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Abstract 

This research text is a self-study into my development as a critical pedagogue. In it, I 

seek to investigate two research questions: (1) how do tensions in my teaching illustrate 

the systemic challenges of race and gender, which I face on a day-to-day basis, as I work 

towards a more socially-just teaching practice; and (2) how does the analysis of racial 

and gender-based teaching tensions help guide my growth toward a more socially-just 

professional practice?  My evolving understanding of my social position in relation to 

systems of oppression and its effect on my teaching are central to this study.  

Through this self-study, I have come to discover that when considering power, 

responsibilities, space, and lived-experiences, the point is to not only acknowledge 

oppressive systems and one’s place in supporting those, but to go beyond one’s current 

positioning.  Change must be created first (and extensively) within one’s self (as was 

demonstrated in this self-study), and only then within society.  If action does not flow 

from ongoing, critically enlightened acknowledgement of power symmetries, then the 

impact of any actions will uphold and preserve systems of injustice. As stated in my 

data, “I think that’s the whole point about social justice is you never—you never really 

get there”; it’s a constant process of discovering and learning about one’s own 

positioning and sitting in that discomfort. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



ii 

 

Acknowledgement 

I would like to express my appreciation to my supervisor, Dr. Kathleen Nolan, for her 

guidance during my candidacy. Without her assistance, this work would not have been 

completed. I am also indebted to my committee: Dr. Jennifer Tupper, Dr. Carol Schick, 

and Dr. Mark Brigham and my external reviewer Dr. Darren E. Lund for their expertise 

and support. Finally, I would like to thank my students and colleagues within my faculty, 

Kinesiology and Health Studies, for their contributions and assistance during the course 

of these studies and self-reflection.  

 

 

  



iii 

 

Dedication 

“The place is changed now, and many familiar faces are gone, but the greatest change is 

myself. I was a child then, I had no idea what the world would be like. I wished to trust 

myself on the waters and the sea. Everything was romantic in my imagination. The 

woods were peopled by the mysterious good folk.”  

― Beatrix Potter 

This effort of research and self-reflection is dedicated to Pete and to change within.  

 

 

 

  

https://www.goodreads.com/author/show/11593.Beatrix_Potter


iv 

 

Table of Contents 

Abstract .............................................................................................................................. i 

Acknowledgement ............................................................................................................ ii 

Dedication ........................................................................................................................ iii 

Table of Contents ............................................................................................................ iv 

List of Tables ................................................................................................................... vi 

CHAPTER ONE: Researcher Personal Context and Background ..............................4 

1.1  Messages about Gender .........................................................................................7 

1.2  Messages about Race and Class ............................................................................9 

CHAPTER TWO:  Conceptual Context and Theoretical Orientation ......................21 

2.1  Critical Theory .....................................................................................................21 

2.1.1  Critical race theory .......................................................................................25 

2.1.2  Critical feminist theory .................................................................................36 

2.2  Critical Pedagogy .................................................................................................41 

2.2.1  Ideologies and hegemony. .............................................................................50 

2.2.2  Hidden curriculum. .......................................................................................55 

2.2.3  Domestication of students. ............................................................................59 

2.2.4  Fallacy of binaries .........................................................................................60 

2.2.5  Curricular pacing. .........................................................................................61 

2.2.6  Critical humility ............................................................................................63 

CHAPTER THREE:  Research Approach ...................................................................68 

3.1  Research Questions ..............................................................................................69 

3.2  Research Procedures ............................................................................................70 

3.2.1  Investigating through self-study methodology ...........................................71 
3.2.1.1  Definitions of self-study ...........................................................................74 

3.2.1.2  Requirements of self-study ......................................................................75 

3.2.1.2.2  Improvement aimed ..........................................................................76 

3.2.1.2.3  Multiple, primarily qualitative methods ............................................76 

3.2.1.2.4  Exemplar-based validation. ...............................................................77 

3.3  Research Methods ................................................................................................79 

3.3.1  Sources of data collection .............................................................................80 
3.3.1.1  Archived and current teaching materials .................................................81 

3.3.1.2  Observations of teaching practices ..........................................................82 

3.3.1.3  Critical friends. .........................................................................................83 

3.3.1.4  Digital recording of my teaching practice. ...............................................85 

3.3.1.5  Field notes and critical self-reflections ....................................................85 

CHAPTER FOUR:  Presentation of Data ....................................................................88 

4.1  Analysis of Data ....................................................................................................88 

4.2  Discussion of Data ................................................................................................92 

4.2.1  Theme A – Exposing and critiquing power ................................................93 
4.2.1.1  Dissonance A - #1: Space ........................................................................96 

4.2.1.2  Dissonance A - #2: Discourse and language. .........................................105 



v 

 

4.2.2  Theme B – Creating democratic, student-centred learning environ- 

          ments ............................................................................................................113 
4.2.2.1  Dissonance B - #1: Student contribution as motivation to learn ............114 

4.2.2.2  Dissonance B - #2: Tokenism and ignorance of minority realities. .......122 

4.2.2.3  Dissonance B - #3: Social positioning ...................................................128 

4.2.3  Theme C – Facilitating the development of anti-oppressive thinking ....138 
4.2.3.1  Dissonance C - #1: Review of practice in curricular development ........140 

4.2.4  Theme D – Change-seeking. .......................................................................152 
4.2.4.1  Dissonance D - #1: Intrapersonal change ..............................................154 

4.2.4.2  Dissonance D - #2: Altered instructional approaches. ...........................157 

4.2.4.3  Dissonance D - #3: Challenging instructional structures. ......................159 

CHAPTER FIVE:  Significance, Limitations, and Conclusions ...............................163 

5.1  Significance .........................................................................................................163 

5.2  Limitations ..........................................................................................................165 

5.3  Conclusions .........................................................................................................171 

REFERENCES ..............................................................................................................179 

APPENDIX A:  Data collection guide .........................................................................224 

APPENDIX B:  Student participation focus group consent form ............................226 

APPENDIX C: University of Regina Research Ethics Board approval form .........229 
 



vi 

 

List of Tables 

1. Comparison of class objectives....…….......................................................................142  

2. Comparison of course topics...………………………………………………………144 

3. Comparison of strategies…….………………………………………………………147 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 

 

Reviewing and Reshaping my Teaching towards a more Socially-Just Practice: A 

Self-Study 

 

“Until we can understand the assumptions in which we are drenched, we cannot know 

ourselves” (Rich, 1979, p. 18). 

 This research text is a self-study into my development as a critical pedagogue. In 

it, I seek to investigate two research questions: (1) how do tensions in my teaching 

illustrate the systemic challenges of race and gender that I face as I work towards a more 

socially-just teaching practice, and (2) how does the analysis of racial- and gender-based 

teaching tensions help guide my growth toward a more socially-just professional 

practice?  My evolving understanding of my social position, in relation to systems of 

oppression, and its effect on my teaching are central to this study.  

 Although it is not always evident in a society imbued with the myths of rugged 

individualism (Hirschman, 2003) and meritocracy (McNamee, 2009), it has been well-

established that everyone is born into social identities. These social identities have 

inherent advantages and disadvantages and predispose us to unequal, and often unjust, 

roles in the dynamic systems that make up society as described by, for example, Acker 

(1992), Brown (2000), Lorber (1994), Razack (1998), Ridgeway and Smith-Lovin 

(1999). These authors propose that our identities are based on categories of difference 

such as gender, race, and economic class. In essence, we are all trained by surrounding 

social systems on how to play out each of our intersecting social identities through our 

personal connections such as friends and family, our interactions with institutions (such 

as church and school), and messages that are reinforced by our environment through 

instances such as advertising, song lyrics, and other common cultural practices 

(Gauntlett, 2008; Goldberg, 1993; Hogg & Reid, 2006; Nakayama & Martin, 1999). 

Harro (1986) and Griffin (1997) both state that to understand how we have been 
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socialized to take up these identities, how we are affected by them, and how we 

participate in maintaining them, we must make an inventory of our own social identities. 

It is through the practice of taking our own social inventories through the examination of 

the social systems that form who we are, that we are then able to see and understand the 

mosaic of our social identities. This greater understanding of our various socially-

constructed roles provides a platform on which to interrupt the taken-for-granted 

assumptions about ourselves and others.  

 The threads of social conditioning can be seen woven throughout educational 

systems often serving to tie educators to oppressive practices that negatively affect 

marginalized groups of minority students (Bell, 2003; Scott, 1990; Smith & Alpert, 2007; 

Van Voorhis, 1998). Many examples of oppressive practices, with geographic and 

historic specificity, have been provided in academic literature such as Agnew (1996); 

Cappello (2012); Dei (1997, 2000); Dei, Mazzuc, McIsaac, & Zine (1997); James (1990); 

Riley and Ungerleider (2012); and Schick and St. Denis (2003, 2005). Experiencing 

dissonance between my personal values, beliefs, and professional actions has provided a 

springboard to deconstruct greater social and historical influences that shape how I 

function in my personal and professional endeavours. Moments of tensions emerge in 

situations of pressure to conform to racialized and gendered institutional ideologies or a 

conflict of organizational values with my own values (Robson, 1987; Sowell, 2007; 

Whitehead, 2008). It is the experienced conflict and moments of tension that serve as 

motivation for me to conduct a formal research project to investigate the role such 

conflicts ultimately play in my teaching practice and philosophy.  
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 As a teacher, it is important for me to identify moments of conflict and tension as 

windows to understanding my own social conditioning and also to provide other 

educators with an example of how they might serve to deconstruct their role in supporting 

oppressive educational systems. My research project is meant to make visible to me, and 

others, what is often rendered commonplace in an effort to challenge systems that 

marginalize certain groups of students. To accomplish my research goals, I have 

undertaken a self-study of myself and my teaching.  

 The intent of my study is to begin to excavate my own positioning by unpacking 

and deconstructing my sense of personal and professional privilege through a reflective 

and analytical scholarly process. The intention of this research is to examine, inform, 

understand, and challenge the critical tensions that arise when I become aware of them 

and to actively challenge oppressive systems, practices, curriculum, etc., in an effort to 

move towards a critical pedagogical practice. The key questions of this self-study 

research focus on the tensions I experience in my teaching that illustrate the systemic 

challenges of race and gender I face as I work towards a more critically aware and 

critically applied teaching practice. My analysis of racial and gender-based challenges 

help guide what ultimately becomes my continual growth towards a more socially-just 

professional practice. Through reflective practices, I identify critical moments of tension 

that need further analysis from the perspective of critical pedagogical theory, to gain a 

greater understanding of their socially constructed influences and effects. To begin the 

task of a critical study of self as a teacher, I must analyze my own social inventory, which 

has proven to be an overwhelmingly challenging mission, as has also been found by 

authors such as Connelly and Clandinin (1990), Goleman (2005), and Mezirow (1998).  
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CHAPTER ONE: Researcher Personal Context and Background 

 As I began my personal social inventory, I recognized that I have never had a 

knack for remembering and retelling timelines and details about my own life. I have 

always recalled and conveyed things about myself in a general sense without much 

attention to specifics or a broader perspective. Until I began this self-study, my inability 

or lack of interest in deconstructing my own life, with its interconnections of 

relationships, history, and social influences, was always attributed to a personality trait of 

mine. I believed it was just the way my brain worked or some biological or genetic 

attribute. This self-study has forced me to reconsider why I have always told my story 

without details that include broader complexities and the significance of the larger 

historical and social nuances in which I am rooted. 

 Untangling the larger story of who and why I am, along with the social messages 

and the political influences that shape how I view the world, highlights my tendency to 

simplify and isolate my own story. It is, in fact, a way to maintain and protect the 

advantages I experience in my life. By blurring details and leaving out any substantial 

attention to hegemonic, common sense discourses, and narratives about race, gender, and 

class, I am able to preserve a self-serving ignorance that supports a colonialist and 

classist sense of self-importance, along with maintaining my own feelings of moral 

goodness and high ground. This function of preservation is evident through the incredible 

resistance with which I have been met throughout this self-study research. I do not 

believe my resistance is unusual, but part of the well-mapped process of overcoming 

internalized privilege, as discussed in Fowers and Davidov (2006), R.L. Jackson (1999), 

and Kendall (2012). It is worthy to note here my tendency toward individualization that is 

only possible through being part of a privileged identity. As a member of the dominant 
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race, I am able to claim the right to be an individual. At the same time, because the 

dominant race will make, create, and maintain the rules of engagement, I am also granted 

the privilege of indicating when these claims to individuality are part of what “we” all do 

(Leonardo, 2012). Racial privilege allows me to switch from an individual perspective to 

a collectively held one (or from “me” to “us”) whenever it suits my purposes. This 

acutely highlights the access to dominant discourses available to me as a part of my racial 

privilege. My acts of resistance are often covert and rarely obvious to me as they occur. 

Most often I realize them only after they are pointed out to me, and I then recognize my 

continued omission of details regarding the social and historical influences on my life and 

how my life has been constructed. Prior to this project, I had never called into question 

my larger social context, that which includes the organized invasions of lands in the form 

of colonial history, deliberate domination of particular social groups over others, and how 

I benefit and uphold resulting inequitable political systems. Ignoring the influential 

systems that favour my position, and the opportunities I am offered, has spared me the 

tangible discomfort that comes with this kind of work. After much struggle, I have come 

to understand that this research project had to uncover what I have traditionally seen as 

my own a-contextual storyline, but also go beyond. To be useful research, the process of 

deconstructing how I see and experience my life needed to include how I am situated 

within a larger political and historically-constructed system of society, how that system 

influences me, and how I function to uphold or resist it, particularly in my classroom.  

 To begin to unpack how I am positioned in my world, and therefore within my 

research, I first consider the messages I have received and continue to receive throughout 

my life that shape my perception of myself and others. Social conditioning continually 
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conveys messages that distinguish who I am relative to who I am not. The racial and class 

privilege I hold is reinforced on a consistent basis through social, political, and historical 

means. Also, I am a racialized person through my relations of white privilege. As a White 

colonializer settler, middle-class university teacher in Saskatchewan, I am produced by 

and benefit from colonialism and White supremacy. In other words, I am a descendent of 

the British colonial settlement in Canada and, therefore, very much a part to the colonial 

project that has created Canada as a White settler nation. It is necessary to identify myself 

as a White colonializer settler as the notion of colonialism is an ongoing process rather 

than an incident that occurred in the past and can be now forgotten.  The colonial 

condition of Canada is one that survives and is reified by not identifying the colonial 

project and its beneficiaries as such. As a result, my racial privilege is manifested in a 

fear and hatred for the oppressed which is “manufactured and perpetuated by a set of 

racist and gendered assumptions that form the ideological foundation for the systemic, 

bureaucratic and individual implementation of oppressive practices” (Green, 2006, p. 

511). That is to say, I am a gendered person by similar means in that I can only 

understand I am a woman by how I am positioned in a patriarchal society. Similarly, I 

can only understand my race as White in that it is in opposition to that which is not White 

or other. Messages that most often obstructed these realities initially came to me from a 

variety of trusted sources such as parents and close friends. They were then reinforced by 

large and small institutions including education, media, law, and economic order of the 

social world. From all this information, I then defaulted and continue to default to an 

identity that internalizes oppression or internalizes dominance, depending on my social 

position of marginalization or privilege (Harro, 2008; Moane, 2011; Pheterson, 1990).  
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 To situate myself within my research, I identify and deconstruct examples of the 

prominent messages I received throughout my life regarding the various roles I am 

expected to fill. These messages shape who I am and give a glimpse into how I am 

positioned in the world, and consequently, in my research. I will also reinforce, with the 

use of theory, how these messages have come to be acceptable discourse to me and others 

around me.  

 As I write this, I am now able to identify myself as a 47-year-old, White 

colonializer settler, formally-educated, able-bodied, and body-size privileged cis-

gendered woman, educator, and mother, having grown up in a middle-class, racially-

segregated and racist, White, presumably heterosexual, mostly Christian neighbourhood 

on the Canadian prairies. I have one older, high-achieving brother. My father has a 

military background and has always worked for a salary outside the home, as has my 

mother who was a certified nurse. I grew up very unaware of my White, middle-class, 

able-bodied privilege, and at the same time, very unaware of my own internalized gender 

oppression that granted my father and my brother advantages in our home. It is necessary 

to acknowledge that the many privileges and the few disadvantages I have experienced 

have influenced how and what I see (and fail to see) in the world. What is most 

significant, though, is that this self-study has forced me to ask questions that demanded a 

shift in the rationalization of myself as a racially-neutral person to an agent of domination 

in our unjust and inequitable society. 

1.1  Messages about Gender 

When I reflect on my own experiences with gender and its policing, I recognize 

how it mirrors the social messaging for many women. The discourse that reinforced 
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good-cooking skills and the ability to clean as essential to successful womanhood were 

prominent in my home growing up. It has long been established that throughout the 

second-half of the twentieth century the reward of domestic prowess begins in the home 

(Cowan, 1976; Johnson & Lloyd, 2004; Lytton & Romney, 1991) and is reinforced via 

advertising, consumerism, and mainstream media efforts (Browne, 1998; Coltrane & 

Adams, 1997; Signorielli, McLeod, & Healy, 1994). As I reflect on how I was raised, it 

seems as though being good at keeping a tidy house and being subservient to the 

demands of my male counterparts would be the main compensation needed for every one 

of my life’s challenging junctures.   

 Every crisis and every achievement in my life seemed somehow connected to 

being clean, tidy, domesticated, and prepared to show the world how well put together I 

was. I have come to understand that all of these messages conveyed the importance of 

supporting the patriarchal ideologies of domestication and submission to the objectifying 

male gaze (Calogero, 2004; Frederickson & Roberts, 1997; Frederickson, Roberts, Noll, 

Quinn, & Twenge, 1998; Murnen & Smolak, 2000) that constructed my upbringing. 

 In my familial home, we did not discuss the emancipation of women in any way. 

The patriarchal structures were maintained through every action and deed. To challenge 

any of these functions was to be labelled one of those feminists–the worst possible fate. 

As was the case in the 1970s for many young girls like me, the patriarchal structure of my 

home echoed that of society. Power relations served to subordinate my mother and 

myself to the interest of my father and brother. These relations took on many forms from 

the sexual division of labour and expectations of procreation and child-rearing to the 

internalized norms of what was considered appropriately feminine in conduct and 
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behaviour. Everything I learned about being a female was in contrast to the norm of 

maleness. When I struggled to be included and to succeed in what was construed as 

normal, it was a constant negotiation of conflicting demands resulting from the dual roles 

generally assigned to women. If I wanted to have the same responsibilities and resulting 

rewards as my brother, I needed to ensure that I could also demonstrate the conservative 

expectations of any woman. This often took the form of a feminine appearance and 

behaviour as well as making sure to have my assigned duties completed before taking on 

anything seen as extra. These lessons never sat easily with me, but my lack of exposure to 

feminism and its theories did not allow for any reasonable conversation around gender 

equality. I have heard and found many similar stories, like those of Meredith Cherland 

(1994), who originally describes in Private practices: Girls reading fiction and 

constructing identity, how we are taught as girls not “to think deeply and critically about 

the world” or “what might be done to improve it” (p. 153). Sadker and Sadker (2010) also 

confirm these notions when they speak of the silencing of girls in elementary schools, a 

common occurrence in my early educational experiences. To this day, I continue to 

function within these gendered constructions and only recently have begun to understand 

such concepts as internalized gender oppression as described by authors such as Harro 

(2008), Pheterson (1990), and Moane (2011). I will discuss the impact of such authors on 

my emergent learning in the forthcoming section on Critical feminist theory and in my 

data analysis.  

1.2  Messages about Race and Class   

For the purpose of this paper, the term Indigenous is intended to include all 

peoples and things previous to the colonial settlement era.  The term Aboriginal will refer 
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to First Nations, Metis and Inuit.  The term First Nations refers to Indigenous peoples to 

Canada who are not Metis or Inuit.  Throughout this document I generally capitalize 

labels and terms regarding racial descriptors such as White and Aboriginal or Indigenous 

except in some cases of direct quotations. Where I intend reference to Indigenous or 

Aboriginal peoples in Canada themselves rather than to others’ description of them or 

descriptions of things inanimate such as program descriptors, I capitalize the terms 

Indigenous or Aboriginal. I chose to do this out of respect but also to acknowledge the 

significance of these terms as names used as proper nouns.  

In situating myself in my own research, it is imperative that I identify examples of 

how I am coming to understand my own racialized history. It is necessary to clarify that I 

have not always understood race and my own racial identity as a social construction. For 

most of my life, I have believed that race is biologically determined. It was not until I 

began this work that I came to understand race as a powerful social construct and that this 

construct is rooted in how we position ourselves and others according to our beliefs about 

where people fit or align dependant on deeply held racist beliefs. I have come to 

understand this as a process of racialization. I strive to further understand racialization by 

analysing and critiquing how I, and others like me, produce and participate in it.  

The location in which I was raised, and in which this self-study is conducted, is 

steeped in its own racial ideologies. Joyce Green (2006) specifically discusses the 

systemic racism that exists in Saskatchewan, Canada. She argues that, in this province, 

historic and current acts of racism are often “discounted as though they were simply 

historical artifacts” (p. 511). Green (2006) goes on to state that “allegations of systemic 

racism are generally rejected by those who suggest that the way things are done, the 
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status quo, is simply the product of social and intellectual consensus and is not laden with 

relations of dominance and subordination, nor the result of malicious intent” (p. 511). 

These means of dismissing the existence of racism in this province are countered by 

statistics on issues related to health, justice, and education. By example, reports on 

women’s health by the Saskatchewan Women’s Secretariat (1999) state that in the mid-

90s, 11 per cent of the total female population identify as Aboriginal, yet 57 per cent of 

women that used shelters as a result of domestic violence were of Aboriginal ancestry. As 

well, in 2003, the Saskatchewan government held a Commission of Inquiry (the Wright 

Inquiry) into the death of a young Metis teen named Neil Stonechild, and this inquiry 

concluded with the firing of the two police officers in last contact with Stonechild. The 

death of Neil Stonechild was the beginning of what became known as the “starlight tour” 

investigation of police abuse. This uncovered the common practice of Saskatchewan 

police officers dropping off Aboriginal men at the outskirts of cities in dangerously cold 

weather, often without jackets or shoes (Chartrand, 2005). Systemic racism continues to 

be a critical concern in Saskatchewan with the Regina police chief adamantly denying its 

existence (Gonez, 2015). To add to these examples is the rape and murder of a young 

Aboriginal woman named Pamela George by two White students who attended the very 

university in which I received my degrees and now teach (Razack, 2002).  

 The strings of racial conditioning can be seen woven throughout educational 

system often serving to tie educators to oppressive practices that negatively affect 

marginalized groups of minority students (Bell, 2003; Scott, 1990; Smith & Alpert, 2007; 

Van Voorhis, 1998). Many examples of this, with geographic and historic specificity, 

have been provided in academic literature such as Agnew (1996) who discusses 
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resistance by women of colour in Canada; Cappello (2012) in his reflection on the 

production of Whiteness in teachers in Saskatchewan; Dei (1997, 2000) and Dei, 

Mazzuc, McIsaac, & Zine (1997) who write about the value and role of non-dominant 

knowledge in academia and classrooms; James (1990) with a concentration on race and 

the selection of careers; Riley and Ungerleider (2012) who uncover stereotyping by 

teachers based on race; and Schick and St. Denis (2003, 2005) who specifically address 

anti-racist pedagogy in Canadian prairie settings. Saskatchewan is home to educational 

traditions that contribute to the oppression of Indigenous peoples. This is illustrated 

through practices such as the oppression of Indigenous language (Battiste, 2000), the 

imposition of what is known as standard English (Sterzuk, 2008), the lack of Indigenous 

content and accurate historical accounts (Ledoux, 2006; Tupper & Cappello, 2008), and 

the overall comprehensive underfunding of schools located on reserves (Blackstock, 

2009). 

 Memmi, as cited in Sanlal (2015), states that the hatred for those who are 

oppressed as a larger group is “manufactured and perpetuated by sets of racist 

assumptions that form the ideological foundation for the systemic, bureaucratic and 

individual implementation of racist practices, while also constructing ‘self-absolutions’ of 

the racists” (p. 4). The common rejection of systemic racism in my own educational 

journey has manifested itself in many attempts of my own ‘self-absolution’ of oppressive 

assumptions. Embracing my own racialization and resulting racist ideologies has proven 

formidable. I grew up in the south area of Regina, Saskatchewan in a White 

neighbourhood. My understanding of my own Whiteness as a race was non-existent. The 

dominance and subordination of people in my city (particularly involving the privilege of 
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my family) was always attributed to just the way things are done. Racism seemed to 

envelop my upbringing in every way. We were steeped in it. Racism was actively 

constructed and supported in my youth. Racial jokes and slurs were commonly used in 

my household and in my school. Anyone identified as other inevitably had some sort of 

undesirable characteristics attached to their race. People in my world were separated 

based on their skin colour and geographical origins and labeled accordingly. Each group 

was ascribed particular flaws that were meant to maintain a distinct hierarchical 

separation between them and us (Henry & Tator, 2002; Hirschfelder, 1982; Matsuda, 

Lawrence, Delgado, & Crenshaw, 1993). Racism was used to instill and preserve our 

Whiteness in ways that were incredibly overt. To resist any of these messages was to be 

cast as an outsider and a troublemaker. Any questioning of racial stereotyping or 

prejudice was inevitably received with rolling eyes and comments such as, “it was just a 

joke” or “oh, you’re one of those liberal sensitive types now are you?”  Any attempts on 

my part to dismantle or challenge these racist views were greeted with great disdain and 

demanded that I come up with the utopian fix for the social problem that plagued any 

minority group. My resulting acquiescence served to maintain approval and, therefore, 

my position in the racial hierarchy.  

 The racist and colonial discourses that were commonplace when I grew up served 

to infuse a deep-seeded fear of the other. I distinctly remember staying away from any 

person of colour in my early elementary years. Not having any experience with any 

culture, ethnicity, or race other than my own allowed me to live in racial isolation and 

denial. The socio-geographic location of our south-end suburban home and school was 

White and middle class. The children who attended my birthday parties were White, the 
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shows we watched on television were White, and the magazines and books that we read 

also lacked any type of diversity. The only place I saw brown skin, including and most 

notably First Nations and Aboriginal faces (largely because I was explicitly directed to 

stay out of their neighbourhoods), was in the news coverage. The Aboriginal peoples I 

saw were most often represented as problematic. They were being charged with stabbings 

or assaults, and the government and media of the day were consistently reporting on how 

to fix this “Native problem” (Doob & Sprott, 2007; Fitzgerald & Carrington, 2008; 

Harding, 2005, 2006; Kitchen & Williams, 2010; La Prairie & Steinke, 1994). 

 I was taught to be frightened of anyone with Aboriginal ancestry and to stay away 

whenever possible. These racist perceptions were common in my parents’ chosen 

professions and reflect well-documented, systemic racism within the justice and health 

care fields (Browne, 2005; Browne & Fiske, 2001; Cunneen, 2006; Donakowski & Esses, 

1996; Ross, 1998). My resulting fear meant the avoidance of any experiences that might 

have provided the opportunity to see a more accurate picture of the rich and varied 

culture of the First Nations and Aboriginal people in my city. The city itself had very few 

publicly supported initiatives that celebrated anything Indigenous. As Tuck and Yang 

(2012) suggest, even had the city done this, it would only have been a façade of 

decolonialization to appease White settler guilt. At that time in my life, I was far too 

indoctrinated into my Whiteness to understand or ever take up this challenge in my 

thinking. 

