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Abstract 
 
 The aim of this dissertation is to illuminate the sites of my living pedagogy as a 

teacher educator who works in a minority language context.  Using a fragmented 

narrative approach and calling upon poststructural and feminist theory, this 

autoethnographic self-study privileges two guiding concepts.  The first originates from 

the work of Bullough and Pinnegar (2001) who explain that, “the aim of self-study 

research is to provoke, challenge, and illuminate rather than confirm and settle” (p. 20).  

The second guiding concept is Aoki’s (2005) notion of living pedagogy.  Aoki states that 

“for a teacher researcher, an insistent question is, “Where is living pedagogy located?” (p. 

425).   

Thus, the intent of this study is not to pinpoint and confirm absolutes that emerge 

from these sites that exist in my practice as a teacher educator, but rather to answer the 

following overarching question:  As a minority language context teacher educator, how 

may these spaces of productive tensionalities provoke me to reimagine my practice, to 

challenge assumptions and values that are inherent but perhaps hidden within these 

spaces, and to illuminate new and perhaps slippery insights about my practice and 

subjectivity as a teacher of teachers?   

In this study, the often overlapping sites of living pedagogy that were illuminated 

included the construction of professional and linguistic subjectivities, the negotiation of 

hybrid identities, the troubling of discourses informed by colonial elements such as 

colour-blindness, multiculturalism and the invisibility and dominance of whiteness, as 

well as the tensionalities of planning to engage pre-service teachers in the negotiation of 

these discourses.  



ii 

Acknowledgements 
 
 Thank you to Dr. Ann Kipling Brown for your steady guidance throughout this 

project, even as you entered retirement.  Thank you for encouraging me to explore the 

margins and in-between spaces of teacher education, and for giving me the space to 

discover, change my mind, breathe, and challenge boundaries.  It was an honour to have 

you as my supervisor. Thank you to Dr. Darlene Juschka, Dr. June LeDrew, and Dr. 

Marc Spooner for inspiring me to always go beyond and to see teacher education through 

multiple lenses. Thank you also to Dr. Jennifer Tupper for demonstrating that it is 

possible to be ‘this and that’:  in your case, an academic with a gentle compassionate soul 

and a fierce commitment to social justice.  A special thank you to Dr. June Zimmer for 

helping me start my doctoral journey and for sharing your wisdom about what it means to 

be a Ph.D. student.  

 Thank you to my four critical friends whose profound insights enriched this 

project.  I also acknowledge the Faculty of Education for the financial support that it 

provided to me for this project. 

  Thank you to Simon and Mafalda, my parents and first teachers, for modeling 

critical and creative thinking and for showing me how to derive strength through and 

from faith.  Thank you to Natasha and Brent, who always remind me of the importance of 

maintaining humour, perspective, and balance in life.  My gratitude is also extended to 

Lynn, Norm, Ryan, and to my partner, Rob, for your support throughout this project.  

Finally, thank you to my children, Hayley and Zachary.  Every day you inspire me with 

your wit, your drive, your curiosity, and your unique ways of seeing the world. 

  



iii 

Post Defense Acknowledgement 
 

Thank you to my External Examiner, Dr. Nancy Francis for your insightful 

critique and for the thoughtful and provocative questions that you posed during my 

doctoral defense.  I am honoured to have had the opportunity to share my work with you.  

You have inspired me to observe my practice through multiple lenses and to delve deeper 

into my conceptualizations of teacher education.  

 
  



iv 

Dedication 
 

For my night owl, Hayley and for my early bird, Zachary, 
 

Who fill all of my days with life and joy. 
 

May your words always be kind, gentle, and profound, 
 

May you always seek out social justice,  
 

And may you never stop learning. 
 
 
 
 
  



v 

Table of Contents 
 

Abstract ............................................................................................................................... i 
Acknowledgements ........................................................................................................... ii 
Post Defense Acknowledgement ..................................................................................... iii 
Dedication ......................................................................................................................... iv 
Chapter One ...................................................................................................................... 1 
Introduction ....................................................................................................................... 1 

What I (May) Know about Becoming a Teacher Educator ......................................... 1 
Spring 2001, (Re)Considering the Space of (French)Teacher Education ................... 3 
Journeying into the Rugged Space of Relative Linguistic Identity ............................. 4 
A Tale of Two (Linguistic and Identitary) Spaces ...................................................... 6 
(Re)Entering the Space of (French) Teacher Education ............................................ 10 
The Long-term Secondment ...................................................................................... 11 
The (Unforeseen) Journey Towards Self-study Research ......................................... 12 
Framework of this Study ........................................................................................... 15 

Theoretical considerations. ................................................................................... 15 
Guiding concepts. ................................................................................................. 15 
Importance of this study........................................................................................ 16 

Structure of This Study and Chapter Overviews ....................................................... 17 

Chapter Two .................................................................................................................... 19 
Review of the Literature ................................................................................................. 19 

Overview ................................................................................................................... 19 
Characteristics of Self-study Research ...................................................................... 19 

‘Self’ as researcher and research subject. ............................................................. 19 
Focus on improvement. ......................................................................................... 20 
Not just ‘the self’. ................................................................................................. 21 
Methodologically rich. .......................................................................................... 23 
Validity reconceptualized. .................................................................................... 25 

Autoethnography ....................................................................................................... 27 
The increasing appeal of autoethnography. .......................................................... 27 
What is autoethnography? ..................................................................................... 31 
Method in autoethnography. ................................................................................. 42 
Caveats and suggestions for autoethnographers. .................................................. 46 

The Autobiographical Moment for Those Marked as Female/Feminine .................. 50 
Sites of Living Pedagogy ........................................................................................... 56 

Ted Aoki. .............................................................................................................. 56 
Key Aokian concepts. ........................................................................................... 59 
The inspirited curriculum. ..................................................................................... 59 
Curriculum developers and the inviting curriculum. ............................................ 60 
Negotiating tensionalities betwixt curriculum-as-plan and curriculum-as-lived. . 61 
Trinh Minh-ha. ...................................................................................................... 63 
William Doll. ........................................................................................................ 65 
David Jardine. ....................................................................................................... 68 
Cynthia Chambers. ................................................................................................ 71 
Applications and implications. .............................................................................. 72 



vi 

From ‘Humanist’ to ‘Feminist’ .................................................................................. 74 
Spaces of feminism in contemporary educational practices. ................................ 79 
Poststructuralism and poststructural feminism. .................................................... 82 
Feminism in teacher education and in my practice. .............................................. 83 
Poststructural feminism and my epistemology. .................................................... 89 

Chapter Three ................................................................................................................. 94 
Methodology .................................................................................................................... 94 

Self-study Research ................................................................................................... 94 
Research Question ..................................................................................................... 94 
Participant Selection .................................................................................................. 95 
Data Collection ........................................................................................................ 103 
Data Management .................................................................................................... 105 
Data Analysis and Data Interpretation ..................................................................... 107 
Ethical Considerations ............................................................................................. 108 

Chapter Four ................................................................................................................. 110 
The Space of ESCF 100-L’école et la société .............................................................. 110 

Background .............................................................................................................. 110 
The First Year Course Outline-Faceless Planning of the In-between ..................... 111 
Conversation…A (The?) Fertile Site of Living Pedagogy? .................................... 118 

Chapter Five .................................................................................................................. 120 
Interrogating One’s Schooling…It’s Not As Easy as it Looks! ................................ 120 

Le récit autobiographique ........................................................................................ 120 
Contemplating le récit autobiographique ................................................................ 123 

Chapter Six .................................................................................................................... 132 
Can One Become Francophone? ................................................................................. 132 

Who Decides and How? .......................................................................................... 132 
The Slipperiness of (Linguistic) Identity ................................................................. 136 
What would Aoki say? ............................................................................................ 137 
Pourquoi Francophone? ........................................................................................... 139 

Chapter Seven ............................................................................................................... 141 
Fransaskois? Francophone? Francophile? Anglophone?  Qui care? ...................... 141 

A Few Questions About Identities........................................................................... 141 
Unpeeling the Labels of Linguistic Identity ............................................................ 146 

Chapter Eight ................................................................................................................ 149 
Do you have White Privilege? ...................................................................................... 149 

Negotiating Privilege, Power, and Selves ............................................................... 149 
The Brown Girl Examines Her Privilege ................................................................ 164 

Chapter Nine ................................................................................................................. 169 
A Dress Code?  But What About Our Identity? ........................................................ 169 

The Well-intentioned Hand-Out .............................................................................. 169 
The Teaching Body ................................................................................................. 174 

Chapter Ten ................................................................................................................... 182 
Navigating Treaty Education ....................................................................................... 182 



vii 

But I don’t know how!  And the past is not my fault! ............................................. 182 
Dwelling Midst the Complexity of Anti-Oppressive Pedagogy .............................. 187 

Chapter Eleven .............................................................................................................. 200 
The Location of Linguistic Identity ............................................................................. 200 

Do We Have to go to Quebec? ................................................................................ 200 
La construction identitaire ....................................................................................... 204 

Chapter Twelve ............................................................................................................. 213 
NoteRecommendations to my Teacher (Educator) Self(Selves) ............................... 213 

So what now?........................................................................................................... 213 
Towards Pedagogical Goodness through Voice ...................................................... 215 
Identity, Identity, Identity! ....................................................................................... 217 
The Observation of Discourses................................................................................ 218 
#conclusion#notaconclusion#thebecomingofateacher(educator)neverconcludes ... 220 

References ...................................................................................................................... 222 
Information Letter and Consent Form ....................................................................... 241 
Research Ethics Board Certificate of Approval ......................................................... 245 
 



1 

Chapter One 
 

 
Introduction 

What I (May) Know about Becoming a Teacher Educator 
 

Among the global community that prepares teachers for teaching, there 
are many ways to become a teacher educator.  (Hamilton et al., 2009, p. 
205) 
 
The notion of "becoming" as proposed by cultural studies practitioners 
has been a useful starting point for our thinking about subjectivity…It 
offers an alternative to the essentialist discourses of "being" and ideas of 
identity as fixed, and emphasizes identity as productive, fluid, dynamic 
yet also historically and socially located – the process of "becoming" 
obviously does not happen in a material or cultural vacuum.  (McLeod & 
Yates, 2006, p. 77) 

 
Recollections of a dinner party conversation 

 
Guest:  So Stephenie, what do you do? 

Stephenie:  I work at the university. 
Guest:  Oh, so are you a prof? 

Stephenie:  Well, I’m on a secondment from my school division and I teach in the 
Faculty of Education. 

Guest:  So then you are a prof… 
Stephenie:  Well, I’m not a regular faculty member, but my students do refer to me as 

their prof. 
Guest:  So what exactly is this secondment thing? 

Stephenie:  I am still a member of the teacher’s federation and I am ‘on loan’ from my 
school division to the French teacher education program at the University of Regina.  In 

French we say ‘prêt de service’. 
Guest:  So are you a teacher or an education prof? 

Stephenie:  …I’m a teacher educator. 
 

 I am not sure of the exact moment when I started becoming a teacher educator.  

Swennen and van der Klink (2009), noting that “Teacher educators are those teachers in 

higher education and in schools who are formally involved in pre-service and in-service 

teacher education” (p. 3) may support my hypothesis that the earliest point in my path as 

a teacher educator was not in 2001 when I began teaching in the Faculty of Education, 

but rather at in the 1990’s when I, then a French Immersion teacher, volunteered to be a 
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cooperating teacher with my first pre-intern.  Reminded by Murray, Swennen and 

Shagrir (2009) that a teacher educator can be conceptualized as a “teacher of teachers, 

engaged in the… further development of serving teachers through in-service courses”  

(p. 29), I am also prompted to recall my days as an Arts Education Curriculum 

implementation teacher leader with my school division and I know that this role, 

occurring early in my teaching career, shaped my ‘becoming’ as a teacher educator.   

 As a university-based teacher educator, I do not discredit the ways in which my 

previous roles as a pre-internship cooperating teacher and Arts Education curriculum 

implementation teacher leader shaped and informed my current practice.  Nevertheless, I 

am committed to the belief that my ‘becoming’ as a teacher educator has been 

profoundly impacted by discourses that have emerged from tensionalities I have 

negotiated whilst teaching at the university. 

 The fact that I attribute a significance to these tensionalities must not result in the 

assumption that my 10 years as a university-based teacher educator have been fraught 

with hopelessness and conflict.  Indeed, the decade that I have spent in this role has been 

my most gratifying teaching experience to date.  The terrain of academia, slippery as it 

often is, is highly energizing and provides me with a remarkable space for the expression 

of both critical and creative thinking.  My colleagues have always been highly supportive 

and have enriched my knowledge of adult education and minority language contexts.  In 

addition, I have had the privilege to teach and mentor a diversity of first, third and fourth 

year Education students, many of whom I continue to maintain contact with post-

graduation.  I have lost count of the number of graduations, weddings, baby showers, 

housewarming parties and funerals I have attended in support of or to celebrate with 

former students.   
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 Nevertheless, as a teacher educator, my greatest moments of growth and 

development, moments that have framed and shaped my ‘becoming’ as a teacher-

educator, have occurred in spaces, both in and outside of the class room, where I have 

been challenged, at times destabilized, and compelled to negotiate tensionalities 

involving my linguistic identity, my social positioning, my hybrid identity as ‘not quite 

all teacher and not quite all professor, but both teacher and professor’, my pedagogical 

convictions and my ‘Indo-Canadian immigrant’ subjectivity.  Aoki (2005) would refer to 

these contexts of generative tensionalities as sites of ‘living pedagogy’ (p. 428).  

Spring 2001, (Re)Considering the Space of (French)Teacher Education 
 

I still recall the afternoon when I learned that the university had advertised a 

secondment position for its French teacher education program.  The teacher education 

program in question was one that I knew well as it was the very one that provided me 

with my initial undergraduate preparation as a French Immersion teacher and the one to 

whom I volunteered my services as a pre-internship cooperating teacher.   

The advertisement described the secondment as a one-year term position.  The 

desirable candidate was one who held a master’s in Education degree, who could teach a 

variety of curriculum and professional studies courses, and would supervise pre-service 

teachers.  The selected candidate would be on a leave from her or his school division for 

a year and then return, unless there was a possibility to renew the secondment. 

    As I read the advertisement, I felt a surge of energy from within.  The voice of 

positive self-talk echoed through my system.  Working at the university…That would be 

so amazing!  Maybe I can finally put my master’s degree to use! These courses would be 

so fascinating to teach! And I may just have a pretty good chance at being 

shortlisted…I’m one of the few French Immersion teachers in the city that I know that 
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have a master’s, plus I’ve done tons of curriculum leadership work for my school 

division, and I’ve already worked as a cooperating teacher with pre-interns from this 

program…I think I could do this!!! 

And then, as I continued reading the advertisement, a more sobering contrasting 

inner voice became audible.  Maudite anglophone!  Who exactly do you think you are?  

Maybe you’re not the right fit for this.  Maybe they are looking for a real Francophone.  

Yes, you teach in immersion. Yes, your French is pretty good.  Yes, you know your 

French grammar inside and out.  But remember…you are not Francophone! 

 Journeying into the Rugged Space of Relative Linguistic Identity  
 

I am not too sure when my fascination with languages began.  It could have been 

during my toddler years, immersed in a pool of Swahili, Konkani, and ‘Queen’s English’ 

in Nairobi, Kenya.  Perhaps it was during my pre-school days in Regina in the 1970s 

when I would avidly tune into ‘Canadian’ Sesame Street, a bilingual television program 

that informed me through song that “Je t’aime means I love you!” that taught me how to 

count to 20 and recite my alphabet en français, and that provided me with the stimulus to 

imitate, albeit inaccurately, the onscreen Francophone children who would engage in 

conversations with each other about ‘les nuages’, ‘les fêtes d’anniversaire’, and their 

need to ‘faire dodo’.  It could have been during my first Core French lessons in Grade 7 

where I systematically learned how to conjugate the verbs être and avoir all the while 

learning about the wonderful escapades of Micheline and Jacques as they ventured to 

and from the ‘discothèque’, the ‘parc’, and the ‘bibliothèque’.  Or, it could have been in 

the linguistically rich household that my multilingual Anglophone parents constructed, 

perhaps unknowingly.  It was in this space that I was constantly reminded of the 

importance to speak and write well, to privilege crossword puzzles as a pastime among 
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others, to seek joy by learning the Latin and Greek roots of words, to read for pleasure 

and to find pleasure in all I read.  Although my household was predominantly a ‘foyer 

anglophone’, it was not rare for me to hear my parents intersperse their English 

conversations with smatterings of Swahili and Konkani, especially when the topic of 

conversation was not meant for my ears. 

Strongly influenced by my parents who defined bilingualism as a ‘door opener’, 

in high school I purposely and purposefully chose Core French as an elective from 

grades 9 to 12.  I adeptly performed the Core French student:  I read and understood 

short written texts written about le Carnival du Quebec and other French communities 

outside of Saskatchewan.  I conjugated multiple French verbs, irreguliers et reguliers, in 

most tenses, and called upon my knowledge of English etymology to help me memorize 

French spelling words.   

Look Mom! I’m ‘speaking’ French 

Bonjour!  Comment allez-vous? 

Très bien, merci!  Je m’appelle Stephenie. 

J’ai 14 ans. 

Et vous? 

Comment vous appelez-vous? 

Enchantée de faire votre connaissance! 

Within the space of my Core French courses I felt competent.  I had a sense of 

well-being that I was ‘good at French’, a feeling of linguistic efficacy that was reinforced 

by my grades in Core French.  Unfortunately, in high school I had yet to make some 

critical sociolinguistic and metalinguistic discoveries.   Even by Grade 12, it did not 

occur to me that I had never engaged in a truly authentic exchange with another French 
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speaker aside from my teachers. I did not make the observation that I really could not 

speak the language except to recite standard  ‘canned’ memorized dialogues.  The task of 

listening to and repeating these dialogues whilst listening to a pre-recorded cassette tape 

in our school’s ‘language lab’ never appeared to be problematic from my vantage point.  

Moreover, as I recited with the cassette tape, it never dawned on me that I had a very 

pronounced ‘Anglophone accent’ or that this marker of identity had its inherent 

implications.   Ignorance was bliss, even if it was short lived.         

 A Tale of Two (Linguistic and Identitary) Spaces  
 

Serge D’Alessio, Former Director of First Year Studies at the University of 

Waterloo (2009) explains that “many students experience culture shock in their first year 

of university due to changes in academic setting, living conditions, expectations, and 

friendships” (PowerPoint presentation, slide 1).  Indeed, in Grade 12 I constantly was 

reminded that the transition between high school and university is often a trying one for 

first year undergraduate students.  However, I did not expect my first year as an 

undergraduate to be exceptionally taxing, and I was convinced that those around me 

‘prepared’ me well for university life.  My parents underscored the time management 

demands of university and insisted that all social activities take a secondary place in my 

schedule and that my evenings be devoted to study.   My Grade 12 high school guidance 

counsellors prepared me for the assessment culture of university by systematically noting 

that the ‘20% drop’ between high school marks and first year undergraduate marks.  My 

Grade 12 English Language Arts teacher constantly reminded my classmates and me that 

knowing how to write an essay-style term paper was critical to succeeding in English 

100, the course that all undergraduate students at our local university apparently feared 

perhaps due to its legacy of being ‘the toughest class to pass in first year’.   
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English 100 was a walk in the park, at least in comparison with other contexts 

that comprised my first year university experience.  Having made several family trips to 

Britain, I ‘got’ classic English literature.  Thanks to my Grade 12 English Language Arts 

teacher, I knew how to develop a thesis statement and could work the latter into an eight 

page double-spaced typewritten coherent paper.  And, as a former member of my high 

school debate team, the art of analyzing, deconstructing, and critiquing a text was not 

foreign to me.   

A few weeks into my first university semester, I was both flattered and 

embarrassed when my English 100 professor photocopied and distributed one of my 

essays to the rest of the class as an example of ‘good’ writing.  I believe that it was at 

this point when I began to position my English language competencies against those of 

my course mates.  Relatively speaking, I felt that I had been better ‘prepared’ by my high 

school English teachers compared to many of my course mates.  However, although my 

youthful arrogance held up the belief that I was ‘better at writing’, ‘better at reading’, 

and ‘better at speaking ’ than many of those around me in English 100, I never saw 

myself as being a ‘better Anglophone’ than them.  My self-image as a student in English 

100 was not anchored by my  ‘is-ness’ (Aoki, 2005) as an Anglophone, but rather by the 

demonstration of my competencies in English reading, writing and speaking.    My belief 

was that I was successful in English 100 not because my Anglophone identity was more 

credible than my peers, but rather because I worked hard, because I had strong English 

language competencies, and because others prepared me to do well in the course.  The 

fact that English was my mother tongue was a given, it was assumed and normal, an 

aspect of my being that was just there, taken for granted-- and as a result, in English 100, 

my Anglophone identity dwelt in the zone of invisibility. 
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 However, in all of my first year French language and French education courses, 

this Anglophone identity was evicted from the realms of obscurity and forced to position 

itself alongside the linguistic identities of my course mates.  I awakened very abruptly to 

the fact that I was one of very few Core French graduates in my Faculty of Education 

cohort.  I quickly realized that a majority of my classmates were age-similar peers who 

had actually attended school in French, who lived in French, and who saw themselves as 

French!  I was not like them.  I was linguistically different compared to them.  Very 

different.  This prise de conscience was a pivotal moment in my process of discerning 

and co-constructing my linguistic identity.     

The experience of confronting and negotiating my linguistic identity during my 

first year of university was trying at its best and immobilizing at its worst.  Positioning 

myself alongside the French Immersion, Fransaskois, Quebecois, and international 

Francophone students of my cohort, I questioned whether I was really all that ‘good at 

French’ and well suited to teach in French Immersion.  Moreover, I began to see myself 

as a minority within my cohort.1 Living the life of a minority student was not new to me 

as the colour of my skin had always set me apart from most of my other Western 

Canadian classmates, even though I was not markedly culturally dissimilar from my 

elementary and high school classmates.  Like them, I had a Canadian accent, spoke 

English at home, enjoyed the same pastimes as my closest friends and was a member of 

a Catholic household.  Nevertheless, I had always lived with the reality of being a visible 

minority. 

                                                 
1 I now recognize that my observation of my linguistic minority status was perhaps ironic, given that my 
cohort as a whole was a minority group within the context of the university at large.   



9 

However, I had never been a linguistic minority.  This was my new reality within 

my cohort.  In order to make meaning out of this highly uncomfortable situation, I began, 

albeit subconsciously, to construct a linguistic identity that was heavily impacted by 

considerations of both my previous schooling and my oral language competencies at that 

time.  Highly relational, my unfolding French linguistic identity situated me at a lower 

status compared to most of my course mates.  Unlike the majority of my cohort, I was 

neither Fransaskois, nor a French Immersion graduate.  Even though I had a solid grasp 

of French grammar, I did not sense that I had the same amount of linguistic and relevant 

cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986) as my course mates.   I had neither an ‘acceptable’ 

French accent nor the ease of expression that my Francophone peers displayed.  I did not 

have the same experiences with second language vocabulary acquisition, writing and 

speaking as the French Immersion graduates.  And I did not have the same feeling of oral 

language self-efficacy that I sensed within both sub-groups of my cohort.  

Thus, the initial phase in the construction of my French linguistic identity was 

informed by my perceptions of my (lacking) French linguistic competencies relative to 

the competencies of my cohort.  This phase also rolled out as a function of the practices 

and attitudes that I experienced from others in this new, and frequently unforgiving, 

learning context.  I must affirm that I did develop many affinities with various course 

mates and faculty members during my first year in this teacher education program.  

These individuals provided me with support, insights and the humour that I craved in 

order to affirm myself as a worthy French teacher education candidate.    

Nevertheless, on multiple occasions, interactions with other individuals in my 

learning environment lead me to believe that my ‘Core French presence’ in the program 

was undeserved, if not undesirable.   For example, on more than one occasion, course 
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mates asked me or other Core French graduates in the program why we did not choose to 

enroll in the regular (English) Faculty of Education four-year program.  In other 

situations, peers in my cohort would openly question why the university ‘let in’ Core 

French graduates to our program. Les ‘français de base’ n’ont pas de business dans 

c’programme .  Professors often paired Core French graduates with Francophones during 

oral language activities and would openly explain that this strategy was meant to help the 

weaker (Core French) students improve the quality of their spoken French.  Our 

linguistic inadequacies were not only acknowledged, they were lit up against the 

backdrop of the ‘ideal’ French speaker.     

Thus, in my first year of university, I had a well-defined sense of being 

linguistically marginalized, in ironically a minority language teacher education program.  

I did not belong.  I was not a good ‘fit’.  In this respect, my first year as an undergraduate 

was a space of heightened tensionality and, often, isolation. 

(Re)Entering the Space of (French) Teacher Education 
 
 How then could I possibly entertain the idea of returning to a space in which, in 

another chapter of my life, I initially experienced so much destabilization, 

marginalization, self-doubt, and isolation?  How could I even think about going back 

into that place?  How could I function as a teacher educator within that space if my 

previous sense of that space was characterized by feelings of marginality and socio-

linguistic insecurity?   

 Perhaps by virtue of divine intervention, I started to survey this space from 

another vantage point.  I reminded myself that even though I experienced many a 

challenging time in this program as an undergraduate student, I did, in fact, succeed.  I 

reminded myself that I managed to significantly improve my French language 
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competencies and was now more than able to teach future generations a second language 

in my second language.  Looking beyond the landscape of the program, I also reminded 

myself that for ten years I successfully taught in a French Immersion setting, all the 

while constantly improving my professional practice and French language competencies.  

It was at that point that an epiphany emerged:  I was successful in the French teacher 

education program, not despite the tensionalities that I had experienced in that space, but 

because of them.  This space that was characteristically shaky, destabilizing, and 

marginalizing was precisely the fertile terrain that helped me to evolve linguistically, 

professionally and personally, even though I often was not appreciative of the landscape 

and obviously very ignorant of its generative possibilities.  

How then could I possibly entertain the idea of returning to a space in which, in 

another life, I initially experienced so much destabilization?  And moreover, how could I 

enter it confidently as a teacher educator?  

 How could I not?  At least, how could I not try?  Despite a part of me that was 

still hesitant to apply for the position, I felt compelled to re-enter this space knowing that 

somehow I, because of my lived experience as a student in this program, could offer 

another dimension to the program.  

The Long-term Secondment 
 
 I interviewed for the position and shortly after was offered the job.  Although the 

Faculty of Education generally framed secondments as short-term contracts, my situation 

differed somewhat.   What began as a one-year term as a seconded faculty member 

turned into multiple contract renewals.  I had transformed into a ‘long-term secondment’.  

This was a blessing, for in time, I felt more and more equipped to work in my program 
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whose goal it was to prepare future teachers for teaching in minority language settings 

such as French Immersion and Fransaskois schools.  

 My work as a seconded faculty member differed from ‘regular’ faculty members 

in two key ways.  First, the expectation was that the majority of my schedule was to be 

spent teaching undergraduate courses.  Secondly, I was not brought in as a specialist in a 

certain subject area or field of study such as educational psychology, but rather as a 

generalist.  Thus, my primary responsibility was to teach a variety of undergraduate third 

and fourth year classes ranging from professional studies, educational psychology, and 

subject-specific curriculum and methodology courses.  I also supervised interns and pre-

interns and provided linguistic support to students who were required to pass two 

mandatory standardized language proficiency examinations.  As a group, my students 

were highly heterogeneous and came from a variety of linguistic and educational 

contexts, although the majority did tend to be female and middle-class.  

The (Unforeseen) Journey Towards Self-study Research 
 
 It is likely not surprising that I chose teacher education as the focus of my 

doctoral program.  At the start of my doctoral studies, I truly believed that the most 

scholarly and credible way to pursue my research in this area was to look outwardly to 

the field, to other educational practitioners, and to extract ‘truth’ about teacher education 

from their practice.  Even though I am a very pensive soul (and frequently criticized for 

‘over thinking’ everything) and have always considered myself to be a highly reflective 

educator, the option of a self-study methodology was most certainly not part of my initial 

plan.  I was not going to engage in navel-gazing.  No.  Research findings were to be 

sought ‘over there’.  By the end of my first semester as a doctoral student, I had begun 

the process of fleshing out a fairly concise dissertation proposal.  This document 
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described a case study project in which I would play the relatively distanced researcher 

who would investigate the lived experiences of classroom teachers.  I would privilege the 

voice of the other and ensure, to the best of my ability, that my data did not become 

contaminated with elements of my self.  Objectively framed, this would be ‘real 

research’.  

Perhaps ironically, as I continued to develop this proposal an increasing number 

of voices around me spoke of autobiography and autoethnography as credible forms of 

qualitative inquiry. Many of my course mates, particularly those who had lived 

experiences of marginalization, frequently expressed their attraction to these two 

research approaches.  My exposure to autobiography and autoethnography did not only 

originate from conversations with course mates.  During the compilation of the literature 

review for my proposal, I perused a considerable amount of narrative and self-study 

dissertations available on ProQuest.  Nevertheless, I was still convinced that ‘real 

research’ should not include the researcher and that it needed to explore truths beyond 

the self, not the self itself!   Thus with a high degree of bias, I silently dismissed those 

engaged in autobiographic and autoethnographic research as frivolous and self-absorbed.   

I then began attending a curriculum studies course that completely disrupted the 

way in which I thought about autobiography and autoethnography.  One of the many 

strengths of this course was that it exposed me to new theoretical frameworks for 

contemplating curriculum.  However, it was a specific assignment that was proposed in 

this course that proved to be the catalyst that would alter my attitude towards 

autobiography and autoethnography as forms of inquiry.  The requirements of this 

assignment were to interrogate our positioning vis-à-vis ‘curriculum’ and to present, in 

written and class presentation forms, our complicated curriculum narratives.  I was keen 
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to begin this assignment, partially because the thought of telling my stories was 

appealing, but mostly because I thought that the piece would virtually write itself.  After 

all, how hard would it be to write a personal narrative about curriculum?  The 

straightforward writing process that I had imagined for this assignment was most 

certainly motivating. 

As I engaged in the writing process, I realized that I had underestimated the time 

and intellectual energy required to complete the assignment.  True, I did have my list of 

key moments that I wanted to include in the paper and I did have a plan for the overall 

chronology and structure of the piece.  However, the more I wrote, the more I had to 

contemplate—this assignment was not just a retelling of key moments in my life as an 

educator.  The more I contemplated, the more I felt compelled to ‘run back and forth’ 

between my curricular present, my lives past lived, and my imagined future.  My writing 

process was often comprised of overlapping but non-concentric spirals.  I began to see 

that autoethnography could connect my situatedness as a minority language education 

teacher educator to the “cultural, historical, political, ecological, aesthetic, theological 

and autobiographical” (Slatterly, 1995, p. 152).  It is perhaps the following email that I 

sent to my professor that best summarizes my respect for this assignment (I have omitted 

the professor’s name to assure confidentiality): 

 
Hi ******! 
 
I just thought that I would let you know that I am currently shaping my curriculum 
narrative and that this assignment has been one of the most frustrating, heart wrenching 
yet personally fulfilling assignments that I have ever done.  To date, I have literally shed 
so many tears and have, at certain moments, laughed so hard, as I re/call and re/member 
write/right about many of the curricular spaces that I have lived, survived, tolerated and 
celebrated.  I am using a very organic approach, letting the stories come to me, 
sometimes at the oddest moments, and allowing them to re/produce on paper, followed 
by a more left-brain analysis of insights, etc.   



15 

 
At the risk of perhaps appearing to be a lèche-botte, I thank you for the opportunity to 
embark on the adventure that is this exploration and navigation of some of my lived 
curricular spaces (and the spaces in-between the spaces). 
 
Just thought that I would share... 
 
Merci! 
 
Steph :) 
 
 After the course was over, I found myself constantly speaking about the 

assignment with colleagues and fellow doctoral students.  It was at this point that one of 

my closest colleagues asked me if I had considered the possibility of ‘starting from 

scratch’ and pursuing a self-study with an autoethnographic approach.  The more I 

contemplated this prospect, the more it seemed like the most suitable choice for me.  

Consequently, I shelved my previous proposal and with the support and encouragement 

of my doctoral supervisor, began a new proposal with a self-study project as the focus.   

Framework of this Study 

Theoretical considerations. 
 
 Due to the complexity of my subjectivity as a teacher-educator, and consequently 

in order to embark on an investigation that is multi-layered and just, this self-study calls 

upon two theoretical lenses:  poststructural theory and feminist theory.  For example, 

hooks’(2000) concept of the marginal person also located at the centre is reflected in this 

study.  Hasebe-Ludt’s (2003) notion of hybrid living is also an important consideration. 

Guiding concepts. 
 

This inquiry privileges two guiding concepts.  The first originates from the work 

of Bullough and Pinnegar (2001) who state that, “the aim of self-study research is to 

provoke, challenge, and illuminate rather than confirm and settle” (p. 20).      
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 The second guiding concept that will figure prominently in this study is Aoki’s 

(2005) notion of living pedagogy.  Aoki notes that “for a teacher researcher, an insistent 

question is, “Where is living pedagogy located?” (p. 425).  He suggests that: 

…the site between representational and non-representational discourses is 
the site of living pedagogy.  This is the site that postcolonial literary 
scholar Homi Bhabha calls the Third Space of ambivalent construction:  
the site that Trinh Minh-ha, a postcolonial feminist calls, “a hybrid place”.  
It is a site that David Jardine, University of Calgary, calls a site of original 
difficulty, of ambiguity, ambivalence and uncertainty, but simultaneously, 
a site of generative possibilities and hope--a site challenging us to live 
well.  It is a site that David Smith, University of Alberta, writes about in 
his book Pedagon, pedagogy in the site of agon(y)…For Bill Doll, it is the 
site of chaos in which dwell transformative possibilities.  (p. 429) 
 
This study merges these two guiding concepts and examines sites of living 

pedagogy that were manifest in my work as a teacher educator. Aoki (p. 230) reminds 

me that the my role of as a researcher is not solely that of uncovering a static, rigid truth, 

but also composed of the act of demonstrating how that truth is simultaneously true and 

untrue depending on the inter/context/(non)reality of the space in which that truth dwells.  

In order for me to engage in such an act, I must not only dwell in the in-between third 

space, but also run in-between the parameters of this space until the peripheral spaces 

collide, overlap, and become blurred into each other and thus have the possibility to be 

sensed, perceived if you will, synoptically, as if they formed, collectively, a singular 

whole. 

Importance of this study. 
 

Hamilton, Loughran and Marcondes (2009) note that “Self-study is attractive to 

many because teacher educators, it can well be argued, regardless of backgrounds, 

preparation or experience need to take a reflective look at their pedagogy and the 

complex nature of learning and teaching to prepare tomorrow’s teachers” (p. 206).  In 
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their discussion concerning the “value of self-study in the work of teacher educators and 

their work with student teachers”(p. 206) Hamilton, Loughran and Marcondes (2009) 

also note that “Explicitly engaging in self-study strengthens their practice and the study 

of their practice” (p. 206).  By virtue of its praxis-oriented research question, this study 

will provide me with insights towards improving my practice as a teacher educator and 

towards challenging discourses that may hinder aspects of pedagogical goodness2 in my 

work with pre-service Education students.  Moreover, it is my hope that this study will 

be of interest to other teacher educators, particularly those who work in minority 

language contexts, and who, along with their students, must negotiate a multiplicity of 

tensionalities that emerge from questions of linguistic identity, hybridity, 

marginalization, pedagogical insecurity and their ‘becoming’ as educators in a constantly 

shifting professional terrain. 

Structure of This Study and Chapter Overviews 
 

Eleven chapters will follow in this dissertation.  As with the current chapter, the 

content of each following chapter will emerge from the use of a variety of research 

methods including journal writing and narrative analysis (these methods will be 

described in further detail later in this document).  Chapter One has presented 

components of my personal curriculum story that connect with my decision to entertain 

the possibility of a career in teacher education.  This chapter has also introduced the 

overarching research question that will be explored in this study and has presented 

corresponding theoretical considerations.  Chapter Two will present a review of the 

literature dealing with self-study research, autoethnography, sites of living pedagogy, 
                                                 
2 In terms of my practice as a teacher educator, I conceptualize pedagogical goodness as a culture of 
teaching where students have a voice, diversity and hybridity are celebrated, discourses are troubled, the 
pursuit of social justice is maintained, and student achievement and well-being are paramount.    
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and poststructural feminism.  Chapter Three will outline the details of my research 

methodology and address ethical issues pertaining to this inquiry.   

 As suggested previously in this chapter, the context of my position as a seconded 

faculty member in the Faculty of Education required an ability to work as a generalist 

and teach a wide variety of first, third and fourth year undergraduate teacher education 

courses.  The ability to teach a broad spectrum of undergraduate courses is an integral 

component of my role and identity as a teacher educator.  In this study, my sites of living 

pedagogy will be discerned within the context of one of these courses-ECSF 100: 

L’école et la société- a first year undergraduate core professional studies course.  The 

intent and structure of this course will be further discussed in Chapter Four.   
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Chapter Two 
 
 

Review of the Literature 
 
Overview 
 

This chapter presents a review of the literature dealing with self-study research, 

autoethnography, sites of living pedagogy, poststructural feminism.  Where possible, in 

order to honour the auto-ethnographic quality of this study, various sections of this 

chapter are enriched by autobiographical elements so that the reader may understand 

how I position myself vis-à-vis certain theoretical elements.   

Characteristics of Self-study Research 
 
 Pinnegar (1998) explains that “Self-study is not a collection of particular methods 

but instead a methodology for studying practice settings” (p. 33).  If Pinnegar’s 

statement is true, and if self-study is, in fact, a methodology, what are its defining 

qualities?  LaBoskey (2004) offers an answer to this question by proposing five primary 

characteristics of self-study research.  In addition to providing a comprehensive picture 

of the nature of self-study, these five characteristics appear to map well across the work 

of other self-study theorists who have also studied this question. 

 ‘Self’ as researcher and research subject.  
 

The first characteristic, according to LaBoskey (2004), is that self-study is “Self-

Initiated and Focused” (p. 842).  LaBoskey observes that in self-study the researcher is 

also the researched: 

A critical identifying feature of the methodology of self-study involves 
the question of “Who?”- both who is doing the research and who is being 
studied.  In self-study the self is necessarily included in the response to 
both queries.  (p. 842) 
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Although she underlines the importance of the role of the self in self-study, 

LaBoskey also cautions the reader about according an excessive emphasis to this role.  

She writes that:  

Self-study researchers are, therefore, not only the selves doing the 
research, they are the selves being studied, which does not mean the self 
is the sole focus…Nor does it entail the opposite extreme-the study of our 
practice or our students’ learning without also attending to our personal 
role in that process.  (p. 843) 
 
Referring to the work of Bullough and Pinnegar (2001), LaBoskey (2004) 

stresses the need to achieve balance between the study of the self and that of practice: 

Acknowledging that teaching is an interpersonal act, that we teach who 
we are, and that though there is a close connection between our beliefs 
and our actions, we can sometimes behave in ways contradictory to our 
values, we accept that to better understand and improve our practice, we 
must incorporate self-analysis and tools of self-transformation.  (p. 843) 
 
Focus on improvement. 

 
The second characteristic of self-study that LaBoskey names is that it is 

“Improvement-Aimed” (p. 844).  “Self-study scholars are interested in the resolution of 

current problems and in the achievement of short- and long-term educational reformation 

(p. 845).  Thus, self-study researchers sights are set not only on issues of immediate 

practice, but also on effecting change within the wider political context as it pertains to 

teacher education: 

We [self-study researchers] aim to improve our practice based upon a 
careful and thorough understanding of our setting, which in turn results in 
an enhanced understanding of that practice.  By making changes in this 
way and then taking them public, we also hope to contribute to a larger 
reform agenda.  (LaBoskey, 2004, p. 845)  
 
Although he appears to agree with LaBoskey, Russell (2002) goes a step further 

and reminds us of the importance of ascertaining that changes inspired by self-study and 

made to one’s practice are, in fact, productive.  “Often it is challenging to look critically 
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at one’s own teaching practice.  While the obvious purpose of self-study is improvement 

it is even more challenging to make changes and seek evidence that the changes did 

indeed represent improvement” (Russell, 2002, pp. 3-4). 

Not just ‘the self’. 
 

The third characteristic that LaBoskey discusses is the “interactive” (p. 847) 

nature of self-study research.  Adhering to the assumption that cognition in self-study is 

“social, situated and distributed” (p. 847), LaBoskey notes that it is imperative for self-

study researchers to “capture and attend to group interactions and knowledge 

development, as well as individual” (p. 847).  Gitlin et al., (2002) concur with LaBoskey 

and note that the process of reframing, the process of “seeing a situation through others’ 

eyes” (p. 243) is a crucial component of self-study and dependent upon collaboration.  

Gitlin et al., state “The issue of collaboration often revolves around the need for 

interpretation of data to be checked against a valued or trusted other” (pp. 243-244).  

Hamilton and Pinnegar (1998) maintain “The need to honestly hold up practice to 

critique by colleagues, by oneself, and by ones’ students is an important hallmark of self-

study work” (p. 240).  

Noting that the term ‘collaborative’ is frequently employed in the field of self-

study research, LaBoskey points out that she herself privileges the term ‘interactive’.  

She provides two explanations in order to demonstrate why “interactive may be a more 

apropos referent for multi-party self-study than collaborative” (p. 848).  First, she notes 

that often self-study researchers become themselves a component of what is being 

researched: “…in many cases, the researchers are not just interacting around an external 

data set; the interactions are the data set, or at least a part of it” (LaBoskey, 1998, p. 151) 
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Secondly, LaBoskey (2004) explains that interaction in self-study research 

manifests itself in various forms with collaboration between colleagues being but one of 

these forms.  She notes that in some contexts, (e.g., Berry & Loughran, 2002; Cockrell et 

al., 2002; Griffiths, 2002; Upitis & Russell, 1998; Conle, Louden & Mildon, 1998) 

teacher educators engage in direct collaboration with their colleagues in order to better 

comprehend and negotiate practice within their immediate professional contexts and at 

the institutional level.  She also points out that in other contexts, (e.g., Louie et al., 2002; 

Freese, Kosnik & LaBoskey, 2000; Guilfoyle et al., 2002) self-study researchers 

collaborate with colleagues “who are working on different professional practice 

agendas” (p. 848) and that in certain cases these collaborations are cross-institutional.   

According to LaBoskey (2004), in addition to collaborating with colleagues, self-

study researchers may also collaborate with their students.  LaBoskey clearly advocates 

the practice of consulting the latter as a priority during self-study and describes some of 

the roles that students may play in self-study: 

…since self-study is always conducted in relation to the others who are 
our students…input from them, whether direct or indirect, with regard to 
the aspect of our practice under investigation  is important.  They may 
become informants in our self-studies…Or their work and reflections on 
that work may be a primary data source and interpretation check…Or 
they may actually engage with us as co-researchers in the self-study 
project.  (p. 849) 
 
LaBoskey (2004) also notes that self-study researchers interact with a diversity of 

‘texts’ ranging from traditional print texts to the more technologically imbedded genres.  

For example, in order to reinforce or confirm their emic perspectives, self-study 

researchers may interact with professional literature which may prove to be a rich source 

of etic insight.  Researchers may also interact with what LaBoskey terms “alternative 

media” (p. 849) such as visual art and video and audio resources.  They may also engage 
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in the analysis and interpretation of a plurality of perspectives contained in the personal 

narratives of others.  Further, they also interact with texts of their own creation “that they 

then revisit with new lenses in the process of their critical,…or existential reflection on 

their practice” (p. 849). 

Methodologically rich. 
 

LaBoskey (2004) names the use of “Multiple, Primarily Qualitative Methods” as 

the fourth characteristic of self-study research.  She scaffolds this discussion by writing 

that “Garnering multiple perspectives on our professional practice settings helps to 

challenge our assumptions and biases, reveal our inconsistencies, expand our potential 

interpretations, and triangulate our findings” (p. 849).  Hamilton and Pinnegar (1998) 

contribute to this conversation noting that “Self-study research is a research 

methodology in which researcher and practitioners use whatever methods will provide 

the needed evidence and context for understanding their practice” (p. 240).   

LaBoskey identifies various method categories that are employed in self-study 

research.  Action research, for example is frequently an overarching method in self-study 

as it affords the researcher the possibility to pursue his or her research in a recursive 

fashion and implement change to practice often immediately.  LaBoskey points out that 

the terms ‘self-study’ and ‘action research’ are often proposed as synonyms even though 

there is debate surrounding their semantic equivalancy. 

LaBoskey (2004) names narrative research as another common method category 

used in self-study research.  Referring to Bruner (1985), she writes that “Believing that 

teacher knowledge is primarily…narrative knowing, this is no surprise” (p. 850).   

