universities that receive Title VI Foreign Languagel Area Studies (FLAS) funding.
In particular, the bill would provide a mechanisgnvhich authors such as Arundhati
Roy, Robert Fisk, Tariq Ali, and Edward Said coudd removed from college
curricula (Kurtz, 2003), or have sanctions imposadprofessors who choose to use
these books in their courses. Each of these euttas openly criticized U.S. foreign
policy in the Middle East, as well as the recerfs.Uvar in Irag. While it is difficult
to imagine that the right actually possesses theisito wage such blatant intellectual
imperialism, the events of the last two years gise reason to wonder. Already, the
Bush administration has amassed unprecedentedciatand legal power, assumed
unilateral, hegemonic jurisdiction over the worpiiptected itself and its followers
from legal prosecution of any sort, and blatanirebarded the traditions that have
defined “scientific discourse” for the last 500 g&a In June of 2003, the White
House deleted large portions of the Environmentatdetion Agency’s “state of the
environment,” report. The report purportedly @néd descriptions of the risks of
global warming and identified industries that egréenhouse gases (Public Citizen,
2003). The White House didn't like the reporttisey simply altered it.

Like the medieval inquisitor, modern conservatiaesl their supporters (i.e.,
educational bureaucrats, CEOs of multinational e@fons, politicians, etc.) appear
to be intent on preserving orthodox beliefs, pumghdissenters, and suppressing
opinions at virtually any cost, even if it entadismantling the civil liberties that have
represented the hallmark of our free, democratgesp.

Conclusion

Postmodern educators have found themselves in @anwas situation in
which political and educational discourse has bestuced to clichéd euphemisms
(e.g., “no child left behind,” “transformationalctenology,” etc.). Public policy is
discussed and determined behind closed doors, efteluding stake holders who
possess the deepest understanding of the issqasstion.

The dilemmas confronting teachers and others irethecational community
concerning the suppression and manipulation ofrinétion are neither mysterious,
nor new. As demonstrated, the high tech indugboljitical conservatives, and
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bureaucrats have exerted an incredibly pervasiveefaupon the educational

community. Once again, greed has trumped the sfirtinat has for time immemaorial

characterized the education profession. Teachetother educational professionals
must re-conceptualize their roles in determiningirse content and reclaim the
territory usurped by market force and efficien&chools and schooling are much too
important to be handed over to a market regulatddstry. Educators should:

1. Organize and lobby state legislatorsetomn curricular decision-making and
funding formulas to local districts, schools, dedchers.

2. Create non-profit entities to provide objective leasion of curricular
materials, and provide legal services for educatbes come under attach
from state and federal legislation such as Patwabtl.

3. The literature pertaining to the uses of educatideahnology should be
critically re-examined with an emphasis on who feddthe purported
research.

4. Educate parents, children, and the public abotablaonflicts of interest that
currently exist at the highest echelons of the g&ernment, the textbook
publishing industry (e.g., Harold McGraw, CEO of Gtaw-Hill served as the
head of Bush’s transition team and has garnerea hugfits from recent
administration initiatives, such as NCLB’s notiohSBRR, and Bush’s recent
call for annual K-12 standardized testing), andhigi-tech industry.

5. Move away from scripted “critical thinking” apprdases that emphasize
convergent, textbook driven outcomes, and adojitical thinking” outcomes
that emphasize a) drawing upon student backgrowmoaviedge, b) drawing
upon diverse sources of information, c) teachinglents to critically evaluate
information for veracity and bias, and d) adoptiognstructivist teaching
strategies that encourage students to examine adyak information and
drawing their own critical conclusions, which thegn openly articulate and
defend before their peers.

Critical educators must engage in a continuaktjoreing and challenging of
simple panaceas offered by industry, politiciamg] educational bureaucrats who
typically conceive of children as a captive marfat their next money-making
scheme. Despite measures designed to creatéutien that market domination
of schools is natural and benevolent, critical edlois must create an intellectual
environment in schools, in which the tyranny of tharket is openly exposed,
bringing about a post-modern enlightenment, grodndén ethics,
humanitarianism, and logic.
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