 The avoidance of anything non-White continued into early adulthood. The lack of 

Indigenous content in high school curriculum was followed up closely in post-secondary 

education. I found consistent messages that reaffirmed my Whiteness throughout my 
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university undergraduate programs. Significantly, a report produced by the University of 

Regina, Faculty of Administration, and reported by Lang and Friesen (1993) stated the 

“… perception that University of Regina students were ‘culturally and socio-

economically homogenous; they have had few opportunities to explore cultural 

difference’ ” (p. 25). According to Cappello (2012), the lack of diversity among my 

colleagues at the time of my undergraduate education indicated to administration an 

established norm that was White and most often middle class. Recommendations were 

suggested to bring experiences to student teachers that would allow us to better 

understand the diversity and backgrounds of our future pupils in K-12 schools. This 

further illustrated the reinforcement of Whiteness as non-racialized and as Leonardo 

(2008, 2010) states being White is the absence of race, culture, and background. The 

resulting diversity implementations left me untouched by anything that would challenge 

the notion of myself as self-determining rather than a racialized individual. As was the 

case with most of my White colleagues, in my mind I existed as a person without race. I 

continued through to graduation preserving the absence of historical and cultural nuances 

that my Whiteness taught me to maintain (Leonardo, 2008; McIntosh, 1989). All these 

experiences are examples of how I have come to understand myself as a non-racialized 

person. These examples are implicit in reaffirming my White colonializer settler 

ideology, which served to confirm common sense views about the cultural superiority of 

non-Indigenous peoples. 

 One of my most poignant and important experiences in my path towards this self-

study occurred when I became a sessional instructor while I was still a Master’s graduate 

student. While teaching my first course, I made an inappropriate and racist comment in 
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the presence of my students. It wasn’t until a formal complaint was filed and I was called 

to the Dean’s office to discuss the complaint that I realized the inappropriateness of my 

words. I remember feeling the defensiveness that accompanied being called out on such 

an act. I denied the claim in its entirety and made excuses, refuting any of its truth and 

blaming the entire thing on a hostile and vengeful Indigenous student who, not 

surprisingly, did very poorly in the class.  

 It was my reaction to being identified as a racist, combined with the resulting 

reaction of the administration to defuse any such accusation against me, that allowed me 

to more fully understand systemic racism in our education system and the part I play in it. 

My administration at the time supported me by discrediting the complaint and, in so 

doing, the young Indigenous student herself who brought it forward. The entire episode 

was swept neatly under the rug, never to be brought up again. As I now engage in the 

reflection of this life-changing critical incident, I reflect on Val Mulholland’s (2006) self-

examination when I say that I can perhaps forgive myself for my racial ignorance at the 

time, but “… I cannot excuse my complicity in reproducing vestiges of those discourses 

that continue to oppress and restrict the lives of others” (p. 197). 

 When I began my course work for my PhD, I found myself once again confronted 

with these feelings of defensiveness and discomfort with regard to racial issues. I hadn’t 

given much, if any, thought about my role in upholding and contributing to 

systematically-oppressive environments or as an agent of domination myself in the 

society in which I lived and worked. I was aware, of course, of the inappropriateness of 

blatant racist slurs and practices. I had my own history and behaviour to contend with, 

after all. I believe the previous teaching example along with my experiences up to that 
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point, made me particularly attentive, and begrudgingly receptive, to the theory of critical 

pedagogy that was being introduced in my PhD classes at that time. This was the first 

time in my life that I began to question my own history and what that meant in a broader 

social context and my position in it. It was also my first steps towards understanding 

myself as a racialized and gendered person. 

 In my graduate courses, I began to read feminist, race, and critical pedagogical 

theories. Authors such as bell hooks, Freire, Apple, Kincheloe, McLaren, Giroux, and 

Marcuse initiated my process of unlearning, learning, and relearning, while reflecting on 

and evaluating everything I believed about the world. The process of opening my views 

to critical pedagogy was a time of growing discomfort, resistance, distress, and sadness. I 

was content in my White, middle-class, able-bodied, cis-gendered world, and like many 

others I struggled against leaving it (Friedman & Lipshitz, 1992; Goodman, 2007; Kegan, 

1982; Watt, 2009). My views were always protected and they privileged me, and it was at 

this time that I began to uncover the sociological price of such views and the cost of my 

privilege to others. I was faced with disappointment and anger with myself, my family, 

and the world as I had known it. I began to question everything I thought I had control 

over in my life. When it became abundantly clear that I am racialized and gendered by 

society and not, in fact, a product of my own personal positioning and hard work, I began 

to question who it is that bears the brunt of the way in which society is constructed. I also 

began to critically think about the students that struggle in my classes from a gendered 

and racialized perspective (Freire, 1993; Kincheloe, 2008a; McIntosh, 1992). 

Acknowledging my own White colonializer settler identity, and how that identity 

supports taken-for-granted notions of education, is essential to my research (Regan, 
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2013). The process of coming to know my social identity as part of a larger racialized, 

gendered, and classed system compelled me to identify and unpack critical incidents in 

my teaching through which I participate and contribute to oppression. This research has 

forced me to ask the unsettling questions that demand a shift in my self-understanding 

and to recognize how I function to preserve a privileged non-racialized identity. 

 My journey into critical pedagogy has played out through my growing awareness 

of inequities, injustices, and oppression. My experience has been an example similar to 

others who have reluctantly encountered the process of first discovering their privilege 

and White colonializer settler identity. These struggles are well-documented, and 

resistance forms a departure point for many scholars working towards an anti-oppressive 

education system (Applegate, 2011; Helms, 1997; Johnson, 2006; Shaw, Champeau, & 

Amico, 2009; Yamato, 1990). In the initial stages of my self-study, I started to question 

all my own internalized isms, along with the -isms of those around me. I entered into a 

process that had many similarities to grieving (Kübler-Ross, 2009), and I was angry with 

everyone who had participated in creating the sexism, racism, and ablism that I saw in 

myself. I was angry that I could not easily explain away my social position and found it 

extremely hard to understand that I was not more or less racist by what I said and did and 

that these actions were part of a greater social system of which I am a part. I fought hard 

to negate my racial privilege and White colonializer settler identity by attempting to do 

what I thought was critical work. To do this was to deny the constant availability of my 

racial privilege which is always at play through the marginalization of non-White others. 

I began to question my teaching, and teaching as a profession, in ways I never 

anticipated. The journey to date has been thick, muddy, confusing, and often miserable, 
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but filled with rewarding clarity I could never have anticipated. It has been a journey 

through which I have found myself avoiding and casting aside, on many occasions, the 

anxiety and guilt that come with recognizing the harsh realities of systemic oppression. I 

have avoided facing these emotions so much that I have, at times, put my entire PhD 

program at risk. The role of personal decolonialization takes up a great amount of space 

in my self-study. I discovered late in my research process that it is in this space that I 

begin and continue the work of social and political transformation.  

As an instructor in a post-secondary setting, many of my efforts to facilitate my 

students’ learning have been met with roadblocks. I have been guilty of blaming the 

totality of these roadblocks on students’ lack of effort and readiness to learn. I have been 

pointing the finger away from my own entrenched and socially-conditioned ideas of what 

teaching should look like. As I become more informed and reflective of my own 

positioning, this finger pointing has begun to shift and point back at me. The places of 

cognitive dissonances, points of tension, and critical incidents that occur in my teaching 

involve conflict between my values and beliefs, as they are informed by critical 

pedagogy, and the larger social systems at play. As I reflected on what I believe is 

important, and as I became more knowledgeable about critical pedagogy, I became aware 

of how my own gendered and racialized education facilitates learning environments and 

upholds systems of inequity that enable only certain students to achieve success, while 

many others are left out.  

 In hindsight, I always knew there was something amiss about the way I taught my 

classes and the way I interacted preferentially with privileged students. Education as a 

profession seemed so idealistic in theory, but for me, in practice it felt numb and without 
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impact. The material I taught reinforced the isolating and a-historical story I believed 

about myself and others like me. The ways in which I enacted curriculum mirrored my 

disengagement but, more importantly, I saw the same outcomes that neither addressed 

nor challenged the real issues faced in my area of teaching. Using traditional pedagogic 

delivery methods and curricula that denied a larger social context was a safe way to 

teach, and it preserved my own White colonializer settler identity. However, this became 

at odds with coming to know a new reality that was historically, politically, and socially 

constructed. 

 Prior to my self-study, none of the curricula in the courses I taught addressed the 

historical, political, and social problems related to issues of race, gender, class, and 

ability levels. I gradually began to understand that what I was teaching was not of any 

consequence other than to reinforce the systems that allow students from privileged social 

positions to be successful, while marginalized students continued to struggle. There were 

no points of resistance that facilitated any departure from the hegemonic world views, 

structures, systems, and cultures of power that reinforce the roles of patriarchy and 

colonialization. I was unable to clearly attribute the dissonance I felt in my teaching to 

my inability to understand systems of social organizing and I, therefore, took a passive 

role, which in turn served to support unjust systems and functions of current educational 

practices. Denying my own historical social context, racialized identity, and teaching 

curricula that are void of information about the influence of social systems of race, class, 

gender, etc., perpetuates, supports, and maintains systems of oppression, and in turn re-

edifies, not only my place of privilege in the academy, but racism and colonialism in 

society at large (Leonardo, 2012; Regan, 2013). This self-study text is my PhD process 
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and the resulting dissertation that, in its essence, is a representation of my journey to 

uncover my patterns of White colonializer settler denial, complicity, and resistance.  

CHAPTER TWO:  Conceptual Context and Theoretical Orientation 

 This section provides an underpinning of research theory to give a philosophical 

and interdisciplinary base for critiquing educational systems in general and my own 

teaching in particular. In an attempt to address the dissonance, I experienced in my 

teaching with regard to perpetuating, supporting, and maintaining unjust environments in 

my classroom, I have chosen to undertake my self-study through the lenses of critical 

theory and critical pedagogy, with particular emphasis on critical race and critical 

feminist theory. The following is an overview of theory in each of these areas.  

2.1  Critical Theory 

Critical theory is a vast and complex area of scholarship. Critical theory has roots 

in Kant’s (1929), Critique of pure reason; Marxist economic criticism; and Freudian 

psychoanalysis, and has developed applications in all of the social sciences and in 

literature. It was developed in the 1920s and 1930s from the collaborations of Herbert 

Marcuse, Theodor Adorno, Max Horkheimer, Walter Benjamin, and Erich Fromm at the 

University of Frankfurt. Another significant contributing theorist to the Frankfurt School 

is Leo Lowenthal (Darder, Baltodana, & Torres, 2003). As leader of the Frankfurt school, 

Horkheimer asserted in his early essay, “Traditional and Critical Theory,” the following 

three fundamental and necessary characteristics for scholarship to be counted as critical 

theory. I include them here because they have provided a framework for my thinking and 

methodology as I explored my own positioning through a qualitative self-study process. 
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 The first characteristic of critical theory, according to Horkheimer, is that 

multidisciplinary social scientific analyses must be guided by an idealist philosophy that 

attempts to quell empirical positivism. The intent is to subject it to analyses that are 

founded in moral ethics rather than mere pragmatism (Antonio, 1989). However, 

according to Horkheimer’s (1982) view, critical theory must not completely reject the 

contributions of science. It must use rigorous, interdisciplinary, empirical methods to 

describe, and then critique, the injustices present in society at a given historical moment. 

With that said, scientific methods must not be biased by rigid positivism that Horkheimer 

saw to be an instrument of the establishment1. Horkheimer was opposed both to the 

bourgeois-capitalist society he lived in and to the traditional mainstream science of that 

society. He felt that mainstream science privileges a scholarship characterized by an 

orthodox faith in the unity of the scientific method. In essence, Horkheimer’s critical 

theory does not reject nor fully embrace science. Instead, this critical theory draws on 

Hegelian dialectics (McKenna, 2011), which seek to create a totality or wholeness of 

knowing through a developmental process. Hegel “associates this idea with the human 

self’s tendency to change, develop, and progress through a process involving a stage of 

self-conflict followed by resolution” (Wood, 1990, p. 2). Horkheimer borrows Hegel’s 

term aufhebung, which refers to the dissolution of what he terms “traditional theory and 

at the same time its preservation on a higher level” (Tar, 1975, p. 631). By neither 

rejecting nor fully embracing sciences, Horkheimer demonstrates his consistent effort to 

overcome binaries through intellectual dialogue. These efforts result in the breaking 

                                                 
1 For the purpose of this study, the term positivism will refer to scientific approaches that prioritize logic, 

mathematics, quantitative measurements of sensory experience, and other such forms of empirical 

evidence. Positivism disputes the intersubjectivity of knowledge. 
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down of narrow departmentalization. The reductive, purely positivist traditional theory, 

which is defined by and supports the bourgeois-capitalist society, he argued, needs to be 

replaced by interdisciplinary approaches that are subject to rigorous oversight by the 

idealist branches of philosophy. Critical studies must stand up to logical and ethical 

standards that philosophical inquiry supports. Horkheimer’s concept of aufhebung 

demands that raw data be subjected to philosophical analysis that separates its 

subjective/objective nature, giving the possibility of voice to perspectives that had, up to 

this point, been marginalized by social inequalities embedded in the accepted academic 

discourse. Similarly, any normative claims made about existing injustice must, in turn, be 

supported by empirical research.  

 As a second characteristic of critical theory, those engaging in critical theory must 

clearly identify the agents who are responsible for redressing found injustices. In other 

words, it is not enough to merely analyze, understand, and explain social injustice; 

responsibility for corrective action must be assigned. As I stated in the introduction of 

this text, the finger of responsibility for teaching in ways that support and reproduce 

unjust systems points back at me. Horkheimer’s view might suggest that I must come to 

terms with how I will deal with that finger pointing from a critical perspective. It is my 

aim to excavate the ways that my attachment to the benefits of systems of privilege 

hinder me from engaging in the corrective action in which critical theory demands, and to 

discover courses of corrective action with positive influence for social justice that extend 

beyond my own classroom teaching.  

The third characteristic of critical theory is that all critical theoretical analyses 

must be attached to achievable practical goals for social transformation. Therefore, 
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socially-transformative action must follow on the heels of socially-transformative 

thought. Throughout this study, it has been my goal to draw connections between my 

personal experience and the research literature, that is, to bring the theory of critical 

pedagogy to life by making applications in the real world of my own practice and that of 

my colleagues in higher education. To that end, an important underpinning of critical 

theory is that the individual must be understood only as part of a social construction, as in 

the identities of race, class, or gender. Differing from liberal and conservative approaches 

that claim the individual as the self-made unit of society, critical theory suggests that it is 

only through the social that identity and meaning exist. Without this understanding, the 

social construct of race and gender are not valid. It is only through my understanding of 

myself as part of the social that I can then fully understand sexism and racism as 

systemic. Sexism and racism are not simply pervasive; they are the very fabric of the 

social in which I am a part.  

The history of critical theory has been rich and healthy, from its original 

conception in Marx, Kant, and Hegel, and on through Weber and the Frankfurt School 

theorists. Early critical theory was heavily Marxist, concerned primarily with analyses of 

economic injustice. This economic emphasis is dramatically illustrated by the fact that 

Adorno and Horkheimer (2000), both Jewish themselves, viewed the rampant anti-

Semitism of Europe in the 1930s in purely economic terms. As they themselves state, 

“[the Jews] carried capitalist ways of life to various countries and drew upon themselves 

the hatred of all who had to suffer under capitalism” (p. 209). Prior to the 1960s, critical 

theory remained mainly a European tradition, as continental thinkers built upon and 

diversified the foundational work of the Frankfurt School.  
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 Critical theory continued to evolve in the early years of the current century. 

Writings  such as those produced by Bauman (1995), Carlson & Apple (1998), Collins 

(1995), Giroux (1997), Kellner (1995), Kincheloe (2008a), Steinberg & Kincheloe 

(1998), and Weil & Kincheloe (2003), demonstrate this evolution from the critique of 

ethic in general culture to democratizing, specifically, the radicalized schooling of the 

day. As a result, in the words of Kincheloe et al. (2008a),  

… (a) there are many critical theories, not just one; (b) the critical tradition is 

always changing and evolving; and (c) critical theory attempts to avoid too much 

specificity, as there is room for disagreement among critical theorists. To lay out a 

set of fixed characteristics of the position is contrary to the desire of such theorists 

to avoid the production of blueprints of socio-political and epistemological 

beliefs. (p. 48) 

Because they provide powerful frameworks for understanding marginalization in 

education, two branches of critical theory are of special importance for my study: critical 

race theory and critical feminist theory. I use critical race and feminist theory to inform 

my analysis.  

2.1.1  Critical race theory. American critical race theory emerged in the 1970s 

when legal scholars Derrick Bell and Alan Freeman, among others, took steps to revive 

the American civil rights movement after its landmark civil rights gains of the 1960s. 

These researchers took issue with the liberal assumptions that equality had been achieved 

and that the American legal system was colour-blind and pointed out examples of 

pervasive racism in that system (Ladson-Billings, 1999a). Critical race theory scholarship 

and activism grew from there, taking on multi-disciplinary approaches to explore and 
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expose different aspects of racism rampant in North American society. At the core of 

critical race theory is the assumption that race is a significant factor in the lives of non-

White people on a daily basis (Bergerson, 2003; Edwards & Ruggiano Schmidt, 2006; 

Kailin, 1999; Norquay, 1993). As Ladson-Billings (1999a) states, “race still matters ... 

[and] continues to be a powerful social construct and signifier” (p. 8). Leonardo (2012) 

concurs, stating unequivocally that “race is never not in play … It explains why 

education assumes its current social shape and institutional form” (p. 430). Critical race 

scholars begin from the premise that race is a powerful determinant in society, to 

demonstrate that racism is not just present in individual acts of overt racism, but it is also 

deeply-embedded within both the social fabric and the systems of society (Bishop, 2005).  

Goldberg (1993, 1995) points out that racism is a subtle and slippery phenomenon 

to deal with, as it exhibits an array of dimensions. He points out that it has deep and 

tangled roots in the socialization of our cognitive and affective processes, making it 

difficult to address through rational argument and education. At a primitive level, he 

argues, our brains default to an economy of categorization to help us manage the 

overwhelming diversity of individual experience, and this categorization reduces 

individuation, in turn, promoting stereotyping. Goldberg (1993) cites the social 

psychological studies of Abelson conducted in 1976 to argue that we tend to use 

simplified racial categories for psychological gain: to comfort us and to ease our anxiety, 

to organize our vague and confused thoughts and feelings, and to provide us with a sense 

of identity, membership in a group, participation in a cause, and so forth. Simultaneously, 

as simplified categories provide us with a sense of psychological well-being, the resulting 

categorized and stereotyped groups we construct also place people into binary categories 
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of  ‘like me/us’ and ‘not like me/us’. This leads to the othering of whole groups of 

people, as well as individuals. When this othering occurs, a psychological chain of effects 

begins that leads to a perception that supports and sustains racist views and creates 

blindness to racist systems, which makes most individuals resistant to presented counter-

facts. Instead of an openness to participate in counter-racist dialogues, an economy of 

categorization is favoured and protected, so much so that policing against over-

generalizations is lost, extrapolations from meager data are made with confidence, 

statistical tendencies are exaggerated, and we come to believe that artificially constructed 

categories are ‘natural’ (Habermas, 1989). In the Marxian analysis of critical race theory 

(Lukacs, 1971; Preston, 2009), capitalism enters with its fundamental ideals of good 

coming from out-competing others, which offers a seemingly rational justification for 

power imbalances, in which the others are deprived and marginalized with ‘just cause’. 

When the effects of colonialism are added (in which resource-rich territories are 

‘discovered’ and exploited for their resources without regard for their Indigenous, non-

White inhabitants’ humanity, cultures, and environment), the result is an overarching 

ideology with immense personal value to White people. This ideology permits and 

sanctions the spread of systemic White racial domination across the globe (Memmi, 

1965).  

Other researchers, too, have examined the notion that racism resides deep within 

White people’s self-identity that inhibit any ability to acknowledge their racialized 

privilege. Numerous researchers have shown that clinging to White superiority is 

motivated by fear (Galindo and Vigil, 2006), hatred (Godfrey, 2004), greed (Lipsitz, 

1998), ego defence (Gonsalves, 2008), and apathy (Forman, 2004). Citing Fromm’s 
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(1994) landmark critique of normative love, Matias and Allen (2013) argue that Whites 

live in a neurotic fear of loneliness should they transgress against “the kinship of the 

[White] oppressor” (p. 292) and its vigilant maintenance of their thoughts, words, and 

actions. Whites “often masochistically submit to this bankrupt [White kinship] 

relationship for fear of an unbearable condition of aloneness upon being shunned from 

the group” (p. 292). They go on to describe a “psychosocial condition [that] becomes part 

of the collective unconscious of dominator groups (i.e., Whites), which underlies an ego 

that agrees to misrecognize the world” (p. 293). 

Numerous researchers have also explored the psychological defense mechanisms 

that Whites adopt to manage the resulting cognitive dissonance they experience when 

faced with anti-racist concepts. These mechanisms include defensiveness, anger, denial, 

absurdities, false or distorted facts, and other forms of deflection (Allen, 2004; Allen & 

Rossatto, 2009; Gonsalves, 2008). Matias (2014) cites explosive tantrums as an 

occasional outcome but explains that White resistance more often takes on a variety of 

subtle intellectual guises, such as “(1) discrediting the literature (and its relevance); (2) 

disputing the overarching claim on premises like methodology; and/or (3) projecting the 

angst it may surface onto the author herself (p. 135). 

Beyond the question of racism’s origins at an individual or group psychology 

level lays the workings of systemic functionality. A most pertinent example is education 

as it has been an integral part of creating and reproducing this global racist system 

(Leonardo, 2012). Leonardo (2012) demonstrates that beyond  

… the obvious iterations of racial contestation that many educators are aware of, 

such as tracking, unequal funding, and the valorization of Eurocentric curriculum 
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(see Dixson and Rousseau 2005) … race and racism permeate the entire 

educational enterprise, from aspirations (Yosso 2006), to spatial configurations 

(Allen 1999), and teacher education itself (Sleeter 1995). Critial Race Theory 

(CRT) in education is a thorough examination of schooling as a racial state 

apparatus. Through CRT, we learn from Leonardo (2012) that education is, in 

essence, a racial project and race consists of an educational project. (p. 428) 

 Leonardo (2004) goes on to state that within educational curricula, “there has 

been masking history, obfuscating agents of domination, and removing the actions that 

make it clear who is doing what to whom” (p. 138) as strategies to obscure the history of 

White racial domination. With respect to the maintenance of schools as socializing 

institutions, “White racial worldviews are honored as objective standards for general 

student comportment and achievement. They remain unmarked, even unremarkable, that 

is, normalized …” (Leonardo, 2012, p. 439). Consequently, schools transmit “a deficit 

model of people of color. Conceived primarily through the master race’s imaginary, 

people of color come out of the other end as derogated groups, whose culture lacks honor 

in the eyes of Whites” (Leonardo, 2012, p. 440). It is, therefore, important for critical 

pedagogues to conduct a critical analysis of history as taught through schools that 

questions the standard narrative and gives voice to the counter-stories of those whose 

mainstream history has been manipulated, deleted, or sidelined.  

There has been a deliberate use of public education to institutionalize Whiteness 

as the Canadian norm. Leonardo (2012) states, from  

… the English forms that are recognized (Delpit, 1995), to the behaviors that are 

punished or rewarded (Ferguson, 2001), and the historical contributions that are 
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valorized or omitted (Loewen, 1995) [to] what Bourdieu and Passeron (1990) call 

the cultural arbitrary, the dominant race’s particularity is disguised as a universal. 

(p. 439) 

Canadian schools have long been used to ensure the subjugation and 

marginalization of Indigenous peoples (Regan, 2013). In Canada, the recent findings of 

the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) emphasize the need for educational 

redress on these grounds,  

Education was the tool that was used to assimilate and Christianize and otherwise 

diminish and damage all of these generations. It was also the tool that was used ... 

mindlessly, to keep the whole rest of the community ill-informed and ignorant. 

We need to teach an honest history that includes the history of the indigenous 

peoples of Canada, whose homeland it is and that the history of this American 

continent didn't begin with the arrival of the Europeans. (Ontario Public School 

Boards’ Association [OPSBA], 2015, p. 2) 

 An application of critical race theory is necessary to highlight systemic injustices 

that stand in the way of non-White students, particularly those in Canada who are First 

Nations, Inuit, Metis, and Aboriginal. For the purpose of my research project, the use of 

language as it pertains to labels and identifiers of individuals and groups is an entire 

study unto itself. The post-structural study of meaning-making through language speaks 

to resulting identities that may be imposed on, or taken up by, people or groups. It is 

paramount to acknowledge the importance of language in using identifiers to address 

those who are minoritized by those of us who experience privilege. Specifically, 

nomenclature that is assigned to racially minoratized groups in Canada (at the time of this 
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writing) demands considerable deconstruction if there is any hope of working towards a 

more socially-just teaching practice.  

Language, words, and labels define identity, and efforts to reclaim racial identity 

has focused on what terms are appropriate to use when referring to Indigenous, 

Aboriginal, First Nations, and Metis people as a group.  Bob Joseph, son of Chief Dr. 

Robert Joseph O.B.C., a hereditary chief of the Gwawaenuk First Nation and ambassador 

of Reconciliation Canada, explains the complex and challenging notion of names and 

labels used when addressing Canadian Indigenous populations. When determining what 

terms to use, he states that “… it depends. It really depends on which hat people are 

wearing” and by what name they prefer to be addressed (Joseph, n.d.).  

Hutchings (2005) details a list of White immigrant impositions on Canada’s 

Indigenous peoples that began in the 1600s and includes the following:  

 the spreading of alcohol, guns, and disease throughout indigenous communities 

since first contact, exploration, and the fur trade;  

 the imposition of farming and Christianity during the missionary era;  

 the relegation of Indigenous peoples to status as eternal wards of the Crown, by 

the Royal Proclamation of 1763;  

 the exploitive intent of the treaties and the Indian Reserve Commission, which 

created arbitrary reserves both inside and outside of the treaty process;  

 the Indian Acts, starting in 1876, which regulated all manner of details of 

Indigenous life, including the banning of the Potlatch and the Sundance 

ceremonies;   

 the First Nations Pass System;  
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 the abuse of reserve and treaty lands for White capitalist purposes;  

 the denial of legal counsel to Aboriginal people;  

 the assimilationist process of enfranchisement; and  

 the residential school system (Grant, 1996; Regan, 2013)  and the Sixties Scoop 

(Sinclair, 2007).  

 As stated by Duncan Campbell Scott, head of the Department of Indian Affairs 

from 1913-1932, much featured in mid-1900s Canadian school collections of literature, 

“I want to get rid of the Indian problem … our objective is to continue until there is not a 

single Indian in Canada that has not been absorbed into the body politic and there is no 

Indian question, and no Indian Department, that is the whole object of this Bill” (Leslie, 

1978, p. 114). In actuality, the ‘Bill’ that Scott was referring to was the Gradual 

Civilization Act of 1857, the major policy of assimilation at the time. Attitudes such as 

these have premised and dominated Canadian education for over a century. This is 

reaffirmed in the words of the Honourable Justice Murray Sinclair, chair of the Truth and 

Reconciliation Commission (TRC): 

Mainstream Canada sees the dysfunction of Indigenous communities, but have no 

idea how that happened, what caused it, or how government contributed to that 

reality through the residential school policy. They do not realize that just as 

Indigenous children were taught that they were inferior, so were non-Indigenous 

children. They do not realize that for the non-Indigenous child, this teaching had an 

insidious aspect–it reinforced a false belief in their own superiority. (OPSBA, 2015, 

p. 1) 
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The many stories of colonialized educational experiences in Canada represent a 

clear example of what Leonardo (2004) points out as acts of racial domination being 

systematically laundered from school curricula. Education has been guilty of 

“downplaying the active role of Whites who take resources from people of color all over 

the world, appropriate their labour, and construct policies that deny minorities’ full 

participation in society”, and Leonardo (2004) also states “these are processes that 

students rarely appreciate because their textbooks reinforce the innocence of Whiteness” 

(p. 138). What is now needed is a critical discourse on historical White supremacy of the 

systematic historical domination that has established the current state of White 

dominance and privilege.  