Clandinin and Connelly (2000), two gurus in the field of narrative inquiry, emphasize the 

duality that characterizes their conceptualization of the term ‘narrative’: 
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We have been pursuing this work under the heading of narrative inquiry 
with a rough sense of narrative as both phenomena under study and 
method of study. We see teaching and teacher knowledge as expressions 
of embodied individual and social stories, and we think narratively as we 
enter into research relationships with teachers, create field texts, and write 
storied accounts of educational live.  (p. 4) 
  
 Like Clandinin and Connelly, Cooper and McNab (2002) accentuate the 

importance of the co-construction of knowledge and authenticity, and consider 

hermeneutics and narrative inquiry in self-study as being: 

…necessary to understanding the reciprocity of shared experience and 
meaning-making in the classroom where a multiplicity of perspectives is 
valued.  The larger lessons and implications of the human story are 
infused with life and meaning, are illuminated, made relevant and 
understood best, through the tangible immediacy of stories of individuals.  
(p. 53)         
 
According to LaBoskey (2004), dialogue is another method category frequently 

employed in self-study research.  LaBoskey accounts for the popularity of this method 

by noting that dialogue often calls upon story-telling and that it also: 

…allows for the social construction of knowledge, can capture the 
distributed and dynamic nature of teacher cognition, provides for 
immediate opportunities to confront misconceptions, supports the 
development of caring communities, and helps to strengthen the voices of 
the teacher and teacher educator participants.  (p. 851)   
 
In a similar vein, after engaging in a collective dialogue centred self-study 

endeavour, Guilfoyle, Placier, Hamilton and Pinnegar (2002), also known as the Arizona 

Group, noted: 

We come away renewed because we have reached new epiphanies about 
the analyses that brought us together and new questions to explore-we 
leave with new ways to walk our talk and learn” and that their dialogue 
“seemed to run in cycles of personal reflection, professional interchange, 
and public analysis followed by private analysis.  (p. 99) 
 
LaBoskey (2004) identifies the “artistic mode” (p. 851) as another primary 

method used in self-study and notes that “art is potentially holistic” and that “it can allow 
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us to see the world in new and different ways”.  Other researchers account for the 

popularity of arts-based research methods.  Like LaBoskey, Eisner (1995) holds that the 

artistic can portray and communicate experience and understanding in ways not possible 

through words. Greene (1978) maintains that the arts can be regarded as a catalyst for 

provoking questions concerning the nature of the status quo, questions that underpin 

critical reflection and contribute to what Greene calls ‘wide-awakeness’: 

I am convinced that, if teachers today are to initiate young people into an 
ethical existence, they themselves must attend more fully than they 
normally have to their own lives and its requirements; they have to break 
with the mechanical life, to overcome their own submergence in the 
habitual, even in what thy conceive to be the virtuous, and ask the “why” 
with which learning and moral reasoning begin.  (p. 46)   
 
As they describe their readers’ theatre performance, Weber and Mitchell (2002) 

provide an example of the powerful nature of the artistic mode in self-study both at the 

inquiry and representation stages: 

It was on-stage, in the process of performing our own words, that we 
came to our first tentative and embodied understanding of the significance 
of performance to self-study and professional identity, not only as 
representation, but as a form of inquiry…in enacting and retelling our 
stories, we became aware of the significance of the processes involved not 
only in the autobiographic writing and staging of a literary self-study, but 
also in the very performance itself…The rigour of the methodology is its 
emphasis on formal or systematic re-visiting, re-questioning, re-writing, 
re-imaging, and re-thinking.  The writing and production of a play 
necessitates thoughtful acts of symbolic interpretation that are subject to 
public scrutiny.  (pp. 121-122) 
 
Validity reconceptualized. 

 
The final characteristic of self-study as proposed by LaBoskey (2004) is that it 

necessitates an alternate view and application of the concept of validity.  According to 

Seale (2004), questions pertaining to validity and reliability are often at the forefront 

during discussions about the quality of social and cultural research.  Seale notes that 
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validity “refers to the truth-value of a research project” while reliability concerns “the 

consistency with which research procedures deliver their results (whether or not these are 

true)” (p. 72).  Seale holds that “Scientific discussions of validity and reliability are 

firmly rooted in the realist tradition” (p. 72) where the researcher’s role is to discover 

and report findings in an objective manner.  He further explains that “the scientific 

discussion of validity and reliability makes assumptions that sit uncomfortably with 

many conceptions of qualitative social and cultural research” and that “If, however, 

research knowledge itself is treated as a social construct, it is hard to sustain a 

commitment to realism and objectivity.  Other criteria must then be used to judge the 

quality or value of a research study” (p. 72). 

LaBoskey, too, asserts that the experimental model, which calls upon traditional 

positivistic approaches to validity testing, is inappropriate within a self-study context.   

LaBoskey points out that since self-study can “only provide us with situated and local or 

approximate, suggestive knowledge, validation has to be conceptualized differently than 

it is in positivist paradigms” (p. 851).  Thus, self-study researchers must privilege a 

“redefinition of validity as trustworthiness, meaning that the field is advanced by the 

construction, testing, sharing, and re-testing of exemplars of teaching practice” (p. 851).   

Mishler (1990) supports such a redefinition and writes: 

I propose to redefine validation as the process(es) through which we make 
claims for and evaluate the “trustworthiness” of reported observations, 
interpretations and generalizations.  The essential criterion for such 
judgments is the degree to which we can rely on the concepts, methods, 
and inferences of a study, or tradition of inquiry, as the basis for our own 
theorizing and empirical research…By adopting a functional criterion - 
whether findings are relied upon for further work – rather than abstract 
rules, validation is understood as embedded within the general flow of 
scientific research rather than being treated as a separate and different 
type of assessment.  (p. 419)  

 



27 

Other theorists also urge that the concept of validity be redefined so that it 

corresponds more appropriately to the epistemological underpinnings of self-study 

research, and many of them underline the role that the scholarly community plays in 

ascertaining validity in self-study.  For example, Eisner (1997) holds that “What 

succeeds in deepening meaning, expanding awareness, and enlarging understanding is, in 

the end, a community decision.  Conversation and publication are, in part, aimed at 

testing ideals in that community” (p. 6).   Dalmau and Gudjónsdóttir (2002) state that 

“Both the rigorous demands of practice and the questions from the broader field work 

together in a dialectical process” (p. 17) when knowledge derived from self-study is 

assessed.  Loughran and Northfield (1998) suggest that the writer of a self-study be 

cognizant of the reader and that the text of the self-study be structured in such a way that 

it: 

Includes sufficient detail of the complexity and context of the situation for 
it to ‘ring true’ for the reader; provides and demonstrates some 
triangulation of data and a range of different perspectives around an issue; 
makes explicit links to relevant educational literature and other self-study 
accounts and literature.  (p. 13)      

 
Autoethnography 
 

The increasing appeal of autoethnography. 
 

As discussed in Chapter One, my attraction to autoethnography was a process 

that did not occur over night.  Interestingly, I speculate that I am perhaps part of a 

growing trend as various writers have noted the rising interest in autoethnography and 

related research approaches (for example, autobiography) within the qualitative social 

sciences.  Writing in 2006, Anderson states that “autoethnography has recently become a 

popular form of qualitative research”, and specifies that “over the past fifteen years, we 
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have seen an impressive growth of research that has been variously referred to as auto-

anthropology, auto-biographical ethnography, or sociology, personal or self-narrative 

research and writing, and perhaps most commonly, autoethnography” (p. 373).  Pearce 

(2010) explains that  “autoethnography as a research practice has risen in popularity over 

recent years, particularly in providing insightful and illuminative accounts of 

individual’s experience of traumatic events” (p. 1).  According to Chang (2008), 

“autoethnography is becoming a useful and powerful tool for researchers and 

practitioners who deal with human relations in multicultural settings, such as educators, 

social workers, medical professionals, clergy, and counselors” (pp. 51-52).   

As is likely the case for other forms of qualitative research, a variety of factors 

can be attributed to the increasing popularity of autoethnography.  Anderson (2006) 

notes that the literature has connected autoethnography with certain ‘turns’ in the 

humanities and social sciences:  “the turn toward blurred genres of writing, a heightened 

self-reflexivity in ethnographic research, an increased focus on emotion in the social 

sciences, and the postmodern scepticism regarding generalization of knowledge claims” 

(p. 373).  Chang (2008) proposes that the benefits of autoethnography are three-fold: “ 

(1) it offers a research method friendly to researchers and readers; (2) it enhances 

cultural understanding of self and others; and (3) it has a potential to transform self and 

others to motivate them to work toward the cross-cultural coalition building” (p. 52). 

Other writers articulate how autoethnography corresponds well to the study of 

educational contexts.  Austin and Hickey (2007) note that autoethnography can nurture a 

culture of critical pedagogy and empower practitioners to engage in the process of 

conscientization  whereby identities and the processes of socialization that created them 

are interrogated: “As a methodology that is primarily interested in excavating the 
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formation of identity, autoethnography holds significant potential for the development of 

critically reflexive and genuinely emancipatory professional practice, particularly, in 

Education” (p. 375).  Starr (2010) explains that autoethnography facilitates the 

examination of the space betwixt self and pedagogical practice.  She further elaborates 

that “disciplines like education are ripe grounds for autoethnographic study because a 

social construction of knowledge, identity and culture is inherent” (p. 4) and suggests 

that autoethnographic inquiry lends itself well to examining the intricate power driven 

contradictions that characterize current educational contexts: 

Autoethnography is accepted as a research method capable of powerful 
examinations of the relationships between self and other from the 
perspective of self. This implied emphasis on enlightenment and therefore 
greater understanding, makes autoethnography a valuable tool in 
examining the complex, diverse and sometimes messy world within 
education where we stress cooperation, teamwork and distributed 
leadership but are mired in hierarchy and power tensions.  (p. 7) 
 
Autoethnography is, however, not without its critics.  Pearce (2010) points out 

that “autoethnography despite its popularity however is not always necessarily 

considered a credible method or indeed a critical form of analysis”.  In her article entitled 

Arguments against Auto-Ethnography, Sara Delamont (2007) seemingly disregards any 

discussion about how autoethnography can provide access to the “cultural, historical, 

political, ecological, aesthetic, theological and autobiographical” (Slatterly, 1995, p. 152) 

and argues that autoethnography is “literally lazy and intellectually lazy” (p. 2).  

Delamont enumerates six perceived shortcomings of autoethnographic inquiry: Auto-

ethnography “cannot fight familiarity”; (2) it “is almost impossible to write and publish 

ethically”; (3) it is “noticeably lacking in analytic outcome”; (4) it “focuses on the 

powerful and not the powerless to whom we should be directing our sociological gaze” 
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(p. 2); (5) autoethnography “abrogates [the researcher’s] duty to go out and collect data”; 

(6): 

‘We’ [the researchers] are not interesting enough to write about in 
journals, to teach about, to expect attention from others. We are not 
interesting enough to be the subject matter of sociology. The important 
questions are not about the personal anguish.  (p. 3)3 
 
 Brigdens (2007), however, counters the arguments proposed by Delamont by 

framing autoethnography as a powerful, and sometimes the only, tool for the voicing of 

the marginalized:   

Sometimes it is only through autoethnography, autobiography or narrative 
studies that some experiences, which are ignored, distorted or silenced 
because of the discomfort they cause, can become known and understood. 
Many marginalised groups have their own coherent culture, but others 
remain isolated, on the border's edge, and have their stories denied.  (p. 4) 
 
Starr (2010) also directly confronts the claim that autoethnography is the 

methodology of choice of the self-absorbed and suggests that autoethnographic inquiry 

may illuminate both its producers and consumers and the social context in question:  

“The potential for autoethnographic inquiry to be transformative or catalytic for the 

author, the reader and the social construct to which they belong is simply too powerful to 

be labeled self-indulgent” (p. 3).  Moreover, Ellis and Bochner (2000) emphasize their 

impatience with those who undermine the therapeutic quality that narrative often 

displays.  Ellis and Bochner explain that such critics “tend to draw a hard-and-fast 

distinction between therapy and social research, implying that narratives are useful only 

insofar as they advance sociological, anthropological, or psychological theory” (p. 746).  

By posing a series of questions regarding the utility of narrative and its therapeutic 

                                                 
3As evidenced by this self-study, I disagree with Delamont’s belief that researchers are not interesting 
enough to be the subjects of research. 
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outcomes, Ellis and Bochner challenge the hegemonic “narrow definition of social 

inquiry” (p. 746) that drives many critics of autoethnography: 

Why should caring and empathy be secondary to controlling and 
knowing?  Why must academics be conditioned to believe that a text is 
important only to the extent it moves beyond the merely personal?…Why 
should we be ashamed if our work had therapeutic or personal value?  
Besides, haven’t our personal stories always been embedded in our 
research monographs?  The question is whether we should express our 
vulnerability and subjectivity openly in the text or hide them behind 
‘social analysis’.  (pp.  746-47) 
 
What is autoethnography? 

 
Although the term ‘autoethnography’ has only been in circulation for about the 

past two decades, its definition has been subject to various interpretations.   Ellis and 

Bochner (2000) note that a broad span of possibilities attributed to ‘autoethnography’  

often makes the term difficult to universally define.  Autoethnography is often 

considered as a subcategory of other research approaches “such as impressionistic 

accounts (Van Maanen, 1988), narrative ethnography (Tedlock, 1991), interpretive 

biography (Denzin, 1989), new or experimental ethnography (Ellis & Bochner, 1996b), 

sociopoetics (Ellis & Bochner, 1996a), or postmodern ethnography (Tyler, 1986)” (p. 

739-740).  Thus, “like many terms used by social scientists, the meanings and 

applications of autoethnography have evolved in a manner that makes precise definition 

and application difficult” (Ellis and Bochner, 2000, p. 738).   

Interestingly, even though it speaks of the elusiveness of the word 

‘autoethnography’, the work of Ellis and Bochner (2000) is frequently cited in 

discussions about the precise nature of autoethnography inquiry.  Emphasizing the 

dialectic examination of the self and the world that characterizes this approach and the 

activities undertaken by the researcher, Ellis and Bochner (2000) explain that 
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autoethnography is “an autobiographical genre of writing and research that displays 

multiple layers of consciousness, connecting the personal to the cultural” (p. 739).  Ellis 

and Bochner (2000) further describe the activities of the autoethnographer: 

Back and forth autoethnographers gaze, first through an ethnographic 
wide-angle lens, focusing outward on social and cultural aspects of their 
personal experience; then, they look inward, exposing a vulnerable self 
that is moved by and may move through, refract, and resist cultural 
interpretations…As they zoom backward and forward, inward and 
outward, distinctions between the personal and cultural become blurred, 
sometimes beyond distinct recognition.  (p. 739) 
 
Ellis and Bochner (2000) note that “various methodological strategies have been 

developed in connection with autoethnographic projects, although they may be applied to 

other forms of qualitative research as well” (p. 740) and that “it seems appropriate now 

to include under the broad rubric of autoethnography those studies that have been 

referred to by other similarly situated terms” (p. 739).  Such terms include: 

...personal narratives (Personal Narratives Group, 1989), narratives of the self 
(Richardson, 1994b), personal experience narratives (Denzin, 1989),…first-
person accounts (Ellis, 1998a),…personal essays (Krieger, 1991), ethnographic 
short stories (Ellis, 1995d),…complete-member research (Adler & Adler, 
1987),…literary tales (Van Maanen, 1988), lived experience (Van Maanen, 
1990),  critical autobiography (Church, 1995), self-ethnography (Van Maanen, 
1995),  socioautobiography (Zola, 1982), evocative narratives (Bochner, Ellis, & 
Tillmann-Healy, 1997), personal writing (DeVault, 1997), reflexive ethnography 
(Ellis & Bochner, 1996a), confessional tales (Van Maanen, 1988), ethnographic 
memoir (Tedlock, 1991), ethnobiography (Lejeune, 1989), ethnographic 
autobiography (Brandes, 1982),…narrative ethnography (Abu-Lughod, 1993), 
autobiographical ethnography (Reed-Danahay, 1997),…indigenous ethnography 
(Gonzalez & Krizek, 1994), and ethnic autobiography (Reed-Danahay, 1997).  
(p. 739) 
 
Ellis and Bochner also (2000) hold that the identification of a social science work 

as ‘ethnographic’ or ‘autoethnographic’ often “depends on the claims made by those who 

write and those who write about the work” and that “autoethnography, native 

ethnography, self-ethnography, memoir, autobiography, even fiction, have become 
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blurred genres” (p. 742).  Despite their relatively inclusive approach to conceptualizing 

autoethnography, Ellis and Bochner do note that autoethnography does bear a 

distinguishing feature in that it serves to link the self with the wider social context:   

“Interestingly, however, autoethnography has become the term of choice in describing 

studies and procedures that connect the personal to the cultural” (p. 740).  Ellis and 

Bochner (2000) also point out that autoethnographers do not always operate in a 

universal fashion in terms of how they prioritize elements of the inquiry process: 

Autoethnographers vary in their emphasis on the research process 
(graphy), on culture (ethnos), and on self (auto) (see Reed-Danahay, 
1997, p. 2).  Different exemplars of autoethnography fall at different 
places along the continuum of each of these three axes.  Researchers 
disagree on the boundaries of each category on the precise definitions of 
the types of autoethnography.  Indeed, many writers move back and forth 
among terms and meanings even in the same articles.  (p. 740) 
 
Other writers have described the nature and definition of the term 

‘autoethnography’. Underlining its hybrid quality, Reed-Danahay (1997) explains that 

the term ‘autoethnography’: 

…synthesizes both a postmodern ethnography, in which the realist 
conventions and objective observer position of standard ethnography have 
been called into question, and a postmodern autobiography, in which the 
notion of the coherent, individual self has been similarly called into 
question…the term has a double sense—referring either to the 
ethnography of one’s own group or to autobiographical writing that has 
ethnographic interest.  (p. 2) 
 
Hesse-Biber and Leavy (2006) underline the ‘researcher as the researched’ 

element of autoethnography: 

Generally, autoethnography is a method of oral history in which the 
researcher becomes his or her own subject.  With this method, researchers 
use their own  thoughts, feelings, and experiences as a means of 
understanding the social world, or some aspect of it.  (p. xxii) 
Noting that it is “both a method and a text of diverse interdisciplinary praxes 

(Reed-Danahay, 1997)” Spry (2006) emphasizes the critical storytelling component of 
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autoethnography stating that “autoethnography can be defined as a self-narrative that 

critiques the situatedness of self with others in social contexts” (p. 187).  

Other writers use different terms to speak of autoethnography and related 

research approaches.  A common practice is to draw upon the commonalities between 

autobiography and auto ethnography.  Roth (2005), for example, discusses the terms 

‘auto/biography’ and ‘auto/ethnography’ almost simultaneously, although he does offer a 

distinction between the two terms.  

Auto/biography as a critical method to write research has already had a 
considerable history in other fields such as anthropology (Reed-Danahay, 
1999; Watson & Watson-Franke, 1985), feminist writing (Gilmore, 1994), 
and interpretive research more generally (Denzin, 1989).  
Auto/ethnography has also been used to deal with a variety of issues in a 
variety of disciplines (e.g., Bochner & Ellis, 2002).  In these fields, 
auto/ethnography and auto/biography are genres that blend ethnographic 
interests with life writing and tell about a culture at the same time it tells 
about a life; at the same time, auto/ethnography and auto/biography have 
become important means of critiquing other forms of representing the 
generalized other, individuals and their culture.  (p. 4) 
Roth even suggests that the terms ‘auto/biography’ and ‘auto/ethnography’ be 

analyzed together in order to discern the hybrid and synergistic nature of the two terms: 

Thus, the individual and its society-which is the seat of the social and the 
cultural-mutually presuppose one another.  They stand in a dialectical 
relationship.  Without the individual, there is no society; yet without 
society, each individual would have to fend for itself, scrounging for food, 
fending off predators, either inherit knowledge genetically or learn 
entirely on its own, and so forth.  The specifically human form of 
existence is possible only because of society.  Auto/biography therefore 
always also is biography, a pattern of life history not only of another but 
also of a generalized other; auto/ethnography therefore always is 
ethnography, the exploration of culture in general, whether it is someone 
else’s or, because of transference and countertransference in the research 
process, one’s own.  (pp. 3-4) 
 
Historically speaking, autoethnographic theorizing proposed by the Chicago 

School and reflected in examples forwarded by Louis Zurcher (1983) and  David Hayano 

(1979), “offered potential direction for the development of autoethnography in the realist 
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or analytic tradition” (Anderson, 2006, p. 376).  Anderson (2006) notes that, 

nevertheless, “over the intervening years, the term autoethnography has become almost 

exclusively identified with those advocating the descriptive literary approach of 

evocative autoethnography” (pp. 376-377).   

Anderson (2006) recognizes the “energy, creativity, and enthusiasm” (p. 374) of 

scholars who have championed the practice of evocative autoethnography and who have 

engaged in “articulating a theoretical paradigm for the form of autoethnography that they 

promote and for producing and encouraging texts (and performances) that exemplify 

ethnography within this paradigm” (p. 374).  Nevertheless, Anderson writes explicitly 

about his concern that the historical championing for evocative or emotional 

ethnography, while well intended, may be to the detriment of the consideration of 

alternative forms of autoethnography: 

But I am concerned that the impressive success of advocacy for what Ellis 
(1997, 2004) refers to as ‘evocative or emotional autoethnography’ may 
have the unintended consequence of eclipsing other visions of what 
autoethnography can be and of obscuring the ways in which it may fit 
productively in other traditions of social inquiry.  (p. 374) 

    
 With the intention of proposing an alternate form of autoethnography, Anderson 

(2006) suggests that researchers consider the merits of analytic autoethnography and 

positions the latter approach as “one that is consistent with qualitative inquiry rooted in 

traditional symbolic interactionism” (p. 374).  He initially conceptualizes analytic 

autoethnography in terms of the researcher, explaining that the latter is “(1) a full 

member in the research group or setting, (2) visible as such a member in the researcher’s 

published texts, and (3) committed to an analytic research agenda focused on improving 

theoretical understandings of broader social phenomena” (p. 375).   
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Anderson (2006) then discusses “five key features of analytic autoethnography” 

(p. 378), features that often appear to overlap in terms of their intentions and 

characteristics.  The first key feature of analytic autoethnography is that the 

autoethnographer is a full participant in the context under investigation.  “The researcher 

is a complete member in the social world under study, whether that world 

is…[comprised] of largely unconnected individuals…or a social world with clear locales 

and subculture” (p. 379).  Referring to definitions proposed by Patricia and Peter Adler 

(1987), Anderson distinguishes between two categories of complete member researchers 

or “CMR”s  (p. 379):  Opportunistic CMRs and Convert CMRs:  

Opportunistic CMRs (by far the most common) may be born into a group, 
thrown into a group by chance circumstances (e.g., illness), or have 
acquired intimate familiarity through occupational, recreational, or 
lifestyle participation….Convert CMRs, on the other hand, begin with a 
purely data-oriented research interest in the setting but then become 
converted to complete immersion and membership during the course of 
the research.  (p. 379)       
 
Anderson (2006) holds that CMR status “typically confers the most compelling 

kind of ‘being there’ on the ethnographer (p. 379).  Nevertheless, he also admits that this 

‘insider stance’ “does not imply a panoptical or nonproblematic positionality” (p. 380) 

(discussion about limitations of analytic autoethnography will be presented later in this 

paper). 

The second feature of analytic autoethnography as described by Anderson (2006) 

is “analytic reflexivity” (p. 382).  Anderson explains that reflexivity as a general 

construct: 

...involves an awareness of reciprocal influence between ethnographers 
and their settings and informants.  It entails self-conscious introspection 
guided by a desire to better understand both self and others through 
examining one’s actions and perceptions in reference to and dialogue with 
those of others.  (p. 382) 
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Anderson elaborates further about reflexivity in analytic autoethnography noting 

that while most traditional ethnography has not prioritized reflexivity “in a particular 

sustained reflexive manner”, in the case of autoethnography “this changes”.  Referring 

to Davies’ (1999) claim that all “ethnographers use their experience among and 

knowledge of others to expand their knowledge of self” (p. 180), Anderson argues that 

autoethnographers are more likely than ethnographers to engage in the process of 

reflexivity by virtue of their unique positioning as complete member researchers.  

Anderson cites Atkinson, Coffey, and Delamont (2003) in order to reiterate this 

argument: 

[Auto]ethnographers-as-authors frame their accounts with personal 
reflexive views of the self.  Their ethnographic data are situated within 
their personal experience and sense-making.  They themselves form part 
of the representational processes in which they are engaging and are part 
of the story they are telling.  (p. 62) 
 
Anderson (2006) expands upon this idea claiming that “not only do 

[autoethnographers] ‘form part of the representational processes’, but they are in part 

formed by those processes as the cultural meanings they co-create are constituted in 

conversation, action, and text” (p. 383). 

Anderson (2006) describes the third feature of analytic autoethnography, that of 
the:  

...visible and active researcher in the text” (p. 383), as “a central feature” 
where “the researcher is a highly visible social actor within the written 
text.  The researcher’s own feelings and experiences are incorporated into 
the story and considered as vital data for understanding the social world 
being observed.  (p. 384) 
 
Anderson also (2006) offers what appears to be five pieces of advice to the 

autoethnographers who aspires to become a textually visible and active researcher.  First, 

he states that autoethnographers working in the analytic strand should “illustrate analytic 
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insights through recounting their own experiences and thoughts as well as those of 

others” (p. 384).  Secondly, Anderson recommends that analytic autoethnographers 

“openly discuss changes in their beliefs and relationships over the course of field work, 

thus vividly revealing themselves as people grappling with issues relevant to 

membership and participation in fluid rather than static social worlds” (p. 384).  Thirdly, 

he suggests that researchers expect to engage in the construction of meaning in the social 

settings in question, emphasizing that analytic autoethnographers “cannot always sit 

observantly on the sidelines” (p. 384).   

With regards to his fourth recommendation, advice that bears the undertones of 

action research and social justice responsiveness, Anderson seems to be somewhat of a 

fence-sitter.  He recommends that analytic autoethnographers “not necessarily shy away 

from participating in potentially divisive issues, although…they have no more 

responsibility to vocalize or act upon unpopular positions than they do in other aspects of 

their lives” (p. 384).  Finally, Anderson reinforces the importance of researcher 

reflexivity as an essential component of analytical autoethnography stating that analytic 

autoethnographers “must textually acknowledge and reflexively assess the ways in which 

their participation reproduces and/or transforms social understandings and relations” (p. 

385). 

Chang (2008) appears to subscribe to Anderson’s recommendation of analytic 

autoethnography as she holds that “autoethnography should be ethnographic in its 

methodological orientation, cultural in its interpretative orientation, and autobiographical 

in its content orientation” (p. 48).  Other writers and theorists also appear to agree about 

prioritizing an analysis of the storied self so as to achieve an understanding of broader 

social contexts and cultures.  In their discussions regarding life stories and life histories 
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Shacklock and Thorp (2006) note that “a life story is a personal account in the teller’s 

own words.  They tend to be selective, contingent upon remembered events that are 

amenable to being told and ‘provide a clear and ordered record of a personal truth that, 

of necessity, consists of both “fact” and “fiction” (p. 156)” while Hatch and Wisniewski 

(1995) argue that “an analysis of the social, historical, political and economic contexts of 

a life story by the researcher is what turns a life story into a life history”( p. 125).  

Shacklock and Thorp (2006) further explain that  “by locating stories of experience with 

descriptions of the contexts in which they occur, we build a sense of how lives are not 

free floating but socially constructed”  (p. 156).  Fowler (2006) offers some strict advice 

about the difference between storytelling one’s life and research analysis, suggesting 

perhaps that the explicit act of analyzing a narrative piece is a prerequisite for calling 

that piece research:   

Although people usually find meaning and can develop insight through 
the process of narratizing life, a caveat should come with storying 
experience in education research.  The narrative knot for researchers does 
not constitute the whole of the research.  Stories as data are sufficient as 
stories, but they are not sufficient as research and are not inherent 
analyses of a compelling research question such as one of the nature of 
difficulty in teaching at the site of the teaching/learning self.  (Fowler, 
2006, p. 18) 
 
The fourth feature of analytic autoethnography forwarded by Anderson (2006) 

relates to the importance of “dialogue with informants beyond the self” (p. 385).  

Autoethnography places the researcher’s ‘self’ in a privileged position, a position that 

may overshadow experiences, insights and observations from other members of the 

social world under study.  Anderson warns “given that the [autoethnographic] researcher 

is confronted with self-related issues at every turn, the potential for self-absorption can 

loom large” (p. 385).  Anderson reminds the reader of the importance of remembering 
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that the autoethnographic researcher’s imperative is to comprehend the complexities of 

social worlds and that the researcher is but a component of this world under study.  

Anderson also warns the reader about the temptation towards generalization to a wider 

context using only the singular variable of the researcher’s ‘self’ or the researcher’s 

experiences:  “No ethnographic work—not even autoethnography—is a warrant to 

generalize from an ‘N of one.’” (Anderson, 2006, p. 386).  Acknowledging that 

ethnographic reflexivity has been framed by some as “purely subjective phenomenon”, 

Anderson holds that it “is more appropriately understood as a relational activity” (p. 

386).  Juxtaposing evocative autoethnography with analytic ethnography, Anderson 

explains that the former “seeks narrative fidelity only to the researcher’s subjective 

experience”, while the latter is “grounded in self-experience but reaches beyond it as 

well” (p. 386).  Anderson suggests that the analytic autoethnographer interact with others 

in the social world under study with the intent of data collection from ‘others’ in the 

field, theoretically resulting in the deterrence of solipsism and author saturation.  

“Autoethnographers must assiduously pursue other insiders’ interpretations, attitudes, 

and feelings as well as their own” (Anderson, 2006, p. 389).        

The fifth characteristic of analytic ethnography proposed by Anderson (2006) is a 

“commitment to an analytic agenda” (p. 386).  Describing this characteristic as the 

“definitive feature of analytic autoethnography”, Anderson explains that it succeeds in 

“truthfully rendering the social world under investigation but also transcending that 

world through broader generalization” (p. 388).  Analytic autoethnography goes beyond 

the reporting of the researcher’s experiences and the evocation of “emotional resonance 

with the reader” (p. 387).  Contrasting evocative autoethnography with its analytic 

cousin, Anderson states “analytic ethnographers are not content with accomplishing the 
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representational task of capturing ‘what is going on’ in an individual life or social 

environment”.  Thus, analytic autoethnography transcends the mere presentation of data 

in order to develop, refine and extend theoretical constructs related to the social world 

under investigation.       

Anderson (2006) describes four benefits of analytic autoethnography.  The first, a 

methodological benefit, is related to the CMR criterion of analytic autoethnographic 

research.  Being a complete member of the social world under examination makes it 

easier for the analytic autoethnographer to access data whether derived from 

autobiographical instances or interactions with others in the field.  In addition, the CMR 

status of the researcher may provide the latter with a variety of motivations to spend time 

in the field.  According to Anderson, some of these incentives may include the 

opportunity to “meld research goals with a variety [sic] interests including making a 

living…achieving personal leisure identities…(and) pursuing personal spiritual goals” 

(p. 389).  Another virtue of analytic autoethnography is that it allows the researcher to 

gain access to emic interpretations or “insider meanings” (p. 389).  Moreover, the status 

of ‘insider’ allows the analytic autoethnographer an “added vantage point for accessing 

certain kinds of data” (p. 389).  Certain contexts and points of entry for data collection 

may be more readily available to the CMR researcher than to a non-member of the social 

world that is being researched, perhaps more so if the CMR is in a position of privilege 

or situational or institutional power within the targeted social world.  The fourth benefit 

is hinged very notably on the recursive analytic quality of analytic autoethnography. 

Positioned at the juncture of the biography and the wider sociocultural context, analytic 

autoethnographic findings are derived from the researcher’s experiences, insights, and 

feelings to necessarily inform understanding of the broader social world under 
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examination.  This increased understanding of the wider social condition, in turn, 

enriches the researcher’s self-understanding.  Anderson describes self-understanding as 

“self-knowledge that comes from understanding our personal lives, identities, and 

feelings as deeply connected to and in large part constituted by—and in turn helping to 

constitute—the sociocultural contexts in which we live” (p. 390).   

While an advocate for analytic autoethnography, Anderson (2006) also 

acknowledges “all methodological approaches have their limitations” (p. 390).  Insofar 

as the limitations of analytic autoethnography are concerned, Anderson points out that 

very often we “do not find our research interests as deeply intertwined with our personal 

lives as autoethnography requires” (p. 390).  In addition, the analytic autoethnographic 

approach may be impossible to use to study certain sociological phenomena where it 

may be, in fact, detrimental for the researcher to be a CMR in the social world under 

investigation as would be the case in the study of, for example, “women in the racist hate 

movement” or “Aryan survivalists” (Anderson, 2006, p. 390). 

Method in autoethnography. 
 

The novice researcher who seeks to find the definitive, cut and dry, universally 

accepted ensemble of methods for ‘doing autoethnography’ is bound to be disappointed.  

Wall (2006) notes that the literature on autoethnography is “somewhat lacking in 

concrete information about the method and how someone new to it might proceed” (p. 5) 

and speaks of her own frustration with this lack of specificity stating “my need to have 

something concrete to learn was unsatisfied by my general reading on autoethnography 

as a method” (p. 6) 

  Although various authors have suggested methodological approaches for 

creating autoethographies (i.e., Chang, 2008; Muncey, 2010; Reed-Danahay, 1997; Ellis, 
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2004), the consensus appears to be that the best ensemble of methods for the writing of 

an autoethnographic piece is the one that best suits the intent and voice and strengths of 

the autoethnographer.  Moreover, because “methodology arises out of philosophy” 

(Wall, 2006, p. 10), the autoethnographer must choose methods of inquiry that 

correspond with her or his epistemological and ontological positioning.  Ellis (2004) 

insists that “different projects call for different strategies, depending on subject matter, 

intended audience, and desired place of publication” and forwards the following advice: 

“You have to find the style with which you are most comfortable” (p. 199). 

While Wall (2006) notes that traditional research methods borrowed from well 

established qualitative research traditions may lend themselves to autoethnographic 

inquiry, autoethnographers also often develop methodological frameworks that include 

non-conventional methods.  Because autoethnography often challenges boundaries, it has 

the possibility to privilege a variety of non-traditional visual, spoken, written and 

performance-based forms of data collection, analysis, and representation. Moreover, 

interdisciplinarity is often a characteristic feature of autoethnography whereby the 

researcher in a specific field such as education may choose to explore and employ 

methods from other disciplines such as sociology, communications studies, women’s 

studies, literary studies, and performance studies.  For example, in her article entitled 

“Doing autoethnography”, Muncey (2005) refers to autoethnography as “art of memory” 

(p. 70), and demonstrates how snapshots, artefacts, metaphor, and journey (both 

psychological and literal) may contribute to this form of inquiry.  Ellis and Bochner 

(2000) highlight the eclectic range of methods that may be employed by 

autoethnographers such as “reflexive dyadic interviews” (pp. 91-92), “field notes” (p. 

113), “short stories, poetry, fiction, novels, photographic essays, personal essays, 
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journals, fragmented and layered writing, and social science prose” (p. 739), with Ellis 

(2004) adding “reflexive dyadic interviews” (pp. 91-92) to the range of possibilities.  

Despite the variety of methods that are available to autoethnographers, one 

method is almost always the starting point, if not the core, of any autoethnographic 

pursuit:  the narrative.  Ellis and Bochner (2000) define the “personal narrative” as “the 

project of telling a life…a response to the human problem of authorship, the desire to 

make sense and preserve coherence over the course of our live” (p. 746).  Ellis (2004) 

further elaborates:   

‘Narrative’ refers to the stories people tell—the way they ‘organize their 
experience into temporally meaningful episodes.  Narrative is present in 
short stories, poems, myths, history, painting, dance, cinema, novels, 
social science, comics, conversation, music, art and autoethnography.  
Narrative can be both ‘a mode of reasoning and a mode of representation. 
(p. 195) 
 
Ellis (2004) describes three possible methods of analyzing narrative texts:  

“narrative analysis” (p. 195), “thematic analysis”, and structural analysis (p. 196).    

Stating that “there is nothing more theoretical or analytic than a good story” (p. 195), 

Ellis explains that narrative analysis is underpinned by the assumption that good 

narrative texts are already inherently analytical and theoretical, thus freeing the 

researcher from the need to engage in a systematic process of identifying themes or 

generalizeable theory.  Whether they are presented as “case studies, life histories, 

biographies or autoethnographies” the purpose of stories is to evoke a response from the 

reader, even though this response may not be discernable or documented by the 

researcher.  Narrative analysis can thus be linked with Stake and Trumbull’s (1982) 

principle of naturalistic generalization as it “brings ‘felt’ news from one world to another 
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and provides opportunities for the reader to have vicarious experiences of things told” 

(Ellis, 2004, p. 195). 

  Thematic analysis proceeds by “treating stories as data and using analysis to 

arrive at themes that illuminate the content and hold within or across stories”.  The 

researcher who chooses to engage in thematic analysis may privilege theme-inducing 

approaches similar to those used in grounded theory and phenomenology.  For example, 

the autoethnographers may find benefit in employing the “prototypical series of steps” 

involved in the process of content analysis as proposed by Leiblich, Tuval-Mashiach and 

Zilber (1998): “Selection of the Subtext”, “Definition of the Content Categories”, 

“Sorting the Material in Categories”, and “Drawing Conclusions From the Results” (pp. 

112-114). 

  During structural analysis, the researcher considers the story in terms of 

language and narrative strategies.  This method of analysis may require the researcher to 

interrogate the storyteller’s strategies for reaching and convincing the audience, to 

“delineate types of stories or storylines” or to pinpoint “what is said [in the story]” and 

the chosen corresponding chronological structure (Ellis, 2004, p. 197).  Ellis (2004) 

notes that when framed as a mode of representation, narrative uses literary conventions 

such as plot, character development, and scene setting and dialogue. 

Forms of journal writing are often used in autoethnographic research.  This may 

not be surprising given that personal journals have the potential to reflect connections 

between the individual and the wider social landscape.  Storytelling thus becomes a 

bridging mechanism between inner personal and outer social worlds.  Perhaps with this 

notion in mind, Sparkes (1996) integrated parts of his personal diary in his 

autoethnography about the way in which his inflammatory back disease impacted 
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various facets of his life.  Holt’s  (2001) autoethnography about becoming a graduate 

teaching assistant was written using a reflective logbook that was maintained over two 

years as the primary data source.  In a similar vein, Duncan (2004) used a reflective one-

year journal as her main data source in an autoethnography about how she sought to 

improve her practice in the field of educational software design.  

Despite an awareness of possible individual methods, the novice 

autoethnographers may still require scaffolding and direction in terms of how to plan and 

structure his or her research project.  If this is the case, it may be useful for the 

autoethnographers to consider certain frameworks that may lend themselves to narrative 

inquiry.  Examples of frameworks suitable for organizing autoethnographic work may 

include but are not limited to Moustakas’ (1990) heuristic process consisting of the 

following phases:  the initial engagement, immersion into the topic and question, 

incubation, illumination, explication, and culmination of the research in a creative 

synthesis (p. 27), Fowler’s (2006) seven orbital spheres of narrative research: naïve 

storytelling, psychological de/re-construction, psychotherapeutic ethics, narrative craft, 

hermeneutics, curriculum and pedagogy, poetics of the relational teaching self (p. 35) 

and Pinar’s (1975) method of currere consisting of four steps: regressive, progressive, 

analytical, and synthetical (p. 1).  Regardless of the framework that is adopted, the 

researcher must also bear in mind the recursive nature of autoethnography and perhaps 

contemplate the words of Ellis (2004):  “Autoethnography does not proceed linearly.  

The ‘stages’ are not mutually exclusive.  Often they all collapse on you at once” (p. 119).       

Caveats and suggestions for autoethnographers. 
 

The novice autoethnographer should be strongly advised to contemplate what 

makes ‘good’ autoethnography.  A number of scholars have pondered this question and 
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have forwarded criteria to describe that which renders autoethnography and 

autobiographical research ‘worthy’ of being considered good research.  The following 

section will provide a brief literature review concerning two key strategies that are used 

to illuminate this question:  the reconceptualization of terms used to judge the quality of 

research (validity, reliability and generalizability) and the articulation of ensembles of 

criteria for quality autoethnography. 

 Seale (2004) points out that “discussions of the quality of social and cultural 

research often begin with the ideas of validity and reliability”, constructs that are “firmly 

rooted in the realist tradition” (p. 72).  Validity is described as the “truth-value of a 

research project; can we say whether the reported results are true?”, while reliability 

refers to the “consistency with which research procedures deliver their results” (Seale, 

2004, p. 72).  Starr (2010) notes that while autoethnography is “firmly rooted in the 

postmodern” it is nonetheless “subject to the traditional criteria of validity, reliability and 

generalizability” (p. 4).  However, it is possible to reframe these notions so that they 

better correspond to the postmodern character of autoethnography.  Thus, when 

reconceptualized within the framework of autoethnography, validity examines “how well 

the writing will evoke in readers a feeling that the experience described is lifelike, 

believable, and possible” (Ellis & Bochner, 2000, p. 751) while reliability refers to the 

extent to which the analysis of the culturally situated researcher’s narrative  is socially 

constructed and reflexive (Starr, 2010, p. 4).  Generalizability, when discussed in terms 

of evocative autoethnography, refers to “the reader’s ability to identify with the 

experiences of the writer and in terms of his or her own life” (Starr, 2010, p. 5).  It 

should be noted, however, that this reframed definition of generalizability does not fit 

well with analytic autoethnography whereby the researcher aims to authentically 
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represent his or her cultural context while also “transcending that world through broader 

generalization” (Anderson, 2006, p. 388).      

 Certain writers propose specific criteria for evaluating autoethnography.  Writing 

for a general audience, Richardson (2000) forwards the following indicators: 

“substantive contribution, aesthetic merit, reflexivity, impact, and lived experience” (p. 

254), while Bochner (2000) suggests similar criteria by calling for “concrete 

details…structurally complex narratives…[the] author’s attempt to dig under the 

superficial to get to vulnerability and honesty...a standard of ethical self-

consciousness…and a moving story” (in Ellis, 2004, pp. 253-254).  Guba and Lincoln 

(1989) suggest four criteria for assessing authenticity in autoethnographic writing.  

Fairness is concerned with “the extent to which different constructions and their 

underlying value structures are solicited and honoured within the evaluation process” 

(pp.  245-246).  Ontological authenticity deals with “the extent to which individual 

respondent’s [sic] own emic constructions are improved, matured, expanded, and 

elaborated, in that they now possess more information and have become more 

sophisticated in its use” (p. 248).  Educative authenticity focuses on the “extent to which 

individual respondents’ understanding of and appreciation for the constructions of others 

outside their stakeholding group are enhanced” (p. 248).  Catalytic authenticity examines 

“the extent to which action is stimulated and facilitated by the evaluation process” (p. 

249). 

Other authors provide lengthier lists of often overlapping principles for 

autobiographical and autoethnographic research.  Bullough and Pinegar (2001), for 

example, provide the following 14 guidelines “for consideration by self-study 

researchers in their quest for greater quality” (p. 13):   
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• Guideline 1: Autobiographical self-studies should ring true and enable 
connection.  (p. 16) 

• Guideline 2: Self-studies should promote insight and interpretation.  (p. 
16) 

• Guideline 3: Autobiographical self-study research must engage history 
forthrightly and the author must take an honest stand.  (p. 16) 

• Guideline 4: Biographical and autobiographical self-studies in 
teacher education are about the problems and issues that make someone 
an educator.  (p.17) 

• Guideline 5: Authentic voice is a necessary but not sufficient condition 
for the scholarly standing of a biographical self-study.  (p.17) 

• Guideline 6: The autobiographical self-study researcher has an 
ineluctable obligation to seek to improve the learning situation not 
only for the self but for the other.  (p.17) 

• Guideline 7: Powerful autobiographical self-studies portray character 
development and include dramatic action: Something genuine is 
at stake in the story.  (p.17) 

• Guideline 8: Quality autobiographical self-studies attend carefully 
to persons in context or setting.  (p.18) 

• Guideline 9: Quality autobiographical self-studies offer fresh perspectives 
on established truths.  (p.18) 

• Guideline 10: Self-studies that rely on correspondence should provide 
the reader with an inside look at participants’ thinking and feeling.  (p.19) 

• Guideline 11: To be scholarship, edited conversation or correspondence 
must not only have coherence and structure, but that coherence 
and structure should provide argumentation and convincing 
evidence.  (p.19) 

• Guideline 12: Self-studies that rely on correspondence bring with 
them the necessity to select, frame, arrange, and footnote the 
correspondence in ways that demonstrate wholeness.  (p. 20) 

• Guideline 13: Interpretations made of self-study data should not 
only reveal but also interrogate the relationships, contradictions, and 
limits of the views presented.  (p. 20) 

• Guideline 14: Effective correspondence self-studies contain complication 
or tension.  (p. 20) 
 
It should be noted that use of criteria in autoethnographic writing is not shielded 

from critique.  Some writers maintain an “anti-criteria stance” (Ellis, 2004, p. 253) that is 

partially predicated on the belief that autoethnography, when considered to be a form of 

experimental ethnographic writing, should not be held to the very conventional standards 

of reflexivity that it aims to transgress.  Clough (2000) debates the use of criteria to 
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evaluate experimental ethnographic writing, of which autoethnography is representative, 

noting that:   

…the call for criteria with which to judge experimental ethnographic 
writing sounded to me like good news and bad news. It is good that there 
is enough experimental writing so that distinctions can be made. Rules for 
“good” experimental ethnographic writing can now be established; at 
least what should be published as “good” experimental writing can be 
debated. Of course, setting such criteria may only conventionalize 
experimental writing or make more apparent the ways in which 
experimental writing has already become conventional… It might be 
forgotten that although conventions for good experimental ethnographic 
writing can be set in place and writers made to conform, it is much more 
difficult to conventionalize the link between experimental writing and 
politics.  (pp. 278-279) 
 

The Autobiographical Moment for Those Marked as Female/Feminine 
 

The literature in the area of qualitative inquiry shows that many women, feminist 

scholars and others who occupy the multiple margins of the feminine condition have 

written about and through autobiography (e.g. McKay, 1998; Sweet Wong, 1998) and 

autoethnography (e.g. Ellis, 2004; Muncey, 2005; Wall, 2006).  Bearing this trend in 

mind, it appears that the question of whether the autobiographical moment is different 

for individuals marked as female or feminine is a very reasonable inquiry, particularly 

when positioned against the backdrops of feminisms and other discourses of 

marginalization. It should be noted that the interlocutrice/teur who chooses to converse 

about this question must be wary about prematurely generating a response based on the 

assumption that men and women are binary opposites and will thus perform 

autobiography in contrasting ways from each other.  In fact, it is possible, and probably 

more productive, to approach this question from a plurality of vantage points.  It may be 

noted that the answer is not an answer, singular in number, but rather multiple in 

possibilities.  In other words, this question can be answered in a plurality of ways, each 



51 

response dependant on how certain signifiers in the question are interpreted and/or 

(re)constructed by the respondent.  This section will discuss three possible approaches to 

answering this question: a historical approach, a binary orientated approach, and an 

approach anchored in identitary hybridity. 

The literature suggests that historically speaking, autobiography was constructed, 

positioned, and contained within the realm of hegemonic masculinity.  Stanton (1984) 

writes of the historical marginalization of the work of the female autobiographer: 

Female autobiographies, memoirs, letters and diaries—represents one of 
those cases of maddening neglect that have motivated feminist 
scholarship since 1970.  This body of writing about the self had remained 
invisible, systematically ignored in the studies on autobiography that have 
proliferated in the past fifteen years.  (p. vii) 

 
  According to Coslett, Lury and Summerfield (2000), “the traditional 

construction of the ideal autobiographer as a unified, transcendent subject, representative 

of the age, has favoured privileged white male writers who can fit into this role more 

easily than the marginalized and the dispossessed” (p. 2).  Interestingly, autobiography 

has held a certain appeal within feminist contexts.  “There has always been a strong 

feminist interest in the autobiographical, beginning with the attempt to connect the 

‘personal’ with the ‘political’, and the concomitant emphasis on women’s experience as 

a vital resource in the creation of women’s knowledge” (Coslett, Lury & Summerfield, 

2000,  p. 1).  Coslett, Lury and Summerfield would likely argue that the autobiographical 

moment for those marked as female/feminine is, in fact, different because those marked 

as female/feminine have redefined, troubled and revolutionized autobiography as both 

genre and practice.  Feminists have remitted into question assumptions that have 

traditionally underpinned accepted constructions of autobiography.  Such assumptions 

include, but are not limited to, universality of voice and representation, identitary 



52 

singularity, and socially inherent and fixed binaries.  Certain feminist authors have 

recommended that one look beyond the confines of these assumptions in order to enter a 

terrain that is more enlightening and socially just (e.g., Lionnet, 1991; hooks, 1981).   

Nevertheless, when posed against the backdrop of autoethnography, a binary 

approach to answering this question may be perceived as suitable given that, for 

example, “autoethnographic discourses deployed in literature and anthropology are 

usually situated within the framework of binary oppositions between centre/periphery, 

dominant/dominated, native informant/mainstream public, subject/object of the gaze, or 

speaking ‘for’/speaking ‘from’ ” (Karpinski, 1998, p. 228).  However, as Karpinski 

points out, one needs to be wary of discourses of binary oppositions as such discourses 

have the potential to reinscribe the very forms of hegemony they may intend to trouble 

and are also often predicated on notions of universality and relativism.  I hold that if we 

privilege a binary approach to responding to this question, we risk the reinscription of 

two acts of oppression.  First, we frame maleness and femaleness according to the 

structuralist tradition whereby signifiers have stable and intrinsic meanings instead of 

entertaining the possibility that maleness and femaleness may be shifting lexical 

constructs governed by context and hermeneutics.  Secondly, a relationally posited 

framework of femaleness and maleness may reinforce the notion that femaleness is but a 

function of the male agenda, a subsidiary referent whose role it is to contribute to male 

metanarratives. 

  Indeed, due to its syntax, this question is potentially dangerous particularly if 

the assumption is that ‘female’ and ‘feminine’ are the binaries of ‘male’ and ‘masculine’. 

With this paradigm as guide, it could be said that all biographies written by women will 

share certain traits, occasioned by political, cultural, biological and sociological factors 
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that will always render them observably different from men’s autobiographies in terms 

of form, intent, voice and content.  It may, however, be prudent to heed the words of 

Cixous and Kuhn (1981) as they remind us that the biologically referenced gender of a 

writer is not necessarily indicative of the masculinity or femininity of the writer’s texts: 

Great care must be taken in working on feminine writing not to get 
trapped by names:  to be signed with a woman’s name doesn’t necessarily 
make a piece of writing feminine.  It could quite well be masculine 
writing, and conversely, the fact that a piece of writing is signed with a 
man’s name does not itself exclude femininity.  It’s rare, but you can 
sometimes find femininity in writings signed by men:  it does happen. (p. 
52) 
 
When a more postmodern frame of reference is deployed, one that specifically 

acknowledges and affirms identitary hybridity, one notices that space is created for the 

emergence of other responses.  Indeed, Coslett, Lury and Summerfield put it well when 

they state that “awareness has shifted from women’s experience as a given, to the 

complex construction of gendered subjectivities” (p. 1) while Lionnet (1991) would 

argue that the subscription to a paradigm of oppositional binaries such as male/female or 

feminine/masculine is both a patriarchal practice and effaces the possibility of a more 

Darwinian stance whereby variety and divergence and hybridity are viewed as life 

strengthening factors:     

to internalize patriarchal law is to create mutually exclusive categories of 
‘reality’ (male/female; white/black; primitive/civilized; 
autobiographical/fictional; etc) and to forget that the production of 
discourses can function according to Darwinian divergence; that a given 
space (text) will support more life (generate more meanings) if occupied 
by diverse forms of life (languages). (p. 18) 
 
Trinh T. Minh-ha (1991) addresses the intersections of writing and identitary 

hybridity and reminds us that women involved in the project of anti-oppression and 

decentralization are frequently asked to specify their identities and alliances: 
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Wherever she goes she is asked to show her identity papers.  What side 
does she speak up for?  Where does she belong (politically, 
economically)?  Where does she place her loyalty (sexually, ethnically, 
professionally)?  Should she be met at the center, where they invite her in 
with much display, it is often only to be reminded that she holds the 
permanent status of a ‘foreign worker’, ‘a migrant’, or ‘a temporary 
sojourner’—a status whose definable location is necessary to the 
maintenance of a central power.  (Minh-ha, p. 18, 1991) 
 
Thus, Minh-ha’s musings may suggest that women writers face a greater 

imperative to define their identitary components when they write.  Minh-ha (1989) 

speaks of the triple bind that women who write must negotiate, especially if they are 

marginalized noting that  “writing weaves into language the complex relations of a 

subject caught between the problems of race and gender and the practice of literature as 

the very place where social alienation is thwarted differently according to each specific 

context” (p. 6). 

Neither black/red/yellow nor woman but poet or writer.  For many of us 
the questions of priorities remains a crucial issue.  Being merely ‘a writer’ 
without doubt ensures one a status of far greater weight than being ‘a 
woman of colour who writes’ ever does.  Imputing race or sex to the 
creative process has long been a means by which the literary 
establishment cheapens and discredits the achievements of non-
mainstream women writers.  She who ‘happens to be’ a (non-white) Third 
World member, a woman, and a writer is bound to go through the ordeal 
of exposing her work to the abuse of praises and criticisms that either 
ignore, dispense with, or overemphasize her racial and sexual attributes. 
(p. 6) 
 
Minh-ha (1989) also suggest that feminisms have, perhaps ironically, made it 

virtually impossible for the female autobiography not to identify the various facets of her 

identity: 

Yet the time has passed when she can confidently identify herself with a 
profession or artistic vocation without questioning and relating it to her 
color-woman condition.  Today, the growing ethnic-feminist 
consciousness had made it increasingly difficult for her to turn a blind eye 
not only to the specification of the writer as historical subject (who 
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writes? and in what context?), but also to writing itself as a practice 
located at the intersection of subject and history...(p. 6). 
 
She also addresses issues regarding allegiances to identitary markers that women 

autobiographers in particular may be required to articulate: 

On the one hand, no matter what position she decides to take, she will 
sooner or later find herself driven into situations where she is made to feel 
she must choose from among three conflicting identities.  Writer of color?  
Woman writer?  Or woman of colour?  Which comes first?  Where does 
she place her loyalties?  On the other hand, she often finds herself at odds 
with language, which partakes in the white-male-is-norm ideology and is 
used predominantly as a vehicle to circulate established power relations.  
This is further intensified by her finding herself at odds with her relation 
to writing, which when carried out uncritically often proves to be one of 
domination:  as holder of speech, she usually writes from a position of 
power, creating as an ‘author’, situating herself above her work and 
existing before it, rarely simultaneously with it. (p. 6) 
 
Minh-ha (1991) suggests that women may have to accomplish two tasks as they 

write, and this in a relatively simultaneous fashion:  They must counter the male agenda 

that has had a hegemonic grip on the project of writing and they must affirm the voice of 

the feminine condition. 

Writing is above all releasing oneself from external censorship.  This task, 
which men don’t accomplish without difficulty, demands even more from 
a woman for whom the margin of social acceptability remains 
minimal...The need to justify (oneself) keeps the subject under 
supervision.  S/he must necessarily depart from the fusioned neutral ‘he’ 
and, without discarding anything, take on openly the existence of ‘she’. 
(p. 130)   
 
Thus, the autobiographic moment may be different for those marked as 

female/feminine when positioned against the hegemonic backdrop of modernist 

masculinity. 
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Sites of Living Pedagogy 
 

When I began my doctoral studies, one of the most powerful ideas that I 

encountered during my first set of assigned readings was Ted Aoki ‘s (2005) concept of 

sites of living pedagogy.  Intrigued at both personal and professional levels, I pursued the 

study of this notion, and consequently discovered the works of Trinh Minh-ha (1989, 

1991, 1992), David Jardine (2000), William Doll (2009), and Cynthia Chambers (2000).  

Each of these writers has resonated with me, each one in her or his own way.  In the 

following section, I review how each writer takes up the notion of ‘sites of living 

pedagogy’ and discuss how her or his work influenced me during the writing of this 

dissertation.  

Ted Aoki. 
 

Ted Aoki (2005), the author of the term ‘site of living pedagogy’, proposes that 

the latter lies “between representational and non-representational discourses” (p. 429).  

He pursues the question concerning the location of living pedagogy by briefly discussing 

the Lacanian “to and fro discourse of teaching/learning” and by describing five 

“metonymic moments” (p. 425).  In his description of the first moment, “Midst 

Curriculum-as-Plan/Curriculum-as-Live(d)”, Aoki suggests that teachers must negotiate 

the needs, requirements and the challenges presented by the mandated curriculum 

document and by the experiences of teachers and students.  In doing so, teachers need to 

manage tensions that emerge between the two curriculum entities.  Both the curriculum-

as-plan and the lived curriculum must be conceptualized as being mutually synergetic:  

the curriculum-as-plan informs the lived curriculum and visa versa.  A hermeneutic 

approach is privileged and the rapport between curriculum-as-lived and the written 

curriculum is brought to the forefront. 
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 In the second metonymic moment, “Indwelling Midst Presence/Absence” (p. 

426), Aoki notes that “discipline-oriented discourses of curriculum plans are grounded in 

the metaphysics of presence—privileging presence over absence” (p. 427).  He explains 

that the dominant Western research paradigm assumes that truth, even truth that is 

hidden, is ‘out there’ and that the role of the researcher is to locate truth and re/present 

the “presence of the essence of reality” (p. 427).  Aoki seems to invite the reader to 

question the hegemony of this paradigm, particularly as it tends to privilege the 

metaphysics of presence.  

Referring to the intellectual musings of Saussure and Lacan, in “Moment # 3:  

Representational Discourse/Non-representational Discourse” (p. 427) Aoki reminds the 

reader that the words one uses as signifiers are both arbitrary and relational.  Aoki also 

points out that the act of deploying language and constructing meaning using such 

signifiers is to engage in “intertextual play” whereby “language participates and 

performs to constitute effects” (p. 428).  Thus, the individual that uses a signifier does 

not just ‘use a word’, but exerts an influence over that which is signified.  It could thus 

be said that that which is signified by a signifier endures the force, bears the imprint, 

lives with the label that is the decided upon by the entity that imposes the signifier.  Aoki 

warns that the realm of the signified and the signifier is “a discursive world of floating 

discourse, non-representational with risks of anarchism and relativism” (p. 428).  He 

then suggests that this realm, that is, the site of living pedagogy, lies between the 

representational and the non-representational, “midst the vertical and the horizontal” (p. 

429).  Characterized by ambiguity, chaos and tensionalities, the site of living pedagogy 

is, at the same time, one rife with possibility and the potential to transform and bring 

forth hope.   It is “a site challenging us to live well” (p. 429). 
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Aoki elaborates upon a fourth moment where living pedagogy unfolds midst 

“Self/Other” (p. 429).  Aoki questions Western culture’s tendency to privilege 

individualism and takes up the question of identity formation.  He suggests that the 

emergence of the ‘self’, an entity with an identity, could occur in a space of hybridity 

where the forces of “interlanguage and intercultural difference” have the potential to 

allow “intertextual play” (p. 430).  It appears that Aoki may be calling the reader to 

entertain the possibility that identity is neither fixed nor rigid, neither complete nor 

permanent, but rather, fluctuating, partial, ever-evolving and transform/ing/ative, all the 

while “generating newness in life’s movement” (p. 430).  

In the fifth moment, entitled “A Double Reading of a Zen Parable” (p. 430), Aoki 

once again invites the reader to situate the ‘where’ of living pedagogy in spaces located 

in the in-between.  Pinar (2005) points out that Aoki promotes a “shift in “master 

signifiers” to denote “indwelling” in the “third space” ” (p. 75).  It may be said that Aoki 

is inviting the reader to consider, engage in, and perhaps even privilege, a form of 

conceptualizing where one’s intellectual gaze is double-visioned. A phenomenon, such 

as identity, then could be considered for ‘what it is’ followed by a rejection of ‘what it is’ 

in favour of delving deeper and seeking out other possibilities of ‘what it is’.  The role of 

the researcher is not solely that of uncovering a static, rigid truth, but also composed of 

the act of demonstrating how that truth is simultaneously true and untrue depending on 

the inter/context/(non)reality of the space in which that truth dwells.  In order for the 

researcher to engage in such an act, s/he must not only dwell in the in-between third 

space, but also run in-between the parameters of this space until the peripheral spaces 

collide, overlap, and become blurred into each other and thus have the possibility to be 

sensed, perceived if you will, synoptically, as if they formed, collectively, a singular 
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whole. 

Key Aokian concepts. 
 

As a teacher educator, I consider Ted Aoki’s insights regarding curriculum, 

pedagogy and tensionality to be invaluable scaffolding tools and starting points for my 

examination of my professional practice and the forces and phenomena that influence it.  

The following section will review three of these concepts:  the inspirited curriculum, the 

development of the inviting curriculum, and the negotiation of tensionalities that are 

manifest in-between the planned curriculum and the lived curriculum.     

The inspirited curriculum. 
 
 Aoki notes that many facets of North American society are rife with concerns and 

manifestations of alienation.  In light of this observation, Aoki calls for “a more edifying 

and inspired sense of theorizing”.  Citing the works of Bronfenbenner (1986) and Lasch 

(1979), Aoki suggests that schools are often sites of alienation and proclaims that 

“education that alienates must be considered “miseducation” (p. 359).  He then firmly 

articulates his position that supports a transformation of education by “moving toward a 

reclaiming of the fullness of body and soul” (p. 369).  A curriculum that allows for such 

reclamation is what Aoki considers to be an‘inspirited curriculum’. 

In order to further his conceptualization of the ‘inspirited curriculum’, Aoki 

proposes three ways of viewing the institution that is called ‘the school’.  While the first 

two views do not easily allow for the reclamation of the fullness of body and soul, the 

third view exemplifies this ideal.  According to Aoki, the school that demonstrates View 

1 focuses on all that is intellectual, on knowledge acquisition and subscribes to an 

understanding that sees “teacher and student as split into mind and body” (p. 361).  Such 
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a school privileges rational thinking, and evidently, that which may be accomplished by 

the mind is of greater value than that which can be achieved by the body. 

The school that embraces View 2 is centered on the human act of ‘doing’.   It 

privileges the development of skills that are both productive and utilitarian.  Such a 

school is “a preparation place for the marketplace, and students are moulded into 

marketable products” (p. 361).  Thus, students are not conceptualized as beings whose 

souls may be open to sources of inspiration, but rather as objects to be developed during 

a set period of time in order to be of use to society.   

View 3 “emphasizes and nurtures the becoming of human beings”.  The school 

that subscribes to View 3 does not neglect the human act of ‘doing’, but instead holds 

that ‘doing’ and ‘being’ go hand in hand in the process of becoming.  The act of teaching 

is framed as both practice (“a mode of doing” (p. 361)) and coexistence (“a mode of 

being with others” (p. 361)).   This view holds that it is crucial for both students and 

teachers to engage in the act of “reflective reviewing of self and world” (p. 361).  

Teachers and students are conceptualized as both social and individual beings who are 

“embodied beings of wholeness”.  View 3 underpins the inspirited curriculum, and, in 

the words of Aoki “restores the unity of the body and mind, body and soul” (p. 362) 

Curriculum developers and the inviting curriculum. 
 
 Aoki explains that in order for it to reach the ‘embodied beings of wholeness’ 

that make up the classroom, curriculum should be compelling. Aoki writes that “For it to 

come alive in the classroom, the curriculum itself has to contain, said or unsaid, an 

invitation to teachers and students to enter it” (p. 362). 

To this effect, Aoki poses three questions of interest to curriculum developers 

who desire to create a truly inviting curriculum: 
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• How can a curriculum be so built that it will touch something deep 
that stirs teachers and students to animated living? 

• How can a curriculum-as-plan be so built that it has the potential for a 
curriculum-as-lived that is charged with life? 

• How can a curriculum be built so invitingly that teachers and students 
extend a welcoming hand?   (p. 363) 
 

Aoki further discusses how an inviting curriculum can be attained explaining that 

curriculum developers should be attuned to their own understandings of curriculum and 

that it is necessary for curriculum developers to understand who teachers are and what 

teaching is.  Aoki hints that curriculum development and implementation, and ultimately 

education, should target the souls of the individual learners and as well as the collective 

soul of the learning community: 

…an educated person, first and foremost, understands that one’s ways of 
knowing, thinking, and doing flow from who one is.  Such a person 
knows that an authentic person is no mere individual, an island unto 
oneself, but is a being-in-relation-with-others, and hence is, at core, an 
ethical being… to be educated is to be ever open to the call of what it is to 
be deeply human, and heeding the call to walk with others in life’s 
ventures.  (p. 365) 
 
Negotiating tensionalities betwixt curriculum-as-plan and curriculum-as-

lived. 
 

Aoki encourages us to contemplate the space and the inherent tensionality that 

exists between two curriculum worlds:  the world of “curriculum-as-plan” and 

“curriculum-as-lived” (p. 159).  He explains that curriculum-as-plan typically originates 

at the level of the Ministry of Education and thus is inevitably “imbued with the 

planners’ orientations to the world” (p. 160).  These orientations are reflected in the 

various components of the written curriculum such as curriculum goals and 

recommendations pertaining to resources, teaching activities and evaluation methods.  

Aoki explains that curriculum developers often conceptualize teachers as “teacher-
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installers” (p. 160), a role that asks teachers to be “doers” (p. 160) of curriculum and that 

often nullifies teachers’ opportunities to reflect upon curriculum and contemplate how 

the latter emerges, in part, from the ‘self’ and how best to situate it vis-à-vis the context 

of the classroom.     

Aoki describes the world of curriculum-as-lived as one experienced by both 

pupils and teacher.  The curriculum as lived is situated in relation to the storied lives of 

the actors in the classroom and is impacted by the “face-to-face living” that plays out 

between these actors and by the subjectivities that each actor brings to the stage that is 

the classroom.  Aoki notes that the curriculum-as-plan, unfortunately, does not deem 

these subjectivities a priority for contemplation and consequently proposes a pedagogical 

script that “assumes a fiction of sameness” (p. 161) and casts teachers in the role of 

“technical doers”.  Aoki writes that the uniqueness of students: 

…disappears into the shadow when they are spoken of in the prosaically 
abstract language of the external curriculum planners who are, in a sense, 
condemned to plan for faceless people, students shorn of their uniqueness, 
or for all teachers, who become generalized entities often defined in terms 
of performance roles.  (p. 160) 

 
Aoki emphasizes that teachers have options about how best to negotiate the 

tensionalities that exist in between the curriculum-as-plan and the curriculum-as lived.  

He writes that “it is possible to regard all tensions as being negative and that so regarded, 

tensions are “to be got rid of ”, all the while noting that this mentality “rests on a 

misunderstanding that comes from forgetting that to be alive is to live in tension” (p. 

162).  Noting that teaching is “a mode of being” fraught with risks and necessary 

struggles to “be true to what teaching essentially is” (p. 163), Aoki recommends that 

teachers not strive to conquer the tensionality that exist between the two curriculum 

worlds, but rather work within this in between space so as to cultivate new possibilities 
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and to realize the “not yet” (p. 163).  Aoki concedes that the tensionalities that exist in 

this in between space can contribute to a mode of ‘teacher being’ that could be 

oppressive and depressive, marked by despair and hopelessness, and at other times, 

challenging and stimulating, evoking hopefulness for venturing forth” (p. 162).    Aoki 

holds that indwelling in the zone between curriculum-as-plan and curriculum-as-lived 

experience is not so much a matter of overcoming the tensionality but more a matter of 

dwelling aright within it (p. 163). 

Trinh Minh-ha. 
 

For Trinh Minh-ha (1991, 1992), the site of living pedagogy is the space of 

hybridity.  Viewing the world through a postcolonial feminist lens and employing, at 

times, language that is both provocative and enigmatic, Minh-ha takes up notions 

concerning the plurality of identity, its subsequent implications in a world still under the 

influence of modernity, and the rapport of power between the marginalized and those 

who vigilantly occupy the centre. 

Minh-ha points that the construct of ‘identity’ has been subject to a postcolonial 

transformation insofar as its deployment is concerned and that this transformation of 

meaning is directly linked to prospects of generativity and hope among the oppressed.  It 

is this new way of ‘calling on’ identity that allows the dispersed and the marginalized the 

possibility to self-affirm and persevere: 

Identity:  the singular naming of a person, a nation, a race, has undergone 
a reversal of values.  Effacing it used to be the only means of survival for 
the colonized and the exiled; naming it today often means declaring 
solidarity among the hyphenated people of the Diaspora. (Minh-ha, p. 14, 
1991) 
 
Minh-ha (1991) overtly rejects the notion of identitary singularity and purity and 

rallies for the “inescapable awareness of the sterility of the unitary subject and its 
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monolithic constructs” (p. 6).  She poses the question “What about those with 

hyphenated identities and hybrid realities? (p. 73) and suggests that the hybrid identity 

can acknowledge practices of modernity while at the same time projecting dimensions of 

multiplicity, even, and perhaps especially, within contexts of tension : 

Since identity can very well speak its plurality without suppressing its 
singularity, heterologies of knowledge give all practices of the self a 
festively vertiginous dimension.  It is hardly surprising then that when 
identity is doubled, tripled, multiplied across time (generations) and space 
(cultures), when differences keep on blooming within despite the 
rejections from without, she dares—by necessity.  She dares to mix; she 
dares to cross borders to introduce into language (verbal, visual, musical) 
everything monologism has repressed. (p. 14) 
 
Minh-ha (1992) explains that one of the benefits gained by assuming an ontology 

of hybridity is that the latter allows us see the world through a crystalline multi-faceted 

optic.  Such a pluralistic optic provides the viewer with the opportunity to articulate 

multiple paradigms, as is often the case among the oppressed: 

Dominated and marginalized people have been socialized to see always 
more than their own point of view. In the complex reality of 
postcoloniality it is therefore vital to assume one's radical "impurity" and 
to recognize the necessity of speaking from a hybrid place, hence of 
saying at least two, three things at a time.  (Minh-ha, p. 140, 1992) 
 
Minh-ha (1991) also discusses how the process of conceptualizing the 

phenomenon of ‘margin-centre’ differs between the oppressed and the dominant: 

The margins, our sites of survival, have become our fighting grounds and 
their site for pilgrimage.  Thus, while we turn around and reclaim them as 
our exclusive territory, they happily approve, for the divisions between 
margin and center should be preserved, and as clearly demarcated as 
possible.  (p. 17) 
 
Moreover, Minh-ha makes a concerted effort to suggest those who occupy the 

centre in society are threatened with the construct of hybridity.  This ‘malaise’ may be 

attributed to the idea that   those who occupy the centre dwell in this location as a result 
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of their rapport with the margin.  As Minha-ha (1991) puts it, “They accept the margins; 

so do we.  For without the margin, there is no center, no heart” (pp. 16-17). “Marginality 

is the condition of the center” (p. 17). 

  Thus, the fluid shifting of margins constitutes a menace to the status quo 

because it displaces not only the marginalized but consequently the location of ‘the 

centre’.  By extension: 

Any mutation in identity, in essence, in regularity, and even in physical 
place poses a problem, if not a threat, in terms of classification and 
control.  If you can’t locate the other, how are you to locate your-self?  (p. 
73) 
 
Ultimately, with the shifting of margins one notices the emergence of questions 

about the dynamics of such displacement and their identitary consequences: 

Furthermore, where should the dividing line between outsider and insider 
stop?  How should it be defined?  By skin color (no blacks should make 
films on yellows)?  By language (only Fulani can talk about Fulani, a 
Bassari is a foreigner here)?  By nation (only Vietnamese can produce 
works on Vietnam)?  By geography (in the North-South setting, East is 
East and East can’t meet West)?  Or by political affinity (Third World on 
Third World counter First and Second Worlds)?  (Minh-ha, p. 73, 1991) 

 
William Doll. 

 
 Doll (2009) poses a highly intriguing question:  “So what would serve as criteria 

for a curriculum designed to foster a post-modern view?  What criteria might we use to 

evaluate the quality of a post-modern curriculum—a curriculum generated not 

predefined, indeterminate yet bounded, exploring the “fascinating imaginative realm 

born of God’s laughter,” and made up of an ever-increasing network of “local 

universalities?”” (p. 268).  In order to answer his question, Doll proposes a new set of 

four R’s:  “Richness, Recursion, Relations and Rigor” (p. 268). 
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 Doll explains that the richness of a curriculum “refers to a curriculum’s depth, to 

its layers of meaning, to its multiple possibilities or interpretations.  Doll also explains 

that the richness of a curriculum is enhanced by a certain appropriate amount of 

“disturbing qualities” (p. 268), that is, qualities that disrupt aspects of modernity that are 

often accepted as normal and taken for granted in curriculum documents.  Such qualities 

may include “indeterminancy, anomaly, inefficiency, chaos, disequilibrium, dissipation, 

lived experience” (p. 268).  Doll notes that such qualities are essential components of a 

curriculum that seeks to be transformative but also points out that the “right amount” (p. 

268) of these qualities cannot be predetermined but rather must be “continually 

negotiated among students, teachers and texts (the latter having long histories and basic 

assumption that cannot be neglected)” (p. 268).   

 Doll frames recursion as “the way one produces a sense of self, through reflective 

interaction with the environment, with others, with a culture” (p. 269).  According to 

Doll, recursive reflection is a core element of a transformative curriculum.  A curriculum 

that embraces recursion leads the learner to see that elements of the curriculum are not 

fragmented components but “opportunities for reflection”(p. 269) that link into each 

other.  Doll articulates this rather elegantly as he writes: 

In such a frame, every test, paper, journal entry can be seen not merely as 
the completion of one project but also as the beginning of another—to 
explore, discuss, inquire into both ourselves as meaning makers and into 
the text in question. (p. 270) 
 
Doll notes that like postmodernism, a curriculum that is centred on recursion is 

“open not closed” (p. 270), “Janus-faced, eclectic, interpretive” (p. 270), and has “no 

fixed beginning or ending” (p. 269).  Doll highlights the distinction between recursion 

and repetition.  “The functional difference between repetition and recursion lies in the 
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role reflection plays in each” (p. 270).  Whereas reflection is usually embedded in a 

negative context and is ‘process-breaking’, recursion allows one to distance herself from 

her thoughts, her activity and her context and to respond to her work and her ideas.  Doll 

describes dialogue as the “sine qua non of recursion” (p. 270) and recommends that the 

learner engage members of her academic entourage in the acts of observing, critiquing 

and responding to her work.  Doll holds that both reflection and dialogue are essential 

ingredients of recursion, stating that “Without reflection—engendered by dialogue—

recursion becomes shallow not transformative; it is not reflective recursion, it is only 

repetition” (p. 270). 

Doll (2009) explains that within the context of the post-modern and 

transformative curriculum, relations may be understood through two categories, with 

each category complementing the other.  Pedagogical relations have their roots within 

the curriculum.  According to Doll: 

In focusing on pedagogical relations, one focuses on the connections 
within a curriculum’s structure which gives the curriculum its depth as 
this is developed by recursion.  Here the twin processes of doing and 
reflecting-on-doing are important, and through these processes the 
curriculum becomes richer with the passage of time.  (p. 270)  
 
Cultural relations are “those cultural or cosmological relations which lie outside 

the curriculum but form a large matrix within which the curriculum is embedded” (p. 

270).  This category of relations in curriculum is informed by our histories, our 

languages, and our place (p. 271).   

Doll (2009) displaces the notion of rigor from the modernist frame and 

conceptualizes the term within a transformative paradigm.  Within this paradigm, “rigor 

keeps a transformative curriculum from falling into either “rampant relativism” or 
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sentimental solipsism” (p. 272).  Rigor may be understood as the synergy between 

“indeterminacy with interpretation” (p. 273).  Doll writes: 

In dealing with interpretation rigorously, one needs to be aware that all 
valuations depend on (often hidden) assumptions.  As frames differ so do 
the problems, procedures, and valued results.  Rigor here means the 
conscious attempt to ferret out these assumptions…as well as negotiating 
passages between these assumptions, so the dialogue may be meaningful 
and transformative.  (p. 273). 

 
David Jardine. 

 
For David Jardine (2000), the site of living pedagogy is located in hermeneutic 

inquiry.  According to Jardine, hermeneutics as a form of inquiry is characterized by “its 

essentially educational nature” (p. 115) and its aim to “educe understanding, to bring 

forth the presuppositions in which we already live” (p. 116).  Unlike technical 

approaches to inquiry that are informative in nature and structured to “pass on 

information that is already understood” (p. 116), hermeneutics is concerned with 

conversation with and attention to ambiguity in life that is lived, for it is amidst 

ambiguity that one finds the fertile terrain of “generativity” (p. 120) or the space in 

which possibility is present and in which one may engage in understanding.  Jardine 

makes it clear that hermeneutic inquiry “does not desire to render such ambiguity 

objectively presentable” (p. 120).  Moreover, the goal is not to rectify nor eradicate that 

which is ambiguous, chaotic, ‘méli-mélo’.  Rather, hermeneutic inquiry seeks to embrace 

and be attentive to ambiguity, “to give it voice” (p. 120) so that we may engage in 

“understanding human life-as-lived in a deep way” (p. 128).  Reminding us of the role of 

tension in hermeneutic inquiry, Jardine reiterates the concept of living amidst ambiguity:  

“In the inner tension between illumination and concealment the elusive Word can live.  
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Hermeneutically conceived, the task of inquiry is not to dispel this tension, but to live 

and speak from within it” (p. 131). 

Referring to Caputo’s (1987) conceptualization of radical hermeneutics, Jardine 

(2000) pleads for the “restoring of life to its original difficulty” (Caputo, 1987, p. 1). 

Jardine explains that the term ‘original’ is not applied in this context as synonymous with 

anteriority, but instead, connected to the notions of renewal, of possibility, of hope: 

‘Original’ in the usage does not mean a longing for some unspecifiable 
past ‘before’ technology (a sort of nostalgia) or a longing for one’s own 
past, one’s childhood (echoing in some forms of phenomenological 
pedagogy), but it is nevertheless a longing.  It is a longing for 
fundamental answers to questions of how life together can go on in such a 
way that new life is possible in our midst.  (p. 118) 
 
Jardine forwards that “the task of hermeneutic inquiry is to ‘recollect the contours 

and textures of the life we are already living, a life that is not secured by the methods we 

can wield to render such a life our object” (p. 116).  He emphasizes how methodical 

technically driven modes of inquiry chastise the hermeneutic commitment to this task:  

“If we ‘waste time’ dwelling in the ambiguous interplays of life, joining in on the 

conversation with the texts and textures of human life, we are not ‘getting ahead’ in any 

securable and specified way” (p. 126).  Noting that technically based methods of inquiry 

hold a hegemonic grip in educational research, Jardine highlights our obsession in 

education with the practice of “getting ahead”, an obsession that goes hand in hand with 

our lust to “keep up” and avoid the dreadful possibility of “falling behind” (p. 127).  Our 

constant quest for control and dominance incites us, as educators to “engage in the 

exhausting and consumptive pursuit of ‘mastery’ and ‘excellence’ as something that can 

be achieved solely as a function of individual methodological diligence and effort and 

we begin to engender such exhaustion in our children” (p. 125).  The discourse of 
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mastery is representative of a turn in education against the “risks of self-transcendence 

involved in the exploration of many possibilities of understanding, self understanding 

and mutual understanding” (p. 123) and privileges a shift towards “the comparative 

security of self-possession (involved in the accumulation and securing of specific 

technical skills)... ‘I can do this; I have these skills; I have mastered these techniques” (p. 

124). 

Jardine (2000) discusses elements that impede us from restoring life to its 

original difficulty and from finding generative possibility in ambiguity.  He notes that in 

the field of educational research, the dominant methodological and epistemological 

paradigms view educational issues and consequently life, as technical problems that 

require mastery of technical knowledge in order to arrive at technical solutions. “Being 

alive becomes something to solve, and finding one’s life difficult, ambiguous, or 

uncertain is a mistake to be corrected” (p. 125).  Tragically, this way of thinking renders 

the child, when positioned as the object of study, devoid of his or her intrinsic generative 

value.  The child is thus reconceptualised as a ‘problem’ that is repairable as long as a 

technical fix is accessible.   

Jardine (2000) takes up the concept of foreclosure as the project of the technical-

scientific discourse.  He explains that this discourse is oriented towards finality, the 

rendering of the world as devoid of difficulty, the silencing of the voice that articulates 

new life, the very dispelling of ambiguity so as to present the universe as objectively as 

possible.  Foreclosure satisfies “the desire for control, the relentless human lust to render 

the world a harmless picture for our indifferent and disinterested perusal” (p. 119).  The 

technical-scientific paradigm seeks to bring the conversation about generativity to an 

end, and moreover, to have “the last word” (p. 118).  
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Cynthia Chambers. 
 

Memory is the homeland from which you are always in exile.  It is the 
one place you can never go home to but must always remember, because 
while the past is forever gone it is also always present…I continue to 
scout memory for the significant bits and pieces and then I carry them 
home to tell the one good story that must be told.  (Chambers, 2000, p. 
109) 
 
For Cynthia Chambers (2000), the site of living pedagogy is the landscape of 

memory.  Chambers constructs memory as a geographical space and, in doing so, draws 

parallels between physical terrains and the realm of remembering.  The framework of 

‘landscape’ also allows Chambers to refer to the processes of visiting and dwelling 

within the terrain of memory.   

Like the coulees, I share my memory with others.  I am neither alone nor 
the true center of what is remembered, even when I think I am.  Memory 
is a densely populated landscape and without much difficulty I easily 
notice those I love and care to remember.  When I am in the habit of 
returning to memory...I quickly conjure up the images of those I used to 
love but no longer do, as well as those I hardly remember.  And if I am 
disciplined enough to return regularly and consistently, I begin to imagine 
those I don’t know at all.  (p. 104) 
 
Chambers underlines how multiple languages may infiltrate the landscape of 

memory and impact the site of living pedagogy.  Chambers appears to suggest that the 

languages that inhabit the landscape of memory and the language used as the vehicle for 

accessing that landscape are, within themselves, connotative, potentially hegemonic in 

their presence, but nevertheless subject to displacement as memory is (re)visited.  

Moreover, against the backdrop of the landscape of memory’s context, language is also 

generative, manipulative, and constitutive: 

In my memory, it is the hard blow of English that drowns out other 
languages.  But when the roar abates, tongues I once knew, like Dogrib, 
come to me in my dreams.  And when the wind is still, I can sometimes 
hear fragments of languages I never knew, but might have learned, like 
Latin or Tutchone.  And, I must remember, all of these languages, with 
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their varied sounds and multiple meanings shape and reshape this place of 
remembering.  (p. 106) 
 

Chambers points out that the landscape of memory is not fixed, stable or protected from 

weathering or the productive forces of other occurrences.  Memory can be shaky terrain: 

“The landscape of memory is filled with these bits and pieces torn from their original 

circumstances, now bleached and tattered but still turning up like bad pennies” (p. 107). 

Chambers also explains that the richness of the landscape of memory lies in the 

stories that it has to offer to those who care to behold them.  Chambers expresses a 

yearning for those stories to be framed as interconnected and to be shared, for it is in 

encountering these stories that the visitor to the landscape of memory discovers that the 

visit was well spent: 

All of these stories—the ones I remember and the ones I never knew—
make the landscape of memory worth exploring and knowing well.  And 
if these stories were all connected they would form long intertwined tales 
that would take days or even months to tell, if only there were still people 
who could tell stories that long.  If only there were people who knew the 
stories, and knew them well.  And if only there were audiences who could 
still listen for that long, audiences who cared enough to remember.  (p. 
107) 
 
Applications and implications. 

 
 When I begin writing this dissertation, Aoki (2005) reminded me that I write not 

to ‘uncover’ truth as if it were hidden under a blanket, but rather, in order to become 

more attentive to the discourses that have constituted my subjectivity as ‘teacher 

educator’.  Aoki challenged me to see my identity from a postmodern optic—not always 

anchored, but fluid, fluctuating and negotiated through “interlanguage and intertextual 

difference” (p. 430).  He also beckoned me to be attentive to the “intertextual play” that 

occurred betwixt the curriculum-as-lived that my students and I experienced and the 

curriculum-as-plan that I proposed. 
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 Minh-ha (1991, 1992) influenced the writing of my dissertation in three key 

ways.  First, her enigmatic, and at times arguably irreverent, style of writing and infusion 

of poetic text in her work gave me the courage to speak to the abstract issues of 

hybridity, marginalization, and postcolonialism in a visceral, embodied, and ‘osé’ 

fashion.  Secondly, Minh-ha’s writing helped me to deconstruct certain master 

discourses regarding culture and identity as they were articulated by my students, albeit 

at times ‘innocently,’ in my first year core studies course.  Finally, Minh-ha offered me 

starting points for exploring how colonialism has shaped me as a diasporic woman of 

colour and how the constituting of my ‘woman self’ intersects with my ‘teacher educator 

self’. 

 Doll’s (2009) writing provoked many questions about my practice as a teacher 

educator:  Does the curriculum-as-lived that I propose to my students in my various 

courses reflect an appropriate amount of “disturbing qualities” (p. 268) such as 

indeterminacy and inefficiencies?   How do I negotiate with my students ‘le montant 

juste’?  Do I actively seek out “opportunities for reflection” (p. 269) about my teaching?  

With whom? Where? And to meet what agenda?  And do I truly engage in a practice that 

is both reflective and recursive, or is my practice simply repetitive? 

 The contexts of my personal and professional lives that I examine in this study 

are layered, intricate, and often messy and chaotic.  As I wrote, and wrote myself, 

Jardine (2000) consoled me when I lamented the lack of finality, order, and consistency 

in my professional practice.  He also compelled me to embrace this perceived ambiguity, 

to dig deep, and to create a space in which illumination about certain constitutive 

discourses may breathe and self-articulate.  Jardine called me to be attentive to the 

textures and texturing of the spaces in which I teach and challenged me to articulate 
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these phenomena in a way that transcended paradigms of mastery and excellence, so that 

I may, perhaps, privilege ‘goodness’ in my work. 

 During the writing of my dissertation, I engaged in two processes of data 

(re)collection:  I re-read a professional journal that I had kept over the course of a 

semester, and called upon my memories of past lives in both my personal and 

professional experiences as I wrote.  Chambers’ (2000) writing was useful during these 

two processes, as she enriched my conceptualization of the landscape of memory and its 

functioning.  Chambers reminded me to be vigilant to how the various languages that 

have stitched the tapestry of my life play out in my memories and influence the way in 

which I construct myself, ‘others’, and ‘the in-between’. 

From ‘Humanist’ to ‘Feminist’  
 

For the question of whether or not a position is right, coherent, or 
interesting, is in this case, less informative than why it is we come to 
occupy and defend the territory we do, what it promises us, from what it 
promises to protect us.  (Butler, 1995, pp.127-128)  
 
This section discusses the spaces that feminism inhabits in contemporary 

educational practices and how is feminism relevant to teacher education and to my 

current practice as teacher educator.  It also explains how situating myself as a 

poststructural feminist shapes my epistemology and this study. 

Although I adopted a poststructural feminist optic as I wrote my doctoral 

dissertation, it should be noted that I did not always identify myself as a feminist.  As a 

beginner French Immersion teacher up until my early years as a seconded faculty 

member, I frequently spoke aggressively about the effects of oppression in the world of 

education, and was often ‘accused’ of being a feminist, especially by my male colleagues 

and friends.  Angered by this label, I retorted by highlighting the fact that I was a 
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‘humanist’, a word that I naively thought I had invented which designated my concern 

for all humans, and which reflected my concern that social justice transcend gender to 

include issues pertaining to race, socio-economic status, age and language. This signifier 

allowed me to distinguish myself from the white women whom I knew who were 

obsessed with the issue of oppression towards females, but less concerned about the 

marginalization of other minority groups, such as people of colour.  I felt that by calling 

myself a ‘humanist’, I would show the world that I was more inclusive than the ‘typical 

feminist’ and that I, unlike them, was not fixated by gender as the key element of 

discrimination.  There were other elements to talk about. 

Powerful and sophisticated research and feminist thought from 
postcolonial theorists further shifted the very grounds of feminist research 
with regard to ‘woman’ and ‘women’ and, indeed, the very definitions of 
feminism itself.  Feminism, they argued, takes on many different forms 
depending on the context of contemporary nationalism (Alexander & 
Mohanty, 1997; Heng, 1997).  Concerned about the invidious effects of 
‘othering’ (applying oppressive definitions to the persons with whom 
research is done), they argued that Western feminist models were 
inappropriate for thinking of research with women in postcolonial sites 
(Kirby, 1991, p. 398; see also Mascia-Lees, Sharpe, & Cohen, 1991). 
(Oleson, 2000, 220-221) 
 
In retrospect, I think I initially rejected the feminist label for four reasons.  First, I 

feared that by self-identifying this way, I would be placed in the category of ‘man-hater’, 

a category that would have perhaps put me at odds with certain male colleagues with 

whom I got along and collaborated on a regular basis.  Secondly, it appeared to me that 

certain beliefs that I thought were foundational to feminism, such as pro-choice, were in 

direct conflict with my beliefs as a Catholic woman.  Thirdly, perhaps because I have 

always dwelled in postcolonial sites, both geographically and socio-politically, I believed 

that calling myself a feminist would move me away from attending to issues emerging 

from other markers of identity, especially the markers of race and language.  Finally, 
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because the discourse of radical feminism was the only one that I knew, and thus the 

only one available to me, I did not realize that there were other ways to subscribe to a 

feminist ontology.  I could not call myself a feminist because I had yet to find a style of 

feminism that was in alignment with my beliefs, my life experiences and my agenda as 

change agent.  Perhaps, at that point, had I known that feminism was a slippery concept 

and subject to fluctuations and permutations, I may have positioned myself differently:  

Feminism is a highly contested term, as is poststructuralism, so it is 
impossible to produce a comfortable synthesis from those vertiginous 
locations, a new foundation on which to situate poststructural feminism. 
Some rhizomatic hybrid has appeared and continues to become as 
poststructural feminism is strategically refigured, but not secured, within 
multiple systems of meaning and in ‘response to contextual demands for 
alienation and allegiance’.  (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 477) 
 
When I began teaching in the Faculty of Education, I was amazed at how many 

of my female, and predominantly white, colleagues were self-proclaimed feminists.  