When Canadian history is critically investigated, one finds that the seeds of 

Whiteness in Canada were planted in the nation-building project of the mid-19th century, 

which was steeped in widely-held Victorian notions of race. These notions placed White, 

British, Christian, empirical, enterprising men at the summit of the human pyramid 

(Gallagher, Robinson & Denny, 1965; Lorimer, 1988). As Leonardo (2004) puts it, “the 

white supremacist, patriarchal, capitalist subject represents the standard for human, or the 

figure of a whole person, and everyone else is a fragment” (p. 139). The same notions 

placed Aboriginal peoples at the bottom due to their pagan, egalitarian, hunter-gatherer 

ways and their ‘failure’ to organize themselves socially in any means more complex than 

the family or the tribe. A commonly accepted practice has been to reproduce British-

White culture in Canada, and public education was (and still is) an important strategy for 

doing so. Mulholland (2006) paints a vivid picture of how this played out during her 

career as a high school teacher on the Canadian prairies. In her post-colonial reading of 
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her own autobiography, she convincingly argues the notion that we are all indoctrinated 

to value all things White and British and to denigrate all things other. Cappello (2012) 

convincingly demonstrates how teacher education institutions in Saskatchewan have, 

throughout the 20th century, systematically “produced teachers as racialized subjects” (p. 

1). It is not surprising then, that White teachers (like me) have, as shown by Kailin 

(1999), an impaired consciousness of racism due to historically and culturally perpetuated 

stereotypes. Leonardo (2004) explains that such “White racist thoughts are disembodied, 

omnipresent but belonging to no one. White racist teachings, life lessons, and values, are 

depicted as actions done or passed on to a white subject, almost unbeknownst to him, 

rather than something in which he invests” (p. 82). As McIntosh (1989) puts it, “My 

schooling gave me no training in seeing myself as an oppressor” (p. 71). The common 

Canadian discourses on Aboriginal issues, reproduced for a century by Canadian 

educational systems, continue to sustain Victorian notions of White racial supremacy. As 

Schick and St. Denis (2005) argue, “White privilege is a discursive practice active in the 

construction of race-based hierarchies” (p. 298).  

 Critical race theory provides a means for studying racist attitudes that affect my 

teaching, and the concept of Whiteness is particularly informative (Frankenberg, 1996; 

McIntosh, 1989). In sum, Whites use numerous psychological and social strategies to 

protect and perpetuate their White dominance, White privilege, and the status quo racial 

hierarchy, and these strategies have become an unconscious part of everyday life. 

Goodman (2001) explains that individuals of privileged groups see themselves as 

individuals, and convince themselves through a narrow focus on select individual 

transactions that they are not part of a group that enjoys systemic power and privilege. As 
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Leonardo (2004) writes, “Many Whites subvert a structural study of racism with 

personalistic concerns over how they are perceived as individuals. In a society that denies 

Whites access to a sociological and critical understanding of racism, this is not a 

surprising outcome” (p. 140). Therefore, Leonardo insists that though they are useful, 

White privilege studies alone fall short in the anti-racial project. He indicates that,  

The theme of privilege obscures the subject of domination, or the agent of actions, 

because the situation is described as happening almost without the knowledge of 

whites. It conjures up images of domination happening behind the backs of whites, 

rather than on the backs of people of color. The study of white privilege begins to 

take on an image of domination without agents. (p. 138) 

Leonardo (2004) goes on to explain that the focus must be shifted from social dominance, 

which is the emphasis in Whiteness studies, to investigate the facts of structural 

domination. He states that “domination can be distinguished from dominance where the 

former connotes a process and the latter a state of being, the first a material precondition 

that makes possible the second as a social condition” (p. 140). 

In view of these well-established, systemic impairments to cognizance of racism, 

it is essential that, as a critical pedagogue, I raise my own consciousness of not only 

Whiteness but also of the systemic forces that have historically produced racism and still 

continue to sustain it in education. I teach in an environment of ongoing and situational 

negotiation of self-naming and being named by others that relies on visible and non-

visible markers of difference and its implications on power relations. Leonardo’s (2004) 

analysis applies here when he states,  
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So it is not only the case that whites are taught to normalize their dominant 

position in society; they are susceptible to these forms of teachings because they 

benefit from them. It is not a process that is somehow done to them, as if they 

were duped, are victims of manipulation, or lacked certain learning opportunities. 

Rather, the color-blind discourse is one that they fully endorse. (p. 144) 

In this study, I investigate how racial injustices, rife within our educational system, 

continue to condition and constrain my work as a critical pedagogue. This is my 

opportunity as a racially privileged Canadian to undertake a critically reflective re-

examination of history and my part in it as a self-identified White colonialized settler. 

2.1.2  Critical feminist theory. One of the hallmarks of critical feminist theory is 

its diversity. This is understandable, in that feminism centres the importance of analyzing 

concrete individual experiences of gendered subordination within unequal power systems 

rather than making generalizations about them. Most critical feminist approaches share 

common themes. The beginning assertion is that current culture, ideologies, laws, 

systems, and institutions prevent gender equality and sustain the subordination of women 

in society. The long history of this imbalance is the legacy of patriarchy, which places 

men above women in terms of personal, political, financial, and institutional power; 

moral and intellectual authority; social privilege; individual freedom, while all being 

within systems of kinship and inheritance. As Deborah Rhode (1990) states, no society 

“truly committed to equality for women would end up with a scheme that affords 

extensive protection to the right to bear arms and to sell violent pornography, but not to 

control our reproductive lives” (p. 633). Feminist approaches focus on improving the 

social, legal, political, and economic status of women through a variety of strategies. 
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Ideally, strategies are chosen that will reach oppressed women so as to enhance their 

capacity to alter the unjust situations in which they find themselves. 

 Throughout its history, critical feminism has opposed positivist scientific 

approaches for their unjustified claims to scientific objectivity, as critiqued by Kuhn 

(1962). Feminists would argue that positivist scientific approaches are consistently 

inattentive to social problems (Agassi, 2005). This opposition to a positivistic view is 

based on the foregrounding and centering of women’s (and other marginalized groups’) 

concrete experiences with systemic injustice, that is with “being dominated, not just 

thinking about domination” (Agassi, 2005, p. 17). Important methods in centering 

women’s experiences are the legitimization of their voices (Belenky, Clinchy, 

Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986), oral history, and counter-stories (Sangster, 1994). A 

patriarchal academic hegemony consistently devalues these essential foundations of 

feminist work. Counter-stories serve two purposes:  (a) to establish different ways of 

knowing that challenge and oppose the reductive power of positivist, socio-centric, 

instrumental logic upon which current systems of inequality are built; and (b) to bring 

about consciousness raising, which Catherine MacKinnon (1982) calls, “the major 

technique of analysis, structure of organization, method of practice, and theory of social 

change of the women's movement” (p. 516).  

 In critical feminism, it is advantageous to acknowledge the limitations to knowing 

posed by “texts or … other significant events that can only be individually interpreted 

and all interpretations are equally legitimate” (Agassi, 2005 p. 2). Such 

phenomenological subjectivity raises the epistemological problem of legitimizing 

qualitative research on a scientific basis. Due to its phenomenological subjectivity, 
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qualitative research still requires critical analysis. Agassi (2005) warns, “Irrationalism on 

the part of the researcher means the end of research, the end of social science” (p. 160). 

However, she concludes that critical feminist theory’s legitimacy is supported by two 

tenets of critical theory: (a) an established regard for the importance of human emotions 

in social scientific research, and (b) the importance of contextualizing research and not 

making unjustified claims to objectivity or universality of findings. 

 In critical feminist theory, there is also an important emphasis on discourse 

analysis, which examines language as a medium for producing and reproducing power 

relations (Agassi, 1995; Baxter, 2003; Foucault, 1972). Through speech, women show 

that they tend to perform identities of submission (Baxter, 2002). However, post-

structuralist discourse analysis challenges binary power relations. This type of discourse 

analysis shows that speakers adapt varying identities along the subject-agent continuum. 

Speakers move amongst various social contexts characterized by different power 

relations. The evident intersectional nature of women’s oppression has been thoroughly 

argued and demonstrated (Crenshaw, 1989; Davis, 2008; McCall, 2014). When 

considering the data I have collected in my self-study, it will be important to keep the 

intersectional nature of my, and others, social positions in mind. 

 A subdivision of power relations around gender has been further investigated by 

queer theorists (Eldeman, 1995; Jagose, 1996; Richardson, McLaughlin & Casey, 2006). 

Queer theory deconstructs traditional binaries of gender and sexuality and the discursive 

power relations built around them. That is “ … it describes a horizon of possibility whose 

precise extent and heterogeneous scope [of gender and sexuality] cannot in principle be 

delimited in advance; … utopic in its negativity, queer theory curves endlessly toward a 
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realization that its realization remains impossible" (Eldeman, 1995, pp. 343-346). My 

own awareness, understanding of, and sensitivity to queer theory has been invaluable in 

helping me navigate the ideological and institutional constraints that traditional binary 

gender theories have placed on the university. It has also provided great support in 

evaluating my own social positions and coming to a greater understanding of what it 

means to engage in a process of impossible realization. 

To conclude this review of critical race theory and critical feminist theory as it 

pertains to my research project and emerging critical-pedagogical practice, I have 

adopted a framework that, through critical theory, one’s thoughts are seen to be historical, 

political, and non-autonomous, and their reflexive creation in an historical context must 

be understood from multiple perspectives, personally acknowledged, and acted upon 

(Brown, 2012). Any critical theory of society, Horkheimer (1993) argues, “has as its 

object, human beings as producers of their own historical form of life” (p. 21). Its goal is 

to critique and break down systems so as “to liberate human beings from the 

circumstances that enslave them” (Horkheimer, 1982, p. 244). This is reminiscent of 

Foulcault’s concept of deconstruction, which illustrates the process of breaking down and 

breaking free from ideas that bind us and cause us to default into binary oppositions for 

purposes of argument (Foucault, 1984). For the purpose of my study, I will endeavour to 

deconstruct and challenge systems of social injustice that I have encountered and am 

influenced by in my teaching practice   

In summation, the critical theory framework I have adopted to underpin my 

critical pedagogy in this study bears the following traits as adapted from Kincheloe 

(2008a): 



40 

 

 a goal to confront and help rectify the injustice of the society; 

 a concern for the empowerment of marginalized groups;  

 a sense of transformative hope; and 

 an emancipating consciousness which sees the possibilities of systemic change for 

my teaching and for my students’ learning. 

The critical theory that shapes my self-study is in agreement and supplements critical 

race and feminist theories. These theories accept certain basic assumptions: 

 language reinforces subjectivity; 

 all thought is fundamentally mediated by historic-socio power relations;  

 facts are conditional statements and can never be completely isolated from an 

ideological inscription; 

 mainstream research practices are often implicated in the reproduction of systems 

of class, race, and gender oppression; 

 negative dialectical argument that the relationship between subjects and objects is 

never stable or fixed, and that: 

o this relationship is often embedded in power;  

o certain groups in any society are privileged relative to others;  

o that oppression is often intersectional;  

o that such oppression is forcefully reproduced through hegemony. 

(Kincheloe, 2008a, pp. 49-59) 

In re-creating my own teaching philosophy and practice within a critical 

pedagogical framework, I am striving to understand my role in reproducing oppression. 

These (often unrecognizable) reproductions are woven into the fabric of a patriarchal and 
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colonialized history that continues today. It is my goal to work towards challenging my 

self-identity in order to address my complicity in the colonial and patriarchal project of 

education. 

2.2  Critical Pedagogy  

Critical theory and critical pedagogy bear many similarities, so it is important to 

not only explicitly connect these concepts, but to differentiate them as well. Critical 

theory focuses on tools of logic (such as deductive reasoning, examination of premises, 

experimentation, etc.) and other philosophical and multidisciplinary tools to examine 

epistemologies and to deconstruct arguments that do not stand up to the rigor of critical 

thinking. Critical theory has evolved into more focused critiques of the underlying power 

structures in society, particularly those that reproduce systemic inequalities such as 

hierarchies of educational opportunity based on race, class, and gender. Critical 

pedagogy, critical race theory, and critical feminist theory, all of which greatly inform 

this study, not only make use of the skills, beliefs, and attitudes of critical theorists to 

critique institutional and cultural injustice, but they go on to “take sides, on behalf of 

those groups who are disenfranchised from social, economic, and political possibilities” 

(Burbules & Berk, 1999, ¶3). Critical pedagogy examines education in particular as an 

institutionalized system that is deeply embedded within the structural powers that 

dominate society and which serve to maintain the disenfranchisement of marginalized 

groups.  

 Within critical pedagogy, however, critical thinking is not meant to be a 

formalized form of logic, which requires step-wise deductive reasoning from premise to 

conclusion. Rather, critical pedagogy is used to investigate the cognitive biases found in 
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false arguments. It asks hard questions that call into question the motives of other 

researchers, with queries such as, “who is making these assertions; why are they being 

made at this point in time; who funds such research; who promulgates these findings” 

(Burbules & Berk, 1999, p. 47). Burbules and Berk (1999) declare that critical 

pedagogues do not stand down from questioning those researchers whose arguments “are 

misleading, partisan, or implicated in the preservation of an unjust status quo” (¶3). 

James Marshall (2005) states that “in such false arguments, if what is ‘wanted’ is a 

conclusion that cannot be found through analysis, then there must be something missing 

either in the original assumptions or premises, or with premises that have been fed in as 

the ‘argument’ or discussion progresses” (p. 289).  

 It is the work of critical pedagogues to seek these missing premises and 

assumptions that continue to hold sway over existing educational systems and 

programmes for change. The aggressive attack on the status quo leads to critical 

pedagogy’s departure from critical theory. Whereas critical theorists would insist that 

students be free to come to their own conclusions, critical pedagogy does not shy away 

from intentionally guiding students towards conclusions informed by a thorough 

awareness of existing social injustice. Critical theorists would claim that such guiding is 

indoctrination, but critical pedagogues would argue that students are indoctrinated to the 

status quo already and need to be guided in the process of deconstructing their own 

indoctrination. In its activism, critical pedagogy sees no distinction between thinking and 

acting critically and thinking and acting politically.  

An important critical pedagogical process for critiquing false premises is what 

Foucault terms problematization. To problematize an existing reality, is to “step back 
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from this way of acting or reacting, to present it to oneself as an object of thought and to 

question it as to its meaning, its conditions, and its goals” (Foucault, 1998, p. 388). In 

stepping back from contemporary common sense notions of educational phenomena, it 

becomes possible to question prevailing assumptions about them and critique accepted 

discourse surrounding them. It is then possible to gain a different summative focus from 

which to analyze the power imbalances in the social, economic, and political processes 

that instigated them and which continue to sustain them. Critical pedagogy seeks to raise 

uncomfortable, unasked questions about the unacknowledged inequalities of power, false 

myths of meritocracy, and hegemonic influences that cause both students and teachers to 

internalize a particular sense of what the educational world is, how it functions, and their 

place in it. Through problematization, a critical pedagogue is able to strip away enshrined 

common sense myths about the assumed democratic justice of the current educational 

reality. In the words of Ira Shor (1992), critical pedagogy consists of,  

habits of thought, reading, writing, and speaking which go beneath surface 

meaning, first impressions, dominant myths, official pronouncements, traditional 

clichés, received wisdom, and mere opinions, to understand the deep meaning, 

root causes, social context, ideology, and personal consequences of any action, 

event, object, process, organization, experience, text, subject matter, policy, mass 

media, or discourse. (p. 129)   

Proceeding from the basic premise of critical theory that society is founded on 

unjust power imbalances, the critical pedagogue sees that educational institutions are, in 

reality, carefully constructed by the dominant powers to reproduce the system of 

inequality by ensuring that students grow up to find their allotted places in what is 
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presented as a best-of-all-possible world as diligent workers, as avid shoppers for 

products, and as passive but faithful consumers of mainstream entertainments, news, and 

provided commentaries. Critical pedagogy unabashedly finds the current educational 

system to be insidious and odious, an elaborate tool for transferring faith in capitalist 

relations from generation to generation and for lending legitimacy to dominant ideologies 

(Giroux, 1988).  

Flowing from this critique of existing power, critical pedagogy insists on 

collective action for social change. Critical pedagogy engages the heart and incites a 

passion to alleviate human suffering (Giroux, 1997; Kincheloe, 2008a; Marcuse, 1964; 

McLaren, 2003). In its forthright activism, critical pedagogy holds on to one of the 

foundational tenets of Marxism, enunciated almost 170 years ago, that “philosophers 

have only interpreted the world, in various ways; the point, however, is to change it" 

(Popkewitz, 1999, p. 51). Taking collective action for social change through education as 

its goal, critical pedagogy endeavours to rewrite curricula in ways that encourages the 

empowerment of students with the missing knowledge and alternative perspectives and 

the sharpened ability to think critically about their own education and positioning in a 

world of unjust social hierarchies. By learning to see the connections between their own 

personal situations and the systemic injustices that surround them, students may develop 

what Freire terms conscienticizao, or critical consciousness. Developing a critical 

consciousness is the process by which one takes on the goal of deconstruction and sees a 

system of oppressive relations and consistently works towards coming to understand 

one’s own place in that system (O’Hara, 1989). Personal awareness or consciousness of 

systemic injustice is the beginning of liberation, and it is the responsibility of critical 
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pedagogues to create this opportunity for awareness both in themselves and in their 

students. But, this conscienticizao is only the beginning. Concrete action, known as 

liberatory practice, must ensue, and, for Freire (1993), one must first break free from the 

comforts found in the seeming naturalness of an unjust status quo. Kincheloe clearly 

acknowledges the difficulties faced when he says “the work is hard, and we will often be 

vilified for taking part in critical activity. Sometimes we will wonder whether we are the 

crazy ones as we sit in a crowded room as the only persons making the critical arguments 

discussed here” (Kincheloe, 2008a, p. x). 

Giroux (1983, 1988) offers a helpful concept in this struggle to move from 

consciousness to action. He argues for a distinction between a language of critique and a 

language of possibility. In this argument, he points out that Ennis (1987) is mistaken in 

the assertion that reasonable reflective thinking focused on deciding what to believe or to 

do usually leads relatively unproblematically to the doing. This, Giroux points out, is 

naively untrue and is based on the faulty assumption that there are no irrational or 

disingenuous, status quo-invested, intervening powers opposing change. To confront this 

opposition, Giroux offers the concept of the language of possibility “to raise ambitions, 

desires, and real hope for those who wish to take seriously the issue of educational 

struggle and social justice" (Giroux, 1988, p. 177).    

 Critical pedagogues, not unlike critical theorists, analyze the assumptions and 

discourses of everyday life, laying bear the often-faulty reasoning for why we do the 

things we do (Paul, 1990). A partial goal of such analysis, but only as a first step in 

working towards systemic change, is personal liberation. Siegel (1988) states to this end 

that “a self-sufficient person is a liberated person … free from the unwarranted and 
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undesirable control of unjustified beliefs" (p. 58). The ultimate goal of such analysis is to 

function in a space of continuously coming to know the role one plays in reifying social 

systems.  

  There are two aspects to being a liberated critical theorist that have been much 

discussed, and which resonate with me, which are supported by Ennis (1987), Paul 

(1990), Scheffler (1991), and Siegel (1988). First, one must develop a robust set of 

intellectual skills for effective analysis in seeking a truer picture of how systems 

perpetrate social injustice; and second, one must develop a critical spirit, or deeply-seated 

character trait by which a person won’t abide within systemic injustice without re-

examining and questioning it continuously (Siegel, 1988). In this study, I have 

endeavoured to draw on the tenets of critical pedagogy to examine not only the 

previously held thought patterns, beliefs, and emotions that underlie my life in teaching 

and learning, but my unexamined behavioural habits as well. A result of this study 

includes the never-ending process of coming to identify my attachments to unjust 

structures that underpin my privileged identity. 

 Another similarity shared between numerous critical theories and critical 

pedagogy concerns the Western-centrism of purely rationalist analysis. This has led 

prominent critical thinker, Richard Paul (1990), to advance the notion of socio-centrism, 

which refers to the tendency to view things from only the perspective of one’s own 

society, as a sign of flawed thinking. As a result, he argues for fostering dialogue that 

invites the perspective of others and their alternative ways of knowing as an essential 

element of critical thinking. Paul’s thinking echoes the contributions of feminist critical 

theory which establishes the value of other ways of knowing, and critical race theory 
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which centres the value of counter-storytelling and dialogue with the other as a means of 

bringing in social and contextual factors to intellectual discourse (Belenky et al., 1986; 

Solorzano & Yosso, 2002). Thus, discussions with students and critical friends as part of 

my study, was premised on this notion of acknowledging and confronting the socio-

centrism that accompanies my positioning as an institutionalized, White, middle-class, 

cis-female teacher. 

As stated earlier, my critical pedagogy seeks to apply problematization to investigate 

the assumptions and knowledge systems on which teaching and learning are built, and in 

so doing to question the common sense notions that condition and circumscribe students’ 

educational opportunities. This requires a different, more detached form of thought than 

what is normally considered. In Foucault’s (1984) words, such thought is,  

… something quite different from the set of representations that underlies a 

certain behaviour; it is also quite different from the domain of attitudes that can 

determine this behavior. Thought is not what inhabits a certain conduct and gives it 

its meaning; rather, it is what allows one to step back from this way of acting 

or reacting, to present it to oneself as an object of thought and question it as to its 

meaning, its conditions and its goals. (p. 38) 

When critical pedagogues step back into problematization, they see that 

institutionalized educational circumstances allow students to succeed only insofar as they 

conform and subscribe to thoughts, attitudes, and behaviours that reinforce the status quo. 

Early philosophers such as John Dewey (1929) believed in the expansion of experiences 

(previously acquired and in situ) as a vehicle for constructing knowledge and that public 

schools were built to perform the socialization function (Darder et al., 2003). Akin to 
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Dewey’s (1929) philosophy of education, others have pursued the argument that because 

of their interactive nature, formal institutions of learning are by necessity socially 

structured, and they, therefore, necessitate the reform of participants towards its social 

norms and those of society as a whole (Kaplan, 2008). Thus, schools create what is 

understood as authorized, acceptable knowledge and that knowledge is transmitted 

primarily from the dominant cultural, class, and gender groups (Apple, 1999; Schubert, 

1986). This knowledge then creates a surrounding institutional morality (Goodlad, 1994). 

In other words, schools are important socializing forces designed to create conformity 

amongst citizens to accepted social norms both within the school and throughout the 

society. In this socializing framework, students purchase success not just through tuition 

fees and test scores, but also through behavioural, attitudinal, and intellectual conformity. 

One of schools’ hegemonic purposes is to reform students who demonstrate opposition in 

any of these domains. Small wonder then, that Foucault’s (1977a) concept of the 

infamous Panopticon, has been frequently cited as a common functional expectation of 

schools (Bushnell, 2003; Gallagher, 2010; Kohl, 2009; Wilkins & Wood, 2009). Thus, 

the freedom to learn, for even the most privileged of students, is a freedom with 

systematically-enforced limitations designed to ensure that their thinking does not escape 

the corral. This is not to suggest that such limitations on the learning horizons of 

privileged students constitute the major form of systemic oppression found in education; 

rather, it is to suggest that these limitations are a means of maintaining dominance by 

minimizing and repressing critique. Clearly, as Marxist class theory, critical race theory, 

and critical feminist theory have all demonstrated, it is non-White, non-cis, non-males 
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from the lower classes who are most disadvantaged from the outset as they pursue 

success within a system that favours privileged identities. 

 It follows then, that an initial step in critical pedagogy lies in becoming aware that 

there are political considerations underlying the question of which groups get the 

privilege of determining the school’s curricula and its institutional morality (Kincheloe, 

2008a). Kincheloe (2008a) suggests that many of the professional best practices taught in 

teacher training programs might actually be designed to reinforce “dominant modes of 

exclusion” (p. 5). Cappello’s (2012) assessment of the century-old systemic practices of 

training techno-rationalist Whiteness into Saskatchewan’s teachers, certainly supports 

this view. Cappello shows how European colonialist values were centred in the 

curriculum and transmitted to several generations of teachers in Saskatchewan in ways 

that were initially openly racist but became codified over the years into a politically 

correct language of concepts such as multiculturalism. Critical pedagogy demands the 

efforts of educators and activists to call into question the underlying socio-political and 

economic forces that shape deeply-engrained prejudices, inequities and injustices 

throughout our educational systems.  As Kincheloe (2008a) states, “with this larger vision 

in mind … educators are empowered to identify the insidious forces that subvert the 

success of particular students” (p. 7).  

 Critical pedagogical scholarship has developed a valuable set of concepts for 

investigating the ways in which schools and school systems reinforce and reproduce 

social injustice. Next, I present a brief overview of several important concepts related to 

critical pedagogy such as ideologies and hegemony, hidden curriculum, domestication of 
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students, the fallacy of binaries, curriculum pacing, and critical humility, which apply to 

my analysis of my teaching.  

2.2.1  Ideologies and hegemony. According to McLaren, ideologies are “… a 

way of viewing the world, a complex set of ideas, various types of social practices, rituals 

and representations that we tend to accept as natural and as common sense” (McLaren, as 

cited in Darder, et al., 2003, p. 79). One function of ideology is that ideas are presented 

by the dominant culture as legitimate and beyond critique. Presenting ideas as legitimate 

often cloaks hidden agendas, and the ways in which ideas are disseminated, to obscure 

the true intent of the hidden agenda at hand, which is to blind us to the unjust 

disadvantages faced by many involved.  

 Over time, an ideology becomes entrenched in the minds of individuals invested 

in its preservation, and through hegemonic processes, the ideology becomes reified and 

static and blind to its own limitations. The concept of reification is an important element 

in the thinking of Karl Marx who coined the term verdinglichun, translated as reification. 

Reification refers to “a dorm of social consciousness in which human relations come to 

be identified with the physical properties of things, thereby acquiring an appearance of 

naturalness and inevitability” (Burris, 1988, p. 22). Through reification, there is a denial 

of context that negates the socially constructed transitory and historical nature of 

dominant ideas. Instead, society is seen “as a ‘thing-like facticity’, standing over against 

its individual members with coercive controls and moulding them in its socializing 

processes” and as “a reality which human activity has to take as given” (Berger & 

Pullberg, 1965, p. 196). As a result, casual social discourse and general discursive 

practices, reified racist or sexist views often go unchallenged.  
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 As McLaren (2003) states, “ discursive practices, then, refer to the rules by which 

discourses are formed, rules that govern what can be said and what must remain unsaid, 

who can speak with authority and who must listen” (p. 83). The unwritten rules of 

dialogue serve to construct and control discourse, and generally act as a filter for which 

interests in a society or organization have a voice and which do not. Foucault (1977b) 

points out that educational institutions adhere to “patterns for general behaviour, in forms 

of transmission and diffusion [of accepted concepts], and pedagogical forms which, at 

once, impose and maintain them” (p. 200). Through the control of discursive practices, 

dominant ideologies are communicated in a strategic and convincing manner that does 

not draw critique.  

 The control of discursive practices that reify dominant and oppressive ideologies 

can serve to fragment a population. The practice of fragmentation encourages division 

amongst groups through the creation of in-groups and out-groups and minimizes effective 

opposition to existing power. The asymmetric access to school power available to groups 

is ripe with conditions for marginalizing diversity, and the situation on contemporary 

Canadian campuses is proving to be particularly difficult for Indigenous peoples. Clark, 

Kleiman, Spanierman, Isaac, and Poolokasingham (2014) show that “Aboriginal students 

at an urban Canadian university reported ongoing experiences with what they believed 

were negative perceptions of them held by faculty and graduate teaching assistants, their 

non-Aboriginal peers, and university staff” (p. 122). 

 The subtle, often unseen and unwritten, influences on discourse and other forms 

of fragmentation can be further explained by the concept of hegemony. We live in a 

society that rarely tolerates overt propaganda or the physical domination of individuals. 
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Hegemony can be interpreted as a means of subtly asserting and maintaining power 

without resorting overt propaganda or the real threats of actual violence that physical 

domination entails. Instead, domination is achieved through a variety of understated 

means that induce the consent of the oppressed to their own oppression (Darder et al., 

2003). McLaren states (as cited in Baltodano, 2015) that hegemony can be explained as a 

social situation in which mass consent to comply with state and institutional authority is 

most often produced through “consensual social practices, social forms, and social 

structures produced in specific sites such as church, the state, the school, the mass media, 

the political system and the family” (p. 22).  

 The notion of what is accepted as common sense is a malleable and ever-changing 

concept in society. Williams (1977) states that hegemony is dynamic in character and that 

“it does not just passively exist as a form of dominance. It has continually to be renewed, 

recreated, defended, and modified” (p. 112). Discursive practices change and morph to 

include “different systems of meanings, abilities, language forms, and tastes that are 

directly and indirectly defined by dominant groups as socially legitimate” (Apple, 1996, 

p. 496). Thus, unchallenged truths remain current in daily life and continue to be taken as 

common sense over time.  

 What is accepted as natural and common sense serves to form personal 

ideologies. When these ideologies are coupled with an individual’s experiences, it 

constructs their reality. When something is experienced, it is never experienced purely; 

instead, it is filtered by our personal ideologies that are heavily influenced by hegemonic 

forces. Therefore, when something is believed to be true, experiences and ideas that 

counter these ideologies seem unfathomable. Michael Apple (1990) thus states that 
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hegemonically-conditioned lived experience “constitutes the limit of common sense for 

most people under its sway” (p. 4). 

 The key to operationalizing hegemony is to manipulate public opinion in an 

ongoing way so that the general consensus supports a dominant way of seeing the world 

as common sense (Gramsci & Forgacs, 1988). This manufacturing and continual 

manipulation of consent, which is the basis of hegemony, was first recognized by Walter 

Lippmann (1946) in his publication, Public opinion, in which he asserts that consent can 

be manufactured particularly when politicians manipulate the techniques of social 

psychology and strategically hire press agents. Such press agents, currently known as 

spin doctors, carry out the important hegemonic task of “reinforcing and reproducing a 

generalised popular consensus about the inherent viability of the system as a whole” 

(McNair, 2011, p. 57). In McNair’s analysis, citizens are taught to accept the injustices 

they notice around them as minor and necessary imperfections in a system that brings 

them all good things.  

To cite a significant and current Canadian example, ruling institutions in Canada 

and the media have been shown to control messages about issues of social injustice, such 

as the issue of missing and murdered Aboriginal women in Canada. When asking the 

government about this issue, which has been flagged as needing urgent investigation by 

the Organization of American States, the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights, 

the Native Women’s Association of Canada, and the Feminist Alliance for International 

Action, Canadian national news agencies have supported the government by allowing 

them to respond with a denial of the sociological causes of this violence, to frame it as a 

criminal issue, and to change the conversation to one of ‘get tough on crime’ (Galloway, 
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2015). Notably, former Prime Minister Stephen Harper was not forced to consider an 

inquiry into missing and murdered Aboriginal and Indigenous women, without further 

questioning by Peter Mansbridge (one whom many would consider Canada’s pre-eminent 

journalist), by simply stating, “Um it, it isn’t really high on our radar, to be honest ... Our 

ministers will continue to dialogue with those who are concerned about this” (CBC 

News, 2014, ¶114).  

To add to this example of upholding hegemonic public opinion around race, I 

again raise the murder of Pamela George in Regina, Saskatchewan, specifically with 

respect to the media coverage of this tragedy. Local media influenced public opinion by 

devaluing Aboriginal lives in Canada by extolling the middle-class Whiteness of the 

perpetrators, Steven Kummerfield and Alex Turnowetsky, and its emphasis on Ms. 

George being an Aboriginal prostitute (Razack, 2002). Indeed, Ms. George’s murder is 

one of “more than 500 in which Aboriginal women have gone missing or been murdered 

in Canada since the 1980s, yet press attention to this violence is relatively minimal” 

(Gilchrist, 2010, p. 373).  

 Jiwani and Young (2006) and Jiwani (2014) further establish the extent of 

hegemonic discourses that minimize and normalize this pattern of racialized, gendered 

violence, and show that by such normalization, opposition is effectively neutralized. In 

response to the 2014 Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP) commissioned report on 

missing and murdered Aboriginal women, an article was published by the Edmonton 

Journal on November 29th, 2003 which reads, “Serial killer who roamed Saskatoon met 

with indifference by police, media” (Purdy, 2003). Further to this, in his book, Just 

another Indian: A serial killer and Canada’s indifference, Warren Goulding (2003) 
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writes about the Saskatoon murder case. He makes the argument that serial killer John 

Martin Crawford’s proceedings were downplayed by the media because Crawford’s 

victims were Aboriginal women.  

 The pattern of downplaying media behaviour also showed up in the coverage of 

Vancouver serial killer Robert Picton’s victims. According to the CBC, the police and 

media either just didn't care or reduced the victims to implicitly-guilty, drug-addicted 

prostitutes (Huntley, 2014; Travis, 2006). Clearly, a manipulation of the public opinion 

was at work to downplay these serious cases of the racialized, sexualized, systematic 

violence that are currently occurring in western Canada, which is in the geographic 

location for my self-study. 

 The manipulation of opinion and the influence on personal ideologies caused by 

often undetectable forces can be seen throughout our educational institutions. It can be 

seen specifically through the hidden curriculum, the domestication of students, the fallacy 

of binaries, and the pacing of curriculum. The following text will briefly explain each 

concept. 

2.2.2  Hidden curriculum. Schools are commonly presented as insulated from 

overt political processes (Giroux & Penna, 1979). The erroneous notion that education is 

apolitical is not new, but it is one that continues to be held by many, despite challenges to 

the contrary. It was in the late 1970s that educational academics extended a call to 

examine the socio-political context in which all schools are inevitably situated, and to call 

into question the ability of education systems to provide neutral or free environments in 

which to learn (Apple, 1996). For example, as Kincheloe, Hayes, Rose, and Anderson 

(2006) state, 
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It is the attempt to argue that knowledge is neutral and objective that prevents 

policy makers from stating (or being aware of) the real goal of this kind of 

education, that is, to perpetuate the dominance of ‘mainstream’ culture—White 

supremacy, Christian ascendancy, patriarchal hegemony, class elitism, 

heteronormativity, and so on. (p. xxx)  

The belief that curriculum merely encompasses course topics or the accumulation 

of specific factual content, has been thoroughly critiqued by several authors. This makes 

it important to be aware that teaching occurs in the context of a surrounding institutional 

morality (Goodlad, 1994). In addition, education has been shown to continue to dominate 

by reinforcing the prevalent ideology by socializing learners to its norms (Apple, 1996; 

Freire, 1974; Kincheloe, 2005). It is necessary to view schools within the context of the 

larger society to uncover the ideological influences that are ever-present— the 

ideological influences that are embedded in the content of formal curriculum that is 

known as the “hidden curriculum”. Kincheloe writes that these “legitimated discourses of 

power determine what books may be read by students, what instructional methods are 

used, and what belief systems and views of success may be taught” (2008a, p. 56). In 

Kincheloe’s (2008a) argument, teachers might well become “merely managers of the 

predetermined knowledge of dominant cultural power” (p. 5). Examining the 

interconnectedness between ideology, instruction, and curriculum is essential to have any 

critical insight into the political function of education (Apple, 1990). When critical 

pedagogy focuses a spotlight on the hidden curriculum, it becomes clear that a neutral 

education process does not exist. Whether education is functioning as a way to facilitate 

the training of the younger generation to assume positions in the present system, or used 
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conversely to critically analyze the realities of the world and participate to transform it, 

education is never neutral (Freire, 1974).  

Kincheloe (2008a) points out that developing pedagogy and creating a political 

vision are two acts that are inseparable. It is imperative to name “forces that produce 

human suffering and exploitation.” To refuse to do so “is to take a position that supports 

oppression and powers that perpetuate it” (Kincheloe, 2008a, p. 11) along with the one-

sided historical interpretation of information that services the hidden curriculum and its 

relations to the official curriculum. It is important to examine the ideological assumptions 

that underpin the process of deciding which learning objectives make it into the formal 

learning curriculum. In this way, critical pedagogy exposes the fictional posturing of 

education as a neutral process, challenging its denial of the political socialization of 

students and its legitimization of specific worldviews. Critical pedagogy points out that 

the false notion of apolitical knowledge is the tool by which regimes of inequality are 

reproduced.  

To close this discussion on hidden curriculum, I present a brief summary of some 

important notions that critical pedagogy has exposed about the subject. First, critical 

pedagogy examines the contradictions that occur between the hidden and official 

curricula. As McLaren (2003) states, “often, the hidden curriculum displaces the 

professed educational ideals and goals of the classroom teacher or school” (p. 86) in ways 

that are oppressive to particular diversities, such as social classes, cultures, sexes, 

genders, races, or abilities. Second, critical pedagogy acknowledges that schools are 

largely a socializing force, and to this end, the functions of hidden curricula include “the 

inculcation of values, political socialization, training in obedience and docility, [and] the 



58 

 

perpetuation of traditional class structure-functions that may be characterized generally as 

social control” (Vallance, 1973, p. 598). Third, as Bernstein (1977) maintained, the 

deployment of knowledge in our educational institutions is intimately related to the 

principles of social and cultural control in a society. A basic problem faced by educators 

as political beings, then, is to begin to grapple with understanding how the kinds of 

cultural resources and symbols schools select and organize into curricula are related to 

the kinds of normative and conceptual consciousness required by a stratified society 

(Apple, 1990, p. 2). Fourth, critical pedagogy asserts that oppressive knowledge 

hierarchies are established and constantly validated in schools (Young, 1971). The 

assumptions inherent in schools, such as the supremacy of positivist scientific knowledge 

as absolute, further support the relationship between education and power. School 

knowledge is prepared and served in conjunction with the dominant class’s tastes in mind 

(Brown, 2012). What is determined as truth and what is considered knowledge in 

curriculum is a politicized process that delivers a politicized product. Giroux and Penna 

(1979), supported by Costigan and Grey (2014), discuss the notion that what counts as 

objective knowledge often, in fact, represents a one-sided and theoretically-distorted view 

of the subject under study. When school knowledge is reflective of dominant class, 

gender, and racial interests such knowledge functions as a perpetuation of existing social 

relations. The denial of certain inequitable social realities can be accomplished by 

schools’ typical, a-historical, non-contextual, and individualistic approach to knowledge 

dissemination. Such universal knowledge systems and claims serve to stratify students 

into existing social relations. These disempowering, yet commonplace, ways of thinking 

and doing within schools maintain the status quo and support the hegemonic function of 
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the hidden curriculum. The foregoing discussion raises the issue of obscured practices 

underlying the curriculum, which lead to the domestication of students. 

2.2.3  Domestication of students. Freire (1974) asserts that the commonplace 

domination of students, curricula, and learning environments by mainstream educators 

occurs in order to maintain and preserve the profitable status quo in the interest of those 

currently holding power. As argued by Marcuse (1964), a significant function of schools 

is to produce docile citizens, the one-dimensional man who will work and consume 

diligently in support of a capitalist system. The notion of the one-dimensional man leads 

to the concept of the domestication of students. Apple (1996), Freire (1974), Kincheloe, 

(2005), Chomsky and Macedo (2000) developed this concept, stating a clear description 

of what the underlying practices are, which trains students to forego their capacity for 

independent, critical thought, to close their eyes to surrounding injustice and to adopt 

instead an essentially job-market ideology. In a job-market ideology, gaining technical 

expertise to offer in submission to corporate authority is considered the best way to 

preserve one’s own interests. In relation to my study, there are tangible administrative 

initiatives for students, such as the UR Guarantee (http://www.uregina.ca/urguarantee/) 

and the Co-op Program (http://www.uregina.ca/careercentre/coop/future-students/co-

op/index.html) that testify to a job market ideology. Both of these programs explicitly 

express their objective as being to enhance the future employment of students. 

Domesticating practices in school systems are a result of the necessity to camouflage and 

reinforce the inequalities that exist with regard to who holds power and privilege, and 

which help maintain a system whereby certain privileged students thrive and succeed. 
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This, in turn, unjustly disallows certain students, who are characterized by the wrong end 

of pertinent binaries, the chance of success.  

The very nature of how teachers are educated is steeped in hegemonic ideals of 

domestication. Historically, teacher education has been bereft of courses in anti-

oppressive thinking, ethics, race relations, and ideology, an omission which Macedo 

(1994) states is, “in its very nature, ideological, and constitutes what I call the pedagogy 

of big lies” (p. 186). Macedo argues that teachers are complicit in the reproduction of 

unjust cultural ideologies insofar as they have invested their careers “… in a system that 

rewards them for reproducing and not questioning dominant mechanisms designed to 

produce power asymmetries along the lines of race, gender, class, culture, and ethnicity” 

(p. 186). Teachers who persist in breaching this coded expectation of cultural 

reproduction are soon weeded out of the system (Chomsky & Macedo, 2000). As 

Grinberg (2005) argues, schools “have often reproduced a glorification of mediocre anti-

intellectualism that silences and docilizes future teachers, socializing and domesticating 

them to fit into school systems that perpetuate inequity, discrimination, alienation, and 

poor academics” (p. 2). This is not unfamiliar to my own teaching experience where 

teaching anti-oppressive curricula is seen as troublesome. Further, the notion of how this 

type of teaching is measured is problematic. Measurements of good versus bad teaching 

and good versus bad students also plays a significant role in how certain ways of teaching 

are reinforced.  

2.2.4  Fallacy of binaries. Post-structural critical analysis (Butler, 1990; Derrida, 

1974; Foucault, 1972, 1977b; Gross, 1986) shows binaries to logocentrically prefer one 

term of the binary over its opposite. Logocentric preferencing occurs in four ways that 
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are problematic to teaching through social justice:  (a) the two terms of a binary are 

viewed as mutually contradictory and mutually exclusive, with no possibility of 

mediation between them; (b) there is no middle ground or spectrum of variance between 

binaries; (c) one term of the binary is given logical and normative priority, while the 

other term consists of an emptiness and a nullification; and (d) the second term is void of 

substance and only exist in its otherness, in the fact that it is “Not A” (Gross, 1986, p. 

27). Throughout mainstream education, students are trained to think in linguistically-

enshrined binary opposites, from the earliest days of watching Sesame Street, which drills 

us repeatedly in prepositional opposites like over/under, carrying through to many 

university courses that continue to teach in notions of gay/straight, White/black, 

rich/poor, healthy/diseased, male/female, able/disabled, strong/weak, and normal/deviant. 

Education has reinforced deeply within our linguistic psyches, conceptual asymmetries 

that serve as a foundation for tolerating systemic injustices that place Whites above other 

racial groups, men over women, competitors over co-operators, heterosexuals over 

anything not heterosexuals, etc.  

2.2.5  Curricular pacing. An example of the pressure on teachers to conform to 

their role of cultural reproduction can be seen in the tension between the desire of 

teachers to produce independent and critical thinkers, and the need to maintain what is 

claimed as standards in courses. When teachers resist hegemony and become cognizant 

of the importance of critical thought and choose to work towards emancipating 

themselves and providing the same opportunity for their students, they face systemic 

barriers in doing so. Simply put, taking class time to think critically about content has the 

effect of slowing down the pace at which content can be covered. This, however, is 
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claimed by the educational establishment to water down courses and limit the number of 

expected workplace competencies that the institution can cram into its programs. Critical 

pedagogical approaches are often suppressed in the name of time constraints and 

practicality (Leonard & McLaren, 2002). Classes need to flow, objectives need to be met, 

and commonly understood evidence of learning is expected of students and the teachers 

who teach them. Kincheloe (2008a) offers a curricular path that involves purposefully 

teaching students a critical literacy of power, by which they will be capable of 

questioning the hegemonic restraints of hidden curriculum and domestication. He 

advocates for an explicit curriculum that instructs both teachers and students in the 

disciplines of normative knowledge (ethics), empirical knowledge (research), political 

knowledge (socio-political contexts), ontological knowledge (professional awareness of 

social positioning), experiential knowledge (conscious self-awareness of embedded 

practice), and reflective-synthetic knowledge (synthesized contextual applications of 

knowledge that preserve democratic ideals). Critical pedagogy proposes that the social 

transformation necessary to overcome teaching’s indoctrinating traditional role, might 

only occur through such sustained critically-conscious efforts. Giroux (2004) echoes 

these sentiments, 

At the very least, critical pedagogy proposes that education is a form of political 

intervention in the world that is capable of creating the possibilities for social 

transformation. Rather than viewing teaching as technical practice, radical 

pedagogy in the broadest terms is a moral and political practice premised on the 

assumption that learning is not about processing received knowledge but actually 
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transforming it as part of a more expansive struggle for individual rights and 

social justice. (p. 34) 

When attempting to address the aforementioned forms of reification in my 

classes, I must consider my own hegemonic ideologies that identify me as an unmarked 

social actor or in other words, someone who is not seen in light of social identities such 

as gender, race or ability along with my role as an agent of domination in my own 

classroom. To undertake this challenge, it is essential that I embrace the concept of 

critical humility.  

2.2.6  Critical humility. The task of taking up teaching in ways that challenge 

hegemony, domestication, hidden curriculum, and curriculum pacing is formidable, 

particularly for those occupying privileged social positions. The European-American 

Collaborative Challenging Whiteness (EACCW) is a collective of action researchers who 

engage in cooperative inquiry into the enactment of Whiteness and White privilege. The 

work of these researchers states that dualistic thinking, privileging of the individual, and 

presuming that White values are universal, are common in what they term as White 

supremacist consciousness2 (European-American Collaborative Challenging Whiteness 

[EACCW], 2005). The socialization into this consciousness permeates and directs 

behavior and interpretation of the racialized world. To engage in authentic anti-

oppressive work, it is necessary to constantly challenge taken-for-granted assumptions 

that support a White supremacist consciousness and to develop a frame of reference that 

is more “inclusive, discriminating, open, emotionally capable of change and reflective” 

                                                 
2Although this term, and the associated phenomenon that accompany it, is directed specifically at anti-

oppressive work related to Whiteness, due to the intersectional nature of privilege it can be very valuable in 

multiple contexts in my teaching. 
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(Mezirow, 2000, p. 8). To engage in authentic anti-oppressive work, transformative 

learning must also occur (Mezirow, 1991). Mezirow (1991) argues that transformative 

learning can only take place in relation to a readjustment of one’s own core identities. As 

a result of the readjustment or challenging of core identities this work is often met with 

feelings of vulnerability. Participants in transformative and critical conversations may 

resist feelings of vulnerability by demonstrating great discomfort and disorientation. This 

can lead to acts of self-delusion, avoidance, or denial often supported by comforts 

provided by hegemonic ideologies. When an individual’s identity is rooted in a dominant 

perspective, the negative impact of denial and self-delusion is much more pervasive, 

making this transformational learning all the more imperative. To manage this, the 

conversations that underpin transformative learning must be undertaken in a way that 

elicits openness in participants. 

 To assist in facilitating conversations that invite openness, a phenomenon known 

as critical humility may be useful. Critical humility has the dual function of challenging 

and dismantling the hegemonic forces that create a White supremacist consciousness, 

while at the same time recognizing how this frame of reference limits the ability to 

recognize this consciousness. The paradox that encompasses critical humility makes my 

research very poignant work. To effectively challenge one’s self and others in critical 

ways requires a trust in the knowledge that one already possesses but, at the same time, it 

is essential to be open in one’s own work. To this end, the EACCW explains that “our 

expectations and our egoic attachment to outcomes can block creativity and experiences 

that lead to transformation” (2005, p. 245). In order to engage in critical humility in my 

research, I must have the knowledge that allows me to be confident in the ability to shape 
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my own actions appropriately but simultaneously consider the ever-present role of 

hegemony, as well as my own denial and self-delusion that supports it. It is vital to be on 

constant alert about limits that hegemony creates in validity of my own knowing. Habits 

of mind and habits of being in transformational learning are in constant conflict with my 

efforts to do good critical work. Trungpa (1973), as cited in EACCW (2005), sums up the 

challenge of engaging in critical humility when he states, “the point is to open up so that 

instead of trying to define and control, to … make what’s going on around you fit to the 

filters of your ego, your defense … let the events of the world flow through you and 

watch them, thoughtfully so that they are not occluded by the anxious effort to react with 

opinion” (p. 10). It is not until I engage in a process of critical humility that I will be able 

to understand how to minimize my function in reinforcing oppressive and dominating 

teaching practices and begin to effectively take up this critical work in my own 

classroom.  

 Henry Giroux (1983) is another researcher who outlines ways in which students 

of critical theory and pedagogy (myself included) may take up critical ways of thinking 

and learning. He describes cultural resistance as oppositional behavior that contains an 

implicit or explicit critique of domination and fosters opportunities for social reflection. It 

has critically productive goals of resistance. In contrast, he states that a student may act in 

ways of opposition that constitutes behavior that dismisses the dominant authority but 

lacks a reflective component. Conversely, students may simply accommodate by 

complying with powers of dominant authority. Seitz (2004), however, disrupts these 

clean categorizations by pointing out that the direction students choose to take in their 

learning often involves their interpretation of their own experience.  
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 Students arrive to every class owning their own situations and perspectives. It is 

risky to assume why students might resist theories of critical pedagogy. Many underlying 

issues may motivate students to ascribe to the classic liberal approach to learning rather 

than complicating and troubling assumptions that are presented as problematic in a 

classroom. According to Seitz (2004), their choices to resist, oppose, or accommodate 

critical theories of resistance may have more to do with factors outside the classroom 

rather than implicit forms of resistance to the content or pedagogy. He cautions that 

students’ responses and cultural interpretations of curriculum taught depend on many 

factors and are contingent on the specific situation and context.  

 I admit to falling into a mode of thinking similar to Marguerite Helmers’ (1994), 

“Deficit Model,” believing that my students lack the critical ideology that I already 

possess rather than understanding that assumptions and a lack of engagement in critical 

humility negate the local position and context of all learners. At the same time, it is 

necessary to acknowledge that some students simply replay the language and ways of 

critical thinking in my classroom as a means to achieve a higher grade but do not live 

critical ideologies outside the classroom. This mirrors a type of regurgitation that is 

similar to Kumashiro’s (2000) warnings about falling into the trap of teaching students to 

think in a prescribed way. Rather, Kumashiro encourages us to teach students to ‘think 

differently’ in light of critical theories that support unknowability.  Complicating 

differences of positions performed in and out of the classroom by students, and as 

importantly by myself, requires an emotional investment that is necessary to fully engage 

in critical theory (Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2012). By engaging in critical humility and 

establishing a culture of trust in one’s classroom to be free to embrace the notion of not 
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knowing as a positive process, Seitz (2004) suggests we might be able to avoid false 

attempts for students to simply assume a prescribed way of thinking. The necessary 

engagement of this type of humility in the classroom would only be possible if I, as a 

teacher, fully engage in the process of critical humility. To do this, I must be constantly 

aware of the limits of my own knowing and consistently live in the in-between spaces of 

coming to know.   



68 

 

CHAPTER THREE:  Research Approach 

 My research is driven by a keen interest in investigating my ideological positions 

as they relate to the tenets of critical pedagogy and how my ideological position 

influences my teaching practice and inquiry. I have come to understand and appreciate a 

critical pedagogical ideology informed by theory, consultation, and reflection, and this 

understanding has laid the foundation for my movement towards a more socially-just 

practice, one of the key aims of my research. In this research, I identified and began to 

understand the space between (Aoki, Pinar & Irwin, 2004) that I resist as I engage in 

teaching, along with how I deconstructed and analyzed this resistance in ways that 

diverge from the underpinnings of critical pedagogy. While undertaking this research 

project, it was important to increase my self-awareness as a practitioner of critical 

pedagogy in a post-secondary institutional setting that offers points of resistance. I 

believe my research has resulted in my ability to develop an awareness that is essential to 

recognizing and deconstructing injustices that occur in the education system along with 

newly-found perspectives that challenge me to “look beyond” to educational practices 

that change students and society (Kumashiro, 2000).  

To investigate my own teaching through a critical pedagogy lens, I enacted what 

critical pedagogues call problem-posing in my practice (Freire, 1993). With the help of 

critical friends, colleague-observers, and my committee, I set out to notice and then 

disrupt what is common to me in my teaching. I addressed areas of power and hierarchy 

by investigating what I stand to lose if new dialogue and practices of an emancipatory 

nature are created in my classroom. I endeavoured to uncover ways that I teach and 
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perceive the world, which serve dominant ideological practices, protect my privileged 

identity, and serve to domesticate students.  

Through my self-study, I uncovered pedagogical ideological perspectives and 

systemic practices in which I engage that serve to empower certain students while 

marginalizing others. I also uncovered practices and habits that work as forms of social 

control that support, stabilize, and legitimize my prescribed role as teacher and enforcer 

of a traditional banking style of education. After identifying certain contexts and 

situations, I analyzed the institutional settings that frame them, along with my own 

personal, internalized responses to the tensions inherent in these problems. Problem-

posing in my study takes the form of questioning the practices, behaviours, and 

expectations I live out in my classroom and how these actions privilege some students 

over others and protect my own privileged identity. I set out to recognize the types of 

knowledge I legitimize in my classroom and monitor how, when, and why I assume 

power over my students.  

3.1  Research Questions 

 To frame my process of this problem posing, I based my research on the 

following assumptions: 

 My students and I are constructed through unequal power relations of race, class, 

gender, etc.  

 Enacting critical pedagogy in an academic institution challenges norms for 

students, teachers, and the institution. 
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 Thinking and working outside of normalized power relations is challenging, given 

the effect of the privileges and rewards of the wider society for reproducing 

inequality.  

Taken together, these assumptions create tension and discomfort for me as I try to 

practice outside of, or against, the norms I have internalized and which are reinforced 

by educational institutions. The essence of my study is to identify and analyze these 

tensions. Through my self-study, I address the following research questions: 

 How do tensions in my teaching illustrate the systemic challenges of race and 

gender that I face as I work towards a more socially-just teaching practice? 

 How does the analysis of racial- and gender-based teaching tensions help guide 

my growth toward a more socially-just professional practice? 

3.2  Research Procedures 

  The idea of researching one’s own teaching, by default, is a lived experience. The 

process of deconstructing what has happened, what is currently happening, and 

anticipating what may be the result of this analysis is a constant process of coming to 

know. My research is about learning and reflecting and consistently evolving my 

understanding of myself and how I navigate my social position as a teacher. Because I am 

living what I am learning, new knowledge is consistently emerging.  