Such overt self-labelling was not a common occurrence among my female teacher 

colleagues.  Intrigued, I listened attentively as my new university colleagues spoke about 

‘the female subject’, the ‘malestream curriculum’, and hegemonically gendered literacy 

practices.   While I found the very articulation of these issues both novel and compelling, 

I still could not bring myself to subscribe to the label of ‘feminist’-- I could not be ‘one 

of them’.  Dill (1983/1994) notes that “the insistence of radical feminists upon the 

historical priority, universality, and overriding importance of patriarchy in effect 

necessitates acceptance of a concept of sisterhood that places one’s womanhood over and 

above one’s race” (p. 46).  I could not place my womanhood at the top of the agenda:  I 

was not willing to neglect nor comprise discussions about my race, cultural orientation 

and linguistic background in order to focus solely on my gender as a site of oppression.  
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“I could never be a feminist, because I think that race and language and socio-economics 

matter too”. 

However, following my first encounter with the writing of bell hooks, my attitude 

towards feminism began to evolve and change.  hooks (1981) affirmed that starting point 

for studying the oppression of women could be the intersections of class, race and 

gender.  The intersections of class, race and gender?!  This concept hit me like a ton of 

bricks because I had never seen it previously ‘legitimized’ and because it corresponded 

almost perfectly with my worldview and life experience as an immigrant woman of 

colour who grew up in a working class family.   

My reading of hooks’ Ain't I a woman: Black women and feminism (1981) was 

catalytic.  Nevertheless, I still had a lot to learn about how to be a ‘feminist of 

intersections’.  Conversations with colleagues about hooks’ writing helped me in my 

learning process.  Shortly thereafter, my reading of St. Pierre (2000) brought me to a 

place in my epistemology and ontology where I could be more committed to a feminist 

agenda—specifically, a poststructural feminist agenda. 

In many ways, my discovery of poststructuralism and poststructural feminism 

validated knowledge that I already had, while also showing me that such knowledge was 

partial and incomplete.  For example, I had always known, both intellectually and 

experientially, about “patriarchy, racism, homophobia, ageism, etc.,” but before my 

initial contact with the concept of poststructuralism, I had not considered these 

occurrences as “cultural structures, cultural regularities, that humanism allows and 

perpetuates” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 479).  In addition, I had always been one to “interrogate 

what [mainstream society] takes for granted” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 479) but perhaps had 

been less equipped to engage in the art of deconstruction in a concerted and sophisticated 
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manner.  Moreover, St. Pierre (2000) taught me that deconstruction does not entail 

simply attacking and destroying a current oppressive structure.  It requires that I see how 

the structure is employed and deployed, that I observe what it produces, and that I take 

the structure apart all the while exploring new possibilities concerning what can be done 

with the elements of the structure.  St. Pierre also brought me to a greater understanding 

of how we ourselves are implicated in the structure. 

St. Pierre (2000) explains that poststructural critiques about a particular situation 

can serve to enable one to “think differently about that occurrence” and “to open up what 

seems ‘natural’ to other possibilities” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 479).  This statement has 

definite applications in my practice:  Through a poststructural optic I see ‘with new eyes’ 

the oppressive quality that characterized many of my formally taken for granted teaching 

strategies and assumptions about learning in a second language.  A poststructural optic 

currently enables me to reconsider the ways in which I conceptualize ‘compelling 

research’.  The other day I caught myself reminiscing about my master’s program at San 

Diego State University.  Waxing nostalgic, I perused my master’s project document in 

which I aimed to determine the specific learning styles of students enrolled in a program 

for the gifted and talented.  With a poststructural mindset actively scrutinizing each page 

of the document, I recognized that my thesis project was very influenced by the humanist 

theme of the “stable coherent self” (Flax, 1990, p. 41). In this project, I reflected the 

belief that, give or take a bit of leeway, the gifted learner could be placed in a well 

defined ‘learning style category’ and that this style was more or less stable.  In 

retrospect, I wonder what findings would emerge if I did my project on how context 

shapes one’s learning style.  Would the results have suggested that the gifted learner’s 

style remained constant regardless of the instructional setting or would it have 
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demonstrated that in some cases, gifted learners display one style preference while in an 

enrichment setting and another preference while in the mainstream classroom?  What 

would I have discovered if I had examined the way in which certain discourses shape the 

way a gifted learner learns to think?  What insights might I have derived from a study 

whose goal was to deconstruct the very notion of ‘giftedness’ in contemporary 

schooling?  If I had only known about poststructuralism when I was pursuing my 

master’s degree, I am sure that the final project would have taken on a completely 

different attitude and may have been highly provocative. 

Thus, my discovery of poststructural feminism represented a turning point in the 

evolution of my epistemological and ontological positioning, and a shift that made me 

increasingly aware of how issues of interest to feminism have occupied and continue to 

dwell in the realm of education. 

Spaces of feminism in contemporary educational practices. 
 

Knuttila (2008) writes “there is no more dynamic, developing, and unfolding 

field of social science thought than feminism” (p. 198).  Although this claim may be 

debateable, one thing is certain--feminist issues are present in the field of education and 

at all institutional levels whether elementary, secondary and post-secondary and are 

observable in the lived curriculum, the written curriculum, the hidden curriculum and the 

null curriculum.  In order to understand what educational spaces feminist issues inhabit, 

one may adopt a micro frame of reference and examine specific themes in education that 

have been researched from a feminist perspective and/or of concern to feminists.  Such 

themes are varied, numerous and impact a plurality of contexts. For example, the debate 

regarding models of schooling that best meet the needs of both girls and boys is one that 

appears to concern both private and public schools alike.  Demers and Bennett (2007) 
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take up the question of gender specific classrooms noting “more and more single-sex 

classes are found in publicly funded schools in Canada and the United States” (p. 1).  

Other writers such as Archambault and Richer (2002), Lafleur (2003), and Marsolais 

(2003) have underlined performance discrepancies between male and female students in 

public schools. 

Discussions about how schools contribute to socialization processes that 

(re)inscribe gender norms also pepper the literature on gender and schooling.  Arguing 

that students are both ‘classed’ and ‘sexed’ in schools, Arnot (1982), who is often 

credited as pioneering the concept of the gender code, discusses how ensembles of 

practices and messages communicated by and in schools result in paradigms of 

acceptable models of masculinity and feminity.  Kessler, Ashenden, Connell and 

Dowsett (1985) reinforce Arnot’s notion of the gender code and forward that schools 

create and uphold ‘gender regimes’ by privileging practices that frame certain forms of 

masculinity and femininity more desirable, and thus, dominant.  Certain scholars (e.g., 

Weiler, 2000) have also examined how categories of race, gender, and ethnicity impact 

the construction of females’ identities in school settings, while others have studied how 

school is experienced by female students who do not belong to the dominant 

demographic strand (e.g., Grant, 1994; Goldstein, 1988).   

While it is interesting to explore singular feminist themes that have infiltrated 

educational research, it is perhaps more useful to adopt a more macro perspective and 

consider how the broad landscape of ‘curriculum’ reflects feminist concerns.  Weiner 

(1994) explains, “gender issues have been implicit rather than explicit in mainstream 

(male-stream?) curriculum concerns” (p.  30).  She also reminds us that ideas and 

theories that underpinned curriculum are historically specific and culturally embedded.  
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For example, the written curriculum is created as a function of the ‘good society’ or what 

the culture’s mainstream participants deem to be essential for the maintenance of their 

power and status as dominant players.  Curriculum is thus a by-product of and a 

technology used to maintain power in the social context that it inhabits.  In addition, as 

Weiner (1994) explains “feminists, among others, have been more likely to see the 

curriculum as a site of struggle and contestation, and have therefore been active in 

developing alternative meanings which point up power relations and inequalities that 

suffuse curriculum formulations and relations” (p.32).      

 Acknowledging the strengths of other feminist orientations such as radical 

feminism, marxist feminism and black feminism, Weiner (1994) holds that poststructural 

feminism is particularly well suited to examining and addressing concerns of gender 

relations in contemporary schooling and more specifically, in contemporary curriculum.  

She suggests that poststructural feminism can be a powerful lens through which one may 

pinpoint and confront these concerns.  Weiner writes “poststructural feminism can offer 

a clearer analytic framework on which to base future curriculum challenges and counter 

discourses in its emphasis on agency as well as structure and in its focus on revealing 

how power is exercised through discourse” (pp. 49-50).  Contrary to curriculum theorists 

such as Pring (1989) who conceptualize curriculum as “ ‘real’, fixed and neutral” 

(Weiner, 1994, p. 31), Carr (1993) describes curriculum as an inherently social process 

and suggests that it requires the multi-voiced interrogation of ideologies: 

The way in which curriculum is made and remade—the process of 
curriculum change—is essentially a process of contestation and struggle 
between individuals and social groups whose different views about 
curriculum reflect their differences about the good society and how it may 
be created.  (Carr, 1993, p. 7) 
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In a similar vein, Weiner (1994) frames curriculum as changeable, dynamic, fluid 

and susceptible to the negotiations of its stakeholders who may or may not have 

something to lose in the process of curricular trans/re/formation:  She notes that 

curriculum:  

...marks the point where ideas and practice come together within 
educational institutions.  However perceived...it is socially constructed 
and as such, is both a reflection of dominant ideas and a place where these 
ideas are played out or resisted through practice.  (p. 4) 
 
Subsequently, Weiner suggests the possibility of curriculum as a medium through 

which “sexual relations and divisions are likewise formed through ideology and 

concretized in practice”, and thus insists that curriculum “be viewed as implicated in the 

definition and construction of gender relations”. 

Poststructuralism and poststructural feminism. 
 

According to Weiner (1994), poststructuralism has two main aims:  to engage in 

the act of deconstruction in order to confront and analyze the way in which discourses 

operated to produce and maintain hegemonic structures and to produce counter 

discourses as a response, both theoretical and praxis-oriented to such structures.  In 

addition, Weiner explains that poststructuralism is based on five key ideas.  First, it holds 

that language is central in the construction of subjectivity and social structures.  

Secondly poststructuralism interrogates the taken-for-grantedness of ‘universals’ and 

‘truths’ and questions the authority seemingly inherent in grand narratives.  Thirdly, 

poststructural thinking uses discourse to examine how power dynamics and subjectivities 

are constructed, deployed and maintained.  The fourth quality of poststructuralism is its 

embrace of the Foucauldian notion of power-knowledge.  According to poststructuralists, 

certain ensembles of knowledge are privileged in given contexts in order to produce and 
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maintain systems of power.  Knowledge, contrary to popular belief is not neutral, but 

rather, political and aligned with the agenda of the hegemonic.  The fifth attribute of 

poststructuralism concerns the way in which modernism is framed.  Poststructuralism 

challenges the grand narrative of the liberal humanist.  Poststructural feminism operates 

within these five elements with the added dimension of “understanding and transforming 

existing patriarchal relation” (p. 101). 

It should be noted that poststructural feminism strives to surpass the positioning 

‘woman’ as a vulnerable being. “Feminist poststructuralism moves beyond the female-

as-deficient or female-as-victim models” (Weiner, 1994, 102) and explores “new 

possibilities for understanding girls socialisation or the ‘production of girls’, which go 

beyond seeing girls primarily as ‘disadvantaged’ and socialised within oppressive 

patriarchal structures” (Jones, 1993, p. 157).  Weiner (1994) suggests that poststructural 

feminism is promising in its capacity to legitimize new and non-traditional 

epistemologies:  “Poststructural feminism has placed more emphasis on the creation of 

new ways of seeing or knowing” (p. 63). 

Feminism in teacher education and in my practice. 
 
 As a minority language context teacher educator, I work with pre-service teachers 

who may work in Francophone schools, French Immersion schools or other French as an 

additional language programs.  My primary responsibility is to teach a variety of 

undergraduate third and fourth year courses ranging from professional studies courses to 

social studies and French language curriculum and methodology courses.  I also 

supervise interns and pre-interns and provide linguistic support to students who must 

pass two required standardized language proficiency examinations.  As a group, my 
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students are highly heterogeneous although the majority tend to be female and middle-

class.  

I am also an immigrant, and a Canadian, and a bilingual South Asian Anglophone 

woman of colour who was schooled in Saskatchewan from Kindergarten to Grade 12.  

My subjectivity as ‘woman’ is layered, complex and hybrid in nature and necessarily 

informs my practice as a teacher educator.  More globally, my subjectivity as ‘woman’ 

impacts the way in which I view education at the elementary, secondary and post-

secondary level.   

Three metaphors describe how I conceptualize the usefulness of feminist thinking 

in my practice as a teacher educator.  All three metaphors reflect a facet of the approach 

to the application of feminist thinking in my practice, an approach that rejects the ‘stand 

and deliver’ and ‘sage on the stage’ paradigms in favour of a model that believes that 

reflection and action in education are often best informed when they are collaborative, 

negotiated and socially constructed and thus requires that my students and I dialogue 

about, unpack and respond to feminist concerns in education as a community of learners. 

The first metaphor that I propose is that feminism is a lens through which my 

students and I can discern “both discursive and material structures that limit the ways we 

think about our work [as educators]” (St. Pierre, 2000, p. 477).  The feminist optic allows 

my students and me to pinpoint and magnify issues of hegemonic gender-relations in 

educational contexts that may otherwise remain invisible.  The practice of scrutinizing 

such issues through a feminist lens renders us empowered to engage in “the provocative 

and productive unpacking of taken-for-granted ideas about women” and this “in specific 

material, historical, and cultural contexts” (Oleson, 2000, p. 215). Foucault (1997) 
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reinforces my concern about the importance of making the hegemonic and unseen visible 

even if the latter is historically located: 

We have to dig deeply to show how things have been historically 
contingent, for such and such reason intelligible but not necessary.  We 
must make the intelligible appear against a background of emptiness and 
deny its necessity.  We must think that what exists is far from filling all 
possible spaces.  To make a truly unavoidable challenge of the question:  
What can be played?  (pp. 139-140) 
 
As a teacher educator, I believe it important to go beyond the practice of only 

asking ‘Exactly what is going on?’  In fact, St. Pierre (2000) reminds me to be cautious 

of this particular question because “it is grounded in descriptions of knowledge, truth, 

rationality and subjectivity that humanism put forth centuries ago to make sense of a 

world very different from the one we live today, one that may now believe requires 

different inscriptions” (477).  Partially heeding St. Pierre’s advice, I believe that it may 

be dangerous to frame the uncovering of injustice as the final frontier in the search for 

equity, especially if the ‘uncovering’ is posited as absolute truth with no room for 

ontological flexibility.  The noticing of disparities, while a necessary step towards social 

justice, is not sufficient.  One must also articulate what one observes. 

Thus, the second metaphor that I forward is that of feminism as the microphone 

that facilitates the voicing of gender-based inequities in education.  I deem it critical that 

I name and that I bring my students to name how humanism operates within the 

junctures of gender, sexual orientation, race, and class and subsequently obstructs social 

justice in education.  Foucault (1984) describes humanism as “a theme, or rather, a set of 

themes that have reappeared on several occasions, over time, in European societies; these 

themes always tied to value judgments, have obviously varied greatly in their content, as 

well as in the values they have preserved” (p. 44).  St. Pierre (2000) states that 
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“humanism has spawned a variety of knowledge projects [emphasis added]” and has 

been deployed by “liberals, Nazis, feminists, Marxists, Christians, Catholics and other 

groups in the production of truth” (478), while Flax (1990) illuminates some of the core 

beliefs that underpin the humanist tradition:   

...the belief of the existence of “a stable coherent self”, the belief that 
“reason and its ‘science’ philosophy can provide an objective, reliable and 
universal foundation of knowledge”; the belief that “knowledge acquired 
from the right use of reason will be ‘true’”; the belief that “by grounding 
claims to authority in reason, the conflicts between truth, knowledge, and 
power can be overcome”, and the belief that “freedom consists of 
obedience to laws that conform to the necessary results of the right use of 
reason.  (pp. 41-42) 
 
I feel that such beliefs must be named and overtly taken up by both myself and 

my students in all of the classes that I teach and, when the opportunity is available, 

during the various practica in which my students participate.  The assumed legitimacy of 

such beliefs and their corresponding practices must be explicitly challenged so that they 

are displaced from a zone of normativity to one marked by strangeness.  This task is, as 

St. Pierre (2000) notes, nevertheless daunting given that humanism still reigns supreme: 

…the language, practice, and effects of humanism have been operating 
for centuries, envelop us every moment, and have become ‘natural.’  
Humanism is the air we breathe, the language we speak, the shape of the 
homes we live in, the relations we are able to have with others, the 
politics we practice, the map that locates us on the earth, the futures we 
can imagine, the limits of our pleasures.  (p. 478) 
 
Following the spirit of the quotation above, one may name humanism’s impact 

on contemporary education by stating that humanism is the way in which we teach, the 

subjects that we deem more or less important, the grades we give and the way we grade, 

the hierarchies of title in academia, and the divisions we seek out and impose in schools, 

elementary, secondary and postsecondary.  Humanism is also the way in which we 

conceptualize ourselves as educators, learners, and the institution of the school.  It is 
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important to acknowledge, however, that the vocalization and naming of humanism’s by-

products does not eradicate humanism from educational contexts.  Barrett (2005) 

clarifies that poststructuralism “does not assume to replace the structures of modernism 

or suggest a linear progression from modernism to postmodernism and structuralism to 

poststructuralism”, but rather, calls upon deconstruction and “ ‘posts’ both modernist and 

postmodernist structures for viewing and analysis” (p. 80).  Noting that poststructuralism 

is a response to and an inhabitant of humanism, St. Pierre (2000) agrees that humanism 

cannot be erased by the poststructuralist project, but argues that it can be destabilized 

and its relative hegemonic grip weakened: 

It is important to understand, however, that poststructuralism cannot 
escape humanism since, as a response to humanism, it must always be 
implicated in the problematic it addresses.  Yet feminists who use 
poststructural analyses in their work persistently refuse humanism and do 
find points of exit from its ubiquitous dominance.  They are able to do 
this because humanism, though powerful, produces its own failure with its 
insistence on setting up boundaries, limits, and grids of regularity and 
normalcy that, once intelligible, can be disrupted and transgressed.  (St. 
Pierre, 2000, p. 479) 
 
The key then to active poststructural feminism in education is to bring light to 

these oppressive structures of humanism, to render them ‘strange’ and offensive and to 

make them noticed and in the foreground, all the while understanding that while 

humanism cannot be eliminated, its structures are not indestructible and can be 

transgressed.  This requires convincing that these structures are not ‘just natural’, ‘just 

there’.  The ‘it is what it is’ mentality, in the poststructural feminist’s project, is highly 

unproductive and unacceptable.  Thus, while modernism cannot be escaped in education 

(or in other realms for that matter), critical and emancipatory pedagogical practices can 

interrupt and counter discourses of oppression and their effects. 
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My third metaphor of feminism’s potency in educational contexts is couched in 

critical and emancipatory pedagogy.  Fisher (2001) reminds us “consciousness-raising 

also entails action” (p. 40).  Feminist thinking is the motor that provides my students and 

me with the impetus and momentum and necessary energy to be dynamic and active 

change agents who envision transformed sites of education anchored by social justice.  In 

order to truly subscribe to a feminist praxis in education, my students and I must “move 

beyond analysis of the abstracts and the frustrations of feminist teaching and feminist 

administering to proposing detailed strategies and resources for raising students’ (and 

teachers’) consciousness about gender, race, class and sexuality” in order to satisfy the 

wider vision of “transforming larger institutional environments to make them more 

equitable, democratic places for the collective construction of knowledge” (Cohee et al., 

1998, p. 7).  From an anti-colonial stance, this sometimes requires a resistance to 

dominant oppressive discourses. 

 In all of my courses I have made a concerted effort to bring poststructural 

feminism to the attention of my students and to propose specific pedagogical strategies 

for disrupting hegemonic male discourses in the classroom.  Moreover, I have 

systematically integrated Gaby Weiner’s (1994) three dimensions of feminism in all of 

my undergraduate courses.  Thus, this semester, my students have learned feminism in 

education is:  “political-a movement to improve the conditions and life chances for girls 

and women”; “ critical-a sustained, intellectual critique of dominant (male) forms of 

knowing and doing” (Weiner, 1994, p. 7), and “praxis-oriented-concerned with the 

development of more ethical forms of professional and personal practice” (Weiner, 1994, 

p. 8).  They have also engaged in lesson planning as a function of developing a socially 

just lived-curriculum.  Further, my students have begun to interrogate their practice 
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during their preinternship so that their pedagogy and interactions with their students 

interrupts the modernist curriculum. 

Poststructural feminism and my epistemology. 
 

Dickerson (2010) notes “epistemology is often defined as the theory of 

knowledge, also stated as ‘knowing what we know’ or ‘thinking about how we think’” 

(p. 349).  Thus, the articulation of one’s epistemological orientation necessarily could 

require an engagement in meta-cognitive and meta-linguistic reflexivity.   

My epistemological stance as a poststructural feminist affords me the possibility 

to uncover and examine instances of masculine hegemony in educational contexts as a 

function of my “critique of structuralism” and my “positioning that seeks to understand 

how knowledge is produced” (Dickerson, 2010, p. 350).  Here a chicken or egg question 

emerges for me:  “Is it poststructuralism and feminism in education? or feminist 

poststructuralism in education...Is feminism a noun modified by a poststructural 

perspective, or is it the other way around?” (McLeod, 2011, p. 138-39).  At this point in 

my doctoral studies journey, I believe that I lean more towards the ‘poststructural 

feminist’ paradigm as opposed to the category of ‘feminist poststructuralist’, because I 

accord a great importance to poststructuralist practices such as deconstruction, attention 

to intersections, the examination of discourses, and the responsiveness towards how our 

world is languaged.  Dill (1983/1994) reflects my attitude as she writes:   

Feminist activists must work to expand their conceptualization of the 
problem beyond the narrow confines of sexism.  For example, efforts to 
develop and include nonsexist literature in the school curriculum are 
important.  Yet this work cannot exist in a vacuum, ignoring the fact that 
school children observe a gender-based division of labor in which 
authority and responsibility are held primarily by men, while women are 
concentrated in nurturant roles; or that schools with middle-class students 
have more funds, better facilities, and better teachers than schools serving 
working-class populations.  The problems of education must be addressed 
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as structural ones.  We must examine not only the kinds of discrimination 
that occur within institutions, but also the ways in which discrimination 
becomes a fundamental part of the institution’s organization and 
implementation of its overall purpose.  Such an analysis would make the 
linkages between different forms of structural inequality, like sexism and 
racism, more readily apparent.  (p. 54) 
 
During the writing of my doctoral dissertation, I hoped to model what Oleson 

(2000) suggests may be the core activity of qualitative feminist research: “Qualitative 

feminist research in its many variants, whether or not self-consciously defined as 

feminist, centers and makes problematic women’s diverse situations as well as the 

institutions that frame those situations” (Oleson, 2000, p. 216).  In addition, I foresaw 

that a poststructural feminist perspective would shape the writing of my dissertation in 

four ways.  First, it would underpin the way in which I would engage in the process of 

inquiry.  Like Barrett (2005), at the start of my doctoral studies journey, the way in 

which I fleshed out my initial set of dissertation questions was driven by “modernist 

assumptions about the self, knowledge, and power” (p. 89).  In my initial pre-proposal, I 

had planned on employing a phenomenological methodology in order to locate themes 

that described the ‘essence’ of collaboratively planning and teaching a cultural dance 

unit in a French Immersion setting.  Obviously, since then I have changed both topic and 

methodology.  This dissertation represents a shift from my initial desire to identify ‘truth 

and essence’, and a move towards a line of questioning that compels me to ask “how [I] 

know what [I] know” (Razack, 1993, p. 95) and interrogate the location, function, 

production and regulation of discourse (Barrett, 2005, p. 81).  During the writing of this 

dissertation, I found it useful to consider questions articulated by Scott (1988): 

In what specific contexts, among which specific communities of people, 
and by what textual and social processes has meaning been 
acquired?...How do meanings change? How have some meanings 
emerged as normative and others have been eclipsed or disappeared?  
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What do these processes reveal about how power is constituted and 
operates?  (cited in St. Pierre, 2000, p. 484) 
 
Secondly, a poststructural feminist paradigm compelled me to scrutinize how I 

used language in my dissertation and offered me a forum for the interrogation of how 

language is constitutive in the narratives I chose to include.  Alluding to the slipperiness 

of signifiers (Aoki, 2005), Barrett explains that: 

…words do not carry meaning in and of themselves, but only as they 
occur within particular cultural narratives…meanings are always 
plural…produced through discursive and interactive processes of 
everyday life…Language, then, is productive and shapes our 
understandings of ourselves, others, and what is or not possible.  (p. 81)   

 
 Thus, during the course of my study, I had the opportunity to call upon processes 

of deconstruction in order to discover how I use language to construct notions of 

linguistic identities such as Francophone, Anglophone and Fransaskois.  The 

interrogation of language assisted me in exploring the discourses that shape the ways in 

which my students language their own particular subjectivities and the educational 

spaces that they inhabit.  The narratives presented in my dissertation are written 

primarily in English but were produced, for the most part, in French with Anglophone, 

Francophone and Allophone actors.  Because of this, the exploration of language and its 

discursive by-products took on an additional slant, requiring that I be attentive to how 

meaning is produced at the intersections of linguistic schemes, culture and pedagogy and 

to the discourses that produce and uphold these languaged meanings. 

 Thirdly, a poststructural feminist stance enabled me to position discourse in the 

forefront in a significant portion of my project and metaphorically frame it as the corpus 

callosum that facilitated communication between two key components of my 

autoethnography:  the ‘auto’ or the investigation of my ‘self/selves’ and the ‘ethno’ or 
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the examination of the wider social and historical context.  In other words, the 

examination, and in some cases, the problematization, of certain discourses that have 

constituted my subjectivity was a bridging mechanism allowing me to connect my 

‘personal’ with the ‘political’ and link aspects of my lived experience as a woman and 

teacher educator to the wider cultural contexts that I inhabit along with my students.

 A poststructural feminist stance also reminded me that “discourses tell me what is 

possible, yet often produce versions of reality that appear incompatible” (Barrett, 2005, 

p. 82).  With this reminder as a guide, during the course of my study of my ‘self’, I was 

able to engage in the examination of the tensionalities that emerge when I embrace and 

articulate seemingly incompatible discourses in my overt teaching practices.  In my 

social studies methodology course, for example, I place an emphasis on the teaching of 

treaty essential learnings and highlight the importance of taking up corresponding 

questions with elementary students of all cultural orientations.  In the same course, I also 

strongly advocate pedagogical practices that support a pluralistic and hybrid view of 

society and of the teaching about culture. 

As a result, students often ask me if it is more important to ‘cover’ First Nations 

and Métis content in Social Studies, or if it is preferable to subscribe to a more 

‘multicultural’ approach.  This particular question represents a source of frustration for 

me because it reminds me that I sometimes do explicitly validate opposing discourses in 

my undergraduate courses.  However, I realize that the space betwixt contradictory 

discourses, while a source of tension for those who inhabit it, is also a site of potentially 

productive tensionality.  Thus, it may be useful for my students to explore what 

possibilities may arise when their pedagogical practices in social studies are located at 

the juncture of the Treaty Essential Learnings as priority discourse and discourses of 
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multiculturalism. “Negotiating these conflicting discourses can be the source of 

considerable angst (McKenzie, 2004a; Sammel, 2004)—an angst into which feminist 

poststructural theorizing, and notions of subjectivity, can lend useful insights”  (Barrett, 

2005, p. 82) so that new meanings may be offered. 

Finally, by positioning myself as a poststructural feminist researcher, I was better 

equipped to engage in the writing process as an act of transgressing taken-for-granted 

notions of gender, sexuality and power that often inhabit curriculum and schooling and 

that often exist at the intersections of race, religiosity, and culture.  Moreover, a 

poststructural feminist orientation continually reminded me that my subjectivity as 

‘woman’, a subjectivity that informs what I do as a teacher educator, is always 

negotiable, fluid and characterized by its intersections.  There is no doubt that I belong to 

the group of feminists to whom St. Pierre (2000) refers in the following quotation: 

Much work has been done to identify the essence of woman.  Some 
feminists, however, are concerned that the desire to fix this essence is 
dangerous since they believe that all the identity categories—race, class, 
gender, sexual orientation, age, wellness, etc.—not just gender, must be 
taken into account as we think about people’s lives.  They believe that a 
person is the “intersection” (e.g., Crenshaw, 1995) of these identity 
categories; thus, race or wellness, at different times, might be as important 
to someone as gender.  Their concern is that once the differences are 
erased by identity, people can more easily be slotted into a hierarchy or 
grid and then manipulated, dismissed, and oppressed.  (p. 480) 
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Chapter Three 
 

 
Methodology 

 
Without a story, we perish.  Stories define our lives:  they teach us what is 
possible and good, help set our goals and limits, offer us role models and explain 
mysteries.  Without stories—myths and legends, folktales and sacred texts, 
romances and comedies and tragedies—our lives would be formless.  (Farwell, 
1988, p. 29) 
  

Self-study Research 
 

Butler-Kisber (2005) notes that “Self-study is seen as a way of addressing the 

ethical issues of voice and power by turning a study inward and making the researcher 

and participant one and the same” (p. 104).  According to Bullough and Pinnegar (2001), 

“The aim of self-study research is to provoke, challenge, and illuminate rather than 

confirm and settle” (p. 20).  LaBoskey (2004) explains that:  

Self-study researchers are concerned with both enhanced understanding of 
teacher education in general and the immediate improvement of our 
practice.  We are focused on the nexus between public and private, theory 
and practice, research and pedagogy, self and other.  Also relevant to self-
study methodology, then, are theories about learning and the nature of 
teaching.  (p. 818) 

 
Research Question 
 

The aim of this study is to illuminate the sites of my living pedagogy as a teacher 

educator who works in a minority language context.  As mentioned in Chapter One of 

this dissertation, my goal is not to pinpoint and confirm absolutes that emerge from these 

spaces of tensionality, but rather, to answer the following overarching question:  As a 

minority language context teacher educator, how may these spaces of productive 

tensionalities provoke me to reimagine my practice, to challenge assumptions and values 
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that are inherent but perhaps hidden within these spaces, and to illuminate new and 

perhaps slippery insights about my practice and subjectivity as a teacher educator?  

  
Participant Selection 
 
 The initial focus of this study is my ‘self’ within my context as teacher educator.  

Loughran  (2004) states that “the individual self is an important starting point for 

researching practice and that the individual gains in understanding and changes in 

practice are crucial in encouraging further refinement and application of self-study to 

new and different situations” (p. 156).   

However, Loughran (2004) also seems to challenge the semantic implications of 

the term ‘self-study’, noting that “there is little doubt that learning about “self” is not the 

singular feature of self-study” (p. 156).  The word ‘self-study’ may initially suggest a 

singular player in the research process—the researcher.  Loughran (2004) suggests that 

the process of self-study may require the researcher to transcend his or her ‘self’ and 

consider other participants who are involved in the research context: 

 To understand what is learnt through self-study, it is important to know 
who is involved in and how that involvement shapes learning.  There is 
little doubt that the term self-study itself conjures up strong images of 
individuals researching their own practice.  However, this can also be 
misleading for the participants of self-study are not always single isolated 
teachers, working alone to better understand their own practice.  In fact, 
the participants in self-study often seek to move way beyond themselves 
in order to better examine their practice and to interrogate the subsequent 
learning so that what they come to know, although initially perhaps 
personal, might be shaped by, and impact on, those with whom they work. 
(p. 155).  

 
During the course of this self-study, I, like Dusting (2002), was thus “reminded 

about how important it is to not only attend to my agenda as the teacher [educator], but 

to focus similar attention on the students’ agenda as well” (p. 194).   
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For this study, I documented and explored not only my professional beliefs, 

challenges, practices and aspirations, but also those of my students within the context of 

a first year undergraduate core professional studies course entitled ECSF 100-L’école et 

la société (School and Society).  For the duration of the semester, I kept a professional 

journal in which I documented each course session.  At the beginning of the semester, I 

explained to my students that I would be keeping this professional journal and also 

explained that parts of it may be analysed for my doctoral dissertation.  Students were 

invited to ask questions about my professional journal both in class or during out of class 

meetings scheduled upon request. 

Loughran (2004), in his chapter about the “influence of purpose, participants and 

context”(p. 151) in self-study, discusses the value of “Learning With and Through 

Critical Friends” (p. 157) and notes that “The self-study literature is replete with 

accounts of teaching, learning and research that focus on collaboration” (p. 157).   The 

ontological benefit of accessing critical friends is undeniable:  

The learning as a result of collaboration in self-study appears to be linked 
to the opportunity to access alternative perspectives on situations.  In 
many cases, self-study reports illustrate how working together and sharing 
ideas, issues and concerns with critical friends has helped practitioners to 
see beyond their own ‘world views’ and to broaden their perspective on 
situations in meaningful ways.  (Loughran, 2004, p. 158) 
 
Other researchers echo Loughran’s ideas concerning the benefits of collaborating 

with others in self-study research.  Hamilton and Pinnegar (1998) note that such 

collaboration represents a “formalization of reframing” whereby the researcher is 

brought to “think and act differently in teacher education practice” (p. 1).  Bass, 

Anderson-Patton and Allender (2002) elaborate upon the link that exists between 

reframing and transformative learning.  They hold that critical friends provide the 
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researcher with the opportunity to entertain alternative views and consequently to 

challenge his or her own privileged position.  Osler and Flack (2002) concur and suggest 

that a view of student learning from the privileged position of the researcher may 

represent a “barrier to active learning” (p. 158).  Kuzmic (2002) adds to this conversation 

as he discusses his own self-study: 

My research is certainly connected to the teachers with whom I work, but 
I did not initiate or conduct this project for them.  And yet, in the ways I 
have come to see myself differently, it is through them that I own these 
understandings…Self-study can not only be about me and my work as a 
teacher educator…[it] has to be done in a way that honors their voices 
[pre-service and in-service teachers] and integrates them more fully into 
both the process and the product of self-study in a way that both 
recognizes and challenges our privileged and their marginalized voices.  
(cited in Loughran, 2004, p. 156)  
 
 During this study, through the use of a non-random purposive sampling 

technique, I recruited and collaborated with four former students who are graduates of 

the teacher education program that is discussed in this study.  All four individuals 

received a letter inviting them to participate in this investigation.  Those that were asked 

to participate as critical friends for this study were invited based on the following 

criteria: 

1)  Each participant is a graduate of the teacher education program discussed in 

this study and was a student that I taught in the program. 

2) Each participant had, as an undergraduate student, demonstrated keen critical 

and reflective thinking skills. 

  Collectively, my four critical friends make up a very diverse group with varying 

linguistic and educational backgrounds as well as varying pedagogical interests.  

Melodie is a graduate of an urban Francophone high school and is currently teaching at a 

Francophone elementary school.  As a student, Melodie consistently displayed pride for 
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her Francophone heritage, but also displayed an intellectual curiosity towards linguistic 

identity construction in general.  Allison is a graduate of an urban French Immersion 

high school and currently teaches in an urban French Immersion elementary school.  She 

self-identifies as a visible minority and is trilingual.  Allison was a student in several of 

the courses that I taught.  In all of these courses, Allison demonstrated keen insights 

regarding marginalization, privilege and social justice issues in education.  Josephine is a 

graduate of an urban English high school and took Core French before entering 

university.  She currently teaches at the middle years level in an urban French Immersion 

school.  As a student in one of my first-year courses and throughout her four years in the 

teacher education program, Josephine displayed skill in her ability to deconstruct 

discourses surrounding linguistic identity and the teaching and learning of French as a 

second language.  Elena is a graduate of a rural Francophone high school and has taught 

in French Immersion programs at both elementary and secondary level.  She is currently 

on maternity leave.  As a student in the teacher education program, Elena thoughtfully 

engaged in discussions about teaching in minority language contexts and displayed a 

marked sensitivity towards the differing needs of French second language and 

Francophone learners.  Moreover, Elena demonstrated an understanding of how 

geographical settings, whether urban or rural, influence a teacher’s pedagogy and 

professional identity.4      

As per guidelines provided by the University of Regina’s Research Ethics Board 

(REB), the teachers that I recruited received an REB approved information letter and 

corresponding consent form.  The letter provided information about the nature of the 

study, the role of the participant, risks and inconveniences, and issues pertaining to 
                                                 
4 Names of my four critical friends have been changed in order to ensure confidentiality. 
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participation and confidentiality of participation.  The signing of the consent form 

indicated that the participant had read the preceding information letter and that she or he 

understood that participation in the study was entirely voluntary.  The signing of the 

consent form also indicated that the participant understood that she or he had the right to 

withdraw from this study at any time and for any reason and that no negative 

consequence would occur to the participant if she or he chose to discontinue her or his 

participation in this study.  

Following the writing of the first drafts of Chapters Five to Eleven, information 

meetings with each of the four consenting critical friends were arranged at a time 

convenient for all.  This meeting did not exceed one hour.  During this meeting the goals, 

the research question, methodology and ethical considerations of the study were 

reiterated.  In addition, I explained the role of the critical friend, the chapter reading 

process and the questionnaire items. Throughout this meeting, the three critical friends 

had the opportunity to pose questions regarding the study.  A lunch, totaling no more 

than $25.00 per critical friend, was purchased. 

 During the data analysis and reporting stage of the research process, each critical 

friend was assigned at least one chapter and received an electronic copy of each draft.  

Each critical friend was asked to read her or his assigned sections and write handwritten 

or typed comments and questions directly in the margins of each.  At the end of the 

reading of each chapter, each critical friend was asked to complete a bilingual 

questionnaire containing the following semi-structured open-ended questions: 

1)  What words, sentences, sections or ideas in Ch.___ do you disagree with, 

view differently or question?  Explain your position./ Quels sont des mots, 

des phrases, des sections ou des idées du Ch. ___ dont vous n’êtes pas 
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d’accord, que vous considérez différemment ou que vous remettez en 

question?  Expliquez votre position.    

2) What words, sentences, sections or idea in Ch. ___ resonate with you as a 

teacher?  Explain your position./ Quels sont des mots, des phrases, des 

sections ou des idées qui correspondent à vos croyances, et/ou vos valeurs, 

et/ou vos expériences en tant qu’enseignant(e). Expliquez votre position. 

3) What components of Ch.___, if any, require further precision?  Le cas 

échéant, quelles composantes du Ch. ___ exigent plus de précision?  

4) What words, sentences, sections, ideas or further insights should be added to 

this chapter? Quels mots, phrases, sections, idées, ou perspicacités devraient 

être inclus dans ce chapitre?         

Each critical friend submitted his or her chapter copy and corresponding 

questionnaires to me upon completion.  In order to dialogue further with each critical 

friend so as to access increased clarification and insight about the feedback that was 

provided, I scheduled individual meetings of no more than 1 hour with each critical 

friend.  Each meeting offered me the possibility to ask additional questions, clarify, 

reframe and negotiate meaning with each critical friend regarding the obtained feedback 

and ultimately the content of each chapter.   

The involvement of my four critical friends was indeed very enriching for me and 

contributed to several changes in this dissertation.  During my various phases of writing, 

I often wrote for days on end without having the opportunity to share my writing with 

anyone, and undoubtedly, there were moments when a sense of isolation consumed me 

as a writer because I felt as if I were writing for a faceless audience.  I craved immediate 

feedback following the writing of each one of Chapters Four to Eleven.  The comments, 
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questions, and suggestions that my critical friends gifted me with more than satisfied this 

longing.  

Collectively, my critical friends provided me with much encouragement.  All 

four expressed, in either written form or in person during our meetings, that they 

appreciated the narrative format I used and found my writing style to be engaging and 

accessible.  Moreover, all of my critical friends related that they had lived experiences 

similar to many of those I recounted and that they too pondered many of the questions 

that I had taken up in my analyses.  This was useful feedback for me because it 

suggested that the stories that I chose to include in this dissertation were worthy of 

discussion and contained concerns that were shared by others, specifically former 

students enrolled in the Faculty of Education program in question.   

All four critical friends commended the questioning process that I used in ECSF 

100 and described in Chapters Four to Eleven.  This was very validating for me from a 

pedagogical standpoint as it affirmed one aspect of my pedagogical approach, that of not 

being systematically prescriptive in sharing ideologies or theoretical considerations, but 

rather providing students with the tools to enable them to construct their own 

conceptualizations of areas of professional knowledge.                                       

My four critical friends also provided me with constructive feedback concerning 

both my craft as a writer, and specific content areas in the chapters that they reviewed.  It 

was following this feedback that I proceeded to revisit and re-shape certain elements of 

Chapters Four to Eleven and, perhaps more importantly, my thinking as a researcher.  In 

multiple cases, my critical friends asked if I could make stronger connections between 

the figurative language that I used in my writing and what I was ‘really trying to say’.  

Often my critical friends wanted to know what my figurative language referred to 
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concretely.   In these areas of text, I made it a point to include both the figurative and the 

more concrete elaboration, all the while placing myself in the shoes of the reader.  For 

me, these particular revisions were veritable sites of tensionality because of my belief 

that figurative language can often convey ideas in ways that more straightforward 

language may not.  On the other hand, I wanted to ensure that my readers remained 

engaged as they read my dissertation and did not perceive my writing style as elitist or 

exclusionary.  Consequently, I made an effort to reconsider the figurative language that I 

used in terms of its level of clarity and approachability.  In doing so, I realized that as a 

feminist writer I value the space that allows me to write using my voice.  However, I also 

realized that I also value the privilege of ‘being read’, and that in order for me to make a 

connection with my reader, I must, in certain cases, go beyond my egocentric need to 

articulate my voice in order to consider the reader’s needs as well. 

Along a similar vein, my critical friends also often challenged me to reconsider 

some of my word choices.  I found it interesting that in most cases, the suggestion to find 

an alternate word was made in order to enable me to more pointedly articulate the 

meanings that I wanted to convey and because of an excessive use of a certain term or 

because the word was generally inappropriate.  In general, the words that were 

questioned by my students were considered to be adequate insofar as their (arbitrarily 

assigned) meanings were concerned…there were simply better alternatives.  Le mot juste 

m’attendait.  In some situations, it was recommended that I reconsider my lexical 

choices because certain words were perceived as too harsh, overly neutral, or lacking in 

punch.  In other cases, the initial word choice was ‘not quite there yet’ in terms of having 

the power to express my intended message.  Given my linguistic background and 

considering that all four of my critical friends are also all fluent in both English and 
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French, I find neither these suggestions nor my willingness to consider them surprising.  

As a bilinguals5 who spend much of our professional and personal time navigating 

between French and English as we read and in our written and oral communication, code 

switching and the quest for ‘le mot juste’ are elements of our collective psyche.  We are 

always looking for the clearest, most succinct and engaging way to interact with our 

bilingual environments. 

Hard copy feedback collected from my critical friends during the course of this 

study will be stored in a locked filing cabinet.  Feedback that was sent electronically will 

be stored in password protected computer files.  As per the requirements described by 

the (REB), all feedback, hard copy and electronic, will be archived for a minimum five 

(5) year duration, after which time, all hard copy documents will be shredded and all 

electronic files will be deleted. 

Data Collection  
 
 The primary source of data for this study was a professional journal that I 

maintained over the course of the semester.  Cooper (1991) notes that: 

Keeping a notebook is one way to keep in touch with our past and present 
selves.  A notebook, a diary, or a journal is a form of narrative as well as a 
form of research, a way to tell our own story, a way to learn who we have 
been, who we are, and who we are becoming…Telling our stories through 
journal writing becomes a quest for understanding and integration, a 
bridging of the inner mindscape and the outer landscape.  (p. 98) 
 
Cooper’s words seem to be in concordance with my attempt in this study to 

examine my ‘becoming’ as a teacher educator.  I, like Cooper, have always kept diaries 

and journals and believe that the journal that was written for the purposes of this study 

helped me to discern my current present professional self and embark on a “journey back 

                                                 
5 My use of the term ‘bilinguals’ as a noun is intentional. 
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in time, a journey that threads the [my] past selves, like beads on a string, forming a 

necklace of existence, a present complex whole” (Cooper, 1991, p. 98).   Citing 

Grumet’s (1988) suggestion that “to tell a story is to impose form on experience” (p. 87), 

Cooper (1991) reminds us that: 

Keeping a journal or diary, even if it is nothing more than the simple 
recording of events through periodic entries, enables the writer to impose 
form on the often chaotic experience of life.  Journals allow us to examine 
our own experiences, to gain fresh perspective, and by that means begin 
to transform the experiences themselves.  (p. 99)   
    

Cooper (1991) also notes that: 

As diarists, journal keepers, professional log keepers, we seek to reclaim 
the right to intelligently examine our own lives even as we are deeply and 
personally embedded in our own context…As chroniclers of our own 
stories, we write to create ourselves, to give voice to our experiences, to 
learn who we are and who we have been.  Our diaries become the stories 
of our journeys through life, stories that are both instructive and 
transforming in the telling and the listening.  (p. 111)  
 

             After each class I promptly sat down at my computer and documented the events 

that took place during the given course.  During the journal writing process, I made a 

concerted effort to integrate the four basic principles for diary writing as proposed by 

Rainer (1978):  writing spontaneously, writing honestly, writing deeply, and writing 

correctly.  In order to always keep these principles in mind as I journaled, I wrote each 

one on an index card and then attached it to the top corner of my computer monitor.  