 In this next section covering research procedures, self-study—as my chosen 

research methodology —will be discussed. An explanation of self-study along with the 

requirements and indicators of quality will be covered. An overview of the methods and 

sources of data collection will serve to further explain this living and emerging research.  



71 

 

 3.2.1  Investigating through self-study methodology. Samaras and Freese 

(2006) identify various sources of motivation for engagement in self-study that are 

consistent with critical theory, such as questioning the impact of one’s practice, 

questioning inequitable power relations in the classroom, considering the responsibilities, 

roles and identity as teacher, and investigating the feeling of powerlessness or tendency 

to blame students for a lack of engagement. Educational researchers also take up self-

study as a way to understand and articulate an evolving philosophy of practice, create 

their own living educational theories (see, for example, Whitehead, 1985, 1989, 2014), 

check consistency between practices and beliefs, investigate a particular aspect of 

practice, develop a model of critical reflection, or generate more meaningful alternatives 

to institutional evaluation (Berry, 2004). Critical pedagogy encourages self-reflection and 

self-actualization (Leistyna, 2004). All of the foregoing considerations make self-study a 

methodology appropriate for this project. Additional important features of self-study that 

compelled me to adopt it as a methodology include that it is self-initiated and self-

focused, improvement-aimed, and primarily qualitative in nature (LaBoskey, 2004a, 

2004b). I am also drawn to the practical advantage that self-study would allow me to 

undertake research focussing on my practice, and working towards improving and 

enlightening the learning experiences for students in my classes (Farrant, 2014). Leistyna 

(2004) argues that it is imperative for those involved in critical education to examine the 

ideological position they assume and maintain,  

… because one’s own subject position—the place that a person occupies within a 

set of social relationships, often shaped by such factors as nation, locale, social 

class, gender, race, language, religion, sexual orientation, age, and physical 
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ability—influences the ways that one perceives students and acts in the classroom. 

(p. 10) 

Hamilton (2006) argues that the practice of self-study is situated within auto-ethnography 

which is the process of using self-reflection and writing to explore personal experience 

and connect one’s autobiographical story to wider cultural, political, and social meaning 

and understanding. Davey (2014) agrees, stating it “seems impossible to discuss self 

without reference to the larger structures that continue to shape my current practices and 

identity” (p. 50). I include in my self-study reference to social structures in which I live 

and work in order to understand the influence they have on my teaching practice. My 

study is very similar to auto-ethnography in that I use self-reflection and writing to 

explore my personal experience to connect with wider cultural, political, and social 

meanings.  

An important characteristic of academic research accomplished by formal self-

study is that it adds to the growing body of knowledge in the research literature by 

contributing to public knowledge generation and presentation (Samaras & Freese, 2006). 

Self-study takes the act of simple reflection (however valuable to the individual 

practitioner) and makes it a public scholarly act in which the data can be scrutinized and 

in which theorizations can be checked by alternative viewpoints (Elliot-Johns, 2014). 

Whitehead (2014) emphasizes the importance of subjecting one’s own learning about 

teaching to “a living logic and living standards of judgement” offered by the academic 

community (p. 204). Self-study methodology provides an avenue to present my personal 

experiences, perceptions, and thoughts about my teaching while being subjected to the 

necessary scrutiny of colleagues. 
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One focus in the field of self-study research is the alignment of one’s beliefs and 

positioning to one’s teaching practice (Knowles & Cole, 1998; Loughran, 2004). In this 

focus, contradictions for learning that are created within one’s classroom are identified 

and lead to the investigation of positioning that contributes to the examination of self as 

teacher (Samaras, Kayler, Rigsby, Weller, & Wilcox, 2006). Investigating one’s own 

position can lead to a better understanding of, and challenge to, one’s own teacher 

behaviors (Fenstermacher, 1986; Ladson-Billings, 1995). Writing about individual 

experience (Clandinin & Connelly, 1992) is a powerful reflective tool for professional 

and personal growth. 

The study of self within one’s own situated pedagogical context has been taken up 

by many with a focus on social justice and critical teaching practice. Areas such as White 

privilege (see, for example, Bueller, Gere, Dallavis, & Havilland, 2009; Golman, Pica-

Smith & Rosenberger, 2010; Howard, 2003; Leonardo, 2008; McIntosh, 1989), gender 

(see, for example, Frankenberg, 1993; Ladson-Billings, 1999b; Ringrose, 2007; Suárez-

Orozco, 2000; Vare, 1996), and those generally addressing conflict between personal 

values and teaching practices (see, for example, Glenn, 2011; McNiff & Whitehead, 

2010; Tidwell, 2002; Whitehead, 2008) populate the critical pedagogy literature and are 

useful for guiding my self-study. 

In designing my own self-study, I drew on the inspiration and methods of many 

contributors to the Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices (S-STEP). Like Bass 

(2002,) I view my task as “navigating the borderlands, learning, and struggling for ways 

to increase the humanity, equity, and tolerance of the system” (p. 20). Also like Bass 

(2002), I chose to analyze, in detail, certain particular incidents in my professional 
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practice where I encountered resistance within myself and within the system, to social 

change. Like Chaffee et al. (2002), I reflected on my role as a member of the school 

counter-culture with its feelings of both estrangement and connectedness and on what 

critical pedagogues need to invigorate and maintain our professional growth. I attempted 

to focus on changing myself “rather than upon changing the other” (Richards, 1996, p. 

79).  

3.2.1.1  Definitions of self-study. As is the case with many contemporary research 

methodologies, there is a lack of agreement on a single functioning definition of self-

study as it relates to using practice as a research context. Research conducted in this area 

often reveals the blurry and boundary-defying nature of self-study as a methodology. 

Samaras and Freese (2006) attempt to tackle the complicated and often debated task of 

defining self-study according to its role, situated practice, and purpose. Baird (2004) 

explains that self-study can be defined based on the role of the researched such as: “the 

self in teaching”; “the self as teacher”; “the self as researcher of my teaching”; “the self 

as researcher of teacher education”; and “the self as researcher of self-study” (p. 1445). 

Beck, Freese, and Kosnik (2004), Pinnegar (1998), and Samaras (2002) all present 

definitions based on the function that self-study plays within teaching practices. Some 

have developed understandings of self-study from teacher education programs, while 

others situate their research inquiry within their own teaching practices outside of teacher 

education programs. Finally, definitions of self-study may also be outcomes of the 

purpose of the research: personal renewal, professional renewal, and program renewal 

(Kosnik, Freese, Samaras, & Beck, 2006). 
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For my research, I drew on self-study methodology as a way to investigate my 

own investment in inequitable power relations in my classroom. Feelings of discontent 

and tension present in my teaching, motivated me to re-examine my philosophy of 

practice through critical reflection on notable incidents in my practice, wherein I sense a 

disquieting disconnect between my emerging understanding of critical pedagogy and my 

actual practices. I embraced the established strength of self-study to allow discovery 

through reflection as academic research. The professional growth and impact that this 

study has had on my teaching practice was, and will continue to be, significant.  

3.2.1.2  Requirements of self-study. The methodological approach of self-study in 

education involves self and the relationship to other(s) as the central focus of work, 

including the collection of data and presentation of work (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009). 

LaBoskey (2004a & 2004b) identifies five characteristics of self-study as a methodology. 

 3.2.1.2.1  Self-initiated and focused. That self-study is self-initiated and focused 

speaks to the act of voluntarily reflecting on one’s own practice to inform that practice. 

However, the title of self-study as a research genre is quite misleading, since self-study is 

intended to be an interactive process, requiring input from and collaboration with others 

involved. Within the methodology of self-study, researchers conduct research based on 

the self, but only insofar as that facilitate the uncovering of knowledge of one’s own 

practice. The uncovering and production of knowledge about practice in my own research 

has necessitated not only a research focus on me and what I do, but also interaction with 

others involved in my practice. It has also demanded inclusion of texts and discourses, 

along with historical and contextual artifacts that are a part of my practice. Self-study is, 

therefore, not simply a form of navel-gazing.  
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3.2.1.2.2  Improvement aimed. The term improvement can be seen to imply a 

measurable and tangible outcome. Often, when the phrase improvement of practice is 

used in practical teaching and teacher education situations, it is linked with professional 

development in the form of competency-based ideals. However, the ideal of improvement 

within self-study can refer to the increased understanding of practice to re-conceptualize 

and bring about personal change and new awareness of self. Indeed, engagement in 

honest and authentic self-reflection from a critical perspective leads to a better 

understanding of my teaching practice and sets the stage for how I will incorporate 

critical pedagogy into my future teaching. 

3.2.1.2.3  Multiple, primarily qualitative methods. Samaras and Freese (2006) 

state, “self-study is not done in isolation, but rather requires collaboration for building 

new understandings through dialogue and validation of findings” (p. 5). My research is 

the outcome of interactions with critical friends, colleagues, committee members, 

students, literature, and also with my own previous work as an instructor and graduate 

student. The connections, interactions, and results of relationships amongst the foregoing 

have produced the material and data to be analyzed. The outcome of the interactions, and 

the results of these relationships, also provided the fodder necessary for reflection. This 

could not have been done in isolation, requiring instead an interactive framework. 

The use of varied methods is a central tenet of self-study. Unlike other 

methodologies, self-study does not reject other methods. Self-study requires a hybrid of 

data collection. As well, it insists on “rigorously taking into account the researcher’s 

position as both the researcher and researched and as having a central role in the practice 

being studied” (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 2009, p. v). Investigating and examining my own 
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practice required engagement in a number of data-collection methods to acquire a 

diversity of perspectives for analysis. Methods such as personal reflections, reflective 

field notes, video recordings of my teaching, a literature review, conversations and 

critiques by critical friends, and analysis of archived documents used in my teaching 

practice allowed for a wide representation for this investigation.  

3.2.1.2.4  Exemplar-based validation. Using multiple methods for variety and 

diversity demonstrates rigor in scholarship when undertaking the self-study of teaching. 

In addition, this style of research dictates the need to ensure that studies such as this one 

are not simply pseudonyms for rationalization or self-justification (Loughran, 2007). 

Evidence of personal understanding of practice is essential, yet there needs to be 

assurance that privileging such knowledge does not lead to romanticizing or justifying 

existing practice (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2004). Caution must be taken to avoid what have 

been coined as victory narratives (Marcos, Sanchez, & Tillema, 2008), which are simply 

self-congratulatory reflections on practice that address practical solutions to the 

management issues often found in classrooms. In my view, such narratives do not incite 

critical engagement nor provide the necessary considerations towards the goals of critical 

pedagogy to disrupt underlying structures of injustice.  

To avoid falling into self-indulgent pitfalls in my research, it was essential for me 

to engage in an exemplar approach. Exemplars are the clear documentation and evidence 

of normative practices that occur in my teaching. According to Mishler (1990), those 

using inquiry-guided research (of which self-study is one form) must make the data 

collection, transformation, and linkages transparent to allow other researchers the 

opportunity to use and rely on it for their own inquiry.  
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In addition to avoiding self-indulgent pitfalls, it is vital to limit the assumptions in 

reflective practice and to question the givens as they relate to ontological and 

epistemological connections to educational values (Glenn, 2011). Scholarship in self-

study needs to produce clear evidence of challenges to personal theories (Loughran, 

2007). It is the uncovering of what is beyond evident that poses the challenge since, 

… problems do not present themselves to the practitioner as givens. They must be 

constructed from the materials of problematic situations [that] are puzzling, 

troubling and uncertain. To convert a problematic situation to a problem, a 

practitioner must do this certain kind of work. (Schon, 1983, p. 40)  

In my research, I investigated my ideological position framed within critical 

pedagogy through my daily teaching practice both inside the classroom and outside 

formal classroom time. This came in the form of informal and formal student contact 

hours. By engaging in a process of action and reflection in the course of my teaching 

practice and inquiry, I came to understand myself and my teaching at a new level of 

critical consciousness. Freire’s (1974) definition of critical consciousness 

(conscientizacao) creates a framework for identifying tensions and contradictions in my 

practice with an openness to revision, an attempt to avoid distortion, and a receptivity to 

the new without rejecting the old simply because it is old. My self-study was an attempt 

at rejecting passivity and complicity in favour of practicing dialogue and using a 

“permeable, interrogative, restless and dialogical form of research” (Freire, 1974, p. 14). 

The literature of self-reflective practice is rooted in the idea of care that practitioners 

make a moral commitment to improving their work, which itself arises from a 

commitment to act in the interests of others, namely students (McNiff, 1996).  
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I have aspired to excavate the specific norms, expectations, and behaviours that 

conserve the interest of my own power as a White middle-class colonialized teacher. I 

explored my assumptions about gender, race, teaching, students, and learning in general, 

and made efforts to excavate my assumptions that maintain the existing power relations 

in my classroom. These assumptions create contradictions between my default tendency 

to see myself as a neutral and benevolent teacher and the reality of my role as a gendered, 

racialized actor. 

3.3  Research Methods  

I incorporated the use of dialogue and relationships as a process of coming-to-

know through my data collection, artifacts, and analysis. I strengthened my understanding 

of the data that I collected by moving repeatedly from theory, to practice, to reflection, to 

consultation with colleagues, and back again. Data I collected about my own practice and 

my understanding of it were shared with observers, critical friends and, most importantly, 

my doctoral committee members. Sharing was done to ensure that my account of the data 

I collected was accurate in light of the academic literature on critical theory. I engaged in 

extensive conversations and revisions involving everything from the theoretical 

underpinnings of my research to specific incidents that occurred in my practice. These 

conversations and feedback provided perspective and clarity as I sought to reflect on self 

in relation to others. Therefore, in my data collection, external dialogue was equally as 

important as internal dialogue. It was my goal to continually ask questions of others to 

“temper the bias and issues of self that emerge along the way” (Pinnegar & Hamilton, 

2009, p. 121), although this proved very challenging as the appropriate questions were 

not always evident to me.  
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Consistent with Lincoln and Guba (1985), I engaged in continuous data analysis 

so that every aspect that I learned was permitted to take into account what had been 

previously experienced. I made efforts to distinguish connections between evidence from 

my research excerpts and interpretations from critical pedagogy literature.  

I analyzed my data following the qualitative research process recommended by 

Marshall and Rossman (2006). These authors outline a seven-phase process for 

qualitative analysis including organizing the data, immersing in the data, generating 

categories and themes, coding the data, offering interpretations through analytic memos, 

searching for alternative understandings, and writing the report. Marshall and Rossman’s 

process is depicted as linear in nature, while the analysis and interpretation of my 

research has involved a somewhat messier cycle of overlapping and continuous phases 

including collection, reflection, revisiting, and analysis. 

 3.3.1  Sources of data collection. To set the stage for data collection, I believed it 

was necessary to create a frame of reference that reflected both my assumptions and my 

goals for data collection. This frame of reference took the shape of a data collection guide 

(see Appendix A). I created a list of reference points, assumptions, and example 

questions to guide my data collection with the aim of having a consistent research-

question focus throughout my research. This guide was an attempt to give some structure 

to my self-study. I provided this guide to all observers and critical friends involved and 

attempted to follow this outline when I collected artifacts and incidents in my teaching 

practice. In the beginning of my research process, this guide was helpful in maintaining 

my attention on the research questions, so as not to be distracted by the myriad tangential 

events that often occur in teaching. As I progressed through my self-study, this attempt at 
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controlling my study through a guide became less useful. It became apparent to me that 

the process of coming to know would not be corralled by such measurable efforts.  

Consistent with critical pedagogy and self-study, my collection of data was an 

ongoing and cyclical process. I collected data directly from five sources as described 

below. The process of reflection (over 15 months) on all of these data resulted in the 

generation of further data. This larger reflective data set provided evidence of my 

evolving understanding of critical pedagogy. With that stated, data for this project was 

continuously generated throughout the entirety of my self-study in my consistent efforts 

to reflect on my learning as I progressed. I did not anticipate this changing once my self-

study was completed. I believed this will be an ongoing process of data production and 

analysis without a tangible end.  

 3.3.1.1  Archived and current teaching materials. I reviewed and investigated 

archived and current materials that I used in my teaching practice, with a specific focus 

on previous offerings of the course, Sport and Recreation Studies (SRS) (110) Research 

in Recreation and Leisure Theory. This course, as described in the University of Regina 

calendar, is intended to provide students with an introductory understanding of the role 

and function of recreation in society with an emphasis on a Canadian context. Each time 

it is offered, enrollment in the course varies between 15-35 students, depending on the 

semester. Most who enroll present as White, middle-class, first- and second-year 

students. The gender distribution is most often half male and half female. However, the 

semester in which I collected my data for this study saw an unusual number and 

distribution of students. There were a total of 15 students of which 12 were male and 

three female. There were four international students from the United States and Australia 
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that came to this class as student athletes. Three of the four international student athletes 

were African American, and the rest of those registered were White.  

Over the years, I delivered seven iterations of this class and have kept most of the 

associated materials for its delivery. I mined the archived and current items that were 

associated with this course, such as past syllabi, evaluation tools, communications with 

colleagues, and student feedback, with the purpose of looking for tensions that were 

evident.  

Tensions are actions or states of mind that are recognizable by their capacity to 

evoke emotions, passions, and intuitions (Stanley, 1998). By reflecting on my reactions 

and emotions, I identified incidents of tension during the delivery of my class. These 

artifacts surfaced in the form of things such as my written language, assessment 

strategies, selected readings, course regulations, etc. As my research process (specifically 

my final drafts of this dissertation) evolved, I came to realize that these critical incidents 

and artifacts were only a part of the larger lessons I have come to understand about 

myself and my teaching. The process of coming to know has been much less measurable 

than the neat and tidy data collection methods I had originally planned to use. 

3.3.1.2  Observations of teaching practices. Participant observations can occur on 

a continuum from passive to active participation (Spradley, 1980). Passive participation 

finds the observer visible in the setting but not becoming actively involved in the activity 

being observed. Moderate participation attempts to find a balance between the observer 

being considered inside and outside the group activity. Active participation is an attempt 

by the observer to fully engage in the ongoing activity in hopes of experiencing the 

nuances of the environment. I chose moderate-active observation participation as a 
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preferred mode of data collection so as to allow observers the power to decide their level 

of participation while in situ. 

I invited three colleagues (whom I coded in my raw data as Ob1, Ob2, and Ob3) 

who had an interest in my research topic, to participate in moderate-active observation 

throughout my semester of data collection. These colleagues were not formally 

recognized as critical friends simply because they were not involved to the same extent as 

others, but they certainly played a similar role.  Each colleague-observer was invited to 

attend at least two of my classes with the intent of collecting participant observation data. 

Each visit included a brief pre-class discussion to introduce my data collection guide. The 

purpose of offering the data collection guide was to provide some direction and context 

for their observations that would be consistent with the general purpose of my study. To 

facilitate communication and understanding of observation data collected, a post-class 

discussion occurred as well. My colleague-observers and I created a descriptive account 

after each class was observed. We then exchanged these descriptive accounts and 

debriefed with the intent of creating a collaborative account of the class experience 

reflecting our different perspectives. I made a point of audio recording all post-class 

meetings with colleague-observers, which allowed for transcription and review of 

conversations. 

 3.3.1.3  Critical friends. My analysis of data-shared elements of the process, 

employed by Fecho, Mallozzi, Lassonde, and McLean (2006), was that my raw data set 

which included verbatim transcriptions of our conversations as well as my self-

reflections, was read several times by me, in consultation with two critical friends, to 

discover narrative themes using various techniques suggested by the literature such as 
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looking for key words in context, word repetitions, metaphors and analogies, and simple 

cutting and sorting of similar ideas (Corbin & Strauss, 2014; Guba & Lincoln, 2005). 

Cross-checking occurred as we reviewed each other’s reflections.  

My two critical friends had a strong professional interest in my research project, 

along with the context in which it is situated. Each of these critical friends showed a great 

dedication and commitment to my efforts to better understand my teaching practice. One 

critical friend (labelled CF1 in my data) has an extensive background in teaching and 

school administration and is well-versed in the theory around pedagogy and social 

justice. The other (labelled CF2 in my data) was an instructor and colleague of mine at 

the time of my data collection. This colleague researches and works with global anti-

oppressive initiatives in the sport world. With the help of these two critical friends, I 

collected data through conversations and informal discussions about my research process, 

logistics, roadblocks, successes, philosophical quandaries … and the list goes on. I 

engaged these critical friendships as a basis for framing, reframing, and challenging my 

assumptions and perceptions of my teaching practice and what it means to engage in 

critical pedagogy and to address systemic forms of injustice. Although I only identify 

these two individuals as critical friends because of their extensive involvement in every 

phase of this project, I would be remiss in not stating that I had a countless number of 

other critical friends who were intermittent contact points throughout this research. Most 

importantly were the suggestions, prodding, and necessary demands of my PhD 

committee that realized the most poignant discoveries in this self-study. My committee 

feedback is not readily evident in the data I selected to use as examples of critical 

moments of tension but will be highlighted in my conclusions. 
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As a means of spring-boarding conversations with my critical friends, I 

committed to sharing a weekly reflective journal for discussion, though these 

conversations went much beyond the scope of the topics and allocated times I planned 

for. Communication with these critical friends included both written communication 

(emails) and verbal discussions (in person or via Skype or Facetime) depending on what 

was convenient throughout my data collection. I audio recorded these discussions 

whenever possible for review and reflection. 

 3.3.1.4  Digital recording of my teaching practice. In an effort to generate 

another form of data for analysis and interpretation, I produced digital video recordings 

of my teaching during the fall semester of 2012.  After receiving student permission, I 

video recorded each class as a means to examine and re-examine the interactions that 

occurred therein. These digital recordings had an interesting effect of creating feedback 

loops in my data collection process; that is, as I viewed these pieces of video data, I 

found them to inform subsequent data collection in all forms I was using. Such a non-

linear reflective process was a challenging but important feature of my data collection. 

This type of non-linear reflection is in keeping with critical pedagogical theory that 

supports messy and complex processes for continuous growth and change.  

3.3.1.5  Field notes and critical self-reflections. As I studied myself and my 

teaching, I created field notes and observations via written word and audio recordings on 

a consistent basis, with a particular schedule and commitment on the days that I taught. I 

made special efforts to create timely reflective entries directly after each meeting with 

students, so as to formulate reflections and reactions that were fresh, and allow for thick 

description of the experiences as a way of achieving a type of external validity. First used 
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by Ryle (1949) and Geertz (1973) in their ethnographic research, thick description is 

achieved by describing each phenomenon in sufficient detail that the researcher makes 

explicit the patterns of cultural and social relationships and puts them in context 

(Holloway, 1997). I attempted to draw conclusions from data that were transferable to 

other times, settings, situations, and people (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). My class was 

offered twice per week for 13 weeks, but generated many more than my originally 

estimated 26 reflective entries, as I found myself writing about so much more than my 

classes alone. It became an integrated process that could not be limited to teaching days, 

as my mind turned towards reflections on my teaching on a continuous basis. My process 

of creating field notes went beyond reflections on my classes alone to include the larger 

contextual topics reflective of my own positioning and the systems in which I live and 

work. 

As well, I kept an additional reflective research journal with weekly entries about 

my research process in general, with a particular emphasis on my emotional reactions to 

my study. These emotional reactions were, for me, indicators of critical moments of 

tension between my teaching practice and my evolving self as a critical pedagogue. 

Investigating these emotional responses further allowed for important insights into my 

study.  

I experienced what Phillips (1993) refers to in explaining that reflections written 

or recorded during the process of data collection can be reframed and reconsidered with 

the intent of creating new inquiries or new understandings. Field notes and debriefings 

are a means by which engagement in research can be recorded. It is only after the 

researcher revisits their field notes that a more detailed and holistic version of events can 
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transpire. By this process, afterthoughts can be added, occurrences may be remembered, 

and connections between theory and data can be made. 
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CHAPTER FOUR:  Presentation of Data 

 In the following chapter, I discuss and describe the process3 by which I collected 

and analyzed my data (see Appendix B).  Included in this discussion are the strategies 

and resulting categories I developed to make sense of the varied and often overlapping 

information that I gathered over the course of this research.  To conclude, I move into a 

discussion of my data and the ongoing process of making meaning of it all.    

4.1  Analysis of Data  

My methods of data collection are rooted in Marshall and Rossman (2006), but 

my approach was less linear than their method. My data analysis can be summed up as 

follows: 

1. Regardless of the data collection method used, I did a preliminary scan of all my 

raw data to review and reflect informally on it. I began the process of making 

jotnotes in the margins and informal scribbles about themes that seemed to 

emerge upon first glance. In this initial review and reflection process, my lens was 

informed by my research questions and data collection guide, and from this my 

preliminary themes emerged. Throughout this initial theming stage, I discussed 

and consulted with critical friends to gain fresh insights and challenge exemplars 

of my teaching practices (LaBoskey, 2004a, p. 252). These consultations provided 

multiple perspectives for my analysis, something Loughran and Northfield (1998) 

state as important in the process of self-study validation (p. 21). 

2. As a second step, I inputed all transcribed data from my audio recordings of 

critical friend conversations and personal reflections into NVivo software and 

                                                 
3 Due to the confidential nature of this study, students were informed about the procedures involved, then 

asked to sign a consent form.  
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began key-word searches based on key words derived from major terminology in 

critical pedagogy literature, word frequency searches within the data itself, and 

the preliminary themes I had identified in my initial scan. Some overlap occurred 

and some results were scattered and unproductive. The results of these scans and 

searches forced me to consider critically the difference between means of 

expressing critical pedagogy concepts in my reflections and conversations and 

those found in formal critical pedagogy literature. For example, when I entered a 

key term such as emancipation, my search produced very few results. However, 

when I manually examined my data I found discussions evoking this critical 

pedagogical term on many occasions. Alternative phrases emerged that touched 

on a similar vein such as student input, choice, agency, contract learning, etc. I 

simply had not included the term emancipation in my casual register as I jotted 

notes and recorded conversations with critical friends. Therefore, it was 

imperative that I considered both my manual analysis of my data, along with the 

outcomes from the NVivo software. 

3. During the process of reviewing and theming my data, I undertook continuous 

reading and reviewing of relevant literature to ensure that my themes were 

underpinned by critical pedagogical theory. My continuous engagement in theory 

review served to clarify and deepen my understanding of themes as they emerged. 

4. I began my data analysis by identifying many themes, with approximately 20 in 

total. I then looked for similarities and overlap among them. Through a process of 

shortlisting, I derived four major themes from my data that had critical 

pedagogical importance. This list consisted of exposing and critiquing power; 
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creating democratic, student-centred learning environments; facilitating the 

development of anti-oppressive thinking; and change-seeking. 

5. From this short list of four themes, I engaged in a process of reviewing the data 

and identifying excerpts that encapsulated the lived contradictions in my practice, 

with the intention of subjecting them to further analysis. Through this reflective 

process, I was able to recognize critical incidents4 worth reviewing more closely 

in my analysis that had  

not seemed significant at the time of collection.  

6. I then categorized the selected data excerpts, or what I called critical incidents, 

within the four major themes: (A) exposing and critiquing power; (B) creating 

democratic, student-centred learning environments; (C) facilitating the 

development of anti-oppressive thinking; and (D) change-seeking. 

7. Once I had all the critical incidents categorized under my four major themes, I 

began a second theming process. I considered all the critical incidents that were 

categorized under each of the four major themes and looked for commonalities 

amongst them. This resulted in grouping these critical incidents into subthemes, 

which I called Dissonances5. Dissonances could then be considered subthemes of 

the four major themes and meta-themes of the critical incidents found within 

them. See the resulting outline of this process below.   

Theme A – Exposing and critiquing power 

 Dissonance A - #1: Space  

                                                 
4 For the purpose of this study, critical incidents were defined and identified as an event that took place as a 

part of the normal course of my day and could be of no apparent consequence to the general observer, but I 

recognized in this event a turning point, a realization, a cause for concern or an epiphany of understanding 

(Yuzer & Kurubacak, 2010). 
5 I chose this title to reflect the common tension that was found between my actions or behaviours and my 

process of coming to understand myself as researcher. 
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  Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-09]   

  Critical Incident: 2. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-May-06] 

  Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-05] 

  Critical Incident: 4. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Sept-12] 

 

 Dissonance A - #2: Discourse & language 

             Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

  Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-17] 

  Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 2012- Sept 16] 

  Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21]  

 

Theme B – Creating democratic, student-centred learning environments 

 Dissonance B - #1:  Student contribution as motivation to learn 

  Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-May-06]   

  Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Feb-23] 

  Critical Incident: 3. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Aug-09] 

  Critical Incident: 4. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-Jan-13] 

 

 Dissonance B - #2: Tokenism and ignorance of minority realities 

             Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-08] 

  Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-10] 

 

Dissonance B - #3: Social position 

             Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-May-07] 

  Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-08] 

  Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-05] 

  Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-06]  

  Critical Incident: 5. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-06]  

  Critical Incident: 6. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-08] 

 

Theme C – Facilitating the development of anti-oppressive thinking  

 Dissonance C - #1: Review of practice in curricular development   

  Critical Incident: 1. Shifting the emphasis of my course objectives 

  Critical Incident: 2. Altering the content topics to meet revised objectives 

  Critical Incident: 3. Altering assignment and assessment expectations 

  Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Jan-11] 

  Critical Incident: 5. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-19]  

  Critical Incident: 6. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Jan-11]      

  Critical Incident: 7. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-09]   

 

Theme D – Change-Seeking  

 Dissonance D - #1: Intrapersonal change  

  Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Feb-22]   

  Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Feb 07] 

  Critical Incident: 3. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Aug-29] 

  Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 
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  Critical Incident: 5. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

  Critical Incident: 6. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

 

 Dissonance D - #2: Altered instructional approaches  

  Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Aug-09]   

 

 Dissonance D - #3: Challenging instructional structures  

  Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-Sept-12]   

  Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

  

 My four major themes and nine dissonances (together with the 36 critical 

incidents to illustrate the themes and dissonances) were constructed as a logistical means 

of categorizing an array of thoughts and discoveries about my teaching, but more 

importantly, they provided a conceptual springboard to better understand my role in 

supporting, diverging from, or even contradicting an environment that reflects critical 

pedagogy. This research framework of analysis for my data assisted me in working 

towards coming to know critical pedagogy in practice. It is the analysis of this data that 

assists me in understanding how to educate for and about the other—the first and 

fundamental steps in my efforts to educate in a way that allows for change in students and 

society (Kumashiro, 2000). It is the process of going through this data and analysis that 

truly had the most impact and is the most difficult to articulate. As Kumashiro (2000) 

proposes, it is this process that allowed me the opportunity to work in the inbetween 

spaces to achieve disruption of sameness being repeated and to embrace the notion of 

constantly becoming. 

4.2  Discussion of Data 

 In this section, I provide a brief description for each major theme I identified in 

my study. Included in each theme are selections from my raw data that represent critical 

incidents for me. All of these selections from my raw data are direct transcriptions of 
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conversations with critical friends or colleagues, or my own personal reflections collected 

by audiotape. For each of my critical incidents, I label who is involved in the 

conversation and include the date. Along with this, I include a very brief description of 

the data excerpts that explain the context of each conversation. In the data itself, the 

syntax is often broken and not smooth because it is conversational register. Therefore, 

attempts were made to lightly edit and elucidate unclear passages (square brackets 

indicate helpful insertions, and ellipses (…) indicate thoughtful pauses). All raw 

transcribed data are in italics.  

 4.2.1  Theme A – Exposing and critiquing power. For the purposes of Theme A 

discussion, I explore various facets of power as they manifest themselves in my 

relationships with my students and my administration, through examples such as 

curriculum development, common language and discourse, general interactions, 

classroom management, assessment and evaluation practices, policies and procedures, 

etc. As Kincheloe (2008a) proposes, the relationship between subjects and objects is 

never stable or fixed, and that this relationship is often embedded in power; that certain 

groups in any society are privileged relative to others; and that such oppression is 

forcefully reproduced through hegemony. Exposing and critiquing relations amongst my 

students, administration, and me during critical incidents arising in my teaching is 

essential if I hope to understand their significance. Reflecting on the underlying tensions 

found in my everyday relations that create critical incidents assists in revealing systemic 

influences on what motivates my actions and reactions to these incidents. Every critical 

incident, both occurring in the classroom or as part of my reflective process, is embedded 

in a political context of power and knowledge as they relate to gender, class, and race. 
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Making efforts to uncover these contexts that often go unnoticed is a necessary step to 

exposing and critiquing the power dynamics that exist in my professional practice. Every 

major decision I make as a teacher, along with my unconscious daily routines and habits 

of mind, are underpinned by historical and systemic politics that are grounded in power 

negotiations with my students and my administration and most importantly, my own 

identity. To understand who is being served and dis-served by my decisions and 

practices, I must question and deconstruct the power imbalances that are inscribed and 

which I uphold in my teaching practice.  

 As Foucault (1977a, 1977b) explains, power imposed from a higher social rank or 

position is done so as to control others and serves to support current structures that 

maintain privilege of those with power at the expense of those without. Members of 

subordinate or marginalized groups can be victimized intentionally but are, more often, 

unintentionally marginalized by members of dominant groups. Authors such as Freire 

(1993), Griffin (1997), McLaren (1998), Tatum (1997), and Young (1990) discuss the 

process by which the acceptance of a subordinate status occurs through the acceptance of 

dominant group ideologies. In turn, members of the dominant group come to understand 

their social superiority and status as both acceptable and deserved. The phenomenon 

known as internalized dominance (see, for example, Goodman, 2001; Griffin, 1997; 

Hardiman & Jackson, 1997; Hitchcock, 2002; hooks, 1997; Pheterson, 1990) reinforces 

the asymmetry of power that occurs in educational situations. 

 The selections from my raw data that represent my identified critical incidents 

demonstrate my efforts to unpack and problematize aspects of inequitable power relations 

that are present in my teaching experiences. In critical pedagogy, the practice of listening 
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as a teacher is paramount when attempting to be conscious, aware, and reflective of my 

own habits of mind and behaviour that uphold systemic oppression. When considering 

some of the power structures in my classroom, I found it necessary to reflect on the 

dynamics of the conversations that take place therein. Gemma Corradi Fiumara (1990), in 

her book called, The other side of language: A philosophy of listening, discusses how 

discourses emerge from and are structured by everyday conversations. She claims that the 

normative view of conversations rests in each person’s right to speak. She makes 

reference to listening as being a marginalized practice, and that in meeting one’s need to 

stake claim and reinforce what one believes to be true, one can often disregard the 

essential concept of conversations as being reciprocal in nature. Thus, there is a 

distinction that can be made between discussion and dialogue. Discussion communicates 

opinions, whereas dialogue is an empathetic process whereby people engage equally with 

one another (Senge, 1990). Habermas’s ideal conversations (1989) and Derrida’s critique 

on polemics (1974) echo these ideas. 

As an example of engaging in discussion, if I feel a need to reinforce my own 

values and uphold current systems that favour my privileged middle-class White 

colonializer settler identity, I can easily access the power my position as teacher affords 

me and choose not to listen to voices that represent a challenge to that ideology. Critical 

humility would suggest that discussions of this kind are a form of self-deception though a 

process of compensation, projection, or rationalization in a verbal exchange. On the 

contrary, if my intention is to engage in dialogue in order to value and learn from 

students who hold marginalized positions in society, to challenge my own White 

supremacist, classist consciousness and the current systems that serve my privilege, I 



96 

 

must check my position of power and attempt to provide space by listening rather than 

engaging in defensive forms of dominating conversations. In my study, it was important 

to deconstruct how my own position of privilege influences whether I take up the 

different purposes resulting from either discussions or dialogues.  

The following two dissonances are illustrations of my struggles with the practice 

of determining whether to engage in discussion rather than dialogue when appropriate. 

Understanding and appreciating the role of the historically dominant voice, versus the 

frequent absence of certain students’ voices in my classroom, will help me to disrupt 

what are taken-for-granted notions of knowledge and to explore new ways of knowing. 

 4.2.1.1  Dissonance A - #1: Space. I present here four excerpts of data that were 

identified as critical incidents relating to the notion of conversational space as an issue in 

critical pedagogy. The first describes a classroom incident in which I dominated 

conversational space; the second presents my immediate reaction to it. These are 

followed by some analyses and then I present two additional pieces of data that 

demonstrate my emerging awareness of the underlying power dynamics that I, as an 

emerging critical pedagogue, will need to continually investigate and question.  

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-09]   

 

 During my data collection in the fall of 2012, I routinely engaged in a reflective 

process prior to and post-class instruction. The following excerpt comes from one such 

self-reflection that occurred during my pre-class routine. 

Me:  But … what I noticed is, I tried to make sure that I looked around the room, that I 

took the time to ask everyone to speak, that I tried to moderate the amount of time that 

the active speakers engage and monopolize and tried to draw in other students that are 
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essentially quiet. I had forgotten about one girl that was right in front of me that’s very, 

very quiet. And I tried to engage her.  

 But then I noticed that when I did, I spoke over her … It was almost like I wanted 

her to hurry up and get to her point, or that I had to solidify my own point through her or 

something… I want to look for that. I want to look for points where I ask someone to 

speak and then in my attempt in reaffirming what they are saying or agreeing with them, 

I’ll talk over them. And that, to me is a really arrogant way of controlling a conversation 

… that I have to really work on the way that I listen … because I think that really is 

related to a power source.  

2) Critical Incident: 2. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-May-06] 

 

 On occasion, prior to class I would engage in conversation with a critical friend 

about an upcoming lesson. The following excerpt of data is from one such conversation: 

Me:  … maybe it has to do with my personality. Like that’s what I really, really think it 

is. I really think a lot of students feel that I’m too much, too arrogant, too loud, too 

dominating … too … I mean … I compromise their learning because I overtake the 

conversation. 

CF1:  You? (sarcasm) 

Me:  Me! So to be a good teacher, I have to change my personality. That’s odd, just 

have to find the equation and change myself. I’m going to quote that. 

CF1:  It’s not a matter of changing it though ... like I’m going to go away to bed and 

change my personality! 

Me:  That’s right, I’m going to have a personality overhaul. Because there it … I mean, 

I think that is the key thing I have to figure out is what are the things I do that allow 
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students to learn ... and what are the things that I do that alienate them, people in 

general, Christ! 

 When considering these passages, and other similar reflections in my data that are 

related to monopolizing or overpowering conversations, I am forced to acknowledge the 

complexity of interaction between my intentions of developing towards a more socially-

just teaching practice, my deeply held attachment to my own identity, and the 

environment or system in which my teaching is situated. These passages highlight the 

overarching need I have to reinforce hegemonic ideologies, which, by default are often 

that which reinforces my Whiteness and my conditioned notions around gender.  

 In the conversation Critical Incident: 2. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-May-

06] it becomes clearer how my racialized and gendered identity is reified by reinforcing 

my position of power through over-dramatizing the solution and believing individual 

actions will somehow fix the unjust issues in my classroom. By seeing the solution to any 

power issue as the unrealistic option of simply changing my personality, I deny the larger 

historical and political notion of critical social construction. Instead, I must take 

responsibility for trying to understand more fully the systems of hegemonic social 

construction that maintain the current state of power in which I am familiar and feel 

comfort. In addition, I undermine the idea of systemic oppression by attributing the 

conversation to something untenable such as changing my entire personality. To add 

support to this, psychologists agree that personality is not a monolith that can be donned 

or shed at will, but rather a complex and variable profile comprised of at least five 

psychological dimensions (see, for example, Digman, 1990; McAdams, 1995). Therefore, 

the notion of a complete personality overhaul is clearly nonsensical. Instead of this 
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reactionary response in which I use a psychological ruse to sustain my comfort in the 

hegemonic status quo, I need to question what it is about the construction of my social 

positioning and privilege that gives me the impression that by simply changing my 

behaviour, I can change systems of oppression. By recognizing I innately deserve to take 

up space beyond that which is appropriately allotted to each of us in a socially-just space 

is only a small part of coming to understand my role in reinforcing oppressive 

environments. As an evolving critical pedagogue, I must go beyond this simplified 

explanation of my behaviour and make efforts to question what I gain from it. I must 

begin to question and deconstruct the larger historical, social, and political processes that 

support my habits of mind and behaviour. Rather than derailing the essential need to 

deconstruct my actions by creating unattainable solutions, I need to consider what it is 

about the social and political structures of my position that motivate me to reinforce my 

place of privilege. I also need to consider what it is about my privilege that often does not 

allow me to see the larger context of my racialized and gendered identity and assumes 

that the act of taking over conversations and being overly-represented are the only factors 

that need to be analyzed and deconstructed. I have always defaulted to seeing my need to 

dominate conversations as something wrong with my personality that I simply need to 

change or completely overhaul. That is, to be something that I am not—to simply decide 

to become an introvert without trying to understand how such a narrow point of view 

supports and maintains a racist and patriarchal consciousness. To be completely oblivious 

to the need to deconstruct the larger social context that structures and supports my 

classroom and my behaviour, is akin to the liberal idea of simply being politically correct. 

That is, to not say things because they are unacceptable in certain circles, and yet to 
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refuse to deconstruct the forces that create these circles in the first place, only serves to 

reinforce the systems that support the underlying injustice. My refusal to get to the root of 

my conversational behaviour and choices lies in my need to protect and preserve my 

privileged identity. According to Hurtado and Stewart (1997), my privilege possesses the 

facade of being natural and normal and, therefore, protects and defends it from scrutiny, 

particularly my own. This notion is further supported by Schick and St. Denis (2005) 

when they discuss the difficulty of examining one’s own identity “especially if occupying 

a normative position” (p. 299), which is particularly significant in attempting to 

deconstruct my own practice of critical pedagogy.  

  Occupying a normative position makes my efforts to engage in critical humility 

challenging. Enacting critical humility in my teaching is underpinned by the paradox of 

having confidence that my knowledge of critical pedagogy is valid enough to shape 

actions that are appropriate but at the same time, understanding that this knowledge is 

limited and distorted by hegemony and my desire to protect my identity. Keeping this in 

mind, the need to be direct in my efforts to convey information and steer conversations 

must be determined by my efforts to address systemic inequalities. At the risk of simply 

teaching students to think a certain way, to teach curriculum from a critical pedagogical 

perspective, demands that I directly address these topics and have direct dialogue in a 

fashion that conveys their importance. Burbules and Berk (1999) state that in education 

“indoctrination is the case already; students must be brought to criticality, and this can 

only be done by alerting them to the social conditions that have brought this about” (¶28). 

Other critical researchers such as Bizzell (1991), hooks (1997), and Giroux (1983, 1988, 

2004) provide further support for the authority of critical pedagogues to directly teach 
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students how to identify and deconstruct indoctrination. That being said, it is essential to 

engage in open dialogue with those who have experienced systemic oppression in light of 

gender, race, and class. As an anti-oppressive educator, it is also my responsibility to 

provide opportunities for “uncovering, encouraging, and validating the suppressed voice 

of the oppressed” (Brown, 2012, ¶27). Such uncovering is thought to “reveal the non-

oppressed [and] suggests that the ‘authentic self’ is freed or liberated from dominant and 

oppressive structures and narratives through expression of the suppressed first voice” 

(Brown, 2012, ¶27). 

I now present two critical incidents in which critical pedagogy has informed my 

consciousness of the dynamics and the context of conversations in which I engage, along 

with their underpinnings. Each excerpt of data is followed by analysis and reflection. The 

first is an excerpt from a self-reflection as I prepared to have a meeting with a colleague.  

3) Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-05] 

 The following reflection transpired while discussing my research progress with a 

colleague who I view as having a tremendous amount of experience and knowledge in the 

area of critical pedagogy. 

Me:  I am going to try to put into practice some of the things that I have been wanting 

to do. I am going to try not to take up too much space. I am going to listen. I am going to 

most likely acquiesce because I think that’s the only way I am going to come to some sort 

of ability to call myself on my own self-invested habits and normalcy and socialization. I 

think that really is my issue, is that I don’t know how to investigate my own socialization 

because I do everything I can to protect it, right?  And I mean, even unconsciously I seem 

to default to patterns that protect my own socialization and normalization.  
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It is important to note that this Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 

2012-Sept-05] excerpt is in preparation for a discussion with one of my PhD committee 

members. In it, I am feeling some trepidation before entering into any conversation that 

does not allow me the comfort of reinforcing my own position of privilege. In this 

context, I was feeling more powerless than powerful, and it is revealing to see how I 

believe I can single handily change the interaction of power rather than consider and 

question what other forces are at play. Clearly, I am prone to misunderstanding the forces 

that construct power and have a tendency to simplify it into my own individual acts of 

dominating discussions when I am feeling a power advantage and the freedom to 

reinforce my own views or ideologies.  

To complement (or perhaps complicate) this misunderstanding of power, it is 

important that I consider the discovery of my own gender oppression. Baxter (2003) 

discusses how the phenomenon of conversational power can be particularly tied to 

gender. She states that males tend to speak assertively no matter the power dynamics, 

whereas females have a tendency to adopt submissive stances more frequently when they 

perceive themselves to be at a power disadvantage. The binary of all or nothing along 

with believing that power negotiations of any kind are self-determined as a solution is, 

again, notable.  

Coming to the understanding that power negotiations are not self-determined led 

to the vital challenge in my teaching practice of determining how to question the power 

that my position as teacher within existing university structures affords me, and which I 

both consciously and unconsciously assume in a way that serve as forms of self-

deception and identity preservation. Critical Incident: 4. [critical friend 2 conversation: 
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2012-Sept-12] concerning conversational space illustrates my emerging understanding of 

the issue. 

Part of my research process was to have regular conversations with my critical 

friends about my emerging understanding of critical pedagogy as it occurred from my 

engagement with readings and my teaching in practice. The following is an excerpt from 

one of those conversations. 

4) Critical Incident: 4. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Sept-12]  

 The following comment made during a conversation was inspired by a discussion 

with a critical friend about incorporating a Sensoy and DiAngelo (2012) text, which 

discusses equitable conversational space, into my curriculum. 

 Me:  The idea of critical social justice comes from—and critical pedagogy is part and 

parcel of critical social justice—is not about walking in and giving students more space 

to talk; it’s about challenging the structures that don’t allow certain ones the opportunity 

to talk or be heard. 

 This critical incident references common assumptions about the role of teacher as 

a one-dimensional position of authority and which insists on certain methods of 

interaction with students to maintain this authority (Freire, 1993; King, 1993). The notion 

of the good teacher is defined by best practices that serve to reinforce hidden assumptions 

about education (Hayes, Steinberg, & Tobin, 2011). The all-knowing and dominant 

authority expected by the traditional role of teacher does not allow for equitable dialogue 

and it simply reinforces the status quo. It also allows me as teacher to believe that if I 

simply modify my actions/reactions, that those actions in and of themselves will create a 

more socially-just teaching practice. I am coming to understand that effectively 
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challenging oppressive systems is much more than my own critical consciousness but 

rather is a constant process by which taken-for-granted assumptions of everyday 

interactions always need to be up for debate.  

 There is a call for direct teaching of critical theory in the classroom by many 

researchers (see, for example, Bizzell, 1991; Giroux, 1988, 2004; hooks, 2014). When 

discussing situations of historical, social, and political oppression, it is essential to 

consciously be aware of how commonly acceptable practices reinforce the power 

dynamics found within conversations and exchanges in the classroom. The conscious 

redistribution of opportunities for discussion and dialogue depends on the underlying 

systemic power dynamic of those interacting. All situations, whether in my professional 

or my personal conversations, call for awareness and questioning of the power that I and 

others assume, which is based on internalized and privileged notions of social class, race, 

ability, orientation, and commonplace liberal ideas of where valuable knowledge comes 

from. Without this personal inventory, I risk making the privileged assumptions akin to 

the aforementioned good teacher: that I must know best/truth in all circumstances, my 

thoughts are most important, and my voice deserves the most space regardless of student 

experiences. I must continually call into question the motivation of myself and my 

students. To move away from defaulting to an assumption that I can control oppressive 

conversations in my classroom, I need to strive towards the practice of conscientious 

dialogue as discussed by Habermas (1989) and Fiumara (1990). I need to differentiate 

between the voices of conversations that reinforce oppressive educational practices or 

privileged identity preservation and those that work to challenge and deconstruct them. 

This will mean the conscious acknowledgement and movement away from acting as an 
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agent of domestication and social control by first understanding the context of who is 

speaking and from what perspective.  

 4.2.1.2  Dissonance A - #2: Discourse and language. The amount of space 

people take up in daily conversations that serve their own purposes can be an obvious and 

a strong indication of the enactment of their individual privilege. However, it is not only 

important to be cognizant of how much and how often one speaks, but also the reifying 

content of the conversations. Essentialist notions of what constitutes truth, serve to 

demobilize people by not allowing them space to consider how social structures 

contribute to their own experiences of power, privilege, and oppression. To provide space 

for this type of self-reflection, Brown (2012) states,  

Smith reminds us that there is no self-outside the social - the self is fully social 

(1999). As such, there can be no autonomous, fixed, given, essential self. … 

Accounts of experience can importantly reveal the material conditions of lived 

experiences, which are ‘real’. (¶ 37) 

Taken-for-granted ways of communicating serve to perpetuate subtle structures of 

meanings, forms, and actions. Within these structures, there are subtle cues that convey 

what is good about us and what is bad about them, or conversely what mitigates or hides 

our bad things and their good things. This cue analysis can be applied to any general 

dominant-minority group polarization in social practices, discourse, and thought (Van 

Dijk, 1993). As is the case with many oppressive systems, the way in which 

communication is taken up as an oppressive practice is not limited to visible forms of 

discriminatory acts. The meaning-making that occurs within daily conversation conveys 

and associates value to people in our society, in ways that often go unnoticed and 
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unchallenged (Kuzman, 2011). Much of what we learn, including our prejudices and 

discriminatory ideologies about the world, are reinforced through casual everyday 

conversations. Often, it is the invisible means by which something is propagated through 

casual verbal productions and exchanges that have the most insidious hegemonic 

influences (Weatherall, 1996).  

 The following critical incidents are examples of conversations in which subtle 

cues present in my everyday communication denote both my privilege and my resulting 

privileged reaction in the face of having it challenged.  

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

 

 The following is an excerpt from a reflection that occurred after a group of 

students came unannounced to my office during the fall semester in 2012.  

Me:  … I’m in my office and all of a sudden I hear a bit of ruckus outside (in the 

hallway). I can hear some students and my doorway then fills with athletes … two are 

students from class … (these athletes seem to) travel in a pack. And they come in all 

happy to see me. My one student, who has been (around) from the beginning is kind of a 

ringleader, feeling pretty cool and pretty together and like he’s got a connection with 

me ... And so as they come in, they are all noisy and I say, “What the heck is all this, you 

guys darkening my doorstep?” 

… (there are) five guys, only one of them is White; all the rest are young black 

men. And my familiar student goes, “Oooohhhh”, like that. And I go, “Whaaat?” and 

then I realize that … I mean that is something I would say to anyone who is in my 

doorstep, especially athletes, because they are so big, so whenever I get a whole bunch of 

big guys I say, who are you darkening or quit darkening my doorstep or something like 
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that, referring to the size of them. And I never thought for a minute that darkening my 

doorstep could be taken in any other way. And the minute that he said, ‘Oooohhhh’, I 

went, “You think darkening your doorstep means because you’re black, because your 

skin is dark?”  It never, I mean, I can see it now, of course, yeah. I never intended it that 

way. I have never said it that way. It has never been my intention to say it that way, but I 

can totally understand how it might be taken to mean something other than it is. 

… Another student who is black, came late to class last semester and I said to him 

that he was already behind the eight ball. So the eight ball, is it black for a reason?  I 

don’t know, maybe. I mean, who made pool?  Probably a White guy. So why would they 

make the eight ball black and the cue ball white?  Maybe it’s, I don’t know, it seems, 

again, these are things that I say because I have always said them, but with no racial 

awareness, so I could comfort myself by saying, well I never intended it to be that way. I 

have never meant it that way. So therefore, how could I know? But really, it’s the 

awareness that someone of colour might take that the wrong way. 

… Anyway, now my next step in this whole process is, how do I take back the 

things that I say unintentionally?  Is there room for apology?  Do I, is it necessary that I 

say, you know, “I said something on Friday when you came to my office, that wasn’t 

appropriate and you made me aware of that and I want to thank you for that.”  You 

know?  I think that might be a good thing to say. I don’t know when to say that. Do I say 

that now?  Do I?  Yeah, I suppose. If I want to have emancipatory authority, I have to 

show these students that I’m willing to learn with them—that this is a process for me as 

well. Wow. 
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2) Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-17] 

 

 This critical incident was based on a classroom situation in which a group of 

students, who routinely sat together, were disrupting the class with their sidebar 

conversations.  

Me: … [I notice myself using…] that kind of oppressive power that says, [students,] 

your talking is inappropriate, not really dealing with the issue. Not even figuring out 

what they are saying and why they are saying it and why they are doing it. Why is the 

action taking place? So I used this kind of power thing to say, hey ‘boys’, and using the 

word boys is very domineering on my part, matriarchal. And so, I have to be very careful 

of that.  

3) Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-16] 

 

 The following reflection came at a time when I was feeling considerable stress 

because I was beginning to recognize my own resistance. This particular reflection came 

after a stimulating conversation with a colleague regarding the concept of wilful 

ignorance and my participation in it. 

Me:  … One of the things that I’m questioning right now is this idea of wilful ignorance 

or the idea of intentional innocence. So I avoid teaching anti-racist education because I 

know nothing about it. Why don’t I know anything about it?  Because I haven’t read 

anything about it. Why haven’t I read anything about it?  Because it’s so frickin’ hard to 

read ... 

  ... I think it’s a resistance. I think it’s a type of avoidance. It’s procrastination. 

Once I start reading them, [anti-racist authors] I love it. But it’s really hard. I discover 

things that I never knew before about my own racism, my own sense of White privilege. 
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My … how I function in White supremacy. These all come home to roost and it’s 

exhausting. And I find that this research is quite exhausting and especially these new 

readings that directly address the stuff that I have unconsciously, or maybe consciously 

have, really attempted to separate from myself. I have tried to objectify everything. I have 

tried to measure everything. I have tried to come up with a conclusion of what I want to 

accomplish at the end of this as opposed to really researching the patterns of why I am 

behaving the way I am and why I am so emotional about this.  

Like I’m just choked up all the time and then I get angry with myself because I 

think this White guilt crap is, it’s so self-indulgent, but I can’t help but be afraid, I guess. 

I mean, it has to be fear that I’m feeling to uncover these things that you know; I think 

being accountable is a hard thing to do. And I’m still suffering from this White guilt. I am 

still suffering from this idea that I have to give up control and I have to give up this 

notion of the idea that I’m all right. I have to come back to that place, particularly when 

I’m pinned [down] on something like this term, ‘wilful ignorance’. And I think that by not 

addressing my readings and by really trying to camouflage that I actually get it when I 

don’t, because I don’t want to get it. It’s easier not to know about this stuff. Knowing is 

hard.  

And you know, it’s not just hard, it’s lonely. So again, White guilt, right—feeling 

sorry for myself—but I guess it’s part of the process. 

4) Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21]  

 This critical incident occurred at a time in my data collection when I began to 

realize the essential role of the systems in critical pedagogy as social construction rather 

than focusing on liberal individualistic actions.  
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Me:  You know … this idea of trying to … this internalized oppression that’s constant. 

If I continue to try to convince myself that I am whatever constitutes ‘a good person’ in 

my socialized environment, then it’s a losing battle and I don’t think I want to succumb to 

a losing battle.  

 As I reflect on these four critical incidents and the way I’ve described them within 

the context of the theme, Discourse and language, a notably significant focus is on my 

own personal intention rather than impact. There are countless times that I have used the 

phrase, “I didn’t even think about it that way before …” or “I didn’t mean to …”. I notice 

the incredibly strong urge I have to make clear in my reflections my innocence and 

intentional goodness. My intent is to never cause offence or to contribute to systems of 

inequality. In a similar vein, critical pedagogue Diane Goodman (2001) discusses the 

various motivations for taking up social justice work as they relate to the concept of 

empathy. She states that empathy is often taken up out of a need to comply with our own 

or others’ standards and expectations, or that it serves as an averse arousal reduction 

which reduces our own guilt and distress around the privilege in which we are situated. 

However, Goodman describes an altruistic empathy that serves social justice most 

effectively as anti-oppressive work because it functions as a means outside of our own 

guilt-satiating needs. 

 I believe my tendency to make everything about my intentions is an inherently 

privileged action. I realize that I do this to ensure that my own privileged identity stays at 

the centre of conversation or action. If, by focusing on my intentions, my identity is at the 

centre, then the focus is not on the substantive impact of my actions or words on other 

people or groups. I am then not forced to reckon with the personal discomfort of realizing 
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the oppressive impact of my action, or words, on my own identity. When I consider only 

my intent, I must only consider who and what I am, not who or what I am in relation to 

others. In the “darkening my door” incident, I was forced to consider and contend with 

the very caustic question of: am I a racist?  If I intended to say the things I did, then I 

must inherently be racist. Racism is inherently bad; therefore, I am bad. If I make efforts 

to clarify that I did not intend to cause harm, then I must be inherently better than bad, at 

the very least. By shifting the conversation from the impact of my actions (what I did) to 

what I am (the intent), I can place the focus on salvaging my good character rather than 

having to manage the complex and uncomfortable reality of my actions in relationship to 

the larger social and political context in which we all interact. It is a very uncomfortable 

and uncertain space to occupy when I recognize that my actions and statements in 

relation to other people are not in and of themselves contributing to racialized systems 

and structures. My actions are produced and reproduced in relation to marginalized 

others. When I come to understand that even if I want to alleviate the feelings of guilt and 

sadness about my part in the reification of my privilege, I cannot shed my racialized and 

classed self. The discovery that my identity is created through the marginalization of 

“non-White” others, situates me in a place of discomfort that is often untenable.    

 My effort to blur and erase the racialization of all discourse is reflective of critical 

theorist David Goldberg’s (2014) conception of the post-racial neo-liberal agenda. 

According to Goldberg, the term post-racial denotes a period in which society has moved 

beyond socially constructed ideas of race and the resulting effects of racial prejudice and 

discrimination no longer exists. He asserts that taking race out of discourse is to create a 

colourless state and render race as morally irrelevant, allowing functions of racialization 
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to go unchecked. Further, Goldberg also discusses the notion of no intentionality. He 

states that post-raciality operates racially through the declaration of not meaning to be 

racist, therefore, shifting the problem to those affected as the agent, by labelling them as 

being overly sensitive or unreasonable in their claims of racist discourse. It then allows 

me, in my racist acts, to become the innocent victim who is then acted upon (Goldberg, 

2014). I am becoming aware of the ways in which race is rendered neutral by those of us 

who benefit from a colourless state. Goldberg accurately points out that “racially founded 

privilege and the cost at which it is purchased” are incredibly morally costly (Goldberg, 

2014, p. 181). 

 To thoroughly examine my role in perpetuating racialized systems of inequity, I 

must consider my own practice of centering my experience and identity as only one 

superficial component of a larger construction of society. It is of paramount importance 

to unpack my tendency to focus on protecting my own perceived raceless ideology and 

move towards reflecting on my actions in a colonialized and political context. It is 

important to listen appreciatively to the sources that identify my actions as problematic. 

Rather than clinging to a need to defend my use of specific words or actions as assumed 

objects of empirical knowledge (Bhabha, 1994), it is paramount to reflect on the 

construction of race and class and to acknowledge my inevitable role in furthering 

racialized systems of oppression. I must strive to draw abstractions from them that will 

help me to be more critically aware of my tendencies to uphold the myth of post-raciality 

in the future.  

 To reiterate, the common practice of placing intent before (or instead of) 

impact, is an act of privilege (Abella, 1984; Flagg, 1993; Gillborn, 2005; Lawrence, 
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1987). Whether I intend to be racist or not, is of little consequence, especially considering 

the negative outcomes for the marginalized and the common lack of accountability or 

change in behaviour that accompanies the claim—I didn’t mean to 

offend/oppress/dominate/etc. As Canadian Supreme Court Justice, Rosalie Abella states 

(1984),  

It is not a question of whether this discrimination is motivated by an intentional 

desire to obstruct someone’s potential, or whether it is an accidental by-product of 

[what we perceive to be an] innocently motivated practices or systems. If the 

barrier is affecting groups in a disproportionately negative way, it is a signal that 

the practices that led to this adverse impact may be discriminatory. That is why it is 

important to look at the results of a system. (p. 40) 

          To refuse to acknowledge a mis-step in the first place, and to then excuse an act 

that is, in its impact, socially unjust by attempting to protect one’s character and 

privileged identity, is an act in loyal defense of the systems that both protect my privilege 

and engender such unjust acts in the first place. The greater significance is that I did harm 

to someone else and reinforced an oppressive social construct by acting in ways 

conditioned by an unjust system of privilege, regardless of scope, and that needs to be 

first and foremost in my considerations. 

 4.2.2  Theme B – Creating democratic, student-centred learning 

environments. Striving towards a more socially-just teaching practice requires diligence 

and persistence. An important dimension of socially-just teaching is the practice of 

continually striving to reinforce an egalitarian and democratic stance on every issue that 

presents itself. Socially-just teaching demands that I strive to be aware of and responsive 
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to students whose history and circumstances pose systemic disadvantages and hurdles 

that are inevitably set up to impede any clear path to their success (Aikman & 

Unterhalter, 2005; Sensoy & DiAngelo, 2012; Valdés, 2004). The current administrative 

practices of educational institutions, along with the mainstream, patriarchal, a-historical, 

post-racialized/colonialized, and non-representative construction of most common 

educational curricula that contribute to our current meritocratic system serve to 

undermine these systemically-underserved students and their educational efforts. It is 

consistent with the practice of critical pedagogy to prevent all students from being hurt, 

but particularly, those most vulnerable to a system that was not constructed for them 

(Kincheloe, 2008a). By actively researching my own practice to generate bottom-up 

pedagogical awareness and generative curricula, I am fulfilling important aspects of 

critical pedagogy as discussed by Pence, Kuehne, Greenwood-Church, and Opekokew 

(1993). To facilitate the success of my current and future students, I must critically 

analyze how political and social constructions of education contribute to marginalized 

students doing poorly, disengaging, dropping out, having persistent absenteeism, or 

failing in my classes. To understand student struggles with clarity, it is vital to examine 

them in light of the systemic oppression that inevitably intrudes upon marginalized 

groups in my classroom (Archibald & Urion, 1995; Hampton & Roy, 2002). 

 4.2.2.1  Dissonance B - #1: Student contribution as motivation to learn. As I 

reflected on my data, I identified with a number of significant critical issues that Jean 

McNiff (1996) raises in her personal reflections and writings. I agree with her in that 

students possess knowledge that is drawn from their own experience, whether that is from 

a place of privilege or otherwise. I recognize that I often do not acknowledge this 
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experience and “rest complacently in my own world of academic knowledge and insist 

that everyone must try hard to come up to the established norms of the system which 

judges them by the conventional standards of numerical and verbal ability” (McNiff, 

1996, p. 13). I, like McNiff, often contribute to my students’ experience of failures, and 

consequently, I fail them. I routinely fail to recognize the varied richness and intellectual 

power of what is often perceived by the educational system as unimportant personal 

contributions from students of diverse backgrounds (Ball, 2004; Ball & Pence, 2006). In 

this study, I address my struggles to balance the notion of student agency and my own 

responsibility as teacher around curriculum planning, as defined by the common, 

hegemonic, and meritocratic expectations of the academy/institution.  

 Elliot Eisner (1985) proposes that all education, and its associated curriculum, has 

in it explicit, implicit, and null components. These components are reported to include the 

explicit, or outward, public announcement of content as might be articulated in a course 

syllabus; the implicit values and expectations that accompany any formalized class that 

are not labelled but yet conveyed to students by means of appropriate behaviour; what is 

excellence or failure, etc.; and the null, or what is left out of the curriculum all together. 

The null curriculum is an essential component to consider when an instructor is deciding 

what will be included as important to know. It is the use of a null curriculum that 

delineates the boundaries of equity around race and gender (Apple, 1979). Eisner (1985) 

states that the null curriculum is not simply a politically neutral omission but a political 

statement on educational equality. When considering the marginalized student voice and 

the inclusion of marginalized student experiences, it is often these experiences that are 

consigned to the null curriculum because of their potential affective impact. There are 
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certain feelings that we [as teachers] do not want to induce in classrooms—feelings that 

may challenge our own privileged identities. Hence, our desire to nullify various feelings, 

guides the selection of content and what is considered valuable knowledge and truth 

(Flinders, Noddings, & Thornton, 1986, p. 36). 

 By example, the work of Tupper (2014) shows a local example of how the null 

curriculum has played a significant role in the reproduction of White colonialist attitudes 

amongst Saskatchewan citizens, including both students and teachers. She posits that 

school curricula in Saskatchewan have enacted several inter-related effects that further 

“epistemologies of ignorance that construct the appearance of peaceful colonial relations 

while actually reinforcing exploitation” (p. 470). These notions include the myth that the 

territory now called Canada was empty wilderness, or “terra nullis” (Miller, 2009, p. 

XX), prior to European exploration and settlement. In response to this situation, Tupper 

and Cappello (2008) advocate strongly that what is needed is to resist the ignorant, 

common sense racism that prevails in Saskatchewan and which allows a pervading sense 

of White entitlement. Theirs is a critical pedagogical approach to curricula that exposes 

how null curricula function as “both repository and taskmaster of commonsense” and as a 

“vault of commonsense” (p. 567) where racially important topics can be locked away. 

Therefore, considering my current location in a Saskatchewan post-secondary institution, 

the inclusion of Indigenous content as a historical, social, and political reality in my own 

curriculum is essential if I hope to challenge and question the taken-for-granted notions 

in my own area of study.  

 Another potentially rich source of curricular content that is often relegated to null 

curriculum is that of student experience, particularly when the students do not depict that 
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experience. It has become very evident to me through this self-study that the often 

homogeneous nature of my students does not often provide any marginalized student 

voices, simply because they are not often represented in my classroom. When this is the 

case, it is imperative that I highlight and strongly encourage my class to consider why 

this is occurring. The racial privilege and White supremacy that the great majority of my 

students experience makes it necessary to pointedly recognize voices that are not 

represented.  

  The following critical incidents are examples of the obstacles I faced as I 

struggled and reflected on the critical challenges of incorporating student knowledge 

within the established system of neo-liberal curriculum development and planning. These 

critical incidents came from discussions I had with two critical friends as I tried to find 

strategies and rationales to incorporate student input into my curriculum development.  

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-May-06] 

 The following discussion with my critical friend 1 occurred as I struggled to 

understand my role as teacher in directing course content and assessment in a way that 

was consistent with the theory of critical pedagogy.  

Me:  These students are going to be going into their second year minimum. I still don’t 

have a class list because I’m not listed on banner. So, my first day is definitely going to 

be getting to know (… the students). Trying to figure out how this is all going to pan out 

because I can’t plan it without knowing final numbers and being a dictator. It’s like I 

start planning it and then it’s me controlling the environment. I mean, what if one of them 

suggests something that’s totally off in left field. We can’t just disregard it, right?  I think 
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it has to be somewhat, there has to be some dynamic (… element) in (… the) class. Some 

being dynamic in terms of how (… I) plan the class. Right? 

CF1:  So it’s not canned and delivered. It’s responsive from the students. The students 

essentially helped co-plan their work. 

Me:  I guess so. I don’t know, all that co-planning of learning and stuff, all that 

language to me, I get really uncomfortable with that. And not for the fact that kids, 

students, can’t co-plan but I have done that all along and it hasn’t, it still is, okay, you 

can co-plan your learning, but within my framework. 

CF1:  Which maintains a power structure. 

ME:  Doesn’t it? 

CF1:  Are you considering throwing the power structure out entirely or critiquing the 

power structure? 

Me:  Well, I don’t think I can (throw it out completely) because of the way (the 

institution) is set up. I am the one who has to create (some structure). I can’t say to the 

students, ‘you guys determine your own grades’. I would get fired. 

2) Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Feb-23] 

 

 The following self-reflection came at a time when I was trying to figure out if I 

am an agent of student domestication.  

Me:  But if the system that I’m creating in my classroom doesn’t allow for students to 

take ownership, if there is no empowerment of students or possibility of empowerment, 

then I think to myself, what am I doing to contribute to that?  Perhaps they are not able to 

take ownership of their own learning because the social structures that I create in my 

classrooms inhibit that. And really, when I don’t know their story, I don’t know how they 
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learn. I don’t know why they learn. I don’t know what they want to learn. I don’t really 

entertain the idea of their take on it. I just want them to reinforce what I believe is 

already true, and that’s why I evaluate, then I think there is definitely a need to 

investigate how I’m reinforcing the hegemony that doesn’t allow students to be 

empowered. So if I’m frustrated at students not producing something, can I look at the 

environment in which they are situated and question how that might contribute to that? 

3) Critical Incident: 3. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Aug-09] 

 

 This conversation with my critical friend 2 occurred after my initial dissertation 

proposal and a conversation with my supervisor. It reflects my struggle to understand my 

own power and agency and how this is reflected in my efforts to allow for the 

empowerment of my students.  

Me: Agency is what it takes in order to assume power. So, to achieve empowerment, 

you have to have agency. You have to feel as though you’re—you have the ability, you 

have the environment, you have the support, you have the safety, in order to take those 

steps to find power.  

4) Critical Incident: 4. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-Jan-13] 

 

 In the following conversation excerpt I am continuing to struggle with the notion 

of curriculum, evaluation, and syllabus development in my classes and where my position 

of authority begins and ends in relation to student input. 

Me:  Or, it’s me saying, okay, let’s see if you can come up with something that I would  

approve of. So no … what they suggest, it still has to meet my approval. Because I’m the 

boss of the class.  
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 As the foregoing critical incidents indicate, my struggle to reconcile my 

experiences with administration, the ability to challenge the status quo, and my often 

unconscious attempts to protect my privileged identity, consumed much of my time 

allotted to logistical preparations for my classes. There is a clear theme of institutional 

fear that I experience, even as a tenured full-time instructor, which inhibits me from 

democratizing my classrooms in ways that Freire (1993) suggests. Paulo Freire (1993), in 

his book Pedagogy of the oppressed states, “education must begin with the solution of the 

teacher-student contradiction, by reconciling the poles of the contradictions so that both 

are simultaneously teachers and students” (p. 53). My issue lies in finding common 

ground where I can help to facilitate socially-just learning in a way that challenges 

inequitable educational practices based on race and gender. What I am coming to 

understand is that rather than searching for a strategy that works for my entire class, I 

must balance the articulated and known needs and the individuality of students while 

constantly looking to the margins to find those who are being missed and needs that have 

yet to be articulated.  

 I find myself reflecting on learning contracts and syllabi in much the same fashion 

as other authors (see, for example, Danielewicz & Elbow, 2009; Shor, 1992; Thelin, 

2005). Constructing a contract or a syllabus that is not encased in top-down rules and 

expectations—one that does not reinforce the banking model of education, politically 

hegemonic representations of knowledge, and one that is not a representation of the 

commodification of education—must be balanced by the need to directly teach concepts 

of racial and gender indoctrination.   



121 

 

 Within my faculty, I am instructed to distribute a syllabus authored solely by the 

teacher within the first week of classes. This is considered the legal contract between 

students and the institution. In Shor’s (2009) critique of neo-liberalist education and 

Stanley Fish’s (2008) notions, the syllabus is considered “the contractual guarantee for 

the professional services the teacher will render in exchange for the tuition that students 

are paying to the college for the course” (Shor, 2009, p. 16). When I am forced by this 

system to compose a unilateral syllabus or contract, I must neglect to consider student 

agency to negotiate and collaborate using their own experience as a basis from which to 

make decisions about their own learning as well as their individuality that is the result of 

multiple identities and social positions. This, coupled with the indoctrination of privilege 

for most of my pupils, creates incredible roadblocks to any alternative teaching practices. 

Counter-hegemonic experiments with this kind of democratic deliberation in the 

classroom are received with incredible backlash from both the student body and 

institutional administration (Ahlquist, 1992; Fobes & Kaufman, 2008; Kornfeld & 

Goodman, 1998). For example, students have registered formal complaints in their course 

evaluations if they did not receive a direct and rigid syllabus that dictates, without 

exception, the course of their learning. The issue then lies in the resistance to anything 

counter to what students believe should be taught. Student complaints are important 

creators of tension as they may be brought up in annual reviews, since course evaluations 

are one of the only methods currently used by my administration for the review of my 

teaching. The goal of critical pedagogy to disrupt knowledge in an attempt to constantly 

be in a state of coming to know sits in constant conflict with the mainstream expectations 

held by my administration and most of my students. The process of disruption and 
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dissatisfaction, and the desire for change, is counter to the outcomes commonly found in 

a traditional syllabus and curricula that can suggest learning has been completed.  

 John Dewey (1938) discusses the concepts of democratic student-centred learning 

environments in his foundational work, Experience and Education, suggesting that 

society and education are managed in ways that often prevent the development of 

freedom and responsibility. In my classes, it seems that the less direction I provide, and 

the more participatory planning I attempt, the more students and administration react by 

demanding the satisfaction of final knowledge or answers. The challenge is finding ways 

of resisting the common notions of the traditional classroom and its hegemonic nature by 

moving away from the desire to learn only that which affirms what is already known. 

This must be in combination with all other efforts I have described thus far that challenge 

the oppressive ideologies that are often reinforced in my classroom. I have come to 

realize that the core of syllabus that embodies critical pedagogy certainly lies in coming 

to terms with my students’ needs to protect their (privileged) identity along with my own 

positioning as an employee who enjoys the security that the institution provides. 

Achieving democratic student-centred learning environments that challenge the common 

systemic inequalities in my classroom and to look beyond what I am teaching and what 

students are learning, is certainly a work in progress. 

 4.2.2.2  Dissonance B - #2: Tokenism and ignorance of minority realities. In the 

1970s, Rosabeth Moss Kanter (1977) researched the concept of tokenism. This concept 

addresses the experience of individuals whose social category is under-represented in 

particular post-segregationist contexts and the negative experiences such as increased 

visibility and social isolation that often resulted. The theory of tokenism has been taken 
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up as one about which teachers are often cautioned. Classroom activities and discussions 

that are not informed by student experience can be fraught with issues, if instructors are 

not aware of the possibilities of performing the act of tokenizing students for the purpose 

of reaching their well-intentioned anti-racial objectives. By asking students from 

particular under-represented categories—such as racial, ethnic, gender, and sexual 

minorities—to speak on behalf of ‘their’ people, it overlooks the individual diversity 

within that community or group as a whole and objectifies the queried individual as a 

stereotype.  Unjustly, it forces students to play the role of educator and informer of all 

that is in question (i.e., Aboriginal, poor, gay or lesbian, female, (dis)-abled, etc.). 

Tokenism requires students of minority status to bear the burdens of oppression, the 

debilitating consequences of structural inequalities, as well as the responsibility for 

educating dominant groups about the workings and experience of oppression (Murphy & 

Ribarsky, 2013). The balance of creating space for students to voice their own experience 

and forcing students into the unrealistic and unjust expectation of being the all-knowing 

representative of their specific social group is a delicate one. The following two critical 

incidents occurred during my data collection phase and provides evidence of such a 

quandary. 

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-08] 

 The following two excerpts of a self-reflection occurred in the early stages of my 

class data collection. I was feeling a considerable amount of tension around intentionally 

embarking on anti-racist education for the first time.  

ME:  And so I looked at Moe and I said, “How do you identify yourself, Moe?”  And he 

said, “I’m an athlete.”  And I said, “Steve, how do you identify yourself?” And Moe 
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laughed and said, “You’re a pretty boy.” And I said to Moe, “I would describe you as a 

black athlete and I bet you most people would describe you as a black athlete, but they 

would only describe Steve as an athlete.” … And then as soon as I said it, I think students 

were taken aback a little bit. I think Moe was taken aback a little bit, but that’s the reality 

of it is that Steve is just an athlete. When you say who is Steve on the team … or who is 

Steve at the university … and you just say he’s an athlete because he’s White. If you say, 

who is Moe, you say, he’s on the basketball team. He’s the black guy … So, that’s the 

identifying features that we see of Moe is that he’s one of the few visible minorities, 

particularly the minority athletes. So his (skin) colour and his race will certainly take 

precedent above whether he’s an athlete or not. It will come first. We are never going to 

say, Steve, he’s that White athlete. Nobody says that.  

 So I felt great tension. I felt great nerves when … I said it, I felt okay about saying 

it and then all of a sudden I second-guessed myself and thought, maybe I shouldn’t single 

Moe out. Maybe I shouldn’t be talking about things like that. Maybe he’s not 

comfortable. So I’m really not sure how to manage; I think I don’t know if I need to speak 

to Moe or if this is something that I have to come to terms with on my own, but I need to 

know what’s ok. I mean I certainly wouldn’t say to someone who didn’t declare 

themselves as gay or lesbian, I certainly wouldn’t say, ‘Well, *Darla is a lesbian, so she 

would be able to answer this’. I mean *Darla has never come out and told me she is a 

lesbian, so I certainly wouldn’t assume that.  

This incident is symptomatic of, and a result of, my deeper ignorance about the dynamics 

of race, as the following piece of data illustrates.  

2) Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-10] 
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Me: So what seems like something that would be so obvious that the information is 

there. I mean, people started discovering this [the notion that race is socially-

constructed, backed by the fact that there is greater genetic variety within races than 

between them] in the 60s and yet, I’m trying to teach about race and this is the first time I 

have actually heard this. And I find this over, absolutely overwhelming. I find it 

emotional that I am so unaware of the fundamental principles behind equality, or I don’t 

know, the just race issues in general. This is where I need to investigate because I feel 

uncomfortable. I feel like I should know more or that I am so naive and I can understand 

why I am so uncomfortable and why I don’t address these issues because I don’t know 

anything about them. And I guess that was partly an excuse to avoid it. Anyway, that’s 

just another revelation. 

 As I look back on these reflections, recorded during the first week of classes in 

the fall of 2012, I detect hesitation. I can hear my desperate attempts to address race as a 

critical part of my curriculum and doing it in a way that is potentially more harmful than 

not covering it at all. Anne Bishop (2002), a Canadian educator on the strategy of being 

an ally to minorities, discusses the potential harm that can result from tokenizing actions 

in the classroom. She states,  

… above all, if a person attempts ally education but does not thoroughly grasp the 

concepts, or demonstrate being an ally in their own actions, or does not have the 

skills to deal with the deep emotions that will be stirred up, oppressive attitudes 

can be solidified and confirmed, or backlash triggered. Those who suffer the most 

from this backfiring of good intentions are those who are most vulnerable in the 
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situation because of their position as the targets of oppression in the first place. (p. 

46) 

 I have had great reservations about my efforts to effectively address issues such as 

race in my classroom, but they are somewhat quelled when I am now able to look back, 

recognize, and understand the flaws of my efforts in 2012.  

 To reach into the new and foreign world of discussing race with my students, is a 

necessary risk if I hope to continue to grow and develop critical awareness. Although I 

did not ask Moe to “tell us what it’s like to be a ‘black’ athlete,” I did place him in a 

spotlight that was not necessary to illuminating the point I was attempting to convey to 

students that day. Race situates people simply by being mentioned or not mentioned 

(Halualani, Fassett, Morrison, & Dodge, 2006). Race could just as easily have been 

delivered as an abstract theory, and students could have been invited to provide specific 

examples. The opportunity would then have been open for Moe to bring forward personal 

experience with race, if he so chose. The key being, that Moe would remain free to 

decide how and when his experiences would be shared with the class. Moe’s experience 

is not mine to own, nor is it mine to use for my own purposes. Teaching classes with a 

high proportion of White students, as is the case with my courses, “provides limited 

opportunities for interaction across race/ethnicity barriers and limit student learning 

experiences with socially and culturally diverse groups” (Hurtado, Dey, & Treviño, 1994, 

¶21). In classes like mine that lack diverse populations, under-represented groups are 

viewed as tokens which provide “heightened visibility of the underrepresented group, 

exaggeration of group differences, and the distortion of images to fit existing stereotypes” 

(Hurtado et al., 1994, ¶21). It is the responsibility of those of us who benefit from 
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systems of oppression to educate ourselves and to make a point of avoiding tokenizing 

practices that exacerbate this problem (Kanter, 1977).  

 As I reflected on the remaining section of this data, about the hypothetical student 

Darla, I can see my disjointed rationale for trying to make sense of something that I was 

not yet positioned to understand. My lack of understanding with regard to race, and skill 

to deal with the emotions concomitant with the process of understanding my own 

racialization, is evident in my attempts to connect my tokenism of Moe with the extreme 

and unconnected example of revealing someone’s sexual orientation in class. It was a 

weak attempt at rationalizing my lack of understanding and experience, and therefore, an 

ineffective attempt at discussing this challenging issue. 

 I also find it interesting that my first response was to seek Moe outside of class to 

discuss the conversation further, not to ensure I addressed his emotional well-being after 

such a loaded class discussion, but to seek some resolution to my own discomfort as is 

commonly felt by novice critical pedagogues (Carter, 2002; Jackson, 1999; Rothschild, 

2002). I remember believing it was an appropriate option to look to him as my source of 

moral approval and emotional equilibrium. I considered having a discussion with Moe to 

seek reassurance that I was not somehow racist and that I was still morally good, rather 

than identifying my own racialized identity and what role that might play. In hindsight, I 

believe such unsuitable attempts at addressing race were unavoidable steps in my journey 

to becoming a more practiced and effective anti-oppressive educator. Having said this, I 

believe it is important in the process of my anti-oppressive teeth-cutting, that I 

acknowledge the shoulders of the students on which I have stood and will continue to 

stand, I am sure. They have and will continue to bear the brunt of my unlearning, 
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learning, and relearning, and I am thrown off balance by the prospect of actually creating 

moments of injustice as I seek to become a more effective anti-oppressive educator. In 

my conclusions, I discuss initial strategies for reducing such incidents. Although they are 

not meant to be an end in and of themselves, they are the necessary first steps to 

becoming more critically aware. These initial steps, along with what Kumashiro (2000) 

calls looking beyond, are informed by my discussion of positioning that follows, in 

exploring this dilemma further.  