This visual aid most certainly facilitated my journaling process.  It served as a regular 

reminder to write thick and messy texts that allowed for the emergence of illuminations 

and insights, which may have been gone unobserved, had I not kept Rainer’s principles 

in mind. 

  In most cases, for the sake of practicality, the events and conversations that 

emerged during each course session were recorded in my journal, according to my 
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recollections of them, in point form summaries.  In some cases, some direct quotations 

made by students were noted word for word. These quotations were later translated into 

English and re-written during the development of the first drafts of my chapters, in order 

to maintain the anonymity of the speaker.      

 During the course of this study, I attempted to find connections between the data 

that emerged from my professional journal and other secondary data sources including 

interviews with my critical friends, the course outline, and course materials.  

Data Management 
 
 Chang (2008) explains that “data management involves two types of activities:  

organization and refinement” (p. 116).  Whereas data organization provides “a logical 

structure to a mass of collected data by labeling individual data sets and classifying them 

by categories” (p. 116), data refinement involves “narrowing the focus of data collection 

and furthering data analysis by trimming redundant and less important data and 

expanding more relevant and significant data” (p. 119).   

 I began my process of data organization at the end of the semester following the 

completion of my professional journal.  At this point, I engaged in three key readings of 

my journal, all of which were driven by my research question.  During the first reading 

my intent was to obtain a global awareness of the contents of my journal.  During the 

second reading, I highlighted the sections of the journal entries that were relevant to my 

research question.  These sections were “marked and assembled to form a new file or 

subtext, which may be seen as the content universe” (Leiblich, Tuval-Mashiach and 

Zilber, 1998, p. 112) of the study.  My third reading consisted of a review of this subtext:  

the highlighted sections of my journal were further separated into distinct preliminary 
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chapters and labeled with tentative chapter titles that corresponded to the respective 

theme of each section. 

 During the data refinement phase, I re-wrote most of the preliminary chapters in 

the form of fragmented narratives.  Markham (2005) classifies the fragmented narrative 

as a “method of analysis in interpretive inquiry” whereby the narrative is “presented in 

somewhat linear fashion” and “interspersed with ideas presented in other genres” (p. 2).  

Thus, during this phase of my writing process, I described the unfolding of each course 

session in a linear fashion, but allowed myself to ‘interrupt’ the linear description of each 

session by infusing poetry and other literary genres at deliberately selected places in the 

text. My intent in doing this was to make connections between the tensionalities that 

were manifest in the course session in question and tensionalities that characterized some 

of my past experiences as a marginalized person, a woman, a teacher, and a teacher 

educator.  By nesting a diversity of literary styles within the cracks of a longer narrative 

text, it was my hope that the reader would be lead to consider the tensionalities described 

in the chapter from a variety of sensibilities and vantage points and to make connections 

between these literary pieces, all the while concentrating on the site of living pedagogy 

in question.  Many authors support this multi-genre approach in qualitative research.  For 

example, Butler-Kisber (2005) points out that autobiographical poetic representation: 

 …provides an interesting approach to researcher reflexivity.  Helpful 
themes can emerge which might remain dormant while using other more 
linear reflective tools such as memos and journals.  These otherwise 
hidden themes produce a deeper understanding of researcher interest and 
stance.  (p. 108) 
 

  Markham (2005) expands on the virtues of writing fragmented narratives: 

First, fragmented narrative, pastiche, or bricolage can function politically 
to encourage multiple perspectives, yet the interpretations are not 
unlimited, as the author still structures the experience of reading. Second, 
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the arrangement and rearrangement of disparate but related threads of 
information can be an essential process of analysis.  (p. 2) 
 

Data Analysis and Data Interpretation 
 
 Chang (2008) notes that data analysis and interpretation are “quintessential to 

autoethnography because this process transforms bits of auto-biographical data into 

culturally meaningful and sensible text” (p. 127).  Chang also points out that although 

the two terms are often paired together, data analysis and data interpretation do, in fact, 

differ from each other.  Wolcott (1994) appears to agree and associates data analysis 

with “the identification of essential features and the systematic description of 

interrelationships among them” and data interpretation with “processual questions of 

meanings and context.  ‘How does it all mean?  ‘What is to be made of it all?’” (p. 12).  

Highlighting the importance of the ‘ethno’ in autoethnography, Chang explains that data 

interpretation “differing from data analysis…focuses on finding cultural meanings 

beyond the data” (p. 127).    

 During the writing of this dissertation, I often found it challenging to engage in 

data analysis and data interpretation as if they were two separate and independent 

processes.  More often than not, my process of identifying essential features of my texts 

simultaneously would also require that I construct meaning from the texts.   

As I re-read each of my preliminary chapters, I realized that by virtue of writing 

the aforementioned fragmented narratives, I had already engaged in an analysis and 

interpretation of data that was extracted from my professional journal.  I sensed that this 

was now the opportune time to extend further and delve into the interpretation of these 

narratives.  In order to do so, I re-read the narratives in an attempt to determine how they 

connected to broader cultural contexts beyond the stories themselves.  At times it was 
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necessary for me to run back and forth between analysis and interpretation, as I found 

that each activity often informed the other and that regarding the data in an exclusively 

linear fashion was not always productive nor motivating for me.  As I had done 

previously, during this stage of my writing process, I infused poetry within the primary 

prosaic text in most of the chapters, in order to enhance the reflexive quality of these 

chapters. 

 Chang (2008) explains that the process of data analysis and interpretation is 

“methodologically nebulous to describe because analysis and interpretation require the 

researcher’s holistic insight, a creative mixing of multiple approaches, and patience with 

uncertainty” (p. 126).  Undoubtedly, the writing of this autoethnography would have 

been an arduous, if not impossible, task had I not had access to a variety of data analysis 

and interpretation strategies and had I not allowed myself to dwell in spaces of 

‘incertitude’ and ambiguity during this phase of my writing process.  Several of Chang’s 

(2008) suggested strategies for data analysis and interpretation were employed in this 

study, namely “looking for cultural themes” (p. 132), “identifying exceptional 

occurrences” (p. 133), connecting present with the past (p. 134), analyzing relationships 

between self and others (p. 134), contextualizing broadly (p. 136), and framing social 

phenomenon with theories (p. 137).  In some cases, strategies were used together, while 

in others a single strategy dominated the process.   

Ethical Considerations 
 
 Chang (2008) reminds me that my stories are frequently connected to the stories 

of others (p. 55) and consequently I must acknowledge that my iterations are partial and 

will never fully represent the truths, perspectives and experiences of other people.  

Chang also emphasizes that “autoethnographers, like other researchers of human 
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subjects, are charged with adhering to the ethical principle of confidentiality” (p. 56).  In 

this study I strived to ensure confidentiality in the stories I shared.  In order to do this I 

called upon two strategies.  First, in cases where a person in my stories was recognizable, 

I provided a copy of the text to the individual in question and requested her or his 

consent for the inclusion of the piece in my dissertation.  I also asked the individual to 

provide me with any feedback about the way in which she or he and the situation were 

represented in the text.  I then incorporated her or his feedback into the final version of 

the text. 

A second strategy was used in order to ensure confidentiality in stories containing 

non-consenting characters.  Typically these stories contain compilation characters, 

characters that portray composite representations of students.  In other words, these 

narratives contain characters that represent traits and tendencies that I have observed in 

multiple students over the course of multiple years.  The strategy that was employed in 

these cases was that of writing the characters so that they illuminated certain global traits 

and tendencies that are typical of my student cohort but also so that they do not reveal 

the distinguishing traits of a specific individual. 
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Chapter Four 

 
The Space of ESCF 100-L’école et la société 

Preservice teacher education is located squarely between teachers’ past 
experiences as students in classrooms and their future experiences as 
teachers in classrooms.  (Kennedy, 1999, p. 57) 
 

Background 
 
 In the following chapters, I will examine the sites of living pedagogy that exist for 

me as an instructor of ECSF 100-L’école et la société:  Connaissances et savoirs.  

Offered in French, this class is a first year Faculty of Education ‘core’ course.  Although 

enrolments vary from year to year, this course is typically comprised of about 20 

students who may, upon graduation from the program, teach in a variety of French 

education contexts including Francophone schools, French Immersion programs, and 

Core French, Intensive French and Post-Intensive French class rooms.  

 The overarching theme of this course is the production of knowledge in Canadian 

educational settings, with an emphasis on minority language settings. Thus, students 

have the opportunity to contemplate how power and knowledge are constructed in 

Canadian educational settings such as French Immersion and French First-language 

schools.  This course also provides students with a starting point for the development of 

professional and linguistic subjectivities. The course is based on the following specific 

objectives: 

• to critically examine the historical and political tendencies in education in 
Canadian minority language settings as well as the goals of these tendencies 

• to understand that within an educational system, knowledge is constructed to 
thus reflect values and ideologies 

• to learn to think critically and creatively about the production of knowledge 
in educational settings 
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• to identify links between the construction of knowledge, power and the 
negotiation of professional and linguistic identities 

• to engage in the processes and dispositions/behaviours that contribute to the 
development of a reflective pedagogy 

• to develop the habit of critical self-evaluation 
 

The conversations that underpin the narratives in this chapter as well as those in 

Chapters Five to Eleven originally took place in French.  In an attempt to reach a wider 

readership that includes unilingual Anglophones, I have translated these oral texts into 

English and have made every attempt to preserve the intent and spirit of the messages 

that were constructed and communicated.   

The First Year Course Outline-Faceless Planning of the In-between6 
 
 It is a week before my first ECSF 100 course and I have just picked up the 30 some 

photocopies of my course outline from the university’s printing services office.  In 

preparation for my first meeting with my class, I remove one of the outlines from the 

stack and proceed to do a final read of the document.  

 Consisting of 10 pages with boldface subtitles, the course outline begins by 

outlining the schedule of the three primary course components, these being the course 

itself, the lab and the school involvement practicum:  

 
HORAIRE 
 
le 8 septembre au 1 décembre 2011        
  
le mardi et le jeudi (labo) :  12h30 à 14h20 
le mardi et le jeudi (cours) : 14h30 à 15h45     
le mardi et le jeudi (stage) :  12h30 à 15h45  

  
 It then provides a course description: 
 
 DESCRIPTIF DU COURS 
                                                 
6 narrative based on journal entry dated September 4, 2011 
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Ce cours propose des questions liées aux « connaissances » et « savoirs » 
associés à l'éducation en situation linguistique minoritaire. Les étudiant.es auront 
à contempler la production du pouvoir et du savoir en milieux éducatifs 
contemporains. Ce cours sert d'amorce au développement des subjectivités 
professionnelles et linguistiques. 
 

 A description of the content and methodology that are employed during the 
course follow: 
 

CONTENU ET MÉTHODOLOGIE 
 
Ce cours permet d’aborder certains enjeux éducatifs spécifiques à l’enseignement 
en situation linguistique minoritaire, tout en tenant compte du thème commun de 
ce premier cours de base (parmi les cours d’ECSF), c’est-à-dire, la production 
des connaissances et du savoir en milieux éducatifs canadiens. 
 
A ces fins, le cours s’organise autour des questions suivantes : 
 

1. Quels savoirs et connaissances valorise-t-on en éducation ?  
 
2. Du point de vue historique, quelles ont été les caractéristiques de 

l’éducation, et plus précisément, de l’éducation en milieu linguistique 
minoritaire ? Quels facteurs ont contribué à ces caractéristiques ? 

 
3. Comment les écoles contemporaines sont-elles organisées en en quoi cette 

organisation contribue-t-elle à l’apprentissage ? 
 
4. Quels sont certains effets possibles de ces questions en ce qui concerne le 

développement des compétences linguistiques et professionnelles ainsi 
que la négociation de l’identité professionnelle chez les enseignant.es ? 

 
Ce cours vous aidera à juger par et pour vous-même si vous désirez ou non vous 
lancer dans l’enseignement. L’analyse de soi est importante lorsqu’il s’agit de 
s’engager à une carrière en enseignement. Cette dernière nécessite une démarche 
continue de prise de décision, de mise en pratique de décision et d’évaluation de 
décision. La professeure offrira son soutien en vous orientant à l’enseignement 
mais c’est à vous qu’il revient de montrer que vous possédez le potentiel pour 
acquérir les connaissances, les attitudes et les compétences d’un professionnel en 
enseignement. Vous allez penser à ce que cela veut dire « être enseignant.e ».  

 
 The course outline then continues with a list of the specific course objectives (see 

Introduction of this chapter) and the following list of key themes that are taken up during 

the course: 

 GRANDS THÈMES 
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Les objectifs du cours seront atteints par un processus interactif d’apprentissage. 
De manière intégrée, le cours abordera les thèmes suivants : 
 

Des épistémologies et l’éducation : 
o Qu’est-ce que le savoir? 
o Qui décide? 
o Qu’est-ce que l’apprentissage? 
o Qu’est-ce que le curriculum? 

 
Des contextes historiques de l’éducation en Saskatchewan : 
o L’éducation et les Premières Nations  
o L’éducation séparée  
o L’éducation obligatoire 
o L’éducation en situation linguistique minoritaire (SLM) 

- l’immersion française (précoce) 
- FL1 en SLM 
- Survol des programmes de français (langue cible) au Canada 

(Fr de base, Fr intensif, immersion tardive) 
 
Le professionnalisme :  
o La responsabilisation de l’étudiant.e 
o Les droits et les responsabilités des enseignant.es 
o Le code de déontologie 

  
 La dimension langagière : 
o Le portfolio langagier, y compris des portraits autobiographiques  
o Nommer des « identités » linguistiques 

 
 The remainder of the course outline provides a list of academic regulations, a 

tentative schedule that describes the content of each course session, and precise 

directions and criteria for assignments and assessment items.  I feel that the document is 

comprehensive, sufficiently detailed without being overwhelming for the reader, and 

written in a register in French that is both accessible to first-year students and 

appropriate for an academic context.   

  Nevertheless, the more I read the course outline, the more I feel uncomfortable 

about it.  My anxiety emerges from the fact that this document is created for a first-year 

course.  When I plan my course outlines for my third and fourth-year classes, I can be 
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certain that the majority of students who will take these courses are those whom I have 

already taught during year one of their program.  They are individuals whom I already 

feel I know by name, by strength, and by need. Thus, when I plan my third and fourth- 

year courses and corresponding course outlines, I am positioned to plan for difference 

and specific needs, to anticipate how I will interact with my classes, and to speculate 

how my ‘isness’ as a course instructor will shape and take shape in each course.  I feel 

energized, creative and driven as I inhabit the space betwixt the curricula-as-plan and the 

curricula-as-lived. 

  In contrast, for ECSF 100 I am required to develop a curriculum-as-plan for 

students that I have yet to know as individuals.  Interestingly, my course outline notes 

that ECSF 100 is the starting point for the development of professional and linguistic 

subjectivities.  I am dismayed that I have limited information about my students’ prior 

knowledge and linguistic, cultural and academic experiences.  Access to such 

information would strengthen my capacity to help students negotiate their linguistic and 

professional subjectivities.  I acknowledge that by virtue of having previously taught this 

course multiple times, I can usually anticipate the types of students that I will teach in 

ECSF 100:  the French Immersion graduate, the Fransaskois student, the recent 

Francophone immigrant, the former Core French student…  However, these are simply 

broad categories of learners and provide me with very little clarity about the 

individuality of each student.  I long for the unattainable:  the ability to plan ECSF 100 in 

a more embodied way.  Unfortunately, I feel that I am, like the curriculum planners of 

which Aoki (2005) speaks, “condemned to plan for faceless people, students shorn of 

their uniqueness” (p. 160).  In my role as an ECSF 100 instructor, I dwell uncomfortably 

between a curriculum-as-plan that appears to subscribe to what Aoki (2005) describes as 
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a fiction of sameness and a (not yet) lived-curriculum where only one characteristic is 

predictable:  the uniqueness of each student.  

 I yearn to rid myself of this anxiety but am somewhat consoled to know that I am 

not alone and that others have also experienced similar contexts of pedagogical 

ambiguity.  Aoki explains that he recalls “stories of thoughtful teachers who speak of 

their pedagogical struggles in the midst of the plannable and the unplannable, between 

the predictable and the unpredictable, between the prescriptable and the 

nonprescriptable”(p. 426).  

Moreover, in Chapter 6 of Curriculum in a New Key, Aoki introduces the reader 

to Miss O, a teacher who, like me, “finds that her pedagogic situation is living in 

tensionality-a tensionality that emerges, in part, from indwelling in a zone between….the 

worlds of curriculum-as-plan and curriculum-as-lived-experience” (p. 159).  Aoki 

suggests that such tensionality is not something that I should strive to eradicate.  Instead, 

he beckons me to consider the wisdom of Miss O:  “Miss O, our teacher, knows that 

indwelling in the zone between curriculum-as-plan and curriculum-as-lived experience is 

not so much a matter of overcoming the tensionality but more a matter of dwelling aright 

within it” (p. 163).  

I contemplate how I may ‘dwell aright’ within the curriculum-as-plan and the 

curriculum-as-(yet to be)-lived of ECSF 100 and admittedly am still very preoccupied 

with my course outline. It occurs to me that I urgently need to review and reconstruct the 

way in which I perceive this document so that I can identify its possibilities rather than 

continue to focus on its limitations.  In order to do this, I gravitate towards one of Aoki’s 

compelling questions:   “How can a curriculum-as-plan be so built that it has the 

potential for a curriculum-as-lived that is charged with life?” (p. 362).  Yes.  This is what 
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I need to find out.  I suspect that there are many answers to this question and that they 

may not evolve overnight but rather during the course of the semester as my curriculum-

as-plan is rolled out.  Nevertheless, I feel an urgency to gain at least some preliminary 

insights into this interrogation.  How can my curriculum-as-plan be so built that it has the 

potential for a curriculum-as-lived that is charged with life and resists a predominantly 

technical rational discourse of teacher education?        

I re-tailor this question to fit my purpose:  “Is my current curriculum-as-plan, that 

is, my ECSF course outline, built so that it has the potential for a curriculum-as-lived 

that is charged with life?”  Already, I sense a greater sense of peace towards my course 

outline.  Something tells me that this question will lead me to generative possibilities that 

I have yet to perceive. 

I engage in re-reading the course outline and begin to see aspects of the 

document’s content that are promising because they set the stage for consciousness-

raising and for generating newness during the ECSF 100 course.  I am already aware that 

the course outline postures itself as the ‘amorce’ for the development of linguistic and 

professional subjectivities (even though I grapple with the notion that the development of 

these identities will begin in my course).  I notice that the assignments that are proposed 

in the course outline call on a broad spectrum of learning styles and ways of being.  They 

appear to me to be potential pathways towards new insights about how knowledge and 

power are constructed in contemporary educational settings and how the dialectic 

between school and society contribute to this construction process.  Moreover, the 

questions that frame ECSF 100 and are presented in this document do not suppose 

singular fixed answers and are constructed in order to promote critical and creative 

thinking about phenomenon that students may have never previously considered.  These 
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questions also serve as possible catalysts for the unsettling of seemingly innocent yet 

oppressive attitudes and understandings that students might initially bring to the course. 

I am satisfied with having made these initial observations.  Suddenly however, I 

am struck by an insight that dominates my train of thought and necessarily places these 

observations as secondary.  This flash of revelation gives me the courage to accept the 

ambiguity of not initially knowing my ECSF 100 students.  Aoki would point out that, 

up to this point in time, the way in which I have considered my curriculum-as-plan 

privileges presence over absence.  However, I now realize that it is not so much what is 

written en noir sur blanc in this course outline that fosters the potential for a curriculum-

as-lived that is charged with life, but rather an invisible yet existent underpinning of this 

document that can be summed up as my desire, specifically, my desire for pedagogical 

goodness.  It is this desire that guides me as I construct the course outline for ECSF 100 

and that will also inform and shape the lived-curriculum that I will co-construct with my 

students.   

Within the context of ECSF 100, the imperative of pedagogical goodness 

compels me to conceptualize my curriculum-as-plan and co-construct the lived-

curriculum as a space of inquiry and expression for my students that will bring them to 

live aright with their future students.  Ideally, this is a space where students are given a 

voice, including those whose voices were previously silenced in other contexts.  It is a 

space where I assume without question that all of my students have only the best 

intentions for their future students, and where students know that I recognize their 

intrinsic goodness.  Nevertheless, it is also a space where these same students are led to 

name, confront, deconstruct and reconstruct taken-for-granted and potentially oppressive 

prior knowledge, attitudes and experience in order to fully embrace an informed and 
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awakened socially-just pedagogy.  I think that I am starting to live aright amidst the 

tensionality of ECSF 100…     

Conversation…A (The?) Fertile Site of Living Pedagogy? 
 

Language has its true being only in conversation, in the exercise of 
understanding:  between people…Communication…does not need any 
tools, in the real sense of the word.  It is a living process in which a 
community of life is lived out…All forms of human community of life are 
forms of linguistic community:  even more they constitute language.  For 
language, in its nature, is the language conversation, but it acquires its 
reality only in the process of communicating.  This is why it is not a mere 
means of communicating.  (Gadamer, 1975, cited in Aoki, 2005, p. 239) 
 
As a teacher educator, I frequently call upon conversation as a pedagogical 

strategy in all of my courses.  By doing so, I succeed in making interpersonal 

connections with students and in fostering the development of a dynamic community of 

learners.  Using conversation as a pedagogical strategy provides students with the 

message that ideas presented in my class are not always absolutes and may be negotiated 

through oral language and by virtue of varying subjectivities.  In the case of many of my 

students for whom French is an additional language, conversation is a highly potent 

opportunity to simultaneously hone one’s linguistic competencies and construct 

conceptual understanding about language and the topic at hand.7  Through conversation, 

it is possible for students to engage in both the negotiation of meaning(s) of course 

themes and the negotiation of language, with each process informing and enriching 

knowledge that emerges from the other.  As Aoki suggests, conversation is not just a 

way of communicating.  Rather, it is a means of making connections with each other, of 

co-constructing knowledge, of acknowledging differences of opinion and of identity, as 

                                                 
7 It perhaps goes without saying that for learners for whom French is an additional language, conversation 
as a pedagogical strategy must occur within a classroom climate where the all learners feel secure, are 
willing to engage in risk-taking, and demonstrate mutual respect for one another.  
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well as a mechanism for discovering how the spaces betwixt these divergent 

positionalities may lead to something(s) greater, perhaps more significant, than the 

positionalities themselves.   
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Chapter Five 
 
 

Interrogating One’s Schooling…It’s Not As Easy as it Looks! 
 
Le récit autobiographique8 
 
 Today in class I review the expectations and evaluation criteria for an assignment 

that is due at the end of this month.  This assignment entitled Récit autobiographique 

asks students to interrogate the types of knowledge that were privileged during their K-

12 education and to investigate the role and status that the French language occupied in 

their schooling.  Students are asked to write a paper, 3 to 5 pages in length, which is 

composed of two sections.  In the first section the student is asked to write a synthesized 

description of his or her K-12 schooling.  In the second section, the student must 

critically discuss the areas of knowledge that were privileged during his or her 

elementary and secondary school education and examine the positioning of the French 

language in these contexts.   

 After I complete my explanation, I check for understanding and open the floor to 

questions or comments about the assignment.  As is often typical at the beginning of the 

semester in this first-year course, initially the class is quiet and it appears as if there are 

no questions or comments.  However, not believing that the silence is a convincing 

indicator that all is understood, I allow my students more wait time.  This is a seemingly 

productive move as I notice a student slowly raise her hand, perhaps so as not to attract 

an over abundance of attention.   

Jasmine is a French Immersion graduate who appears to have a quieter 

demeanour.  In a reserved but self-assured tone of voice she says, “So, I don’t want to 
                                                 
8 narrative based on journal entry dated September 13, 2011 
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sound like a keener, but this assignment is awesome! When I went to school there were 

so many things that I questioned about what was taught and what was considered 

important to learn, but I didn’t feel like I could question these things openly, especially 

in front of my teachers.  I guess I felt like a bit of an outsider and didn’t really feel like I 

could share my feelings about my school.” 

Intrigued and somewhat saddened by Jasmine’s last statement, I probe further, 

“Why was that?” 

“Well”, Jasmine replies, “in high school, I wasn’t really good at French or Math, 

but I was really good in Phys. Ed., and Music and in Drama.  But those subjects weren’t 

as important and even if you did well in them it didn’t matter as much.  The more 

academic subjects were the important ones.  So when I started this assignment it really 

gave me the chance to explain how my school valued things like knowing how to read 

and write papers and knowing how to do math, but really didn’t really teach us that it 

was important to think in other ways.  It’s really obvious that my school didn’t think that 

art or music was really important or that it was important to teach us about real-life 

world events or politics.  I mean, I really liked my elementary and high schools and the 

teachers were great, but there were, no doubt, some subjects that had a higher status than 

others and I don’t think that that was good.” 

I thank Jasmine for sharing her story and explain to her that she is on her way to a 

very rich récit autobiographique.  I then immediately notice Deb, another French 

Immersion graduate, raise her hand.  In a polite but nevertheless firm voice Deb 

exclaims, “Steph, I think that what Jasmine just said was really interesting because I 

went to the same school and Jas and I graduated together.  But I personally am confused 

with this assignment.  No offence, but honestly, I don’t really get what we are supposed 
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to do.” 

 Initially, I do not completely understand the complexity of Deb’s statement and I 

ask her to specify the parts of the assignment that she finds nebulous. She answers, 

“Well I get the first part where we have to describe our schooling.  And I understand that 

the second section wants us to talk about the kinds of knowledge were valued at my 

school.” 

 I nod my head to assure Deb that she is on the right track.  Deb continues saying 

“But I think that all kinds of knowledge were valued at my school and I don’t think that I 

really have anything more to say than that.  I personally find it really unfair that we are 

forced to criticize our schools because I think that my schools prepared me for university 

and made me the good student I am today.  I mean, really, because of the schools I went 

to, I had a good enough level of French to be able to get into this program.  So, if you 

want me to, I can talk about the different types of knowledge that my schools focused on, 

but I don’t think that it is fair for me to complain about the schools that gave me so 

much. I mean, I think that my teachers knew what they were doing when they chose 

what knowledge they wanted to transmit to us also because my school is known for the 

amount of people who graduate with academic scholarships and awards.  So, my 

question is, can’t you just let me write about how my schools were good?” 

 Mind racing, I feel unprepared to provide a straight answer to Deb’s question.  I 

see some students are closing their binders and looking at the clock that is anchored on 

the wall behind me.  I realize that it is the end of the session and that I will not have time 

today to respond to Deb.  This is probably a good thing.  Deb’s question is deeper than it 

looks.  
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Contemplating le récit autobiographique 
 

As I walk back to my office after today’s session, I feel divided.  On the one 

hand, I appreciate Jasmine’s critical appraisal of her schooling and her engagement with 

the récit autobiographic.  On the other hand, even though Deb’s resistance to the 

assignment concerns me, I also must admit that I was once like Deb and held a glorified 

view of my schooling.   

For the longest time, I had thought that my schooling was good.  When I was a 

first-year undergraduate student in the Faculty of Education, I would often hear my 

course mates talk about how certain aspects of their schooling lacked this or that.  When 

certain course mates talked about how their school did not emphasize the arts, I would 

smile smugly to myself and think, “Well, in my elementary school we always sang, and 

danced, and drew and performed!”  My schooling was good!  When other course mates 

would lament the fact that they were currently struggling in English 100 because their 

high school never taught them basic writing skills, I would think, “Well, thank the Lord 

that I had Mr. B. in Grade 7 who taught us how to write using descriptive imagery, or 

Ms. K. in Grade 8 who taught us step-by-step note taking skills, and of course Mrs. M.! 

I’m so lucky that she talked to us constantly about what happens in English 100 and that 

she taught us how to write essays…” My curriculum-as-lived was good!  

During the second year of my undergraduate program, I had the privilege of 

attending Laval University in Quebec City. Ironically, it was an assignment that I 

completed at this francophone Eastern Canadian university that provoked me to question 

whether my Anglophone Western Canadian schooling was indeed ‘good’.  The 

assignment was presented in one of my history courses and consisted of an 8 page paper 

on a historical event that took place in Western Canada.  The professor randomly 
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assigned a theme to each student in the course.  I had hoped that I would get the Battle of 

Batoche, or another ‘Saskatchewanish’ theme.  Instead, I was assigned ‘L’internement 

des Japonais au Canada’. 

“The internment of Japanese Canadians?  What was that?” I wondered.   

Immediately, I began to scour my long-term academic memory, with the hopes of 

visualizing a moment in my schooling when I had previously encountered this theme.  I 

came up with nothing. Somewhat jaded at having no prior knowledge about my assigned 

topic, I began my initial search.  I was categorically shocked to find out that during the 

Second World War, the Canadian government had forced British Columbia’s Japanese 

Canadians to evacuate their homes and to live in confinement camps in the B.C. interior 

or Prairie sugar beet camps so that Canada would be shielded from any ‘yellow threat’.  

How could this be so?  Was the grand narrative of Canada being a multi-cultural, 

historically non-racist and internationally renowned peace-keeping country run by well-

intentioned white men somehow false?  Could it be that it was not just the U.S. that had 

a history of racism?  Could it be that, like South Africa, we in Canada physically 

marginalized a segment of our ‘coloured’ population?  And how was it possible that one 

of our prime ministers could be so racially oppressive in his policies?  Were not all of 

our Canadian prime ministers good men dressed in well-tailored three-piece suits? 

I was so disturbed by my newly acquired knowledge of this Canadian atrocity 

that I phoned my parents, long distance, to see if they knew about the Japanese 

internment camps.  My father, a well-read, jovial and sometimes highly cynical 

individual (The apple never falls too far from the tree!) answered the phone and 

immediately asked me how I was and if everything was all right.  I reassured him and 

then explained my newfound knowledge to him.  I then asked him if he had ever heard 
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of Canada’s Japanese internment camps.  His answer: “No, but I can’t say that I am 

surprised.”  I told my father that in addition to being disgusted with this aspect of 

Canadian history, I was angry that no one had ever taught me about the internment 

camps when I was in school. “How is it”, I asked, “that I spent 13 years at school and I 

never came across any of this in any of my classes?”  To this, my father provided a 

response, which according to my memory, resembled the following:  

“Well Steph, you see sometimes what happens in schools is that they teach you 
what suits them and what sounds pretty, because if they taught about the ugly 
secrets of the past, especially if these secrets make them look bad and make the 
country around them look bad, well then that’s not going to project a good image 
of what being ‘Canadian’ is to the students.”   
 
After I turned in my paper, I really did not do any further thinking about the 

‘goodness’ or the gaps of my schooling.  In fact, throughout the remainder of my four 

year Bachelor of Education program, there was not another poignant moment where I 

felt compelled to question the curriculum that I had lived as a primary or secondary 

student.  The discourse of my ‘good’ schooling, although temporarily disrupted during 

my year at Laval, had maintained most of its structure and force throughout my 

undergraduate university career.  The power of dominance established through the 

structuring forces of whiteness remained more or less intact. This discourse would 

continue to serve as my pedagogical backdrop during the first five years of my teaching 

career.  Because I had never systematically questioned the curriculum that I had lived as 

a student, I did not have all of the tools that were necessary to systematically question 

the curriculum-as-planned that I was obligated to deliver as a classroom teacher.  

That is not to say that, as a novice teacher, I did not question curriculum.  Au 

contraire!  There were several situations during my first years in the classroom, when I 

contested certain accepted practices that were embraced by the culture of the school 
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where I was hired.  Unfortunately, in each situation I learned and relearned that one was 

not rewarded for going against the grain and for espousing non-conformity in the 

classroom.  Therefore, in my classroom, at least in the first few years of my teaching 

career, curriculum-as-lived did not digress enormously from curriculum-as-planned. 

                                                                     See Steph 

See Steph. 
See the Prof. 

See the Prof say, 
“You are bound by curriculum! 

You are not bound by the textbook!” 
See Steph learn. 

 
See Steph. 

See Steph teach. 
 

See the textbooks. 
See the textbooks on the shelf. 

See Steph see the textbooks on the shelf. 
 

       The textbooks are boring. 
       The textbooks are hard. 
      The textbooks are bad.   

       See the text books stay on the shelf. 
 

          See the Administrator. 
         See the Administrator see the textbooks on the shelf. 

        See Steph say, 
“I am bound by curriculum! 

I am not bound by the textbook!” 
 

See the Administrator. 
See the Administrator frown. 

Oh! Oh! Oh! 
See the Administrator say, 

No! No! No! 
 

See the Administrator say in a distinctly hegemonic fashion, 
 

“Our school division invested too much time in choosing this textbook and too 
much money in order to purchase it!  You will use this textbook!” 

 
Bad! Bad! 
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Oh! Oh! Oh! 
 

See Steph. 
See students. 

See students read (?) textbooks. 
 
Despite my ability to empathize with Deb’s discomfort towards this assignment, I 

am still preoccupied by some key questions about the récit autobiographic.  Should I 

continue to give this assignment to future cohorts of ECSF 100 and once again encounter 

resistance from students who, like Deb, enter the assignment with seemingly unmovable 

frames of references that block critical thinking about school and society?  If I continue 

to require this assignment, are there aspects of it that I need to reconsider and perhaps 

modify? Why are some students more able to engage in this assignment while others find 

it ‘unfair’ and a challenging if not impossible task?  Should I ‘let’ Deb write about how 

her ‘schools were good’?  

In order to address these questions, albeit in some cases only partially, I lean on 

Davis and Andrzejewski (2009) who note that “the more beliefs are tied to a teacher's 

sense of self, the more they will resist change” (p. 8).  Indeed, the récit autobiographique 

assignment gives students the opportunity to examine their beliefs about their K-12 

education.  Lortie (1975) notes that during their elementary and secondary schooling, 

students take part in an “apprenticeship of observation” (p. 61) whereby they bear 

witness to and assimilate ideas about teaching from the practices, attitudes, and beliefs of 

their teachers.  Lortie points out that the average student has spent 13,000 hours in direct 

contact with classroom teachers by the time he [sic] graduates from high school”. (p. 61).  

Driven by the belief that ‘teachers teach how they were taught’ unless they are provided 

with alternative models, I believe that the récit autobiographic provides each student 

with an initial opportunity to interrogate the structures that underpinned her or his 
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experiences of schooling.   

In the case of my current cohort, I have an example of a student who believes that 

there were areas of knowledge, packaged and presented in the form of ‘subjects’ that 

were more or less important at her schools, especially in her high school.  On the other 

hand, I also have a counter-example, from the same school, who believes that her K-12 

schooling was good and that “all kinds of knowledge were valued”.  Thus, it could be 

said that the reason why Deb pushes back when confronted with this assignment is 

because it activates a part of her identity that is not yet ready to yield to change.  How 

then, may I bring students, like Deb to move towards an initial paradigm shift?  Are there 

aspects of this assignment that hinder such a shift?   

Davis and Andrzejewski (2009), after reviewing the literature in the field of 

teacher education, name four optimal conditions for belief change.  The first involves 

“bringing pre-existing beliefs to consciousness” (p. 8).  I believe that the récit 

autobiographique assignment aligns well with this condition.  It gives students the 

opportunity to articulate their perspectives about the place of the French language and 

the types of knowledge that were valued at their elementary and high schools.  For many 

students, this may be the first time that they actually express such beliefs in writing.  As 

they are written out, these beliefs become increasingly noticed, if only by the student and 

me.  It appears as if the récit autobiographique is a good starting point for consciousness 

raising.  The challenge, however, is in determining how to provide a safe environment to 

students who initially may resist critiquing their elementary or secondary schooling 

because of the fear that they may end up ‘bad-mouthing’ their former teachers in doing 

so.  It appears that this is often a concern among students who are from smaller often 

very tight-knit rural Fransaskois communities where ‘everyone knows everybody’. 
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The second condition is the creation of “conditions in which pre-existing beliefs 

break down” (p. 8).  During the course of ECSF 100, students engage in a variety of 

activities that call upon the remise en question and the deconstruction of taken-for-

granted beliefs and attitudes.  However, these activities are never aligned specifically 

with the récit autobiographique.  I realize that the deconstruction and disintegration of 

any belief may require more than a semester to occur and that many beliefs, even if they 

undergo a rigorous process of reassessment, do not fully break down and are not always 

completely replaced by other paradigms.  Nevertheless, I believe that the récit 

autobiographic could serve as an initial step towards the deconstruction and (at times 

partial) disintegration of beliefs.  However, in order to do this, the récit autobiographique 

must address the following flaw:  While it gives students the chance to lay their beliefs 

on the table, the récit autobiographic does not require students to engage in the 

deconstruction of these beliefs.  The lack of such a requirement may put students in an 

awkward and perhaps even intellectually unfulfilling position:  Students are asked to 

bare their beliefs about their schooling but do not have the opportunity to address the 

question that asks “So what?”  Perhaps a starting point is to ask students to revisit their 

récits autobiographiques by engaging in poststructural questions such “What storylines 

are being made relevant?  What discourses are being mobilized?  Whose interests are 

being served by these discourses?” (Davis and Harré, 1991/1992, cited in Barrett, 2005), 

How have you come to know what you know?  How are you engaging in category 

maintenance as you write and are written in your récit autobiographic?  It appears that 

such questions would stimulate a greater prise de conscience within the context of this 

assignment and that these questions would render the assignment a more powerful 

catalyst for the deconstruction and disintegration of certain beliefs.  Moreover, such 
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questions may bring students to an initial awareness that we may be simultaneously 

oppressive and anti-oppressive, and may potentially evoke forms of resistance that 

previously were neither considered nor deployed. 

The third optimal condition underlines the importance of  “helping teachers to 

judge the conflict as challenging rather than threatening” (Gregoire, 2003, cited in Davis 

and Andrzejewski (2009), p. 8).  As is the case with the second condition, the récit 

autobiographic falls short of assuring this condition.  It is not structured so that students 

understand that questioning the practices of their former schools is an exercise in 

professional critical thinking and not an unfair request that requires them to “criticize” 

the schools that they admire so much, or to revisit painful memories that emerged from 

learning spaces that they did not admire at all.  Moreover, I do not engage in any pre-

writing dialogue with my students where I make this distinction explicit.  I have assumed 

that students will engage in this assignment without feeling vulnerable and threatened at 

the prospect of ‘betraying’ the reputation of their former schools.  I now see that I need 

to provide students like Deb with additional scaffolding that will reassure them that 

critiquing, as opposed to criticizing, is not an exercise in maliciousness, but rather a 

practice that will allow them to uncover seemingly innocent taken-for-granted but 

marginalizing and oppressive structures and to work towards ensuring greater 

pedagogical goodness in schools as they become teachers.  

The fourth condition that is often described in the literature is that of “providing 

teachers with the necessary time to reflect on their beliefs and reconcile them with the 

field and their current teaching context” (Davis, cited in Davis & Andrzejewski, 2009, p. 

8).  Once again, the récit autobiographic falls short, this time for two reasons.  First, the 

récit autobiographic positions the writer as a student in the classroom and not as a 
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teacher.  When students engage in this assignment they are writing from their position as 

learners and not as professionals in the classroom charged with ensuring pedagogical 

goodness for their students.   

Thus, students such as Deb may find this assignment daunting, even paralyzing, 

because their subject positions as learners necessarily make them the co-recipients of the 

critique in which they are engaging. In relation to this condition, it is perhaps fair to say 

that the timing of the assignment should be reconsidered so that my students do have the 

opportunity to reflect on their respective récits autobiographiques and begin to connect 

the content of the latter with the classroom.  I believe that if this assignment could be 

more meaningful to students if they were able to connect it to another ECSF 100 course 

requirement:  the participation in a school-based practicum.  Unfortunately, the 

submission date for this assignment falls within the first six weeks of the semester.  Once 

submitted, it is read, commented on, and resubmitted to the student with a final mark and 

corresponding rubric.  The ‘handing-back’ of the assignments to students generally 

marks the closure of this assignment.  Towards the end of the semester, students partake 

in school-based involvement and observation practicum at a local French Immersion 

school.  While students maintain a journal that chronicles each practicum session, they 

are never required to explore potential elements of reciprocity between the récit 

autobiographique and the practicum.  They are not required to ponder how their 

practicum can inform and transform their practicum and how the practicum can impact 

their récit autobiographic and stimulate paradigm shifting.  It appears to me that there 

should be a more explicit linkage between the récit autobiographique and the practicum 

so that students may examine the beliefs that they articulate in the récit autobiographique 

against the multi-textured landscape of the classroom.   
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Chapter Six 
 
 

Can One Become Francophone? 
 
Who Decides and How?9 
 
    Today I begin the course with a mini lesson on the right to minority language 

education in Canada. The lesson starts with an explanation of how Section 23 of the 

Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms guarantees Francophone parents the right to 

educate their children in French language schools and “requires provincial governments 

to provide education to Canadians in the official language of their choice, even in areas 

where a minority of residents speak that language” (Minister of Public Works and 

Government Services Canada, 2003).  Parents who fall in this category are known as ‘les 

ayants droit’ or rights holders.  More specifically, an ayant droit is a Canadian citizen 

whose first language is French, or who has received her or his own primary education in 

French, or who has a child who has received or is receiving his or her education in 

French in Canada (Minister of Public Works and Government Services Canada, 2003).   

 The next part of the lesson consists of an explanation of how Canadian 

Francophone school boards apply Section 23 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 

Freedoms in order to determine if a parent is eligible to enroll his or her child in a 

Francophone school.  As a class, we review the website of Saskatchewan’s only 

Francophone school division, the Conseil des écoles fransaskoises, and examine how its 

admission requirements are aligned with Section 23 of the Canadian Charter of Rights 

and Freedoms.  We examine how the Conseil des écoles fransaskoises provides the 

opportunity to les non ayant-droit or non rights-holder parents to make a request for 
                                                 
9 narrative based on journal entry dated September 15, 2011 
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admission.  I explain to students that requests of non rights-holders are reviewed by a 

committee and that factors such as the student’s family’s ability to support the student’s 

academic journey in the Francophone school are taken into consideration. 

 Hilary, a French Immersion graduate, looks puzzled.  She says, “Steph, I 

understand all this constitutional stuff about rights-holders and the Charter and 

everything, but with that aside, can anyone be a Francophone?  I mean, do you have to 

be born French to be Francophone or can you become Francophone? For example, if you 

speak French really well, then can you say that you are Francophone?” 

 Before I respond to Hilary, I notice another student raise his hand. Alex says, “I 

went to a Fransaskois school and I was always told that I was Francophone because 

French was my maternal language.  But I know people who were born Anglophone or 

speaking another language who then married a Fransaskois and so were accepted by the 

Fransaskois community as Francophone because they really started to live their lives 

almost completely in French.” 

 Hilary, nodding her head seemingly in appreciation for Alex’ remarks adds, “And 

that’s what I was wondering.  Who decides if I am Francophone or not?” 

 I am intrigued by Hilary’s inquiry.  I probe further to discern the motivation 

behind her questions.  “Hilary, you seem to be so passionate about how one becomes 

Francophone or if one can even become Francophone.  Why do you think that is?” 

 Hilary does not lose time in responding and by her smile appears to be excited 

about the question.  “Well finally someone wants to know why! It’s just that I’ve been 

going to school in French since I was in Kindergarten, so that’s thirteen years.  And I’ve 

chosen to become an Immersion teacher, so that shows that I think French is important 

for other Canadians.  And I know that when I begin my career, I will be living most of 
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my working day in French.  So I think that I am more than just a Francophile, because, 

yes, I like the language, but I’m also using it as an important part of my life.” 

 “Hilary, I totally see where you’re coming from when you say that you’re more 

than just appreciative of the French language.  French has been and will be an integral 

part of your life.  It’s something that you’ve obviously embraced.” 

 Hilary interjects, “I know, right?  But then I really get the feeling that it is wrong 

for me to call myself Francophone because French was not my first language even 

though I work so hard for it to be part of who I am.” 

 Sensing that both Hilary and the rest of the class are ready for my next 

pedagogical move, I scan the room and ask, “So what does everyone think?  Can Hilary 

become Francophone?” 

 Alex quickly offers a supportive response, “I am Francophone, and I think that if 

Hilary wants to commit to the culture and the language and the community, then she is 

Francophone.  All the more power to her!” 

 Immediately after, Jasmine pipes in with a question.  “Hilary, what’s wrong with 

just being bilingual?  I mean, I am proud to be a bilingual graduate because I know how 

hard I had to work to get to where I am with my French.  If I called myself Francophone, 

I think that it would hide all of the work that I did to learn French.  People may just think 

that French is just a natural part of who I am, but really I had to work at it”. 

 Hilary replies, “But that’s my point!  I have worked so hard at my French, and so 

I think that I should be treated the same way as someone who was born French especially 

if I chose to live an important part of my life in French.  But I kind of get the feeling that 

if I say that ‘I am Francophone’ some people may call me a fraud because French was 

not my first language”.  She pauses and then says very firmly, “I just want to be accepted 
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as belonging to the French speaking community and I’m kind of tired of being told that I 

speak French really well but that I can’t be Francophone when I think that in some 

situations I speak just as well as other Francophones.” 

 Anita, a Fransaskois school graduate adds to the conversation, “Hilary, I think 

that being Francophone is more than just wanting to be in the community even if your 

French is really solid.  I think that a real Francophone is someone whose first language is 

French because there’s something to be said about someone who has lived his or her 

entire life in French.  Also, I think that schooling has a lot to do with whether someone is 

Francophone or not.  No offence, Hilary, but I think that immersion produces some 

really good Francophiles who speak the language well, but the quality of French that you 

find in French Immersion is not as strong as what you will find in a Francophone school 

and so I don’t think it’s fair to call French Immersion graduates Francophones unless 

they grew up in a Francophone household.” 

 I notice that Luke, a Francophone school graduate, has been listening intently as 

this conversation unfolds.  Calmly, he finally raises his hand, “Anita, I see things a bit 

differently and maybe that makes me less Francophone, but honestly, I don’t really care.  

French was my first language and my sister’s as well and our parents are both 

Francophone.  We were raised in a very French household to the point where we were 

only allowed to watch TV and listen to music in French.  But I don’t call myself 

Francophone." 

 Anita fakes frustration with Luke and rolls hers eyes at him.  “Just kidding”, she 

says.  “But seriously, if you are not Francophone, then what are you?” she asks. 

 Without missing a beat Luke says, “I live in both English and French worlds.  I 

was raised at home almost entirely in French but I went to an English elementary and 
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high school.  I think that I am both Francophone and Anglophone.  So whenever I am 

asked if I am Francophone, I just tell people that I am a bilingual Canadian.  Therefore, I 

think that if I can say that I’m both Anglo and Franco, Hilary can say that she is 

Francophone too.  It’s up to her to make the decision for herself.  No one has the right to 

tell her what she can or cannot be”. 

The Slipperiness of (Linguistic) Identity 
 

Can one become Francophone?  As I ponder today’s session, I marvel at the 

various criteria that students put forward in order to negotiate, support, or reject, the 

possibility for Hilary to become Francophone.  Some stipulated participation in the 

Francophone community, others named school in a Francophone educational institution 

as a key criterion, while some suggested that Francophoneness is dependent on having 

French as one’s maternal language and being raised in a Francophone household.  Still, 

others like Luke seemed to believe that a person’s desire is fundamental to identity 

development.   

I found Luke’s affirmation that he was both Francophone and Anglophone very 

interesting for three reasons.  First, his declaration brought me back to my days as an 

undergraduate Faculty of Education student when the dominant discourse surrounding 

linguistic identity in my cohort was that of a singularity:  You were either Anglophone, 

Francophone, or something else, but you could not be both Anglophone and 

Francophone.  It almost seemed that to proclaim your identity as both involved negating 

the sacredness of your mother tongue.  Luke’s assertion that he is both Francophone and 

Anglophone is in contrast to the paradigm that I initially encountered during my initial 

teacher training. 

Secondly, Luke’s self-positioning as a bilingual Canadian underscores what 
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many researchers recognize as a tendency towards identitary hybridity among Canada’s 

linguistic minority youth.  Drolet, Arcand and Guay (2010), for example, note that: 

Canada’s French linguistic minority faces major challenges in 
constructing its cultural identity. Its traditional, uniform cultural 
perspective does not match the experiences of its youth in the context of 
diversity. Bilingualism, which has become an identity factor for minority 
youth, may be viewed as the process of building a hybrid identity (Nilan 
& Feixa, 2006). This perspective highlights young people’s desire to be 
open to plural worlds and to interact in our ever-changing societies with a 
constructive vision of cultural globalization.  (p. 151) 
 
It appears, therefore, that many of Canada’s youth whose maternal language is 

French and who live in Anglo-dominant settings are abandoning the seemingly 

traditional practice of self-declaring as ‘Francophone and not Anglophone’ and are 

replacing it with the assertion that they are ‘Francophone and Anglophone’.  Thus, they 

are legitimizing the practice of embracing and communicating a ‘both this and that’ 

identity that upholds their Francophoneness and their Anglophoneness.  With this 

paradigm as a frame of reference, why should Hilary not be afforded the possibility to 

self-identify as both Francophone and Anglophone?  What is at stake if she chooses, as 

an Anglophone, to privilege and announce a hybrid linguistic identity, an identitary 

pathway that many of her pan-Canadian peers have already taken? 

What would Aoki say? 
 

Aoki (2005) may have a response to this query, although perhaps not one that 

Hilary (nor I?) will regard as completely favourable.  Aoki appears to suggest that it is 

possible for an Anglophone to acknowledge a bilingual identity that places the maternal 

language in a dominant role, but not a bilingual identity where one can assert that they 

are fully Anglophone and Francophone.  Aoki emphasizes the primacy of one’s first 

language and stresses that second language acquisition occurs in relationship to one’s 
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first language:  the second language exists by virtue of the first. 

How shall we understand a second language?  Any second language will 
always remain second, and it should be accorded what is appropriated to 
secondness.  Although it is always related to the first language, it cannot 
replace the mother language that allowed it to come into being as a 
second language.  (p. 239)  
 
Thus, Aoki would probably specify that Hilary’s bilingual identity necessarily 

place Hilary’s ‘Anglophoneness’ as the primary marker of Hilary’s linguistic ‘isness’, 

with her ‘Francophoneness’ as a secondary marker.  Aoki emphasizes that bilingualism 

does not afford one the authority to claim membership to the demographic of the second 

language noting that, for him, “being bilingual is not becoming like the native in a 

second language, even if I am competent and comfortable in it.  Inevitably, I am 

viscerally linked with my mother tongue in my “dwelling aright” ” (p. 243). 

However, although Aoki might dissuade Hilary from her desire to ‘become’ 

Francophone, it is possible that he may propose another option to her in the area of 

identity construction and ‘becoming’.   Aoki asserts that “coming to know a second 

language is indeed a coming to know a way to enter a new world” (p. 239) and 

acknowledges that bilingualism is “indeed a mode of being-and-becoming-in the-world” 

(p. 243).  This mode of being-and-becoming, this space of tensionality that designates 

one’s mother tongue as the home base, is hermeneutic in nature, with the first and second 

languages informing each other in a way that leaves an imprint on the individual’s being 

and becoming:   

To venture forth in the world of the second-language thus is an endeavour 
that…entails the “is”, the “is not”, and the “not yet”.  It is a circular 
journey in which there is always a turning homeword, a re-turn…By 
questioning the mother language and the second language, by contrasting 
one with another, the resultant dialectic allows possibilities of a deeper 
awareness of who one is, and of a fuller understanding of the conditions 
shaping one’s being.  (p. 242-43)  
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Thus, Aoki may suggest that Hilary’s linguistic ‘isness’ is an inextricable 

function of her first language, a language that is the critical linguistic identity reference 

point in the hermeneutic cycle of Hilary’s becoming.  Thus, it appears that Aoki would 

hesitate to affirm that Hilary could become Francophone.  However, Aoki may suggest 

to Hilary that she abandon her quest to acquire a singular linguistic label, and in doing 

so, embrace her bilingualism and (re)conceptualize it as a means for personal 

introspection about her global becoming and the discourses that shape it and give it 

texture.     

Pourquoi Francophone? 
 
 From a poststructural vantage point, perhaps a more insightful question that 

should be posed about Hilary’s apparent desire to become Francophone is “Why?”  

Hilary asserts that she has “worked so hard” at her French, and thus “should be treated 

the same way as someone who was born French” especially if she choses to live an 

important part of her life in her second language.  But what exactly does this mean and 

what does Hilary have to gain by being able to call herself Francophone?  Will this label 

enhance her credibility as a French Immersion teacher?  Will it provide Hilary with 

easier access to certain social contexts within the wider Francophone community?  Does 

Hilary feel that the university community will perceive her more favourably if she is 

known as ‘Francophone’ and not ‘bilingual.  Will it look better on a scholarship 

application form?  Does being ‘Francophone’ in our teacher education program afford 

one more status?  Will Hilary experience a greater sense of belonging among her course 

mates if she has the clearance to perform the Francophone students? If Hilary is able to 

respond affirmatively to one, or some, or all of these questions, it may be appropriate to 
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then interrogate the structures from which these answers emerge, particularly if these 

structures are oppressive or marginalizing, and especially if these structures operate in 

my course or in the teacher education program.  For example, if Hilary feels that 

‘becoming Francophone’ will increase her status within the university community, I may 

wish to question whether I marginalize ‘non Francophone students’ through my words, 

both spoken and unarticulated, my assignments, my assessment practices, and my 

individual interactions with students.  Indeed, as a teacher educator, it is important that I 

constantly monitor the implications of the written, lived, and hidden curricula that I 

propose to my students.    
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Chapter Seven 
 
 

Fransaskois? Francophone? Francophile? Anglophone?  Qui care? 
 
A Few Questions About Identities10 
 
 The focus of today’s course is the concept of linguistic identities in minority 

settings.  I refer to our previous conversation about Jen’s ability to ‘become’ 

Francophone in order to offer a springboard for discussing linguistic identities in greater 

depth.  I divide the class in groups of four to five students and ask them to engage in a 

carrousel discussion.  Each group is to gather at a table.  On each table there is a white 

sheet of paper with 1 or 2 questions regarding linguistic identities.  I assign a number to 

each group and explain that each table has a numbered question sheet.  Each group must 

begin at the table with the corresponding number and read and discuss the question or 

questions on the sheet of paper and then record its answers on the sheet.  After 7 minutes 

of discussion, each group must proceed to the next table in a clockwise fashion and 

repeat the process.  After all groups have circulated through all 6 tables, we engage in a 

large group discussion.  The questions are as follows: 

• Sheet 1:  If I am “born Anglophone”, can I convert and become Francophone? 

• Sheet 2:  What is a Francophile?  Is there a Francophile culture in Saskatchewan? 
 
• Sheet 3:  What is an Anglophone?  Are you an Anglophone?  If so, what sort of 

Anglophone are you? 
 

• Sheet 4:  What is a Fransaskois?  What is Fransaskois culture? 
 

• Sheet 5:  What is an immersion student?  Immersion student=Anglophone? 
 

• Sheet 6:  What is a Francophone?  Are there those who are “more Francophone” 

                                                 
10 narrative based on journal entry dated September 20, 2011 
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than others? 
 

When students seem to have settled into their groups at their respective tables, I 

begin to meander through the classroom, making my way in between the clusters of 

students.  As I casually eavesdrop on students’ discussion, I remind myself of the intent 

of the questions that I am proposing.  The questions are meant to bring students to 

deconstruct labels we use to designate certain linguistic identities and to destabilize 

certain ideas that students have yet to interrogate about what it means to assign or bear 

these labels.  My intent is not to offend any of my students.  I do, however, wish to offer 

them a space of tensionality that will allow them to re-examine their ideals and 

preconceived notions about linguistic identities in minority settings.  Anchimbe (2007) 

notes that “attitudes to languages and language or speech communities are determined by 

the names and definitions linguists give to them” (p. 11).  It is my hope that by 

discussing issues surrounding the labels we assign to certain linguistic identities and by 

deconstructing the labels themselves that my students will gain a greater sense of their 

own identities and of how these identities come to be and how they may influence one’s 

pedagogical stance and corresponding practice. 

After confirming that all groups have rotated through all six tables, I ask my 

students to return to their original places and we start our whole group discussion.  In 

past years, I have conducted this group discussion by taking up each question in 

chronological order, devoting about 5 minutes to each question.  I then conclude this 

discussion by asking students how they think the topics covered today will impact their 

pedagogical practice as teachers in a minority language context.  Today, however, I 

proceed differently and ask my students to name, by a show of hands, the question or 

questions that they found the most challenging to answer.  After tallying up the 



143 

responses, we see that there is a tie between the questions on Sheet 4 (What is a 

Fransaskois?  What is Fransaskois culture?) and Sheet 6 (What is a Francophone?  Are 

there those who are “more Francophone” than others?). 

“What is a Fransaskois?  What is Fransaskois culture?  So a lot of you found this 

one challenging.  Who would like to explain why?” 

Ruth, a French Immersion graduate, is the first to offer a response.  “This was the 

hardest one for me to answer because before this program I don’t think I had even ever 

met a Fransaskois or if I did the person never identified himself as a Fransaskois.  So 

when you asked us today to define the word ‘Fransaskois’, I really had no clue what to 

say.  I mean, I kind of knew what the word ‘Francophone’ meant, but I didn’t really 

know what to say for the word ‘Fransaskois’.” 

Sylvain continues the conversation.  “I’m Fransaskois and I also had a hard time 

with this question.  But I think that it may have to do with my generation because I don’t 

think my parents or even my grandparents would have had as hard a time with this 

question if they had to answer it when they were young.” 

“That’s really interesting, Sylvain”, I say.  “Could you elaborate?” 

“Well, when my parents were younger a Fransaskois was usually someone that 

was born in Saskatchewan and who spoke French as their first language.  And they were 

usually Catholic and usually white.  Sorry, I don’t mean to be racist when I say that.  I’m 

just trying to describe what was common back then.” 

“I understand, Sylvain”, I interject.  “Go on.” 

“And so for me, well I know that I am Fransaskois because I was born in 

Saskatchewan and French is my first language.  And I’m Catholic just like my parents 

and my grandparents.  But then in Saskatchewan we also have a lot of Francophone 
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immigrants who are part of our community, and even though they were not born here, 

they still contribute to our Fransaskois community and are part of our schools.  So I think 

that even though I was raised to define the word ‘Fransaskois’ in one way, this question 

really forced me to see the definition a bit differently and to realize that what I thought a 

Fransaskois was, isn’t really all correct.” 

Carla, another Fransaskois student, offers her input. “I totally agree with you, 

Sylvain.  I think the definition of Fransaskois has really changed since our grandparents’ 

time and I think that we can’t just say that the only people who are Fransaskois are the 

ones who were born here and that learned French as their first language.  I went through 

the Fransaskois school system and we had tons of classmates who came from mixed 

marriages where one parent spoke French and the other spoke English or another 

language.  But I don’t think that it’s fair to say that these students aren’t Fransaskois 

because they still are part of our community.  So I think that if you are going to have a 

limited view of who ‘qualifies’ as Fransaskois, you are going to have a hard time with 

this question.” 

What is a Goan? (in 500 words or less…) 
 

Student : Steph, what are you? 
Steph: Well, I am East Indian? 

Student: Oh! 
Steph: Well not completely…I mean, I’m Goan 

Student: What’s a Goan? 
Steph:  Well you see,  Goa was/is a state on the West Coast of India that was colonized 
by the Portuguese, so Goans are sort of part Portuguese and part East Indian, but not 

really…  
Student: I don’t get it… 

Steph: Um, the thing is, when the Portuguese colonized Goa, they introduced their 
traditions to the Indians who at that time were probably Hindu, being that Goa is closer 
to the south of India, and then the Portuguese probably intermarried with some of the 
Indians, although some of them did not, while others may have engaged in illegitimate 

relationships with the Indians, although my mother refuses to believe that this could have 
happened being that the Portuguese were Catholic and all.   
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Student: O.K…??? 
Steph: And so a lot of hybrid kids were born in India, kids that were a mix of Portuguese 
and Indian and this new people became to be known as Goan and many kids probably 
took their Portuguese father’s name which is why people who look like me have names 
like Leitao, D’Costa and Pinto.  It’s almost like how the Metis in Canada came to be a 
people, except with certain differences—well, a lot of differences.  And also,  because 
there was all of this Portugese influencing going on, many Indians who maybe never 

married any Portuguese still  probably converted to Catholicism and called themselves 
Goan. 

Student: And so were you born in Goa? 
Steph:  No, I was born in Nairobi, Kenya, but I’ve been living in Canada since I was 2 

and a half. 
Student: So how can you call yourself Goan?  Do you speak or read the language? 

Steph:  I know some choice curses and key sentences, but no, I am more fluent in English 
and French than I am in Konkani… 

Student:  Uh huh…well do you cook Goan food? 
Steph:  Occasionally, but I make cabbage rolls and stir-fry more often than samosas and 

sorpotel. 
Student:  Do Goans have a cultural dance and do you dance it? 

Steph:  I did dance the Lances dance once at a social event in London, England, but the 
dance that I practice now is Bhangra, a Punjabi folk dance that originated in the north 

of India, an area that is influenced by the Sikh faith. Oh,did I mention that I am a 
practicing Catholic?  

Student:  So you weren’t born in Goa, you don’t speak the language, you hardly take 
part in any of the typical traditional practices, except for maybe being Catholic…How is 

it that you are Goan? 
Steph:  “Hmmm….” 

 

I nod my head in order to acknowledge Carla’s comments and invite Julie to 

share her thoughts. 

“I think what Carla just said ties into Question 6.  I think that there are still 

people out there who think that some people are more Francophone than others.  I think 

sometimes we tend to think that you are more Francophone if you grew up in a 

Francophone household or even if you were born in a Francophone country outside of 

Canada. ”  

“Very interesting, Carla”, I say.  I then see Jim, an immersion graduate, waiting 

somewhat impatiently for me to acknowledge him.  “Yes, Jim”, I say. 
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“Steph, no offence, but I really had a hard time with question 6 because it really 

offended me.” 

“Oh no, Jim, that’s not good!  Could you explain further?”, I ask somewhat 

destabilized myself, 

“Well, it’s just the suggestion that there is a hierarchy with this identity.  When 

you ask this question, I feel that you are automatically stating that some Francophones 

are better than others and thus others are inferior.  I really think that this is wrong and 

that you really shouldn’t have asked this question in the first place!  This question really 

reinforces the idea of purity as a Francophone.” 

“Thank you for your explanation, Jim”, I say trying to maintain my poise after 

feeling somewhat bashful in light of Jim’s tone.  “Could you tell me why I shouldn’t 

have asked this question in the first place?” 

Without skipping a beat, Jim replies.  “Well I think that everyone grows into their 

identity and that if you say that someone is more of one identity than other, it’s like 

you’re saying that you can’t evolve in that identity.  It’s like you’re saying that you will 

always be where you are with that identity and that some are better or worse at living 

that identity.” 

Unpeeling the Labels of Linguistic Identity 
 

I feel somewhat stung by Jim’s bold and abrupt recommendation that I should not 

have asked the question that was posed on Sheet 6:  What is a Francophone?  Are there 

those who are “more Francophone” than others?  More specifically, I feel torn between 

my desire to bring students to deconstruct the linguistic labels that they will confront 

regularly when they live and work in minority language education and my desire to 

maintain a positive rapport with all my students, a rapport that is characterized by trust, 
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openness and mutual respect.  I feel that Jim trusts me less and obviously believes that I 

conceptualize identity as a stable and unchanging phenomenon that does not allow for 

movement or morphism.  From Jim’s perspective, I also appear to project an elitist view 

that some Francophones are “better or worse at living that identity.”   

It is obvious that during the next session, I will need to explain to Jim and the rest 

of my class that I systematically try to avoid the confining muck that is modernity by 

framing the notion of identity as one that is relational and dynamic and rejecting the 

notion that identity is fixed and determined.  I realize that this discussion will not be a 

one-shot event completed and forgotten after the next session, but will and must thread 

its way throughout the unfolding of the semester.  

 I think that the writings of Joseph (2006) will assist me in negotiating meaning 

with Jim and the rest of the class on the importance of asking the kinds of questions that 

I did during today’s session.  Joseph seems supportive of the posing of such questions as 

he writes:  

Linguistic identities are double-edged swords because, while functioning 
in a positive and productive way to give people a sense of belonging, they 
do so by defining an “us” in opposition to a “them” that becomes all too 
easy to demonise.  Studying the construction of identities is important 
precisely because it offers our best hope for helping to undo their negative 
impact, while at the same time providing deeper insight into the role 
languages play in our interpretation of who does or doesn’t belong to 
which particular group.  (p.  261) 
 
I think that I could also call upon the writing of Anchimbe (2007) in order to 

bring Jim and my other students to see how labels of linguistic identity can support 

agendas for exclusion and to move to a deeper discussion about the discourses that 

compel individuals and groups to name and examine their (previously taken-for-granted) 
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identities and the discourses that shape the labeling processes in which such individuals 

or groups engage: 

…people seek their identities only when faced with other groups. 
Homogenous populations generally do not question, reassess or restate 
their identities. This happens generally in heterogeneous communities 
where groups of people need to build boundaries around themselves to 
secure what they consider makes them peculiar. Language, thus, is a 
marker of identity. Inasmuch as it shuts non-group members out, it could 
be interpreted within heterogeneous violent and competing communities 
as stigma for excluding its speakers.  (p. 3) 
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Chapter Eight 
 
 

Do you have White Privilege? 
 
Negotiating Privilege, Power, and Selves11 
 

A mandatory component of ECSF 100 is participation in an involvement 

practicum.  I begin today’s course by presenting some of the key details of this practicum 

to my students.  I explain that over the course of six half-days our entire class will be 

spending time with students, teachers and other staff at a local French Immersion 

elementary school.  I add that students will be placed in pairs and that on the first day of 

the practicum each pair will be assigned to a specific classroom teacher.  The pair will 

observe and take notes about the goings-on in the classroom and, if possible, will assist 

the classroom teacher either by interacting with students or by completing other tasks.  I 

encourage students to ask questions and to dialogue with their assigned teacher and note 

that pairs will be assigned a different teacher from one half-day to the other.  Thus, each 

pair should have the opportunity, during this practicum, to observe and assist five 

different classroom teachers.  I explain to my students that on the last half-day they will 

teach a 30 to 60 minute lesson to one of the classes that they will have met during the 

practicum.   

After distributing a document that further outlines expectations for this 

practicum, I explain to students that part of their preparation for this practicum involves 

an examination of diversity, power and privilege.  I notice a lot of blank stares and I 

speculate that this statement, for a lot of my students, has hit them from out in left field. 

 
                                                 
11 narrative based on journal entry dated September 22, 2011 
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Does s  =  3c ? 

 
(A [word] problem) 

Let colonization equal c. 

Let Stephenie equal s. 

Given that s’ parents were raised and schooled in a British Colony... 

And, given that the ethnicity of s is a function of Portuguese colonialism in India... 

And, given that s came as an Immigrant to a region of Canada that at the time was, and 

still is, a product of colonialism... 

Then is Stephenie the product of c three-fold? 

 In other words, does s = 3c ? 

Justify your answer. Show all of your work. 

Stephenie’s answer: 

No,  s  ≠  3c.   

In fact, the question that is posed above should be reconceptualized... 

s should not be considered as a product of being colonized ‘three times’.  Rather, each 

manifestation of colonialism should be considered to be a dimension of s’  identity as a 

whole number  person.  

Therefore, 

Let  

cb = British colonialism 

cp= Portugese colonialism 

cc= Canada’s tendancy to (re)produce colonialism 

Then 

 s = cb  x  cp x cc  
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s = c3 

Therefore, Stephenie is colonialism cubed. 

 (But I could be wrong...I was never really good at math.) 

*** 

“Privilege?” says Josh, “I don’t get what that has to do with preparing us for this 

practicum.  I mean, shouldn’t we be learning about how to lesson plan first?  I know that 

the course outline says we will be doing that in a couple days, but do you think that we 

can talk about that now?  I want to make sure that I’m ready for when I need to teach my 

lesson.” 

Other students nod their heads, seemingly in support of Josh’s plea that I review 

the sequence of activities involved in their practicum preparation.  I am aware of the 

pervasiveness of the technical rational orientation embedded in Josh’s indirect 

suggestion that lesson planning should trump a discussion about privilege in both 

importance and chronology.   However, confident in the chronology that I have chosen, I 

am determined to carry on with today’s curriculum-as-plan as planned!  

“Josh, I totally get that you want to do a good job at planning and at teaching 

your lesson, and I really don’t blame you.  But I also really believe that if you want to be 

effective at planning in today’s day and age, you need to have a mindset that is centered 

on equity and social issues and that also brings you to understand who you are and how 

who you are influences how and what your students learn.  So, I promise you that we 

will get into the technical aspects of lesson planning and that I will give you enough time 

to work on your lesson.  But first we need to experience today’s themes.” 

Josh nods his head, “Thanks!  I feel better now knowing that I’ll have enough 

time to think about and plan my lesson before I have to do it!” 
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I give Josh the ‘thumbs-up’ gesture and continue the lesson by holding up a 

photograph and showing it to the whole group before passing it through the circle of 

students.  “To begin this part of today’s course, I would like you to take a look at the 

picture that is circulating through the class.  It is the group picture of my Grade 8 class, 

that is, when I was in Grade 8.   Please try your best to stifle your laughter when you 

figure out where I am in the photo!”     

After all of my students have seen the photograph and it is back in my hands, I 

continue.  “Now there may have been several things that you noticed in this photo.  But 

aside from the big hair-dos and the 80s clothing, was there anything else in this picture 

that you noticed?”  

Josh cautiously ventures a response.   “Well no offence Steph, but aside from that 

other girl in the picture, you were the only ‘person of colour’ in your class.”   

“Good observation Josh”, I reply.  “And you may be right.  To my knowledge, 

she and I were visibly the only ‘people of colour’ in our class”, I say, making imaginary 

quotation marks in the air.  “In fact, I always felt that there was a certain degree of 

sameness in my Grade 8 class.  Everyone was able-bodied.  Nearly everyone was 

Catholic and born in Saskatchewan. Almost everyone spoke English as a first language 

and almost everyone was white, at least based on what I knew of my classmates.  

However, there was diversity in my class in terms of academic ability, family socio-

economic level and personality styles.  The thing is, diversity was never ever really 

talked about in the classroom and so I think that my classmates and I figured that 

sameness was better than being unique.” 

 Carla raises her hand and then asks, “Steph, what do you mean when you say that 

diversity wasn’t really talked about in the classroom?  Didn’t you tell us a couple classes 
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ago that your teachers really stressed the idea of multiculturalism when you were in 

elementary school?” 

 Recalling the lesson discussion that my students and I had last week about how 

the discourse of multiculturalism was dominant when I was in school, I answer, “Carla, 

that is true.  When I was in elementary school we were always reminded that Canada 

was multicultural and that we as a country had an international reputation for being 

welcoming to all people.  But what I want to articulate when I say that we never talked 

about diversity is that our teachers never asked us to talk about our individual 

subjectivities.  The term ‘diversity’ was never used.  Multiculturalism was usually 

discussed as if it were a concept that was removed from our lived experience.  It was a 

concept that existed ‘out there’.  We were rarely asked to make any connections between 

multiculturalism in Canada and the kids in my class.  It was almost as if teachers were 

afraid to have any of us admit that we were different let alone have us explore these 

differences in great depth.  And I also think that it was easy for teachers to ignore most 

forms of diversity in the classroom, unless it really needed to be addressed, possibly 

because the teachers themselves were very similar in background to the students.” 

 Jill, a graduate of a rural high school, interjects, “Well that sounds like my old 

elementary and high school.  We had very little cultural diversity at all in our school and 

most of the kids were either German or Ukrainian just like most of the teachers.  Plus, 

we didn’t have any immigrant kids at our school.  Everyone was ‘from here’.”    

   “Thanks for sharing that, Jill”, I say.  “I am sure that there are many schools in 

our province that still have a homogenous cultural make-up, but I think that trend is 

changing, and because of a variety of factors.  For example, because we are experiencing 

an increase in immigration in our province, the cultural fabric of our classrooms is 
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changing and schools, such as the one that our class will be visiting, are becoming 

increasingly diverse communities.” 

 Jill responds, “But that’s a good thing, right?” 

 “I think that diversity enriches any context and that there is value added when we 

live and learn with people that are not carbon copies of our selves.  But there are many 

teachers who do not regard diversity in the classroom as favourably as I do, or as you do, 

or who accept it, but are uncertain about how to deal with it or teach amidst it.  But the 

good news is that there is an abundance of research that recommends ways in which 

classrooms can become more inclusive spaces.  There is also much research about how 

teachers can transform their pedagogy so that it becomes more democratic and is 

founded on principles of social justice.  So here’s a question for all of you.  What do you 

think some of these best practices for inclusive and socially just classrooms could be?” 

 I am surprised at the amount of students who raise their hands in order to 

contribute to this discussion.  But what I find even more interesting is the general 

decontextualized nature of most of the practices that students name:  hosting a 

multicultural fair at the school, asking students to research their family’s cultural 

background, bringing in guest speakers to talk about ‘their culture’, learning a dance 

from another culture, talking about Christmas traditions from around the world, having 

posters in the classroom that depict people from different ethnic backgrounds, etc.  I am 

not surprised by most of these answers and use them as a springboard for my next point. 

 “These are definitely strategies that we often see in many of our classrooms”, I 

say in a detectible tentative fashion.  Before I can begin my next sentence, Carla cuts me 

off. 

 “But?” she questions in a jovial tone of voice. 
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 I chuckle out loud in appreciation for the humour that Carla adds to the ambiance 

of the class.  “But…executed in isolation as one-shot, once a year happenings these 

strategies don’t have much long-term clout.  They end up having a very superficial 

impact on any real transformative change and often essentialize cultural groups and 

individuals.”12 

 “So then if these practices really aren’t any good, then what do we do?”, Carla 

queries. 

 “It’s not that these practices aren’t good”, says Jacob, a student who is currently 

pursuing his second bachelor’s degree.  “I think it’s just that they don’t really make 

teachers think about the bigger issues surrounding inclusion and diversity and how to 

teach for social justice.” 

 “You are on the right path, Jacob”, I ascertain.  “If teachers want to teach for 

social justice it is important that they name and question social phenomenon that may 

help or hinder a socially just pedagogy.  Now a lot of researchers such as Stefkovich and 

Shapiro who wrote in 2003 and Starratt who wrote in 1994 describe education as being a 

moral activity.  But what is interesting is that the way in which this ‘moral activity’ is 

conceptualized and deployed is often dependent on a worldview espoused by the 

dominant societal group.  Ryan, for example, who wrote in 2006, suggests that students 

whose cultural baggage does not correspond with certain specific categories of race, 

gender, class and sexuality  “are routinely excluded from learning activities because they 

do not bring to school the same kinds of language and interaction skills that are required” 

                                                 
12 St. Denis (2011) identifies four ways “in which multicultural policies and practices prevent an anti-
colonial analysis”, and notes that multiculturalism “permits a form of participation on the part of those 
designated as ‘‘cultural others’’ that is limited to the decorative and includes ‘‘leisure, entertainment, food, 
and song and dance’’ (Fleras and Elliot 1992, 136)” (p. 308). 
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(p. 7).  Specific ideologies underpin this ‘moral activity’ that we call teaching and 

educators really need to question how these ideologies may benefit mainstream society 

while also contributing to oppression in the classroom.” 

 I ask students if they require clarification on what I have just said.  Noting no 

questions from the group, I continue.  “So today I would like to engage all of you in a 

couple of reflection activities aimed at raising your awareness of a phenomenon called 

white privilege.”  I pause for a moment, breathe and continue by saying, “Now earlier 

today we established that I self-identify as a person of colour.  With this being said, I 

need all of you to know that my intent behind today’s lesson is not to engage in ‘white 

bashing’ or to make you feel bad about yourselves because of your whiteness.  I do not 

perceive you as being an adversary because of your colour, and I am not going to 

position myself against you in today’s discussion or in the future.  What I do intend on 

accomplishing today is providing you with some tools that will help you question your 

position of privilege so that you can move towards a more anti-oppressive pedagogy.”  I 

look around the room and notice some students smiling and others chuckling in what I 

perceive to be a supportive response.  Then Jana, a self-proclaimed ‘proud Fransaskoise’ 

pipes in. 

 “Steph, I think what you just said is really cool because it shows us that you are 

very self-aware and that you are sensitive to our feelings as a class.  But I really need 

you to know I don’t think you need to worry about talking to us about white privilege 

because you have darker skin because I personally don’t see colour when I see you.” 

“Oh boy!” I think to myself.  For a split second, I am uncertain about how to 

respond to Jana’s assertion that she does not see colour when she sees me.  On the one 

hand, I really want to acknowledge what I perceive as Jana’s well-intended attempt to 
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reinforce a positive student-instructor rapport.  I pride myself on the positive working 

relationships that I cultivate and maintain with my students and I am not ready to 

compromise this aspect of my practice and of my identity.  On the other hand, I know 

that I need to reinforce that fact that my colour is part of who I am, albeit not always the 

most important marker of my identity.  Furthermore, I feel compelled to use this moment 

to bring Jana and the other students to a place where they may confront the discourse of 

colour-blindness and the invisibility of whiteness.   Richard Dyer (1997) comes to my 

aid. 

“Jana, I thank you for your comment and I appreciate the sentiment and the 

motivation behind it”, I say in a tone of voice that I hope conveys a certain degree of 

positivity.  I pause and then continue and then address the class as a whole.  “With that 

being said, I think that what all of you need to know is that when I see me, I do see 

colour and I really hope that all of you do too.” 

Jana interjects, “Steph, just to clarify, when I said that I didn’t see colour, I didn’t 

mean that I didn’t notice your colour.  What I wanted to communicate was that I…” All 

of a sudden, Jana stops mid-sentence.  She then says, “Oh man, I think I’m beginning to 

see why I shouldn’t have said that.  Although I had one intention as the communicator of 

my colour-blindness message, I can see that the recipient of the message may see it in a 

different way.” 

“And how would that be, Jana?” I query. 

“Well, it could mean that I feel that your colour is a negative thing and that I am 

accepting you regardless of it.” 

“That’s an insightful reflection, Jana.  I applaud you for getting to this point in 

such a short time today.”   
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“Woo hoo!” exclaims Jana. 

Once again, I address the whole group.  “I’m really glad that the topic of colour-

blindness has come up today.  Colour-blindness, as both an attitude and a practice, is 

often assumed to be innocent and even noble with good intentions.  On the surface, it 

appears that colour-blindness is a way for us to be inclusive.  In 1997, Richard Dyer, an 

English author and academic with a background in cinema wrote a provocative book 

called White: Essays on Race and Culture.  In this book, Dyer confronts the discourse of 

colour-blindness and brings the reader to see how this discourse is, in fact, oppressive.  

Dyer talks about the practice of ‘racing’ people…In other words, the way in which we 

identify or categorize people according to racial markers of identity.” 

Susan pipes in, “But Steph, I don’t see what is wrong with racing people.  I have 

people in my family who proudly identify themselves as people of colour.  I don’t get 

why racing is wrong.”  

“Well Susan, I don’t think that Dyer is emphasizing whether or not racing is 

wrong per se.  Rather, I think that he wants us to understand why some groups get raced 

while others do not.  Dyer holds that white people tend to race non-whites but not 

themselves.  In other words, ‘other’ people are Asian, or African and First Nations, but 

white is just white. 

“And so, what’s the big deal if white is just white?” Susan questions. 

“Well, according to Dyer, because the practice of ‘racing’ does not apply to them, 

white people do not perceive themselves to be associated to a race other than the human 

race.  So, this tendency to see themselves as non-raced leads white people to also see 

themselves as the universal norm.  In other words, white people, because they fail to 

perceive their racial particularity, see their existence as being definitive of humanity in 
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general.  In other words, white people see themselves as representative of the entire 

human race.  Whiteness is seen as normal.  And if you dissect the word ‘normal’ what 

root word do you notice?”13 

“Norm”, offers Susan, an air of resignation and disappointment in her tone of 

voice. 

“You got it!” I exclaim.  Dyer believes that whiteness is deemed to be the 

signpost of humanity in general, the commonsensical way to be, the ideal if you wish!  

And as a result, our institutions construct aspects of ‘being normal’ or ‘acceptability’ that 

allow for the success of white people but contribute to the demise of the ‘other’.” 

“So then how did we get to be like this?” Jana asks.  “I mean, have white people 

always seen themselves like this?” 

“Jana, the fact that you see this phenomenon as potentially being the result of  

a process of ‘becoming’ is, once again, insightful.  Dyer discusses three factors that 

explain why the image of whiteness has been framed as the ideal in western culture. The 

first is Christianity. Because of the stamp that it has left on western culture, Christianity 

has seen the infusion of its aspirations in white culture, particularly the aspiration of 

corporeal transcendence.  Drawing from the Christian tradition, white people have been 

compelled to manage and even overcome their bodies in favour of demonstrating their 

‘spirit’. The second factor is race research, which, throughout its history, has 

disassociated white people from the realm of the body.  Now I’m sure you can see how 

                                                 

13 In retrospect, I ought to have added that “Race’ is neither an essence nor an illusion, but rather an 
ongoing, contradictory, self reinforcing, plastic process, subject to the macro forces of social and political 
struggle and the micro effects of daily decisions … terms like ‘black’ and ‘white’ are social groups, not 
genetically distinct branches of humankind” (Haney Lopez, 2000, p. 65). 
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ironic this is given that the very essence of race research is to study the body.  Race 

research has ascribed to white people traits of inner spirit.  The third factor is comprised 

of the written and visual texts that portray imperialism and enterprise. These texts, such 

as novels, movies like ‘the Western’, and posters paint the image of whiteness as ‘spirit-

full’ and dis-embodied.  In these texts, it is the inner traits of the white person that count 

like energy, ambition, drive and the ability to think strategically and get the job done! 

These portrayals elevate the white person to a status of superiority, one that can bypass 

the requirement of being ‘marked’ based on race.  It is not the body that counts for the 

white person, but rather his or her inner dimension.  The fact that a body is white is not 

noticed because it is the norm.  Whiteness becomes invisible and thus white people live 

in a realm of racial invisibility.  It is their inner traits that count more.”  

 Josh, seemingly unconvinced with what I am saying, chimes in, “I think that this 

Dyer guy is way off the mark and that what he has written is out-dated.  Maybe this 

white power that he is talking about was common back in England in his time, but I think 

that here in North America we have evolved since then and that our world is becoming 

more and more inclusive.  And I also want to say that I know that I am white.  I am not 

invisible.  People can see that I am white and I never try to hide it.” 

“Josh, I think that we have become more aware of this notion of inclusivity.  And  

I appreciate what you have to say about you recognizing that you are white. But I believe 

that the point Dyer wants to make is that even though you are white and know you are 

white and never try to hide the fact that you are white, typically your whiteness is not 

demarcated as a racial position.  And Dyer discusses how this is very obvious in daily 

practices and in the media. Dyer argues that the ways in which white people choose to 

include and exclude race in habitual speech and writing demonstrate how whiteness 
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remains invisible as a racial position.  He notes that he and other whites will refer to the 

ethnicities of non-white members of their social environments, but will not mention the 

race of the white people they know.  Dyer points out that in the media the ‘racing of the 

other’, but not of the white is a common practice.  For examples TV listings, which often 

require brevity, will nevertheless point out the non-whiteness of certain movie 

characters.  They may talk about an Asian lover, a First Nations director, and so on and 

so forth. Once again, the ‘other’ is detected, marked and raced while the white character 

is considered to be ‘normal’ and thus it is not required to bear a racial mark.”  

“Ok”, Josh says tentatively.  “But so then as a white guy, what can I do to make 

things better?  I mean, I can’t change who I am.  I’m white and there is not really much 

that I can do about it.  I am what I am.” 

I notice that Josh is now making eye contact with other students in the classroom, 

perhaps in an attempt to gather support for what he has just shared.  Other students nod 

their head and Susan raises her hand. 

“Steph, I’m not white and I totally get what Josh says.  But I also agree with 

Dyer’s ideas about how people of colour are noticed more and are identified more often 

as a race compared to whites.  I just don’t get why we are learning this in this class and 

what it has to do with teaching.  And if it has anything to do with teaching, what can we 

do to make things better?”  

In attempt to address both students, I answer, “Thank you both for your 

comments and questions because I think that they allow us to come back to the idea that 

certain world views tend to under pin the ‘moral activity’ of teaching.  As an institution 

that is a component of the wider society, the school is often a place where ideologies of 

dominant groups are reinscribed.  Many researchers believe that a starting point for 
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countering the privileging of dominant groups is for dominant groups to recognize and 

examine the power and privilege that they hold.  Dyer is very specific when he addresses 

this challenge and argues that we need to study whiteness as ‘race’ and to confront the 

mainstream tendency to define non-whites according to race and whites as ‘just people’. 

Dyer holds that the ‘racing of whites’ is a practice that may be the catalyst for 

counteracting and destabilizing white authority and hegemony that is present in western 

culture.  Dyer believes that if we examine how whiteness is framed in our society, we are 

able to better see how structures such as schools support white cultural dominance and 

oppress those who do not belong to the dominant group.”   

Josh, now appearing comfortable with the conversation, asks, “So as a white guy, 

if I want to make things better and reduce oppression in schools, I need to see whiteness 

as a race and that will help me to see how facets of society are oppressive?” 

“Well, I think that that would be a starting point, but there is more to this story.  

According to Dyer, because white people tend not to race whiteness, they also fail to see 

the ways in which they are systematically privileged in western society.” 

Julian, who has already completed a Bachelor of Arts degree from another 

university and has taken both Women’s Studies and Indigenous Studies asks, “Doesn’t 

Peggy McIntosh talk about this too?” 

“Absolutely!  Julian, could you share with us what you know about McIntosh’s 

work?” 

“Well all that I can really remember is that she had a list of privileges that white 

people have and she did reinforce the idea that white people often don’t realize that they 

are privileged.” 
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“Great starting point for our next topic!  Thanks Julian”, I say. I then proceed to 

distribute a one-page two-sided translation of Peggy McIntosh’s (1988) White privilege 

and male privilege:  A personal account for coming to see correspondences through 

work in women’s studies.   

I address the whole group. “Peggy McIntosh is an American feminist and 

Associate Director of the Wellesley College Center for Research on Women.  She is very 

well known for her essay entitled White privilege and male privilege:  A personal 

account for coming to see correspondences through work in women’s studies.  In this 

essay, McIntosh suggests that white people tend to be oblivious of their special 

circumstances and conditions that lead to unearned benefit and power. White privilege, 

according to McIntosh is like “an invisible weightless knapsack of special provisions, 

assurances, tools, maps, guides, codebooks, passports, visas, clothes, compass, 

emergency gear and blank cheques.” McIntosh argues that if we want to redesign social 

systems, we need to point out their unseen components that lead to oppression.  She 

invites us to engage in the debate:  Do we use our unearned privilege to change these 

systems or do we deploy it to reinforce the status quo?” 

Based on their body language and eye contact with each student who has spoken 

up to now, I sense that my class seems to be highly engaged in this lecture.  I then ask 

my students to read the list of privileges that is included in the essay and begin to 

identify, in their minds, the privileges that they regularly entertain.  After everyone has 

completed this task, I place an overhead on the projector with an adapted version of the 

Power Flower (Arnold et al., 1991, p. 13) diagram.  The Power Flower is a visual 

representation of elements that contribute to one’s social location.  The diagram is a 

picture of a flower with each of the outer petals bearing the name of a marker of identity 
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of privilege (for example, white, able-bodied, slim or average build, educated) and each 

of the inner petals bearing the name of a marker of identity that may be more at risk of 

marginalization (for example, non-white, female, disabled).  By shading in the petals that 

describe them, students have a visual representation, albeit perhaps initially superficial, 

of the degree to which they may or may not be bearers of privilege and power. I ask 

students to do a quick sketch of the diagram in their notebooks and to then shade in the 

petals that apply to their social location.  It is nearing the end of the class and so I ask 

students to do a final reflection activity and ask them to describe the learnings or insights 

that they have gained today after doing the Power Flower assignment and after their 

initial contemplation about McIntosh’s essay. 

And then, five minutes before the end of the course, Josh asks me a question that 

throws me for a loop, “Steph, you’re pretty accomplished and I get the impression that 

you are really respected in a lot of circles and that you have a good life.  So, do you think 

that you have white privilege?  I mean, are there privileges on Peggy McIntosh’s list that 

you have?” 

Trying best to conceal the fact that I have not really dwelt extensively upon this 

question, I answer, “That is a great question, but as I look at the clock, I wonder if I can 

address this first thing at our next class?” 

“No problem!  I look forward to it” Josh answers. 

The Brown Girl Examines Her Privilege 
 
 “So, do you think that you have white privilege?  I mean, are there privileges on 

Peggy McIntosh’s list that you have?” As I think about Josh’s question, I realize that I 

could very easily provide a straightforward answer by simply checking off the areas of 

privilege from McIntosh’s list that apply to me: 
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 If I should need to move, I can be pretty sure of renting or purchasing housing in 
an area which I can afford and in which I would want to live. 
 

 I can go shopping alone most of the time, pretty well assured that I will not be 
followed or harassed. 

 I can go into a music shop and count on finding the music of my race 
represented, into a supermarket and find the staple foods which fit with my 
cultural traditions, into a hairdresser's shop and find someone who can cut my 
hair. 
 

 I can easily buy posters, post-cards, picture books, greeting cards, dolls, toys and 
children's magazines featuring people of my race.                              
                                                                                                                      

 I can criticize our government and talk about how much I fear its policies and 
behavior without being seen as a cultural outsider. 
 
However, as I read what Goodman (2001) has to say about privileged groups, I 

realize that while non-raced14 individuals may have the material and psychological 

freedoms named in the list above because of white privilege, it is class privilege that 

grants me these liberties.  I can lay claim to these freedoms despite the colour of my skin 

not just because, not because such privileges are a universal given for all people, and not 

because of any unearned benefit or power, but rather because of my membership in other 

dominant social groups.   

Thus, while I am certainly not the poster child for white privilege, I do belong to 

other categories of privilege.  In some cases, because I am a member of the ‘over 35 

club’, I may be accorded more credibility as a teacher, as a parent, and as an employee, 

simply by virtue of my age.  Moreover, every day I receive unearned benefits from 

claiming the dominant identities of Christian, professional, university educated, 

Canadian citizen with a Canadian accent, able-bodied, and heterosexual. I must 

                                                 
14 Some sources such as http://www.ucalgary.ca/cared/racialization use the term ‘racialized whites’ and in 
doing so mark whiteness and displace it from the realms of racial invisibility, normalcy and universality.   
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emphasize, however, that my membership in these dominant groups may or may not 

always support me in confronting forces of marginalization or oppression.  Goodman 

writes that “the more dominant identities one has, the more one can draw on these 

privileges to deal with the discrimination and disempowerment faced in one’s 

subordinate roles” (p. 32).  Without a doubt, this is sometimes true for me.  For example, 

my middle-class buying power allows me the means to purchase a house in a safe and 

‘reputable’ neighbourhood.  My education credentials and my institutional labelling as 

‘(seconded) professor’ may legitimize any form of critical expression I may make about 

political entities and the policies that underpin them.  And because of my Canadian 

accent, perhaps my words are taken more seriously than those of my newcomer 

neighbours, when I complain to the manager of the local store about the lack of South 

Asian products in the frozen food aisle. 

However, as Goodman also notes, privilege in one area does not render one 

immune from subordination in another (p. 32).  In my case, if my race is the primary 

visible marker of my identity, I am often more at risk of being marginalized.  For 

example, I may have the financial means to purchase a new accessory from a high-end 

jewellery store, but after entering the store I may still encounter a sales clerk who will 

not let me hold the piece for examination for fear that due to my race, I may walk away 

with it without paying.  Despite the fact that I arrived in Canada when I was 2 and a half 

years old and that English was my first language, I may be told that my “English is pretty 

good for a foreigner” and that I “don’t even speak with an accent”.  And even though I 

currently hold a master’s degree and engage in complex readings as a doctoral student, I 

may be counselled by the male manager at the car dealership to ask my husband to help 

me go through the purchase contract for a new vehicle.  
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  When Josh first asked me this question, I was somewhat destabilized because I 

could not determine why I had never given much previous thought to my own privilege. 

I now wonder if Josh’s question was challenging for me because of the discourse of 

resilience, a discourse that has shaped me, and I it, in my subject position as a person of 

colour.  Whether as a child, a teenager, or an adult, I do not think that a year has ever 

gone by in my lifetime without at least one incident in which I have felt marginalized 

because of my skin colour.  Through the years, however, I have been operating 

increasingly within a discourse of resilience, a ‘sticks and stones’ metanarrative with an 

ironic mandate for me:  On the one hand, this discourse compels me, as a woman of 

colour, to claim membership to the margins and to acknowledge the oppression that I 

bear.  On the other hand, this discourse simultaneously calls upon me to transgress this 

oppression, to see the possibilities beyond it, in short, to overcome and ‘get over it’.  

Thus, at many moments during my life, after noticing instances of racism and other 

forms of marginalization that have been imposed on me, I have proceeded to 

systematically ignore these situations.  By doing so I have been able to maintain my 

category of ‘strong woman of colour’:  I am unscathed by the oppression that is imposed 

upon me!  What they say about me can’t stop me from doing what I want, and getting to 

where I want to be!  It doesn’t matter!  I will rise above!  Such is the self-talk within the 

discourse of resilience.   

 My challenge with this discourse is that it places me in a perpetual cycle of 

noticing my marginality, ignoring it, and then transcending it.  It does not, however, 

encourage any mechanisms for reflecting upon any privilege that I may bear, because 

this would disrupt my subject position as ‘person of colour’, or at least push me to 

inhabit the conflicting subjectivities of ‘marginalized person of colour’ and ‘person with 
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some privilege’.  Moreover, the discourse of resilience does not beckon me to consider 

how to dismantle the structures that maintain my marginality and thus maintain power 

for the privileged.  Perhaps I have been taught by the mainstream to mobilize this 

discourse so that my marginality remains intact.  Perhaps, regardless of my cultural 

currency, this discourse is capable of activating a deeper sense of culturally conditioned 

inferiority within me.  Perhaps this is one of many discourses concerning privilege that I 

must take up with my students so that the marginalizing structures of the advantaged 

mainstream are problematized and displaced from the zones of normalcy and cultural 

acceptance 
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Chapter Nine 
 
 

A Dress Code?  But What About Our Identity? 
 
The Well-intentioned Hand-Out15  
 

It is a week before my ESCF 100 begin their involvement practicum at a local K-

8 French Immersion school.  During today’s session, we discuss the demographic make-

up of the school community that we will be part of during this practicum.  We also 

discuss aspects regarding professionalism that students will encounter during this field 

experience.  As I do every year, in today’s class I distribute a one-page hand-out to 

students that outlines a recommended dress code and lists caveats concerning tattoos, 

piercings, smoking, beverage consumption and the use of personal electronic devices.   I 

first drafted this document as a response to the ‘inappropriate’ clothing that I saw 

students wearing during other field experiences that I observed in past years.   At the 

beginning of this document, I encourage students to wear attire that is both clean and 

appropriate for an educational setting and for the various activities that occur in that 

setting.  After this global message, I then provide the following list of clothing items that 

students should avoid wearing during their practicum: 

• jeans 
• hoodies 
• ball caps, hats 
• camisoles worn without a cover-up or any other type of similar clothing, 

such as a tube top, a spaghetti strap tank top, or a tank top that attaches at 
the back or at the neck 

• shorts that are not Bermuda shorts 
• clothing that depicts violent, vulgar, sexist, or racist images or messages 
• sweaters, blouses, or shirts that do not completely cover the midriff, the 

chest, as well as the back 

                                                 
15 narrative based on journal entry dated September 27, 2011 
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The document then cautions the reader to be careful about the following: 

• tattoos 
• piercings 
• cigarettes, chewing gum, coffee and beverages 
• cellular phones, ipods, any other personal electronic devices 

I give my class the opportunity to peruse the hand-out before we begin our 

discussion.  A few of my students who are sitting beside each other exchange glances 

while others smirk individually as they read the content of the hand-out.  When I sense 

that all students have read the document, I begin the discussion. 

“Thank you for taking the time to read this document.  As we’ve discussed in 

previous classes, whether it be this year, during your pre-internship or your internship, 

when you are in a school during this program you will be viewed as a professional, even 

though you may initially view yourself as a student.  We’ve already talked about the 

importance of conducting oneself in a professional manner during this practicum and 

striving to communicate effectively as well.  Today, I want to underline the importance 

of presenting a positive professional image through how we dress.  Please remember that 

as a teacher, you are constantly observed by those around you and the impression you 

make can be longstanding.  My intention today is to guide you so that you can negotiate 

the best professional image possible.  As a teacher, you need to determine what kinds of 

clothes are appropriate for the grade level you teach and for the types of activities you do 

as part of your teaching.  And you also need to determine how your attire can project a 

professional image while taking these other elements into consideration.” 

Josh raises his hand, “Steph, if we have a day during this practicum when we will 

be helping out in a Phys. Ed. and we know ahead of time, can we wear a track suit?” 

I respond, “I would recommend that you check that out with your cooperating 
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teacher beforehand, but given that you may be in a Phys. Ed. class, I think that that 

would be acceptable, provided that the track suit reflects an appropriate professional 

image.” 

Anita pipes into the conversation with a question, “So when you say no mini-

skirts, do you mean all mini-skirts?  I mean, can we still wear skirts that are above the 

knee as long as they are not too short?” 

“Well Anita, one of the things we need to consider when we choose professional 

attire for teaching is whether the pieces we wear allow us to do the day to day activities 

that are typical at the grade level in which we teach.  For example, during this practicum 

you may be spending a day in a Grade 2 class and your cooperating teacher may ask you 

to do a reading circle with the class where students sit on the floor with you on the carpet 

in the reading corner of the library.  For this type of activity, a mini-skirt may not be 

appropriate.  However, if you know that your day will be spent standing in the 

classroom, a mini-skirt with a nice length may work.” 

Anita appears to respond positively to my explanation and thanks me for the 

clarification. 

 “So remember to consider professionalism and functionality.” 

 “Steph, I promise that I will make you proud and dress professionally for our 

field experience”, Josh says with a slight smirk on his face. 

 “That’s great!”, I answer, smirking back in return.  I sense from his body 

language that Josh has more to say. 

 As I anticipated, Josh continues, “But I still wonder if there is a mixed message 

going on here!” 

 Intrigued by Josh’s statement, I probe further, ”Could you elaborate?” 
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 “Well, on the one hand, teachers are usually expected to encourage kids to 

develop their confidence and to encourage them to be happy with themselves and their 

unique identities.  But then, on the other hand, teachers who buy into the idea of a dress 

code may also be saying that it is ok to conform to the norm and to give up a part of their 

identities.  In other words, it’s like they’re telling kids that they should be who they are 

and live according to their individualities, but then they are telling themselves that in 

order to be successful they have to conform to a set of rules about how a teacher should 

look and dress.” 

 “I see where you’re going with this”, I answer, perhaps in an attempt to buy time 

before I provide a truly meaningful response.  I feel like I am caught in the in-between:  I 

agree with Josh but I also want to hold up my dress code guidelines and don’t want them 

to be undermined. 

 I continue, “This is a really powerful conversation, because I think it is allowing 

us to see how we negotiate our professional identities and how these identities unfold.  In 

light of what Josh has offered up, I wonder if it is possible to try to fit within the 

framework of a dress code all the while maintaining key aspects of your identity.  In 

other words, instead of having to choose between being ‘yourself’ and being ‘a teacher’ 

you may try to find attire that allows you to do both.” 

 Carla raises her hand and appears eager to contribute to the conversation, “I 

personally think that when you become a teacher, or any other kind of professional, that 

your job actually becomes part of your identity, so I really don’t have a problem with 

‘dressing up’ for this field experience or for when I have my own class because I will 

want to look like a teacher, and I want my students to think that I look like a teacher 

too!” 
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 “But”, interjects Josh, “what exactly does a teacher look like?  At my old high 

school there were a lot of teachers who dressed up in a shirt and tie all the time, and there 

were others who were totally casual.  But just because they wore a shirt and tie, it didn’t 

mean that we respected them any more than teachers who were more relaxed.  And I can 

tell you that the teacher that I really related to had a couple of tattoos and never ever 

wore a tie to work.  So I’m not really sure if I agree with all of the ‘prohibited’ clothing 

that I see on this list that Steph just gave us.” 

 Luke pipes in, “I think that our identities evolve as we grow older and depending 

on the environment that we are in.  And so I think that a person should dress in a way 

that shows his or her current identity.  And so obviously our style may change depending 

on where we are with our identity.  But I also think that sometimes we have to realize 

that if we are being paid to work for a school or for a company, we have to reflect their 

image.”  

 “Also”, Carla adds, “like it or not, parents may have certain expectations for 

clothing depending on the place.  If you’re at the beach, it’s probably ok to wear flip-

flops. But, if you are doing parent-teacher interviews, and you show up in flip-flops 

there, then you may be perceived as not being professional and parents may not give you 

the respect that you really deserve because it may look that you’re not taking your job or 

yourself seriously.” 

 Josh once again enters the conversation, “But maybe parents will respect you and 

find you more approachable if you are not always dressed up in a shirt and tie.  And I 

also think that what is considered to be ‘professional clothing’ can mean one thing at one 

school and something completely different at another school.  But, all in all, I really 

think that what is the most important is that teachers stay true to themselves and dress 
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‘appropriately’ but not in such a way that it makes them someone that they are not.  

Because if you really want kids to feel good about who they are and take them from 

where they are at, you need to feel good about who you are and where you are at.” 

*** 

 As I contemplate this session at my kitchen table, my thoughts are interrupted by 

my son who is trying to figure out which pair of shorts he should wear to school for his 

Phys. Ed. class.  He asks me if I think that the pair he is wearing that are slightly above 

his knees are ‘too short’.  He tells me that the school has made it very clear that students 

are not to wear shorts over the knee.  I hypothesize to my son that although this guideline 

was communicated to the entire school, it probably was directed more to girls than to 

boys.  All of a sudden I freeze.  Poststructural feminism beckons me to tease out the 

assumptions that frame what I have just said to my son.  I realize that I really need to 

examine the uninterrogated discourses that constitute the dress code that I have 

developed for my own students. 

The Teaching Body 
 

Teachers, as educators and as gendered beings, are perhaps the most 
visible and gazed upon individuals in the school. As such, they hold a 
powerful position in terms of gender role modeling. The gaze of students, 
administrators and colleagues influences how teachers wish to be 
perceived as women or men, and as professionals. Thus making dress 
codes an important consideration.  (Khan, 2013, p. 4) 
  

 Before today’s session, I believed in the inherent goodness of my ECSF 100 

dress code, for in a sense, it allowed me to prepare my students for the gaze that will 

originate from their future pupils, administrators and colleagues and wider school 

communities.  It allowed me to protect my students from the possibility of being 

perceived as unprofessionally clad.  It allowed me to provide my students with 
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guidelines that would empower them to present themselves in the best possible light 

during the practicum.  In fact, I believed that I was going beyond due diligence and 

doing my students a favour by explicitly describing for them how to ‘dress for success’ 

and how to prepare themselves as professionals for the gaze of those within the school 

community.  My arrogant belief that I had a certain wisdom because of my age and the 

immediate assumptions that I made about the collective youthful age and consequent 

naiveté of my students certainly underpinned my conviction that I was doing the class a 

favour by providing such a prescriptive and restrictive dress code.  After all, at my age I 

had about twenty years of teaching experience and thus knew what the norms of 

professional attire were.  My students, by virtue of their 18 to 20 somethingness would 

obviously not have had access to this knowledge and would probably need to be guided 

in their choices about how to dress ‘like a teacher’.  Thus, it was my responsibility to 

ensure that they received sufficient direction in terms of how they were to present 

themselves through clothing and other elements of attire.   

Because I never problematized my ECSF 100 dress code, it never occurred to me 

that providing students with a handout outlining expectations for professional also 

entailed forwarding both a written and hidden curriculum concerning what a 

‘professional’ teacher looks like.  Moreover, because I saw this dress code as just a 

given, an innocent document that students were to simply accept and follow, I had never 

entertained the possibility of engaging my students in an interrogation of this dress code.          

Indeed, I had conceptualized and postured my dress code as a site of compliance:  I 

expected students to read the dress code handout, listen to my rationale for the provision 

of said dress code (i.e., You will be perceived as a professional if you follow these 

guidelines…), and then apply these guidelines in the dress code during the practicum.  



176 

The docile body (Foucault, 1975) was to be operationalized through this document, but 

with a desire for the ‘good’ of my students.  However, by virtue of the conversations that 

took place today, it appears to me that, for some students, this dress code may be a site of 

resistance in which the norms that govern the presentation of the teacher’s body, 

particularly the female teacher’s body, may be contested, deconstructed, reconstructed, 

questioned, refuted and/or rejected.  

The Error of My Ways  

Forgive me 

 For I am touring the church wearing knee-length walking shorts. 

Grant me pardon 

As I have cast an exasperated look at the young uniformed man at the entrance who asks 

me to cover up and wrap a long cheesecloth scarf around my waist. 

 Save me from my transgression 

as I shake my head after he asks the same of my daughter. 

Grant me peace 

 as I look at the male tourists around me who, clad in shorts and Ts, enter the church 

freely and need not cover up and who cause my ire to explode. 

Forgive me 

 as I remove my scarf and tell, not ask, my daughter to do the same. 

Guide me as I visit your home,  

My home.  

 I have come to the realization that the presentation of a dress code in a teacher 

education program comprises more than the simple act of letting pre-service teachers 
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know ‘what not to wear’16.  In the case of today’s session, the dress code handout 

provided my students with a very succinct written curriculum about their professional 

bodies and possibly an even more potent hidden curriculum.  If I were a student in 

today’s session, my learning may have gone beyond the mere awareness of the 

guidelines in the dress code handout and I may have also assimilated, whether 

consciously or subconsciously, the following notions: 

• A teacher’s body may be read by those who gaze upon it.  A dress code may 
guide me in how to read and assign an interpretation to a teacher’s body:  
professional or unprofessional, appropriate or inappropriate, acceptable within 
the context of the grade level and pedagogical activity or unacceptable, 
deserving of respect from parents or not, representative of the image of the 
school or deviant.  A teacher dress code is an excellent technology for 
constituting preservice teachers as ‘professional’ through the process of 
normalisation.  
 

•  A frame of whiteness should be privileged when I consider this dress code and 
when I chose my ‘professional’ teaching attire.  All of the items of clothing that 
are named in this dress code appear to reference typically western pieces of attire:  
jeans, hoodies, ball caps, tube tops, spaghetti strap tank tops, Bermuda shorts.  
Absent from this document are words such as salwar kameez, hijab, turban, sari, 
and kitenge.  The wearing of non-Western attire is neither encouraged nor 
mentioned in this dress code.  This is probably because in order to look like a 
professional teacher, one needs to adhere to the norms of dress typical of 
mainstream white society.  Whiteness should be at the centre of any attempt to 
project oneself as ‘professional’.     
 

• The dress code document that was handed out seems to suggest that female 
teacher bodies are more at risk than male teacher bodies.  When I look at the 
bulleted list of clothing items that should be avoided, I notice that the third bullet 
is the longest and appears to enumerate items that would typically be worn by a 
woman:  camisoles, tube top, spaghetti strap tank top, tank top that attaches at 
the back or at the neck.  In this list, there is a noticeable absence of items that 
might be worn by men, such as muscle shirts or athletic shorts.  Perhaps the 
underlying message is that it is more important to ensure that female teachers do 
not present a sexualized image.  Perhaps this is what Khan (2013) refers to when 
she notes that “Professionalism is intimately bound to what it means to be a 
‘pure’ woman and ‘manly’ man” and that “restrictions on tight and revealing 
clothing for women echo early 20th century discourse that hailed teaching as ‘the 

                                                 
16 In this dissertation, the use of the phrase ‘what not to wear’ is not an allusion to the popular television 
series bearing the same name.  
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true and noble profession’ in which women were expected to espouse a 
“desexualized femininity” (p. 7). 
 

• My intellect may not be a sufficient testament to my competence or professional 
identity.  My body counts. If I dress my body according to societal norms of 
what an ideal teacher looks like, I may be rewarded with the currency that the 
educational community has to offer me: respect, the label of ‘professional’, 
approval, inclusion, etc.,. If I do not, I may be subject to the governmentality 
(Foucault, 1977) of the dress code and be denied the label of ‘good citizen’ and 
be at the receiving end of further sanctions, whether official or informal. 
 

• As a teacher, I need to be aware that I will be constantly observed.  Thus, it may 
be beneficial for me to adopt tendencies reminiscent of Foucault’s (1985) concept 
of the Panopticon and engage in the process of constant self-monitoring of 
aspects of my professional presentation, including my attire, because I never can 
be completely sure who may be gazing upon me, approvingly or disapprovingly, 
at any given time.   
 

• The dress code proposed in today’s session may have a productive quality.  It is 
perhaps possible for such a dress code to reconcile two seemingly competing 
subject positions, that of my ‘19-20 something year-old’ self and that of my 
‘teacher en devenir self’.  Alsup (2006) may categorize this dynamic as a 
“borderline discourse” whereby “disparate personal and professional 
subjectivities are put into contact toward a point of integration” which may result 
in “cognitive, emotional, and corporeal changes, resulting in identity growth or 
increased metacognitive awareness” (p. 205).   According to McLeod and 
Stevens (2012) “We are not born to teach, but rather, through a set of repeated 
acts, laboring within the tight parameters of a regulatory framework, we do 
teaching. We perform the teacher, framed by the regulated “script” of teaching. 
And a part of the teacher’s script includes the presentation of oneself though 
costume”. Perhaps if I negotiate it well, this dress code will allow me to 
simultaneously perform the script of the teacher and my personal script by 
combining clothing, accessories and behaviours that would be acceptable in both 
discourses.  On the other hand, perhaps by introducing elements of my personal 
into the teacher script, perhaps I can subvert some of the norms that govern our 
bodies as teachers. 
 

 Alsup  (2006) explains “To develop a critical pedagogy for teacher education that 

takes into consideration professional identity development processes, teacher educators 

must address the difficulties of the embodiment of a teacher identity” (p. 92).  Today’s 

serendipitous discussion provided students with a valuable opportunity to consider the 

corporeality and embodiment of teacher identities at the intersection of school and 
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society.  For future ECSF 100 courses, it would indeed be beneficial for such a 

discussion to be purposefully planned so that students could engage in a systematic 

inquiry about the discourses that form and are formed by the dress code that I propose 

for the ECSF 100 practicum.  Such a discussion could be spearheaded prior to the 

practicum and then followed by a post-practicum group conversation.  

 A discussion of this nature should ideally emerge from and be navigated by 

questions of a poststructural nature that would be proposed by me and by my students.  

Such questions may include: 

• What is your initial positioning relative to this dress code?  
• Whose interests are being served in this dress code?  Who gains power by virtue 

of these guidelines? 
• What absences are in the dress code hand-out?  Are these absences productive?  

In other words, do these contribute to the production of attitude, beliefs, and 
behaviours surrounding what a ‘teacher looks like?  How may these absences be 
reconciled? 

• What does it mean to be gendered?  Are you being gendered in this document?  
In which way(s)? 

• What does it mean to be racialized?  Are you being racialized in this document?  
In which ways? 

• According to Kahn (2013),  
 

Teachers who do not conform to the gender frameworks embedded in 
dress codes run the risk of being seen as incompetent. When teachers are 
reminded on a  daily basis that their professionalism hinges on their 
gender  appropriate appearance it sets limits on their performance and can 
influence in negative ways the expectations they hold for students.  (p. 8) 

 
Where do you position yourself in relation to Kahn’s statement?   

• What aspects of teacher identity are being constructed through this dress code? 
• Is this dress code potentially oppressive?  If so, in what way(s)?  Is it possible for 

you to enact change so that this dress code becomes more democratic and 
equitable?  Is it even possible for a dress code to be democratic and equitable? 

 I am grateful for the discussion that took place during today’s session because it 

enabled me to recognize my level of complicity towards my ECSF 100 dress code, and 
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more importantly, to observe how this dress code may potentially produce and reinscribe 

discourses that privilege certain embodiments of teacher identity over others.  Alsup 

(2006) observes that  

...stereotypical, culturally scripted notions of the teacher’s body complicate the 
situation by providing rigid guidelines for appropriate action and teacher 
embodiment.  The new teacher has to figure out how to place herself in the body 
of the teacher, a body that is often culturally defined as White, female, middle 
aged, politically conservative, and heterosexual.  (p. 90) 
 

 I am hopeful, however, that by engaging them in the problematization of the 

ECSF 100 dress code, I will be able to bring students to a broader and more profound 

appreciation of the written and hidden curricula that may be manifest in these guidelines.  

In doing so, I may be able to lead students to contemplate how to interrupt the oppressive 

elements of such dress codes so as to espouse a more democratic living pedagogy that 

would foster inclusivity and not an essentialized image of the ‘professional teacher’.  As 

Pomerantz (2007) notes,  “A deeper understanding of the discourses inherent in dress 

codes will help to challenge the enduring oppressions about gender, race, ethnicity, and 

sexuality in our society: a fixity held firmly in place by the prohibitions, policies, and 

punishments of the school”  (p. 384). 

 Moreover, today’s session compelled me to recognize, somewhat bashfully, that I 

initially constructed this dress code as a site of a singular, essentialized, and moreover, 

temporary teacher identity.  I think that I believed that the dress code would enable 

students to ‘step into the right clothes’ for the practicum, with the goal of being 

perceived as ‘professional’.  My other unarticulated assumption was that students would 

then return their ‘real individual selves’ after each practicum session by wearing their 

‘regular’ clothes outside of the classroom. In my mind, the dress code would uphold each 

student’s ‘professional’ identity during the practicum and would act as a safeguard 
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against the intrusion of any ‘unacceptable’ personal elements of attire.  I did not 

contemplate the notion that the construction of a teaching identity is impacted by both 

the personal and the professional, by the private and the public.  However, researchers 

such as Britzman (1991) and Danielewicz (2001) argue that teacher identity develops at 

the cross-section of the personal and the professional.  I now wonder how I may support 

my students as they negotiate Alsup’s (2006) ‘borderline discourse’ so that they may 

“discover how to move from being students to being teachers, and can learn to embody a 

workable teacher identity without sacrificing personal priorities and passions”? (Alsup, 

2006, p. xiv).  How may I call upon an inquiry approach so as to lead students to see that 

it is possible to confront and interrogate a structure such as a ‘professional’ dress code 

and negotiate conflicting subject positions in order to arrive at a healthy and personally 

satisfying teaching identity?  A starting point may be to include my students in the 

development of the ECSF 100 practicum dress code.  The next time I introduce the dress 

code to an ECSF 100 class, it may be beneficial for me to distribute the handout and then 

ask students to propose modifications, additions, or subtractions while also articulating 

the rationale and the beliefs that underpin the proposed changes.  Such a conversation 

and negotiation session may bring students to discover how the borderline discourse may 

be enacted upon so that multiple subject positions meet and result, over the course of 

time, in new possibilities for teaching identities.  At the micro level, this may be an 

example of what Britzman alludes to when she proposes  

…a dialogic restructuring of teacher education that begins with the recognition 
that multiple realities, voices, and discourses conjoin and clash in the process of 
coming to know.  Such a restructuring…is necessary for the goal of a more 
democratic schooling and for the creation of democratic pedagogies that value 
the struggle for voice and make available the discursive practices necessary for 
the struggle of social justice.  (Britzman, 2003, p. 49) 
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Chapter Ten 
 

 
Navigating Treaty Education 

 
But I don’t know how!  And the past is not my fault!17 
 

The theme of today’s session is treaty education.18  I begin the course by stating 

that teachers in our province are key players in the actualization of treaty education in 

Saskatchewan from Kindergarten to Grade 12.  I share a statistic from the Saskatchewan 

Ministry of Education’s 2009 Inspiring Success policy framework document that notes, 

“by 2016 approximately 45% of the children entering Kindergarten in Saskatchewan will 

be of First Nations or Métis ancestry” (p. 10).  I also point out that in 2008 the provincial 

government introduced mandatory treaty education and that teachers must ascertain that 

treaty understandings are infused in all of the subject areas that they teach. 

I then explain to the group that identifying their students’ prior knowledge, 

regardless of the lesson, is a key step in the process of tailoring one’s teaching to the 

needs of one’s students.  Having said this, I ask my students to share what they already 

know about treaties and treaty education.  The responses are typically factual: 

“Treaties were agreements between Aboriginal people and the European settlers.” 

“The Indians got put on reserves because of the treaties and the Europeans got 

land.” 

“Sometimes treaties were not respected and First Nations people did not get what 

they were entitled to.” 

                                                 
17 narrative based on journal entry dated October 29, 2011 
 
18 While treaty education is the focus of this session, it is also examined in a more integrated fashion in 
other sessions of ECSF 100, particularly when students engage in lesson planning, discussions about the 
construction of knowledge(s), and conversations about hidden, written and lived curricula.  
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I acknowledge these responses and then ask a follow-up question:  “How did you 

learn about treaties when you were in elementary and high school?  Did you learn about 

them in Math?  In Science?  In Health?  In Social Studies or French Language Arts?” 

Not to my surprise, most students confirm that teachings about treaties and First 

Nations in general were confined to the realms of their Social Studies courses, both in 

elementary school and in high school.  Jasmine offers a slightly different narrative, 

“We usually learned about First Nations history and treaties in Social Studies, but 

we did learn Pow-Wow dancing in Arts Ed. and I think once we looked at Aboriginal 

poetry in English Language Arts.” 

Following Jasmine’s contribution, a few other students acknowledge that they too 

learned Pow-Wow dancing in Arts Education and occasionally read literature in 

Language Arts from First Nation’s writers.  However, not a single student is able to 

recall a Math, or a Health or a Science class where First Nations and Métis content and 

ways of knowing were infused.  I sense that my students are ready for my PowerPoint 

presentation about treaty education.   

Entitled Nous sommes tous visés par les traités (We are All Treaty People), this 

presentation discusses the history of treaty negotiations in Canada and the components of 

mandatory treaty education.  It also contains links to pedagogical resources that teachers 

can use to support their teaching of treaties and highlights resources developed by the 

Office of the Treaty Commissioner.  As I run through this PowerPoint, I emphasize that 

we are all treaty people and that all people in Saskatchewan, whether First Nation or not, 
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benefit from treaties.19  I also stress the importance of infusing treaty understandings in 

all subject areas, not just Social Studies and Language Arts.  I continue to explain that in 

addition to teaching about treaties, teachers need to teach through the lens of First 

Nations’ perspectives and ways of knowing.  I note that many teachers call upon elders 

to support them in their teaching but that other pedagogical strategies such as talking 

circles or story-telling are powerful as well. 

A concerned look on her face, Hilary raises her hand, “So when you talk about 

infusing treaty education in all subjects, do you mean for every lesson?  I don’t know if 

that is realistic.” 

“No Hilary”, I chuckle, “I don’t think that the expectation is for every lesson that 

you teach.  But if mandatory treaty education is going to really have an impact on our 

students, it has to be infused throughout curriculum and not isolated in a Social Studies 

class.  That is one of the reasons why, from Kindergarten to Grade 12, we need to teach 

about treaties in all subject areas”, I say. 

Immediately thereafter Deb asks, “But what if we don’t have any First Nations 

kids in our class? Do we still need to teach about treaties?” 

“Thanks for your question, Deb”, I answer.  I think I’d like to respond with a 

question and a statement.  First, how do we know whether or not any of our students are 

First Nations?” 

“What do you mean?” Deb answers. 

Before I can respond, Luke offers his insights, “Well I think that sometimes we 

                                                 
19 In another session of ECSF 100, I explained to students how I, as a ‘non white settler’, benefit from 
treaties.  Many students expressed confusion that I would identify myself as a settler and as an immigrant, 
until I explained that it was possible to be both, and by extension, that one may be both oppressed and 
uphold oppression. 



185 

don’t know whether or not a student is aboriginal.  He or she may have Smith as a last 

name and have blonde hair and blue eyes and be First Nations or Métis.  And sometimes, 

even if a student knows that they are First Nations or Métis, sometimes he or she may 

not want to self-identify for whatever reason, but often because they may be afraid of 

discrimination.” 

“And maybe that’s one of the reasons why mandatory treaty education is crucial 

for our schools”, I interject.  “To go back to your question, Deb, because we are all treaty 

people, mandatory treaty education is for every student, regardless of background.  We 

need to remember that treaty education is more than just teaching about treaties.  It is 

part of a larger move towards anti-oppressive practice and social justice in our 

classrooms and beyond.  Treaty education allows us also to engage in a healing process, 

so that we may offer up a more democratic education to all of our students.”    

Luke adds, “And for those of us who work in French education, we should 

remember that sometimes being Fransaskois means also being Métis or Aboriginal.  I 

mean, in the northern part of the province, if you go to certain quote un-quote 

Fransaskois communities, you see that a huge amount of people there are Métis.  A lot of 

the people there may say that they are Francophone, but in reality they also have First 

Nations blood.  It’s sometimes sad to see they often only recognize one side of their 

ancestry.” 

“Thanks for that insight, Luke”, I respond.   

Deb pipes in again, “I get it now”, she says, “and I know that there are resources 

out there that will give us information about First Nations and treaties but I have never 

learned how to teach treaties.  And I’m kind of worried about not being First Nations or 
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Metis and having to teach this.  I mean, I don’t know if I feel comfortable about teaching 

about treaties.  I don’t know enough about them, so I don’t think I would have enough 

knowledge to look like I know what I’m talking about and transmit information about 

treaties to my students and I don’t know if as a white person I would be qualified to 

teach about treaties and First Nations and Metis.  I don’t want to make a mistake and 

teach the wrong thing.” 

“I’m going to turn the tables over, Deb” and ask you and the class to consider the 

fact that, historically speaking, our First Nations students needed to learn curricula that 

were Eurocentric with no consideration of their culture or needs.  As a non First Nations 

person, you may feel that teaching about treaties poses challenges. But, you have to 

remember that these challenges are not insurmountable.  You need to ask questions, 

question your own beliefs, and learn and learn and learn.  Also, you have to remember 

that teaching about treaties isn’t about just ‘transmitting knowledge’.  I think that treaty 

education plays an important role in helping all of us move towards recognizing the 

injustices of the past as they affected First Nations peoples, and countering the current 

injustices that First Nations and Metis people still encounter today.  It is about healing, 

and healing as an entire province.” 

Deb’s facial expression suggests that she is becoming more and more 

unconvinced about treaty education.  Politely though, she says, “I hear what you are 

saying Steph, but I don’t see why I should be held responsible for things that happened 

in the past.  I was not there when Indians were put in residential schools.  I mean, I’m 

sorry that these injustices happened to them, but I think there comes a point in history 

where we need to move on.  I don’t know why we as white people living today are 



187 

guilted with what happened in the past.  I think that I am a good person. I don’t 

discriminate against others no matter who they are, so why should I be constantly held 

responsible for the past when I am trying to be a good citizen now?” 

I attempt to respond to Deb’s lamentation.  “Deb, while it’s true that none of us 

were ‘there’ back in the early days of colonization, the effects of colonization still linger 

today, and in many ways our attitudes, behaviours and cultural norms may reinscribe 

these oppressive legacies.  Treaty education serves as a way for us to raise awareness 

amongst ourselves and amongst our students and as a way for us to counter the legacies 

left by colonization.” 

Deb nods her head, “O.K. I see that I may have some thinking to do.” 

Dwelling Midst the Complexity of Anti-Oppressive Pedagogy 
 
 There comes a point in history where we need to move on. “What?”  Move on?  

Do you really think that it is that easy just to ‘move on’ after generations of abuse that 

can only be eradicated by major systemic change?  After being forced to internalize 

inferiority because you don’t fit the mainstream’s way of being even though there is 

nothing harmful with your way?  After being stripped of your language and anything else 

that could have affirmed your ancestry?”  These are the questions that are exploding 

within me as I leave today’s session, feeling both mentally and emotionally exhausted.  

 Although its rewards are undeniable, I find anti-oppressive education to be hard 

work at all levels: psychological, physical, linguistic, and interpersonal.  Today’s class 

was, without a doubt, a difficult one to teach.  Perhaps because of my subjectivity as a 

person of colour, I have absorbed and internalized today’s discussion more so than any 

other discussion that I have led in this course so far.  I feel that today, instead of 
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witnessing glimmers of hope, I am forced to once again re-confront the oppressive 

realities that caused me pain as a child, that my children had to confront sooner than their 

non-racialized friends, and that continue to enact upon my personal and professional 

worlds.  hooks’ (1994) eloquence articulates the tension that I experience internally:  

Oftentimes intellectual work compels confrontation with harsh realities.  It may 
remind us that domination and oppression continue to shape the lives of 
everyone, especially Black people and people of color.  Such work not only 
draws us closer to the suffering, it makes us suffer.  (p. 164) 

 
 Despite my proximity to the suffering of which hooks speaks, I know that in 

order to move forward as an anti-oppressive teacher educator, I must, in fact, dwell 

within my angst, albeit temporarily, and examine its various facets, its origins and its 

catalysts to then call upon these experiences as springboards for motivating my students 

to become change agents.  On the one hand, part of me thinks that it is not fair that I have 

to engage in this process and I feel slightly resentful of other teacher educators who may 

not need to grapple with past memories of painful oppression because their skin colour 

may have provided them with immunity from certain forms of domination that are 

frequently encountered by minoritized individuals.  On the other hand, I also feel that 

being able to call upon past memories of marginalization and isolation is somewhat of a 

gift as it allows me to speak authentically to my students about how oppression is 

negotiated by the dominated, how marginalization feels both psychologically and 

physically, and how confronting oppression as a person of colour in a predominantly 

white world is by necessity a perpetual process although perhaps sometimes invisible to 

the bearers of power and privilege.  Furthermore, I know that if I do not engage in such 

the exercise of recalling my own experiences of oppression, I risk forgetting, glossing 
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over, and legitimizing domination by not speaking out against it.  I heed the words of 

Solomon et al., who write: 

It is this suffering that makes the process of change all the more difficult.  
The reality is that racism hurts all of us.  For those of us who are 
racialized, the sources of discomfort and suffering originate from multiple 
sites, the physical, the economic and the mental, to name but a few.  
However, the pain of not addressing racism is all the more dangerous 
particularly in educational spheres where the minds, subjectivities and 
futures of minoritized youth are influenced by the information present in 
the curriculum and in the interactions with their teachers. 
(Solomon, R.P., Portelli, J. P., Daniel, B., Campbell, A., 2005, p. 155) 
 

 As I reflect upon today’s course, I am particularly disappointed with the way in 

which I did and did not address Deb’s seemingly innocent, but nevertheless hegemonic, 

questions and statements surrounding treaty education.  While I feel that my ability to 

facilitate a discussion and co-construct understandings with students served me well up 

to a certain point today, I regret that I did not sufficiently prepare nor teach today’s 

session with adequate theoretical scaffolding.  Instead, I rolled out today’s session as I 

have typically done in past years, with an emphasis on providing information about 

treaty education and not on purposefully leading students to uncover and deliberate about 

elements of resistance, rooted in colonialism, towards treaty education.  Based on past 

semesters of ECSF 100 where students did not question the information that I presented 

to them, today I expected students to simply take note of the information, that I had 

packaged for them in the form of a PowerPoint presentation, without any major 

interrogations.   

Interestingly, I note that when I teach about treaty understandings in my various 

curriculum and instruction courses, I do plan for resistance and anticipate questions from 

students that originate from this resistance:  How can we do treaty education in French 
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Language Arts and still ‘cover’ all of the ‘regular’ learning outcomes? Do I really need 

to teach about treaties in all of the strands of Arts Education?  Do I teach treaty 

understandings in Science when all of my students are white?  Nevertheless, even in 

these courses, I have attempted to answer students’ questions about treaty education by 

referencing an author here and an author there but never by initially introducing an 

overarching set of principles to guide students’ thinking along the lines of anti-

oppressive education. 

Thus, it appears that I tend to place a greater premium on proactively managing 

resistance towards treaty education in my curriculum and instruction classes, perhaps 

because I believe that these courses are the sites where students are more prone to 

articulate their concerns about how best to do treaty education within the context of 

specific subject areas.  Today’s session, however, has awakened me to the importance of 

planning for resistance to treaty education in ECSF 100 by introducing students to a 

more robust framework for thinking about anti-oppressive education.   

 One such framework is the anti-colonial discursive framework as proposed by 

Dei and Asgharzadeh (2001).  Anti-colonialism is described as an “epistemology of the 

colonized anchored in the indigenous sense of collective and common colonial 

consciousness” that “interrogates the power configurations embedded in ideas, cultures, 

and histories of knowledge production, validation, and use.  It also examines our 

understanding of indigeneity, pursuit of agency, resistance and subjective politics” (p. 

300).  

 One of the key features of anti-colonialism is its assertion that colonialism still 

endures with its oppressive effects that continue to shape our practices, policies, and 
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institutions.  Thus, the goal of anti-colonialism is “to question, interrogate and challenge 

the foundations of institutionalized power and privilege, and the accompanying rationale 

for dominance in social relations” (p. 300).  In order to work towards this goal, anti-

colonialism beckons us to a deeper understanding of the term colonial:   “Colonial…is 

conceptualized not simply as foreign or alien, but rather as imposed and dominating” (p. 

300).  The anti-colonial epistemology is one of hope and suggests that those who are 

oppressed also have the potential for agency:  “…power and discourse are not possessed 

entirely by the colonizer.  Quite the contrary, the colonized has also the power to 

question, challenge, and subsequently subvert the oppressive structures of power and 

privilege” (p. 300).   

The anti-colonial framework is a very powerful structure that has contributed to 

my becoming as an anti-oppressive educator.  Specifically, it has helped me to better 

discern my subjectivity in relation to Indigenous peoples in Saskatchewan.  My 

increasing familiarity with anti-colonialism has brought me to a place where I now 

acknowledge that I am both an immigrant and a non-white settler.  Initially, coming to 

accept this was challenging:  I have always acknowledged my immigrant identity, and 

moreover, I have always felt that in solidarity with First Nations and Metis people 

because of the fact that we both must live in spaces of whiteness.  Acknowledging that I 

am also a (non-white) settler was perhaps not as easy, for it meant more than saying that 

I ‘came to Canada and took up space here’.  It meant that I needed to admit that I 

benefitted daily from treaties, that I had privilege, and more painfully, that I subscribed 

to the ways of the white man at the expense of the indigenous.  It meant that I needed to 

implicate myself in colonization.  I was not just an immigrant of colour who was 
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oppressed by mainstream society—I was a component of the mainstream society that I 

viewed as my oppressor.  Thus, as a teacher educator, I now am increasingly aware the I 

must not only question hegemonic practices that lead to my oppression, the oppression of 

my children and the oppression of other minoritized groups, but I must also confront 

how I also engage in oppression.   

I also believe that had I begun today’s course with an overview of the anti-

colonial framework (Dei & Asgharzadeh, 2001), I may have been better positioned to 

meaningfully address Deb’s multiple, seemingly innocent but, nonetheless, hegemonic 

questions and statements surrounding treaty education.  Because it emphasizes the 

ongoing deployment and operationalization of colonialism and refutes the idea that 

colonialism is a thing of the past, anti-colonial thinking would take exception to Deb’s 

attempt to be excused from being held responsible “for things that happened in the past”.  

Had I taken more of an anti-colonial stance in today’s course, I would have been able to 

communicate to the class that everyday we are immersed in colonialism and that the 

legacy of colonialism prevails in our homes, our cities, our communities and in our 

schools.  Such a mindset would have perhaps prompted me to prepare for all of my 

classes by developing a reference list of specific examples of legacies of colonization 

and ways in which to counter them instead of speaking in generalities.  From an anti-

colonial perspective, it perhaps also would have been beneficial for me to purposefully 

imbed the notion of denial into today’s PowerPoint presentation on treaty education so 

that students such as Deb could consider how such mechanisms exist so that those who 

bear power in society because of current colonialism may ascertain that their power is 
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maintained and that the narratives of the oppressed, minoritized and marginalized are 

muted. As Montgomery (2013) notes, 

...there are multiple forms of denial that reduce or oversimplify racism 
and its effects.  These denials effectively obscure the experiential 
knowledge of those subjected to the violence of racism and silence those 
who place racism not only in the heads of individual bigots, but in actual 
material/bodily conditions and lived consequences.  (p. 8)    
 
Deb’s assertion that she is “guilted with what happened in the past” seems to be 

an example of a structuring force of whiteness. It is perhaps part of a “pattern of denial” 

that “reduces racism to an aberrant condition existing only in particular spatial and 

temporal locations.  Racism is acknowledged, but only ‘out there’, ‘in that space’, …in 

‘those people’, ...or in ‘those times’”(p. 8).  In light of my observation that these 

structuring forces are manifest in our ECSF 100 course, I now feel an increased need to 

communicate to students that while I have no issue with the voicing of their concerns 

about actualizing treaty education (this is, in fact, a critical piece of the conversation), I 

would also like them to be attentive to how their mainstream and privileged frame of 

reference colours and textures the language that they use to voice these concerns, and 

that often what is said about treaty education is accentuated by how it is said.  Moreover, 

I need to lead students to a point where they reflexively deconstruct their statements 

about treaty education in order to discern the messages that may be communicated 

through what is not said.  For example, Deb states that she does not know “why we as 

white people living today are guilted with what happened in the past.”  This declaration 

places whiteness at the centre of the conversation and situates white people as innocent 

victims who continue to be burdened with the responsibility of guilt for something that 

occurred in another era.  The acknowledgement that ‘First Nations people living today’ 



194 

are still suffering from ‘what happened from the past’ and are bearing deep and layered 

wounds as a result of colonization, is not present even in the margins in this 

conversation:  it is simply not included.  

A Day Betwixt school/five blocks/home 

I recall St. C’s Elementary school 

In my desk with the fake wooden top, its round edges don’t go with the harsh green 

corners of the body of the desk.  Fenced in, I listen: 

“We Canadians are so lucky to live in a country that is multicultural……Canada 

is a peacekeeping country…other countries love us…and we never had slavery…and we 

are not racist…” 

*** 

Face to face with Gena Larocque, the black playground asphalt smells new but toxic… 

Gena says that she is a ‘real Indian’…I am not…I can’t be…I am not from here. 

*** 

Passing the skating arena…recalling last night’s Nancy Drew (I want to be her…how?) 

“Paki!”  (I wonder if Nancy will ever marry Ned?)  “Go back to Africa! Nigger!”  

(pretend to ignore them, but watch them, just like Kelly and Sabrina would do). 

“Camel Jockey!!!!!!!!!!” 

Camel  Jockey? (what’s that?!!!)…only one more block to walk ‘til home. 

*** 

The blue eyes of Jesu Pao pierce my forehead and I ask my parents as they cook the 

papadums if I am Indian and they say no I am a Goan and my last name is Leitao and 
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not Late-toe and I like how ‘Late-towwwww!’ sounds and I chuckle inwardly but I know 

that I can never call myself that ‘cause no one would ever be able to say it right. 

I sit on the orange shag carpet under the mustard yellow swag lamp 

…James Hadley Chase and Pitman’s shorthand guide dwell on the same shelf as the 

pumba, and the ebony gazelle, 

 and the Concise Oxford Dictionary… 

I breathe. 

*** 

I wonder if Deb would have interrogated her “things that happened in the past” 

view more explicitly had I presented the notion of denial prior to our conversation and I 

am beginning to see, as a teacher educator in the area of anti-oppressive education, that 

timing may be everything.  While I do not want to assume that all students will enter my 

ECSF 100 course from “positions in which they are confined by individualized guilt, 

anger, or hubris” (Montgomery, 2013, p. 16), I need to proactively, and provocatively, 

structure my course, particularly this session, for the possibility of these positions and 

plan learning experiences and strategies for interrogating these positions.  I also need to 

develop more specific mechanisms in my course so that students can begin to 

deconstruct the way in which they language their concerns about treaty education and 

then examine how such languaging may actually uphold the colonial project.  When 

student’s pose questions such as those forwarded by Deb, an anti-colonial positioning 

may help my students and me to pose counter-questions20 that may uncover, reveal and 

                                                 
20 The intention of a counter-question is not to block the initial questions posed by students about treaty 
education, nor to shut down conversations in this area.  Indeed, a counter-question places the initial 
question in the spotlight and aims to sustain deep discussions about treaty education and the dominance of 
whiteness in schooling and society. 
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counter certain structuring forces of whiteness in our communities, our schools, our 

individual class rooms, and in our thinking. 

For example, when Deb asks “But what if we don’t have any First Nations kids in 

our class? Do we still need to teach about treaties?” anti-colonialism may ask in return, 

“What exactly is Deb saying about the institutionalization of whiteness in our class 

rooms?” or “Does Deb’s question reflect an assumption that most classrooms are 

typically composed of white students, or even worse, should our class rooms be typically 

structured for white students?”      

As I reflect on today’s course from an anti-colonial positioning, I feel torn about 

how to best to address Deb’s concern of not knowing how to teach about treaties.  

Tupper (2011) compels me to think about ways that I may model the infusion of First 

Nations and Métis ways in my own teaching practice within the context of my ECSF 100 

class:  

There is an imperative within teacher education to more intentionally and 
 systematically  work to support the mandate for treaty education...faculty need to 
 find ways to integrate  knowledge and understanding of treaties and the treaty 
 relationship into all core studies courses, subject area curriculum classes, and 
 methods courses across programs.  (p. 47) 

 
Thus, in terms of First Nations and Métis content and ways of knowing, I wonder 

in what ways may I, for example, call upon, in meaningful ways, talking circles, holistic 

ways of knowing, wait time, connections with the earth and the land, and the sharing of 

power, as I plan each of my lessons and how may I render the infusion of these elements 

in my pedagogical practice explicit to my students?  Moreover, how may I establish 

partnerships with members of the local indigenous community, so that my efforts may be 

in solidarity with theirs and so that students in my ECSF course may have access to the 
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voices, stories and insights of these individuals?   How may I initiate conversations with 

local indigenous communities so that I may include their voices in my ECSF 100 course?  

Are there opportunities to be had in this area by contacting and connecting with elders in 

residence at local school boards?  First Nations and Metis Superintendents from the 

Ministry of Education?  Indigenous leaders from band schools?  The Office of the Treaty 

Commissioner?  Local First Nations and Metis artists and professionals?  How may I 

privilege their voices in my ECSF 100 course in a non-tokenist way, and, in doing so, 

institutionalize indigenous ways of knowing and knowledge?   

As I consider Deb’s statement that about not knowing how to teach about treaties, 

Tupper (2011) once again provides me with an insight that may enable me to explain to 

students like Deb that they actually do have the pedagogical means for teaching about 

treaties, by virtue of being in the Faculty of Education and having thus learned various 

pedagogical approaches that may be used in a multiplicity of contexts: 

Given that these students are enrolled in a teacher education program and have to 
 a lesser or greater extent, depending upon their year in the program, 
 engaged with notions of pedagogy and methodology, then the concern seems 
 to be misplaced.  If, for example, students have studied inquiry learning, then 
 aspects of treaty education could be implemented using this approach.  Or, if 
 students have engaged in project-based learning, then again, this method might 
 be used as a means of implementing treaty education.  (p. 47) 

 
In response to students’ concern about not knowing how to implement treaty 

education, Tupper  (2011) offers an additional insight by suggesting that such a concern 

may be an evasive strategy that allows students to maintain their power-based subject 

positions and to be exempt from the responsibility of treaty education and a social and 

political commitment with treaties in general.   

Students’ claims of not knowing ‘how’ to implement treaty education, or 
the fear of making a mistake, suggests that ignorance is used as an 
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epistemological position to protect their settler identities and to divest 
themselves of the responsibility to meaningfully engage with treaties and 
the treaty relationship.  (pp. 47-48) 
 
I think that had I begun today’s class with an overview of the principles of anti-

colonialism, Deb’s statement about being a ‘good citizen’ may have not passed as 

innocently as it did without being problematized.  Westheimer and Kahne (2004) 

interrogate three conceptualizations of the ‘good’ citizen and note that they “underscore 

political implications of education for democracy” (p. 237).  The “personally responsible 

citizen” (p. 241) is driven by elements of personal character such as a strong work ethic, 

honesty, self-discipline, compliance to the law and volunteerism.  “The personally 

responsible citizen acts responsibly in his or her community by, for example, picking up 

litter, giving blood, recycling, obeying laws, and staying out of debt” (p. 241).  As the 

name suggests, the participatory citizen (p. 241) is engaged in the wider community:  

individuals that correspond to this conceptualization of citizenship “participate in the 

civic affairs and the social life of the community at the local, state or national level” (p. 

241).  Thus, “whereas the personally responsible citizen would contribute cans of food 

for the homeless, the participatory citizen might organize the food drive” (p. 242).  The 

third conceptualization, that of the justice-oriented citizen (p. 242), identifies the ‘good’ 

citizen as one who is concerned with equity and who calls upon critical and analytical 

thinking in order to render the world more socially just.  Those who subscribe to the 

paradigm of the justice-oriented citizen emphasize that “effective democratic citizens 

need opportunities to analyze and understand the interplay of social, economic, and 

political forces” (p. 242) in order to highlight and critique injustices and pursue measures 

to counter oppression. 
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Based solely on today’s session, Deb’s appears to align herself with the image of 

the responsible citizen, especially as she herself places a certain emphasis on not wanting 

to be held responsible for historical manifestations of colonialism.  It is possible that Deb 

may fit the description of the participatory citizen, although I cannot sure because I am 

not aware of her connections and involvement in the community.  Does Deb currently 

reflect the image of the justice-oriented citizen?  At this point, I think that she (and her 

course mates) has some growing to do in terms of her ability to consider how political, 

social, and institutional structures impact our daily lives in ways that privilege some and 

oppress others.  Of course, the more pressing question for me is “How may I contribute 

to this growth?”  Although I now recognize that it is imperative to provide students with 

an initial framework for engaging in anti-colonial theorizing about their questions, 

attitudes and beliefs about treaty education, I know that this is not sufficient if I wish to 

aspire to pedagogical goodness in my practice as an anti-oppressive teacher educator.  

Another question begs contemplation:  How may such a framework become a recursive 

element in all of the courses that I teach and not just a topic confined to one course 

session?  In other words, how may I institutionalize anti-colonial thinking and connected 

practices in ECSF 100 and my other courses so that my pre-service students will do the 

same with their futures students?   
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        Chapter Eleven 
 

 
The Location of Linguistic Identity 

 
Do We Have to go to Quebec?21 
 

Next year most of my students will complete the second year of their program at 

our partner Quebecois university.  Today I begin the class by explaining to my students 

how this year of study in Quebec will offer them the possibility to grow culturally, 

linguistically, and academically.  At the end of my explanation I announce that in a week 

we will participate in a face-to-face webinar with an instructor from the Quebecois 

university.  I explain that this person has already prepared a presentation about the year 

in Quebec but also wants students to submit questions beforehand so that these may be 

integrated in the presentation.  I ask my students to take the next 5 minutes to jot down 

questions that they wish to have answered about the year that they will spend in la belle 

province.   

Students immediately begin writing their questions and I sense that many of them 

have already contemplated the joys and the challenges that this upcoming school year 

may bring.   I notice Jana with her hand raised to pose a question.   

“Steph, maybe this is a silly question, but do we have to go to Quebec?”  Jana 

asks.  

I am somewhat taken aback by this question and perhaps even more surprised 

that it is being posed by a student who is very certain of her Fransaskois identity and 

whose French language proficiency is strong.  This is a question that I may have 

considered ‘understandable’ from a student whose French language ability and 
                                                 
21 narrative based on journal entry dated November 22, 2011 
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confidence was lacking.  In Jana’s case, however, linguistic ability in French and 

linguistic identity are strong. 

I attempt to answer as poised and promptly as possible   

“Well Jana, the year in Quebec is generally a mandatory year of this program.”  I 

am curious about Jana’s motivation for asking this question and all of a sudden I feel 

increasingly defensive of this component of the program.  Sensing that there is more to 

Jana’s question than meets the ear, I yearn to dig a bit deeper and at the same time try to 

respect the possibility that Jana may not wish to divulge her reason for asking this 

question to the class.  Thus, I add, “Jana, is there anything about the year in Quebec that 

you would like me to clarify or elaborate on?” 

Appearing both pensive and apprehensive, Jana nevertheless freely shares.   

“I don’t know…I’m kind of nervous about Quebec.  I think I get what the year in 

Quebec is about and I understand how it can help us culturally and linguistically.  But I 

also have a Fransaskoise friend who grew up in the same town as me and who was born 

and raised Francophone like me.  She went through this program and just hated the year 

in Quebec.  She told me that the Quebecois never really accepted her as a real 

Francophone.  And every time she explained that she was Francophone, her accent gave 

away the fact that she wasn’t Quebecoise and she got shot down by people who told her 

that she was a glorified Anglophone, ‘a girl from the west’ who spoke French well.” 

I nod my head empathetically and I sense that Jana is becoming increasingly at 

ease with disclosing her apprehension about the year in Quebec.  Jana continues. 

“I don’t want to have to live the same thing as my friend.  I mean, I was born in 

Fransaskois family in a Fransaskois community.  I went to a Fransaskois school, 
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attended a French parish and was really involved in cultural activities with the 

Fransaskois community.   That’s how I grew up.  All my life everyone around me told 

me that I should be proud to be Fransaskoise and I live most of my life in and out of 

school in French.  My parents were raised in French and their parents had to go through a 

lot of discrimination because they wanted to safeguard their French. So for me, even 

though I have a lot of English friends and speak English with the same accent as these 

friends, I am not an Anglophone, I’m Fransaskois.  And so, I really don’t want to spend a 

year in a place where everyone will tell me that what I have known about my identity, 

since forever, is not true.  Even though French people are a minority in this province, all 

my life I’ve spoken, and learned, and played sports, and partied, and prayed and been 

part of my community in French.  It’s true that at certain times in my life, I’ve lived 

more in English than in French, but I’m still Francophone.  I don’t need anyone telling 

me that I am not a real French Canadian just because I don’t have a Quebecois accent or 

because I’m not from Quebec.”  

Ruth, who is sitting beside Jana, joins the discussion.   

“Wow! If that’s how the locals in Quebec are going to see the Francophones from 

our group, I’m pretty nervous about how they are going to see us Anglophones.  I mean, 

my accent and my grammar still need a lot of work and I hope that I won’t have to go 

through the same thing as Jana’s friend.  If it’s going to be hard for the Francophones 

whose French is good already, I doubt that us Immersion people who are still working on 

our French are going to get any respect or be treated well.”   

Motivated by my perceived ethic of caring, I get on my soap box and my 

maternal instincts take over.   



203 

“Jana and Ruth, I need you and everyone else here with the same concerns to 

know that during my lifetime I have been told by many people, either directly or through 

their actions, that I am not something or the other that I thought I was.  I have been told 

that I am “not from here” because I was born abroad and not in Saskatchewan, even 

though I have been a citizen and living in this province for more than 40 years.  I have 

been told that I am not a real prof because I am seconded to the university.  I have been 

told that I have no business teaching in a French Immersion program because I was a 

Core French student even though various sources have affirmed my language 

competencies.  And yes, I have been told that I am not part of the Francophone 

community because my first language was English.  And yes, all of these situations hurt.  

And yes, the comments that were made in these situations were at times even paralyzing.  

But sooner or later I realized that if I wanted to embrace a certain identity, I had to 

transcend any of these blocking comments.  Here’s the thing.  Other people always have 

the potential to factor into how you develop certain facets of your identity.  For example, 

my Catholic identity, which I strongly embrace, was influenced greatly by both of my 

parents.  But in the end, I was the one who chose to continue walking in my faith.  I 

guess what I need for you to know is that although others most certainly have a role in 

influencing your identity, only you have the final say at the end of the day as to how you 

wish to identify yourself.” 

As has become a common occurrence in this course, I notice that I have gone 

overtime and that students are waiting outside the door for the next course to begin.  

Students file out of the classroom, but Jana stops by my table. 

“Steph”, Jana says, “I just want to thank you for what you just said about how we 
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essentially have the last word about our identity.  It really has made me think about how 

I need to be careful not to let other people influence me too much about who I am.  You 

really made a difference to me!” 

La construction identitaire 
 

As I contemplate today’s session, I, once again, feel divided.  On the one hand, I 

am undoubtedly touched by Jana’s expression of gratitude, and, from a feminist 

perspective, I am pleased that today’s class provided openings in which both Ruth and 

Jana could express their voices of marginality and speak openly about their 

preoccupations about the year in Quebec.  I sense that because of my “only you have the 

final say at the end of the day as to how you wish to identify yourself” statement, Ruth 

may develop a greater sense of agency insofar as her linguistic identity is concerned and 

may now be more prone to affirm herself a ‘Francophone’ if this marker of her identity is 

ever challenged during the year in Quebec. 

On the other hand, I feel that my statement that “only you have the final say at 

the end of the day as to how you wish to identify yourself” was an inadequate response 

to the concerns that were expressed today about the year in Quebec and did not provide 

my students with a foundation for thinking about and deconstructing the discourses that 

constitute and are constituted by their linguistic subjectivities.  This statement may have 

even limited my students’ ability and desire to consider the intricacies of their linguistic 

subjectivities and may have presented them with an impartial truth about how their 

linguistic subject positions are formed and negotiated.  Moreover, this statement may 

have also positioned the concept of identity construction as a linear process with the 

individual positioned as one who has ‘the final say’.  I am chagrined by the gaps that I 
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feel existed in my practice today. 

Despite my disappointment, today’s course has led me to two key insights that 

will certainly inform my practice as a teacher educator.  The first is the importance of 

purposefully engaging students in contemplating how discourses shape their subject 

positions as French language speakers.  Barrett (2005) notes that “From a given subject 

position, only certain versions of the world make sense” and that “the way in which we 

are positioned, and position ourselves within a discourse has implications for how we 

read people and experiences”.  Thus, if students are to be well postured to negotiate 

conflicting discourses concerning their linguistic identities, whether these discourse are 

confronted in Quebec or elsewhere, they should develop the capacity to identify the 

discourses that have shaped their current linguistic subjectivities, to interrogate how their 

current subject positions may operate during the year in Quebec, and to understand how 

the discourses that shape these subject positions may be negotiated during the year in 

Quebec when they encounter conflicting discourses.  

Given the linguistic context of this course and the linguistic demographics of my 

class, it may be useful for my students to examine the model proposed by the 

Association canadienne d’education de langue francaise (ACELF) (2011).  Developed in 

Canada, this model is contextualized by in terms of francophone linguistic identity, but 

can also be considered universally in a variety of identitary contexts.  While it very 

consistently makes reference to ‘identity’ rather than ‘subjectivity’, this model 

nevertheless embraces a poststructural stance in the way in which it conceptualizes the 

linguistic positioning of the individual and demonstrates how discourses are constitutive 

of and by one’s linguistic identity. 
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  According to ACELF identity is “l’ensemble des caractéristiques stables ou en 

mouvance par lesquelles la personne se définit et se reconnaît au cours de sa vie” 

(Association canadienne d’education de langue francaise, 2011, p. 8). The ACELF 

model of identity construction defines identity construction as: 

…a highly dynamic process during which a person self-defines and 
recognizes herself or himself through her or his ways of thinking, acting 
and desiring, both in social contexts and the natural environments in 
which she or he evolves.  (translated from Association canadienne 
d’éducation de langue française, 2011, p. 4) 
Based on this definition, ACELF’s model of identity construction is comprised of 

four fundamental elements.  First, at the heart of the model is the individual who is 

engaged in the process of constructing her or his identity. Even though it is profoundly 

anchored in the contexts in which it operates including the natural environment, the 

family and the school, identity construction is an essentially personal process.  The 

individual is thus the motor that drives the process of identity construction through her or 

his aptitude to reflect, act, and desire.  (Translated from Association canadienne 

d’education de langue francaise, 2011, p. 8).   

In order to construct her or his identity in a balanced and healthy manner, the 

individual must respond positively or negatively to her or his impulses and assimilate or 

reject, whether fully or partially, influences from surrounding social contexts and the 

natural environment.  Two general lines of movement can be discerned during the 

process of identity construction.  The first emerges from within the person who seeks 

self-expression to the exterior world.  The second line emerges from the exterior world 

of the person, that is, the social contexts and the natural environments that surround the 

person.  These contexts and environment act and have an impact on the person.  

(Translated from Association canadienne d’education de langue francaise, 2011, p. 8).  
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 Secondly, the model holds that three human faculties of reflecting, acting and 

desiring, act as pathways between the individual who is engaged in the process of 

identity construction and the social contexts in which the individual functions and 

evolves.  These pathways are in constant intersection with each other and are two-way in 

directionality.  In one direction, they privilege an openness to one’s self, to one’s needs 

and to one’s aspirations as well as to society and all of its stimuli and points of reference.  

In the other direction, the pathways of reflecting, acting, and desiring allow social 

contexts to impact and influence the individual’s process of identity construction, 

whether naturally and informally or in an intentional and targeted manner.  (Translated 

from Association canadienne d’education de langue française, 2011, p. 8).  

Thirdly, the model posits that social contexts influence the individual and 

contribute to the process of identity construction.  The degree to which a given social 

context influences an individual is dependent on the potency of the context and the way 

in which it resonates with the individual.  It is also dependant on the availability and 

willingness of the individual to remain open to the dynamics of the social context.  The 

ACELF model notes that although social contexts act upon the individual from birth, 

often the individual is not acutely attuned to the presence of these contexts and even less 

attuned to their influence.  However, when certain social contexts that are habitual or 

typical become rare, the individual suddenly becomes aware of the vital importance of 

these contexts and her or his dependency upon them.  Thus, the individual may benefit 

from destabilizing situations where she or he is led to pay a more concerted attention to 

the surrounding social context.    (Translated from Association canadienne d’education 

de langue francaise, 2011, p. 9).  
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  Finally, the ACELF model notes that nothing can deny the precocious, profound 

and prolonged influence that the natural environment exerts on both social contexts and 

on the individual’s ways of reflecting, acting and desiring.  The milieu in which we are 

born and in which we grow and evolve determines our way of negotiating the world, and 

its effects act, in varying degrees, throughout the course of our life.   (translated from 

Association canadienne d’éducation de langue française, 2011, p. 10). 

 The second insight emerged as I reflected upon the ‘one size fits all’ approach 

that I used during today’s class to reassure Jana and Ruth.  In retrospect, I see that I 

addressed their concerns about the year in Quebec in a very global fashion as if both 

students shared an identical anxiety.  What I did not consider, however, is that while both 

Jana and Ruth appear to share a common apprehension about the year in Quebec, they do 

not inhabit the same space of tensionality insofar as this upcoming experience is 

concerned.  Indeed, Jana and Ruth’s respective spaces of tensionality are constituted by 

different discourses.  Ruth appears to subscribe to the belief that acquisition of an 

appropriate French accent and a command of French grammar constitute currency for the 

procurement of respect and good treatment from the locals in Quebec.  Her angst about 

the year in Quebec is partially constructed from her perception that she and some of her 

Anglophone peers are not yet bearers of such currency and by her assumption that if her 

Francophone peers will be made to feel uncomfortable in Quebec, despite their linguistic 

currency, that things will be even worse for her and her Anglophone counterparts.   

As for Jana, while she seems to allude to the role of linguistic capital, she does 

not demonstrate a heightened preoccupation with the adequacy of her linguistic currency, 

but rather engages in category maintenance so as to safeguard her co-validated subject 
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position of ‘Francophone’.  The landscape of her worry about the year in Quebec is 

situated on a solidly co-constructed bedrock of linguistic identity.  Many additive forces, 

at varying times, and with varying influences, have shaped this identitary foundation: 

Jana’s family, her schooling, her parish community, and her Fransaskois community.  

Jana is positioned within a discourse of ‘Francophone’ as one who was born to a 

Francophone family, went to Francophone schools, and participated actively in French in 

her church and her community.  Operating in a linguistic minority context, this discourse 

allows an individual with Jana’s French linguistic and cultural background and 

interactions to self-position as ‘Francophone’ even if the individual does not come from 

a predominantly French speaking milieu and even if the individual, through choice or 

necessity, must function at certain moments primarily in English.  It is possible that this 

discourse is upheld in minority linguistic contexts as a means for Francophone 

communities outside of Quebec to maintain their vitality and longevity.    

Despite the fact that Jana lives in a predominantly English province, she adeptly 

performs the subject position of ‘Francophone’ in her minority linguistic context, as is 

affirmed in Jana’s own testimony:  “Even though French people are a minority in this 

province, all my life I’ve spoken, and learned, and played sports, and partied, and prayed 

and been part of my community in French”.  Through these words, Jana simultaneously 

reveals the influences that have legitimized her subject position as ‘Francophone’ and 

simultaneously reinscribes the validity of this discourse and thus secures her linguistic 

positioning.  Jana demonstrates Davies’ (2000) assertion that “we speak ourselves into 

existence within the terms of available discourses”  (p. 55).      
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            Now, Jana perceives a conflicting discourse, one that may even erode the very 

bedrock of her linguistic identity.  Moreover, this newly encountered discourse may 

jeopardize the actualization of Jana’s desire for ‘appartenance’ or belonging to the wider 

French Canadian community.  Within this discourse, the ‘Francophone’ is framed as one 

who is ‘from Quebec’, whose accent has not been influenced by ‘interference’ from 

exposure to the English language, and whose life story, thus far, has rolled out in a 

predominantly Francophone milieu.   All of the currency that provides Jana with the 

access to a Francophone identity in her home province-- her Francophone family and 

upbringing, her Francophone schooling, her involvement in her community -- does not 

render her Francophone in Quebec.  This discourse produces Jana as the ‘linguistic 

other’, as ‘the glorified Anglophone who speaks French well’—its marginalizing effects 

are obvious.  Moreover, if left untroubled, it may have a profoundly damaging impact on 

the emotional, social and over-all well being of students from provinces other than 

Quebec who ardently position themselves as Francophone, especially if these students 

feel that have been explicitly denied membership to the wider Francophone community. 

 But there is hope for students such as Jana.  Bleiker (2003) emphasizes the 

(perhaps hidden) vulnerabilities often inherent in discourses, and seems to suggest that 

Jana need not subscribe to the notion of discursive fatalism.  Bleiker reinforces the idea 

that discourses are not omnipotent and can be disrupted and destabilized: 

Despite their power to frame the world, discourses are not invincible.  
They are not monolithic forces that subsume everything in sight, crush 
everything in reach.  Discourses are often thin, unstable, and fragmented.  
There are fissures, there are cracks, there are weak spots:  windows of 
opportunity that lead to transformative pathways.  (p. 29) 
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 Thus, it is possible for Jana to counter the discourse of the ‘glorified 

Anglophone’.  In fact, from a poststructural perspective, because Jana currently dwells 

within the realms of this discourse and is being constituted by it, she is positioned to 

disrupt it and free herself from the shackles of thought, practice and belief that disallow 

her Francophone marker of identity, contrary to a student who dwells outside the 

discourse of the ‘glorified Anglophone’.  Citing Butler’s (1993) notion of “prior 

delimitation” (p. 11), Barrett (2005) explains that it is impossible for agency to occur 

outside of a given discourse, since “the object claiming (or claimed to be) exempt from 

discursive production” must be previously marked within the discourse in order to 

unmark itself and forward a counter-hegemonic discourse.  “Freedom does not lie 

outside discourse, but in disrupting dominant discourses, and taking up unfamiliar ones” 

(Barrett, 2005, p. 87). 

 The educational practitioner in me has a strong desire to provide Jana with a set 

of specific strategies that will enrich her capacity to be subversive and dismantle the 

discourse of the ‘glorified Anglophone’:  “Explain to them, Jana, that Francophones exist 

outside of Quebec!”, “Don’t back down and accept their definition of Francophone!”, 

“Call upon your discursive allies, whether they may be ‘Anglophone’, ‘Francophone’, or 

‘Allophone’, to engage with you engage in the ‘subversive discursive’ !”; “Speak against 

a unitary, essentialist definition of  ‘Francophone’.”  However, poststructuralism 

compels me to look beyond a technical intervention that relies on the provision of a ‘tool 

box’ to students, and to bring students to determine themselves what discursive practices 

will best contribute to the dismantling of oppressive structures based on the insights that 

they derive from poststructural inquiry.  For Jana, this may mean asking some or all of 



212 

the following questions:  How does the discourse of the ‘glorified Anglophone’ operate?  

In what spaces is it located?  How is it regulated by those who dwell within it?  How 

does it affect ‘Francophones’ from Quebec, from provinces outside of Quebec, and from 

abroad?  Whose interests does it serve?  It is perhaps by contemplating questions such as 

these that students such as Jana will be more powerfully poised to enact change amidst 

marginalizing discursive practices. 
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Chapter Twelve 
 
 

NoteRecommendations to my Teacher (Educator) Self(Selves) 
 
So what now? 

A short answer test 

Directions:   
 
In one (1) well constructed paragraph, answer the following question:  “What is 
curriculum?”   
 
Steph’s answer as a pre-intern: 

Curriculum is that document in cellophane wrap with the red and pink cover.  It 

is what I need to read to pass EPS and what I need to consult when I plan my lesson for 

next Wednesday’s pre-internship.  Curriculum is the document in which the 

Saskatchewan Ministry of Education tells me what I need to teach, how to teach it and 

how to evaluate.  My professors tell me that I am bound by curriculum.  I had better 

make sure that I put all of my curriculum documents in one binder, so that everything I 

need is altogether. 

Steph’s answer as a beginner teacher: 

Curriculum is that document in cellophane wrap with the red and pink cover.  It 

sits in a binder on my shelf behind my desk in my classroom.  I pull it out over the 

summer holidays so that I can plan my units and finish the long range plans that I need 

to hand in to my administrator in October.  The curriculum tells me what I need to cover 

this year and how I need to evaluate it.  I try to commit most of the document’s important 

parts (required units, foundational objectives, specific objectives, etc.,) to memory, to the 

best of my ability, because I need to be able to ‘talk curriculum’ if I am ever evaluated 

by my administrator, or worse, by a school division superintendent.  Sometimes what is 
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in the curriculum is hard to teach though because it can’t be done ‘objectively’, and I 

wonder how I can continue to teach exactly what is in the document without letting my 

‘self’ contaminate my teaching.  

Steph’s answer as a (new) teacher educator: 

Curriculum is something that all student teachers need to be able to use 

effectively.  Curriculum sits at the core of their professional knowledge because 

curriculum is the central mandatory component of the teaching profession.  Depending 

on the grade level they anticipate for their future careers, student teachers need to know 

that the centre of curriculum lies in its foundational and specific objectives.  

Foundational objectives are mandatory—we must teach them.  Specific objectives are 

but suggestions, but we need to use them in our lesson planning because they are 

simultaneously observable and measurable.  Student teachers need to go one step further 

though. In their lesson planning, student teachers need to show that they know that 

curriculum involves the Adaptive Dimension, Gender Equity, First Nations, Métis, and 

Inuit Content, and Common Essential Learnings, and as such, they need to plan 

accordingly.  Oh yes-- the delivery of curriculum should probably also be ‘child centred’ 

(well, as much as possible).  

Steph’s answer today: 

Curriculum may be that on-line document on the ministry web page, but if it is, it 

is also more than that.  Curriculum is written, lived, hidden, neglected and nullified.  

Unfortunately, I cannot answer this question completely within the confines of one (1) 

paragraph.  Perhaps that is a good thing. 
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The writing of this dissertation was indeed an adventure like no other.  It allowed 

me to examine, (re)consider, contemplate, deconstruct, scrutinize and relive my practices 

as a teacher educator, especially those that are positioned on a landscape characterized 

by tensionalities resulting from hybridity, competing and sometimes contradictory 

discourses, and the visceral experience of living in the in-between.  While the writing of 

this dissertation was, at various moments, a humbling and even emotionally taxing 

endeavour, the intellectual stimulation and the epiphanies that I encountered were 

numerous.  With this being said, I now wonder, “so what?”  Beyond the insights gained 

regarding my ‘isness’ as a teacher educator and the intellectual benefits that I derived 

from this study, how is this dissertation ‘value-added’ work?  I answer this interrogation 

with my original over-arching research question: 

As a minority language context teacher educator, how may these spaces of 
 productive tensionalities provoke me to reimagine my practice, to challenge 
 assumptions and values that are inherent but perhaps hidden within these spaces, 
 and to illuminate new and perhaps slippery insights about my practice and 
 subjectivity as a teacher educator?   

 
While I believe that I have partially responded to this question in various parts of 

Chapters Four to Eleven, I feel that it is appropriate for me to enhance my response by 

illuminating and unearthing three fields of improvement that I would like to further 

explore and venture into as I move towards improving my practice as a teacher educator.  

These three fields involve enhancing student voice, providing more deliberate theoretical 

scaffolding regarding the notion of identity, and devoting more attention to the 

discourses that surround my course and its required assignments. 

Towards Pedagogical Goodness through Voice 
 

In Chapter Four of this dissertation, I explain that:  
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…the imperative of pedagogical goodness compels me to conceptualize 
my curriculum-as-plan and co-construct the lived-curriculum as a space 
of inquiry and expression for my students that will bring them to live 
aright with their future students.  Ideally, this is a space where students 
are given a voice, including those whose voices were previously silenced 
in other contexts.  (p. 123) 
 
After considering my various pedagogical practices in ECSF 100 as well as the 

in-class conversations that were represented in Chapters Four to Eleven, I feel that I need 

to adopt a more proactive and purposeful approach to including and infusing student 

voices in all of the courses that I may teach.  Prior to writing this dissertation, I truly 

believed that the my liberal-minded disposition and the structure of my courses allowed 

students to express their various perspectives, anxieties, queries and musings regarding 

the intertwined areas of pedagogical practices, identity construction and professional 

development. In fact, as I re-read Chapters Four to Eleven of this dissertation, I noticed 

that, in many cases, students freely expressed themselves in response to a statement 

made by me or to an activity, even if doing so might have involved a certain degree of 

risk-taking especially when students felt compelled to articulate their anxieties about a 

given topic, activity, or assignment.   

With this observation in mind, I wonder if there is an opportunity to reduce the 

amount of anxious moments that students may live in my ECSF 100 course by involving 

them more frequently in the co-construction of the various components and required 

assignments of this course.  As was the case with my proposed ECSF 100 dress code, 

despite my best intentions for their success, students tend to respond less favourably to 

course components that I appear to impose on them and that were not developed in at 

least partial consultation with them.  After writing this dissertation, I now feel that I need 

to reconsider all components and assignments that I propose in all of my courses and 
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determine if it would be appropriate for me to consult with students about the structure 

and intent of the component, how and why such consultations would be value-added, and 

how such consultations could occur.  I must insist that my goal in including student 

voices in the construction of these components is not to eradicate the possibility of 

students responding anxiously to them.  Indeed, the conversations that take place when 

students feel apprehensive about a course components are usually enriching for both me 

and my class and it is my hope that the culture of my ECSF course will be conducive to 

the creation of spaces of recursion that invite students to return to discussions held in 

earlier course sessions.  I speculate, however, that if I can, ‘from the get-go’, put 

students’ minds at ease about a course component by engaging them in its 

conceptualization, I may possibly liberate more class time for even higher level 

discussions that emerge from other spaces of tensionality. 

Identity, Identity, Identity! 
 
 Throughout the duration of this study, the one theme that appeared to be at the 

foundation of all of the sites of tensionality that I explored was that of identity.  In 

certain sites, discourses surrounding linguistic identity figured prominently, in others 

professional identity was the focus, while still in others questions regarding racialized 

identities were contemplated.  Moreover, in several cases the intersection of linguistic, 

professional, and racialized identities underpinned the site of tensionality in question. 

 Having now noticed that the theme of identity, and more specifically the 

negotiation of identity, threads through all that my students and I take up in ECSF 100, it 

appears to me that I need to provide my students with more direct and explicit theoretical 

scaffolding in this area.  Up to this point in time, I have never used a direct instruction 
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approach in order for students to develop a theoretical comprehension of identity that 

would allow them to better and further contemplate their lived and embodied notions of 

identity.  While I often do call upon the mini-lesson as a means of providing students 

with foundational information on other topics, I must bashfully admit that I have never 

delivered a series of mini-lessons specifically about identity and its multiple 

poststructural considerations and facets as forwarded by theorists such as Aoki and Trin 

Minh-ha and associations such as ACELF.  Instead, I typically take up theoretical 

notions of identity during emergent discussions, especially when I need to formulate 

responses to students’ interrogations about their linguistic, professional and racialized 

identities.    Moving forward, I think that it would be appropriate to begin the semester 

with a series of mini-lessons that would take up the theoretical complexity of identity 

and provide all students with a common language and initial understanding of the latter.  

This series of mini-lessons could potentially take up key notions forwarded by Aoki, 

Trin Minh-ha, and other relevant theorists as well as frameworks for understanding how 

identity may be negotiated and constructed such as the ACELF model.  Ideally, each 

micro-lesson would highlight a key poststructural facet of the notion identity such as 

hybridity, and be structured in such a way as to purposefully engage students in the 

negotiation of these notions so that they may actively connect theory to their lived and 

embodied identities.  

The Observation of Discourses 
 
 Within the context of my ECSF 100 course, I believe that I have been 

increasingly successful in leading students to consider and explore both obvious and 

hidden discourses that surround their ‘becoming’ as a teacher.  I believe that my next 
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goal should be to heighten my awareness of how to lead students to disrupt certain 

discourses, especially those that operate in order to maintain power for some while 

marginalizing others. 

 Moreover, I believe that I must also engage in the exploration of obvious and 

hidden discourses when I plan my ECSF 100 course.  I observe, that up to now, I have 

been planning my ECSF 100 from a very modernist ‘curriculum installer’ positioning.  

For example, at the beginning of the semester when I review and update my course 

outline, I may revise certain assignments or reword certain sections of the document, but 

I have never made a concerted effort to isolate the discourses that may potentially be 

manifest in my course outline and the assignments that it details.  I think that it is critical 

that I, along with my students, engage in such an exercise whereby we would 

collectively critically examine both the course outline and the required assignments.  By 

doing so, my students and I may excavate previously unobserved discourses and thus 

determine what their implications could be.  For example, in order to engage my students 

in a critical examination of each required assignment, I may propose questions similar to 

the following to my students:  Whose needs are being served by this assignment?  How 

does power operate within the context of this assignment?  Does the assignment allow 

for the inclusion of a multiplicity of voices or are certain voices necessarily marginalized 

by this assignment? 

I acknowledge that such an exercise may be a risky endeavour, given that I would 

necessarily share my decision-making power with my students.  I feel strongly, however, 

that this “partage du pouvoir” would enable me to foster a more democratic pedagogical 
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approach, and approach that I would hope my students would embrace with their own 

students. 

#conclusion#notaconclusion#thebecomingofateacher(educator)neverconcludes 
 
Britzman (2003) explains that: 

 
…learning to teach is not a mere matter of applying decontextualized 
skills or of mirroring predetermined images; it is time when one’s past, 
present, and future are set in dynamic tension.  Learning to teach—like 
teaching itself—is always the process of becoming:  a time of formation 
and transformation, of scrutiny into what one is doing, and who one can 
become.  (p. 31) 
 
When I was a novice classroom teacher, I believed that one day I would “arrive”.  

I reasoned that eventually a combination of experience, well-honed organizational skills, 

and the acquisition of a master’s degree would bring me to a place where I would have 

mastery over all areas in my teaching life including knowledge of curricula, class room 

management, assessment and evaluation, and rapport with parents and other members of 

the school community.  As I matured as a teacher, I gradually let go of this illusion of 

ultimate professional proficiency and control, and began to see, as Britzman seems to 

suggest, that the successful teacher is one who is able to critically examine her or his 

practice with the intent of evolving, rather than arriving, as a professional who is 

simultaneously formed and transformed.    

The writing of this dissertation has convinced me that the same holds true for 

teacher educators.  As a teacher of teachers, it is important to resist the futile temptation 

of striving for pedagogical perfection.  Instead, teacher educators, alongside their 

students, should set their sights on pedagogical goodness by uncovering, excavating, 

embracing and contemplating the tensions that are inherent in teacher education as a 
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whole and in their individual teaching contexts, and in doing so, move towards insightful 

and transformative responses to the following question: 

Can the tensions of teacher education be experienced in such a way that 
its potential—as a catalyst for transforming schools and the knowledge 
cultivated there—becomes a possibility felt by its participants?  
(Britzman, 2003, p. 49)  
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INFORMATION LETTER AND CONSENT FORM 
FOR THE STUDY ENTITLED 

 
‘Sites of Living Pedagogy in (French) Teacher Education: An Autoethnographic 

Self-Study’ 
by Stephenie Leitao Csada 

 
2502 Sures Bay East, Regina, SK, S4V 0Y1 

306-530-1896 
leitaost@uregina.ca 

 
Are you a University of Regina Bac Program graduate? 

Are you interested in contributing to the knowledge base in the field of teacher 
education? 

If so, I would like to obtain your input for a study that I will be conducting as part of my 
Ph.D. dissertation! 

 
The Project: 
In partial fulfillment of the requirements of my Ph.D. program at the University of 
Regina, I will be writing a dissertation that is currently entitled ‘Sites of Living 
Pedagogy in (French) Teacher Education: An Autoethnographic Self-Study’.  During 
this study, I will be examining my practices, experiences, beliefs and insights as a 
teacher educator in the form of eight dissertation chapters.  These chapters will focus on 
a first-year teacher education course that I have previously taught. 
Your role, if you chose to volunteer as a participant in this study, will be that of a critical 
friend.  In your role of a critical friend, you will be assigned up to three chapters and will 
provide both written and oral feedback regarding the initial drafts of the chapters in 
question.  Each chapter is approximately 12 pages in length.  You will receive an 
electronic copy of each draft chapter and will be asked to read each document and may 
wish to write handwritten or typed comments and questions directly in the margins of 
each.  At the end of the reading of each chapter, you will be asked to complete a 
bilingual questionnaire containing the following semi-structured open-ended questions.  
The questionnaire should take no longer than 1 hour to complete: 

1) What words, sentences, sections or ideas in Ch.___ do you disagree with, 
view differently or question?  Explain your position./ Quels sont des mots, 
des phrases, des sections ou des idées du Ch. ___ dont vous n’êtes pas 
d’accord, que vous considérez différemment ou que vous remettez en 
question?  Expliquez votre position.    
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2) What words, sentences, sections or idea in Ch. ___ resonate with you as a 

teacher?  Explain your position./ Quels sont des mots, des phrases, des 
sections ou des idées qui correspondent à vos croyances, et/ou vos valeurs, 
et/ou vos expériences en tant qu’enseignant(e). Expliquez votre position. 

3) What components of Ch.___, if any, require further precision?  Le cas 
échéant,   quelles composantes du Ch. ___ exigent plus de précision?  

4) What words, sentences, sections, ideas or further insights should be added to 
this chapter? Quels mots, phrases, sections, idées, ou perspicacités devraient 
être inclus dans ce chapitre?        
  

You will then send any feedback written in the margins of your chapters and 
questionnaire responses to me via email at leitaost@uregina.ca. 
 
Following the writing of the first drafts of the eight chapters, an information meeting 
with the consenting critical friends will be arranged at a time convenient for all.   In the 
event that certain participants are unable to attend this meeting, alternate individual 
meetings will be scheduled. These meetings will not exceed one hour.  During these 
meetings, the goals, research questions, methodology and ethical considerations of the 
study will be reiterated.  In addition, I will explain the role of the critical friend, the 
chapter reading process and the questionnaire items. Throughout this meeting, the 
consenting critical friends will have the opportunity to pose questions regarding the 
study.  In addition, a lunch, totaling no more than $25.00 per critical friend, will be 
purchased. 
 
Each consenting critical friend will submit his or her chapter copy and corresponding 
questionnaires to me upon completion.  In order to dialogue further with each critical 
friend so as to access increased clarification and insight about the feedback that each will 
provide, I will schedule individual meetings of no more than 1 hour with each critical 
friend.  Each meeting will give me the possibility to ask additional questions, clarify, 
reframe and negotiate meaning with each critical friend regarding the obtained feedback 
and ultimately the content of each chapter.  Again, a lunch, totaling no more than $25.00 
per critical friend, will be purchased. 
 
Risks and Inconveniences:  
There are no anticipated risks to your participation in this study. It may however, be 
possible that you do not wish to answer some of the questions in the questionnaire or 
during the interview sessions. Should this happen, you can choose not to answer certain 
questions, or you can choose to stop the interview, or leave the session.  
 
 

mailto:leitaost@uregina.ca
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Confidentiality and Participation:  
Any and all information obtained from you during the study will be confidential, and 
your privacy will be protected at all times.  Feedback collected from participants will be 
saved on a password protected computer located in the home office of the researcher.  
Any hard copies of the feedback will be kept in a locked filing cabinet located in the 
home office of the researcher. You will not be identified individually, in any way as a 
result of your participation in this research.  
 
The servers of the internet service provider that I will use will record incoming IP 
addresses - including that of the computer that you use to access your email 
correspondence from me. However, no connection will be made between your feedback 
and your computer's IP address. If you choose to participate in the survey, you 
understand that your responses to the survey questions will be stored and accessed in 
Canada by me. 
 
Information collected throughout this research project may be published or presented in 
public forums; however, your name or other identifying information will not be 
disclosed. Despite all efforts to keep information shared confidential, there is a chance 
that individual participants could be identified because of the nature of group activities 
and the nature or size of the participant sample or because of their relationship with the 
researcher. As a result, absolute confidentiality cannot be guaranteed.  Participants agree 
to maintain the confidentiality of the lunch group meetings.  
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and you have the right to withdraw 
from this study at any time and for any reason. There will not be any negative 
consequence to you, if you choose to discontinue your participation in this study.  
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PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
FOR THE STUDY ENTITLED 

 
‘Sites of Living Pedagogy in (French) Teacher Education: An Autoethnographic 

Self-Study’ 

I agree to participate in the study in the role of critical friend as outlined in the preceding 
information letter.  My signature below also indicates that I have received a copy of this 
consent form and that I have read the preceding information letter.  I also understand that 
my participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and that I have the right to withdraw 
from this study at any time and for any reason. There will not be any negative 
consequence to me, if I choose to discontinue my participation in this study.  
 
 
Participant’s signature: 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
  
Name (please print): 
_______________________________________________________________________  
 
Date: 
_______________________________________________________________________
_ 
 
 
The information collected from you will be used in a research project conducted by 
Stephenie Leitao Csada with the Faculty of Education at the University of Regina. If you 
have any questions about the project, please contact Stephenie Leitao Csada by phone at 
306-530-1896, by email at leitaost@uregina.ca or by mail at 2502 Sures Bay E, Regina, 
SK, S4V OY1. The Research Ethics Board at the University of Regina has approved this 
project. If research subjects have any questions or concerns about their rights or 
treatment as subjects, they may contact the Chair of the Research Ethics Board at 306-
585-4775 or by e-mail: research.ethics@uregina.ca. 
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