 4.2.2.3  Dissonance B - #3: Social positioning. This dissonance and analysis is 

based on an analogy I discovered when discussing what it felt like to be unwelcome in an 

environment because of my own social position. It begins with an experience I had with a 

very elite fitness centre that I eventually stopped patronizing, but did not fully realize 

why until the following recorded discussion and reflection with one of my critical friends 

took place. I came to realize that I ultimately left because of the class-encoded socio-

economic pressures that prevailed there and because of my unwillingness to perform 

gender in ways that were expected in its patriarchal, sexist design. The critical incident 

below goes back and forth between my discovering my own experiences of oppression 

and the parallels that it may have with my role in upholding oppressive systems 

experienced by some of my students. Reflection upon this incident has led me to a new 

understanding that my own multi-layered, often contradictory social positioning is the 

source of much internal conflict in my journey towards critical pedagogy.  

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-May-07] 
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 This conversation with my critical friend 1 occurred as I was coming to 

understand my own oppression as a women, and it reflects my efforts to understand the 

oppression of others in my classes.  

Me:  … If I go to (Gym A) and allow a trainer to mistreat me, what are the 

repercussions of that?  

CF1:  Go to some other gym? 

Me:  So ... [metaphorically] take some other classes? 

CF1:  Or check out and lose motivation. 

Me:  Yeah isn’t that right, eh?  So, yeah, I took my business elsewhere because I didn’t 

want to tolerate the environment that was there. That’s interesting. I didn’t even think of 

that. 

CF1:  But it’s a good analogy because the students ___ 

Me:  But they don’t, that’s the problem; [most] students [don’t see that].  

And you know, who suffers? I do, because I loved [the idea of Gym A] and I [can’t] go 

there anymore. I just quit. And I bet that’s what happens with students [with minority 

status] when they are mistreated in an environment where they don’t feel like they have a 

place or a voice or control or anything—they quit, or they [stop trying], or they fail, they 

don’t succeed. 

Me:  This is like a huge epiphany. 

CF1:  And then they lose out. 

Me:  And then I mean, that’s the same right? I’m [now] going to [Gym B] but I’m not 

liking it. It’s okay, it’s fine. It’s a ... substitute, but what do I really want?  I want to be 

able to go back to [Gym A] and I want to be able to get what I want from it. … The 
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environment is really expensive. I can’t afford it and I don’t fit in with that crowd. 

There’s kind of a bad energy in there for me that I don’t feel like I have agency.  

Me:  Wow, holy smokes. I never would have thought of that. 

CF1:  It came out from the fitness analogy. When the students sign up for a class, it’s 

like they are signing up for a gym. What they get out of signing up out of the gym is 

entirely up to them. The gym provides the equipment. It provides the classes that they can 

participate in. Whether they do or not and to what level is up to them. 

Me:  But it isn’t, though, necessarily up to them. That’s the problem, and this is where I 

think this whole critical pedagogy comes in is that not everybody has the same agency. 

And this is what J [said], absolutely, I get her point. She said ‘how can you possibly use 

this learning theory that talks about individuals taking control of their own education 

when in an environment like [Gym A] I didn’t feel like I could change anything, right? 

And he [the trainer at Gym A] said to me in his [PFO] letter, he said, ‘You know 

what, I don’t need your business. You are too high maintenance.’ He made me feel like I 

wasn’t worth it, like it was all my doing. Made me feel like I can’t go back there because 

the environment felt so hostile. And not overtly hostile, but hostile in ways that made me 

not feel welcome and so why would I go back there?  And that’s such a great analogy so 

that if my way of teaching creates a hostile environment, students will not come back [or 

feel welcome so they might learn]. And because of that, they ______ 

CF1:  Checked out during class. 

Me:  Well, sure and it’s not because they want to. It’s because they have no choice. 

They have no place. They have no voice. They have no value. They have no, and of 

course, what do I do? I perform just like [Trainer at Gym A] did at [gym]; he labels me 
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as high maintenance. He labels me as a pain in the ass, that I’m asking too much or 

troublemaking when I tell him my issue with his sexist crap. He says that he’s got 

hundreds of other women, clients that he has to deal with right?  And what do I do [in my 

classroom?]  Well, if you [students] are not going to put in the effort, then you are not 

going to learn if you don’t take control of your own education. I’m just supplying you 

with the tools [to learn]. Well, that’s what [Trainer at Gym A] was telling me, but he 

wasn’t! He was supplying me with all that, but in a toxic environment—one that made me 

uncomfortable, made me feel objectified and worse. Oh my God! So those are the kind of 

questions I have to ask. What do I do in my [teaching] environment that excludes students 

or makes the environment not welcome for learning? 

2) Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-08] 

 

 This critical incident occurred as I continued to investigate how I took up 

conversational space in my classroom. Here, I am becoming conscious of and exploring 

how I control conversational space based on gender and my internalized tendencies 

towards reinforcing patriarchy in my classroom.  

Me: Because I don’t even think it’s the number of words they say or how often they are 

saying it or how often I’m talking, I think more importantly, it’s how much control are 

they taking of the conversation and what is the content of the conversation. So, I think it 

will come. I think I was a little bit biased towards the male students in my class rather 

than the female, maybe because there is more of them. I don’t know, but I didn’t seem to 

allow the female students in my class as much room to speak. I wonder if it’s because 

they are quieter just in general. They are shy, whereas the boys are not. The male 

students, not the boys.  
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3) Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-05] 

 

 The following critical incident was part of a general reflection that occurred as I 

continued to struggle with power and its role in my social positioning. 

Me: And I think that that’s another part of why I would shy away from some of it. 

Gender is a real easy one for me to get into because I’ve been dealing with it forever—

and I mean feminist theory—and the idea of inequitable treatment because I’m a woman 

is not something new or not something I’m afraid of anymore, of challenging, but social 

class is. I mean, I suppose it has its own challenges, especially when it comes to the idea 

of having to give up my own privilege and I’m not sure of the role of that. But I think the 

point is that I don’t want to give up the power that I have. It’s so difficult. And I don’t 

want to talk openly about certain things. And I don’t want to, you know, it’s all 

challenging. 

 These three incidents illustrate that the deconstruction of one’s teaching practice 

is based on the acknowledgement of positioning and that the politics of position (Smith, 

1993) demand reflection upon the multiple social positions of the researcher (Alderson & 

Morrow, 2004; Kobayashi, 2003; Vanderbeck, 2005).  An important part of this self-

study is to consider the ways in which the various identities of me, as the researcher and 

as the researched, influence and shape my encounters with others, my research process, 

the ways in which I make decisions, and the resulting outcomes of these encounters. One 

of the greatest challenges of engaging in this type of reflective work is avoiding the 

pitfalls of the inherent privilege of the process and ensuring it is done without “a self-

indulgent focus on self” (Kobayashi, 2003, pp. 347-348). It is Kobyashi’s (2003) 

perspective that a self-indulgent focus on self can be avoided by connecting my 
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reflexivity to a wider purpose and social justice agenda. The interesting twist in this 

particular study comes from the fact that I am not setting out to consider the differences 

perceived between the research participants and the researcher, as I am filling both roles 

in this study. The dual roles highlight how multivariate and sometimes conflicting my 

positioning is, in this research journey. 

 The Critical Incident: 3. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-05] above 

illustrates the complexity of how one is positioned as other, and in our attempts to find 

empowerment beyond this oppressive state, we sometimes assume the role of oppressor. 

Freire (1993) provides a clear explanation of this phenomenon in the first chapter of his 

foundational publication, Pedagogy of the oppressed, in which he states, 

… but almost always, during the initial stage of the struggle, the oppressed, 

instead of striving for liberation, tend themselves to become oppressors, or "sub-

oppressors." The very structure of their thought has been conditioned by the 

contradictions of the concrete, existential situation by which they were shaped. 

Their ideal is to be men; but for them, to be men is to be oppressors. This is their 

model of humanity. This phenomenon derives from the fact that the oppressed, at 

a certain moment of their existential experience, adopt an attitude of "adhesion" to 

the oppressor. Under these circumstances they cannot "consider" him sufficiently 

clearly to objectivize him—to discover him "outside" themselves. This does not 

necessarily mean that the oppressed are unaware that they are downtrodden. But 

their perception of themselves as oppressed is impaired by their submersion in the 

reality of oppression. At this level, their perception of themselves as opposites of 

the oppressor does not yet signify engagement in a struggle to overcome the 
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contradictions … [and] the one pole aspires not to liberation, but to identification 

with its opposite pole. (p. 45) 

Until I began this research journey, the concepts of social positioning or self-

identity had never been a concept at the forefront of my consciousness, nor had I 

considered its impact on my professional and personal life. Becoming aware of my 

position in the world and the factors that dictate that position are complex and muddy 

processes. Finding my position provides answers to some questions, yet poses many 

others that I have yet to reconcile. In considering Freire’s insight, I am beginning to see a 

connection between the many intersections of positions I hold that provide privilege, and 

the few that do not. It is not until I become critically aware of the way in which I take up 

my life as it is situated, that I am able to create insightful connections between 

domination and oppression. It is the interplay of domination and oppression in my life 

that contributes to recognition of unjust treatment as I experience it and as I take it up and 

perform it in my own classroom.  

 When I come to understand my own positioning, I am often able to recognize my 

own ‘adhesion’ to my oppressor as a result of the need to function in an inequitable 

workplace. As a female in a professorial role, I do not fit the traditional male image and 

expectations associated with positions in higher education, scholarship, and academia 

(Jacobs, 1996; Ülkü-Steiner, Kurtz-Costes, & Kinlaw, 2000). The result of this gender 

imbalance in my job is very apparent to me. The faculty in which I teach—Kinesiology 

and Health Studies—is traditionally a very male dominated field of study. My personal 

experience as a female instructor takes on a variety of gendered challenges, such as 

students looking to me as a mother figure to nurture and take care of them, and my voice 



135 

 

often going unheard in collective administrative decision-making processes. As well, the 

assumptions made about work-life balance and family care are often not equitable 

compared to my male colleagues.  

 It was not until I read the words of researchers like Freire, and more recently, 

Sensoy and DiAngelo (2012), that I took notice of the significance of being asked to 

perform a role in an environment that exists outside of one’s identity or which attempts to 

shape one’s identity. Recognizing this outsider role in my own life allows for a clearer 

understanding of how the same oppressive patterns that I experience can occur in my own 

classroom when I ask students to perform roles outside of their identities. The 

expectations of my classroom often create a climate in which certain behaviours and 

performances are seen as ‘normal’. Resistance to this ‘normal, everyday curricula’ is felt 

when students who do not ‘fit’ the mould I create, challenge expectations in a variety of 

ways, just as I challenged the moulds at Gym A (see p. 130).  I have noticed my students’ 

resistance through decreased engagement, enthusiasm, and commitment in class; a lack 

of buy-in or support I receive for the material I am presenting; and the level of 

negotiation for different expectations or terms under which students will learn.  The less 

resistance, negotiation, and challenge I receive, the better students generally fare in my 

classrooms, and the more likely I am to believe I have been blessed with a ‘good’ class 

this term. Upon reflection, I note that it has always been my practice to situate the 

responsibility for conforming and learning directly in the lap of my students, as opposed 

to considering the climate I create as the instructor. The injustice of this situation became 

clearer to me when I was able to connect my own situation of discomfort and inability to 

perform in a hostile environment at Gym A or at the faculty administrative (decision-
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making) tables, to the situations experienced by my students in what may very well be a 

hostile climate in my classroom.  

The following critical incidents illustrate my experience with learning to consider 

my students’ social positions. As a further analysis of my evolving teaching will show, 

my early years of practice indicated that I was quite committed to the notion of 

domesticating students, rather than nurturing their critical capacity. Rather than 

attempting to create a democratic, student-centred learning environment, I was prone to 

make what I thought were common sense demands on my students. The following 

excerpts represent my movement away from what was often the harmful delivery of 

partial knowledges and grand narratives.  

4) Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-06] 

 

 The following two critical incidents are taken from reflections that were inspired 

by my task of revising my syllabus to reflect my emerging understanding of critical 

pedagogy.  

Me: (Early) Assignment policies: late work is assigned a grade of zero; don’t ask for 

extensions. Right, spelling errors of any kind will receive a grade of zero, proofread all 

your work. It’s really, really tough language that I think I (had) developed (for my 

syllabus) because I didn’t want to have to listen to any of the students’ issues or I didn’t 

want to have to entertain having to make exceptions to rules. It made my life easier. It 

made, I think, my stance in terms of power easier. My work is law (in my classroom). 

5)  Critical Incident: 5. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-06] 

 

Me: Now, I mean, there have been times when I have actually … I have got some 

incidents … critical incidents in my past where I have had students who have had issues 
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with coming [to class] on time. There’s been things that have stood in the way of their 

ability to make it there exactly on time. I don’t know. I think I have to revisit that. I 

certainly know I have to revisit the working of this (in my syllabus), cellphones and other 

non-essential devices are prohibited, in capital letters, from this classroom. I don’t know 

if that’s tolerant. I don’t think it (is). 

 I remember when I was going through my divorce and I had to make sure that my 

children were safe. It was necessary that I had my phone (with me in my PhD classes). 

There was emotional upheaval and some (very dangerous) things that went on that I 

couldn’t just shut off (my phone) when I went into the classroom. And if I hadn’t been 

able to have my phone on, I probably wouldn’t have shown up to class. So you have to 

really think about what these really directive instructions mean when we are talking 

about different students with different circumstances (and challenges).  

 The foregoing critical incidents have cleared away some of my former, 

hegemonic assumptions about the need for logistical control in teaching and learning. As 

a result, this has made it possible for me to empathetically consider my students’ 

situations as learners, as in the following case: 

6)  Critical Incident: 6. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-08] 

Me: I think that was maybe one of the things that I’m finding is really difficult is that 

there are some students who have needs that are, that don’t make logistics easy, right. 

And I think that’s part of, I think good teaching, is being able to accommodate the certain 

needs of students. I have one student who… he comes in and out of the classroom a bit. 

He’s not disruptive at all when he does it, but he just leaves and he’ll be gone for a little 

while and then he’ll come back. And I’m assuming he’s going to the bathroom, but that’s 
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not for me to question. I think that he needs to, he’s talked about some forms coming from 

the disabilities office, so we’ll see what he has to say. I mean, he has to own this learning 

and if he learns better because he has to leave, then that’s okay. As long as it’s not 

disrupting the class, I don’t think. There was a time when I think I would have gotten 

upset knowing where he was and kind of taking him to task and everything else. So there 

was one thing, significant thing. 

These last three critical incidents (4, 5 & 6) serve to illustrate my journey towards 

understanding my own multi-faceted social positon. It was only through this process that 

I began to more adequately understand the diversity of my students’ social positions. As I 

will further explain in my conclusions, making consistent focused efforts to continually 

come to understand one’s own, as well as one’s students’ complex social positions, is of 

great importance. It is important that I am wary of my tendency to impart single strategies 

that bring about a certain desired effect for all my students, but rather, to be cognizant of 

the unknowability of teaching from a critical perspective.  

 4.2.3  Theme C – Facilitating the development of anti-oppressive thinking. I 

have grown to enthusiastically accept Freire’s argument that banking styles of education 

are oppressive, in that they limit and fragment reality and impose carefully selected 

hegemonic bits of knowledge on to students as a means of turning them into adaptable, 

manageable beings (Freire, 1993). Instead, I am striving to embrace an alternate premise 

that a teacher’s primary responsibility is to nurture independent, critical minds in 

students. However, there is a fundamental dilemma in this argument, which Kincheloe 

(2008b) acknowledges. Just as the act of decoding written text is not a naturalistic 

phenomenon and needs explicit instruction, the act of anti-oppressive thinking is not 
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something students simply learn on their own or by osmosis, without explicit instruction. 

This is especially true in traditional, hegemonic educational settings. The major problem 

posed for critical pedagogues then, is how to nurture anti-oppressive thinking in students 

in a democratically-facilitative manner that respects their independence and unique 

perspectives. I perceive this problem as having various aspects:  

 As a critical pedagogue, how do I make known the basic concepts of 

emancipatory social justice to students, in ways that do not ironically resort to 

methods of banking education?  

 How do I manage the assortment of student perspectives and individual contexts 

that democratic, non-socio-centric teaching requires?   

 How do I encourage students, —who have been domesticated to swallow and 

regurgitate authorized content and who have grown accustomed to gaining high 

grades by doing so—to understand, appreciate, and apply critical social justice 

thinking?  How do I encourage students to lay bare and examine their own 

positioning, when many of these domesticated students are so highly invested in 

protecting their own privileged identity?   

 How do I manage the curricular time pressures to engage in the slow, difficult 

process of helping students to learn to think critically from a social justice 

perspective, when there is a looming burden of established curricular ‘content’ 

that must be addressed?  

 How do I inspire students, who continually expect to be told what to do, to 

embrace the notion that they must use critical analysis on their own lives and to 

uncover what they assume to be true?   
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These are a number of challenges I face when taking up the critical pedagogical teaching 

goal of nurturing independent thinking and critical minds in my students. 

 4.2.3.1  Dissonance C - #1: Review of practice  in curricular development. As I 

have come to better understand the principles of critical theory and associated strategies 

of critical pedagogy intended to enact them, I have taken up the challenge of altering my 

approaches to instruction, learning activities, and assessment in my courses. These 

changes are reflected in data from my evolving syllabi as they evolved from 2004 to 2014 

(and beyond), and associated commentary, which I present below. This evolution reflects 

my attempt to actualize the following critical pedagogical strategies derived primarily 

from Kincheloe (2008b): 

 embracing the role of facilitator of anti-oppressive thinking through generative 

themes that connect with student experience, 

 balancing social justice content delivery with facilitation of independent thinking 

in students, 

 deconstructing academic disciplines as socially-constructed discourses heavily 

influenced by powerful voices, 

 prioritizing the purpose and values of learning over efficiency, and 

 fighting stupidification (Macedo, 1994), nurturing emancipatory literacy and 

contextual understanding that links theory and knowledge to lived experience. 

In the course of my PhD studies, my teaching has been moving away from a 

banking-style of education in which I most certainly reinforced partial knowledges and 

grand narratives around gender and race, that serve to domesticate students as agents of 

oppressive systems, filled them with traditionally authorized sports and recreation 
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knowledge, and trained them in the technical expertise expected of liberal sport and 

recreation functionaries. As will be demonstrated on the following pages by the 

construction of my course syllabus, my efforts have shifted towards a novice critical 

pedagogy that invites students to question the unexamined premises of leisure, sport, and 

recreation, as they exist in our contemporary society. This shift has also been informed by 

the first of Kevin Kumashiro’s (2000) four approaches to anti-oppressive education, 

which are as follows: education for the other, education about the other, education that is 

critical of privileging and othering, and education that changes students and society.  

Syllabus artifacts from the SRS 110 Research in Recreation and Leisure class 

(2004 & 2014), are presented in Table 1 as a demonstration of the resulting tangible 

growth and application of this self-study process. Keeping Kumashiro’s (2000) 

approaches in mind, along with other research supporting directive teaching approaches, 

my attempts to incorporate critical pedagogy into my curriculum include adopting three 

distinct strategies: 1) shifting the emphasis of my course objectives to reflect an anti-

oppressive theoretical lens, 2) altering the content topics to meet revised objectives that 

reflect anti-oppressive content, and 3) altering assignment and assessment expectations to 

reveal student criticality. Along with these strategies are multiple other implicit 

expectations that direct what I anticipate in class for myself and the participation of my 

students. None of these strategies stand in isolation. Each influences and is dependent on 

the others to be effective. For example, a minor tweaking of the verbiage used in the class 

objectives (Critical Incident 1) would be meaningless if both the course content (Critical 

Incident 2) and assignment and assessment strategies (Critical Incident 3) were not 

altered to support the new theoretical lens found in the course objectives. These three 
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critical incidents represent my intentions to encourage student participation in structuring 

their own learning processes with relevance to their own lives and their more critical 

understanding of the historical and political environment. As importantly, when 

delivering any content, I attempt to nurture in them the criticality they need to construct 

what Kumashiro (2000) names as disruptive and difficult knowledges that are not final in 

their construction but an ongoing process of coming to know.  

1) Critical Incident: 1. Shifting the emphasis of my course objectives. The following table 

compares the class objectives from an early iteration of my SRS 110 course to an offering 

at the time of my research data collection. The changes to the course objectives are 

italicized in the 2014 iteration of the class.  

Table 1 

Comparison of Class Objectives 

2004 Class objectives 2014 Class objectives  *changes italicized 

1. To provide an introduction to the 

terms and concepts used in the study of 

recreation and leisure. 

 

2. To investigate the historical 

development of the leisure services. 

 

3. To initiate an understanding of the 

organization and breadth of the 

recreation and leisure services delivery 

system with particular emphasis on the 

role of the professionals in the field. 

 

 

4. To explore future trends and their 

influences on recreation and leisure 

services. 

5. To initiate a preliminary 

understanding of the role of recreation 

and leisure in the lives of individuals. 

 

1. To provide an introduction to the terms 

and concepts used in the study of 

recreation and leisure originating in a 

socially-just environment.  

2. To investigate the historical 

development of the leisure services from a 

critical perspective.  

3. To initiate an understanding of the 

organization and breadth of the recreation 

and leisure services delivery system with 

particular emphasis on notion of diversity 

and critical analysis of recreation.  

 

 

4. To explore future trends and their 

influences on recreation and leisure 

services.  

 

5. To initiate a preliminary understanding 

of the role of recreation and leisure in the 

lives of individuals and students 

themselves.  
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2004 Class objectives 2014 Class objectives  *changes italicized 

 

 

2) Critical Incident: 2. Altering the content topics to meet revised objectives 

 

 As Table 2 illustrates, the course topics for SRS 110 Research in Recreation and 

Leisure also demonstrate this shift in emphasis towards social justice issues that play out 

in the sports and recreation field. In 2004, my course topics were taken from the 

traditional course description and touched only slightly upon recreation issues pertaining 

to special populations who do not fit the profile of the ‘normal’ customer. In 2014, the 

entire set of topics has been shifted to deconstruct recreation as an industry devoted to 

serving mainstream interests to the unjust detriment of persons from many marginalized 

diversities. Although the topics have shifted considerably in my revised syllabus (2014), 

the essence of the content topics from 2004 is still covered, but each concept is delivered 

through each of the new topics. The fundamental difference occurred in a shift of 

perspective and the ways in which I deliver this curriculum. Most notably, it is my 

persistent attempts to bring to light oppressive un/conscious dispositions. These attempts 

are necessary in order to strive to improve the experience of students who are othered. 

The earlier topics (2004) reflect the perspective of the employed deliverer of recreation 

and leisure service without any major emphasis on the diversity of the consumer. The 

2004 curriculum assumes a homogeneous nature of consumers. In the 2004 curriculum, 

the diversity of the clients has essentially been relegated to the realm of null curriculum. 

The 2014 curriculum, by contrast, centralizes the experience of diverse clients which 

allows me to actualize the amended objectives of 2014. 
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Table 2 

 

Comparison of Course Topics 

2004 Topics 

 

2004 Topics 

1.  Foundations of Recreation and 

Leisure 

2.  History of Leisure 

3.  Leisure Behavior 

4.  Programming of Recreational 

Services 

5.  Public Sector 

6.  Commercial Sector 

7.  Outdoor Recreation and Parks 

8.  Travel and Tourism 

9.  Ecotourism 

10. Community Development 

11. Volunteers 

12. Recreation for Special Populations 

13. Leisure and Aging 

14. Therapeutic Recreation 

15. State of the Profession 

1.  Introduction to Critical Perspectives in 

Society 

2. ‘Just’ Research in Leisure 

3.  Power and Oppression in Society 

4.  Diversity in Leisure 

5.  Binaries and Ambiguity 

6.  Women and Leisure 

7.  Masculinity in Rec and Leisure 

8.  LGBT Issues in Rec and Leisure 

9.  Race Privilege and Naming Whiteness 

10. Racialized Leisure 

11. (dis)-Ability and Leisure 

12. Becoming an Ally  

 

  

 

3)  Critical Incident: 3. Altering assignment and assessment expectations 

 In 2004, my assignments and assessments followed a traditional banking style and 

provided little in common with the principles of critical pedagogy, as can be seen in the 

evaluation structure below. All students, without exception, were asked to write both 

examinations and complete all components of the term project in order to achieve a 

passing grade. 

1. Midterm Exam (October 17th – in class)  25% 

2. Term Project (November 21st)   35% 

3. Final Exam (December 10th)   40% 
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The evaluation structure I provided above was focused on students’ abilities to memorize 

presented standard content for reproduction on tests (65% of their total mark). Tests were 

made up of multiple-choice questions and definitions taken directly from lectures and 

textbooks supplied in the class. Students were also asked to produce a technocratic 

project that demonstrates their developing skill as a potential recreational practitioner in a 

mainstream setting (35%).   

 In 2014, my assignments and assessments have altered considerably. The 

following are excerpts from my 2014 syllabus for SRS 110 Research in Recreation and 

Leisure offered to students. In comparison, the new assessment strategies allow room for 

student knowledge and experience as valuable means of demonstrating learning. The tone 

of my syllabi has changed considerably, providing means by which to learn together and 

succeed, as opposed to my previous tendency to believe it was an individual student’s 

responsibility alone, to learn. The way in which I evaluate students has shifted from 

expecting students to produce final knowledge or the answer to something less-knowable 

and disrupts what is often overlooked.  

1. Discussion Forums (30%) 

 Discussion forums will form a significant part of your activity and assessment in 

this course. There will be three forums, worth ten marks each. Each forum will last two 

weeks and I encourage the following: 

 To prepare for these forums, thoroughly study the assigned unit readings, for 

which I will provide guided study questions.  

 Consider these questions in advance of tackling the readings and keep them in 

mind as you study.  
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 I will then compose an additional question that reflects and integrates the module 

as a whole, and I will post it as a discussion prompt for you to reply to in the 

module forum. 

 It is expected that you will comment on the question at hand and participate in a 

respectful dialogue in order to facilitate a better understanding of the material for yourself 

and your classmates. A cumulative mark for your forum postings will be assigned at the 

end of the term.  

2. Quizzes on Readings (20%) 

 In each unit, there will be required readings. To assess your comprehension of 

these readings, there will be four online quizzes. These quizzes will be designed to assess 

how well you have comprehended the important concepts developed therein. 

3. Artifact Analysis (20%)  

 Throughout the course, four artifacts will be posted on UR Courses. These 

artifacts may come in the form of a picture, video, quote, or some other facsimile. You 

will post, in the associated artifact forum, a reaction to this artifact as it relates to the 

content we have covered in the course to date. These reactions are expected to be 

between 250 and 500 words in length. Please see artifact due dates in the course calendar.  

4. Final Reflective Project (30%) 

 A variety of take-home questions will be provided at the end of the term for the 

purpose of demonstrating your integrated cumulative knowledge and ability to critically 

analyze your own learning throughout the course. Check the course calendar for 

assignment due dates. 
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 The evaluation structure I have outlined above indicates that my instructional 

strategies have shifted in the following ways, which can be seen in Table 3. 

Table 3 

 

Comparison of Strategies 

2004 Strategies 2014 Strategies 

Lecturing to ’bank’ in my students 

a standard canon of authorized 

professional knowledge 

 

 

 

 

Testing my students on their 

retention of banked information 

 

 

Posing problems for my students by introducing 

them to critical theoretical literature in sport and 

recreation that speaks from a social justice 

perspective and challenges them to reconsider 

their internalized hegemonic beliefs about these 

concepts 

Facilitating structured discussions amongst my 

students so that they may have the opportunity to 

express and exchange their individual experience 

as they relate to sport and recreation concepts 

and contemporary practices 

Requiring my students to 

demonstrate competence in the 

mechanical and technical jobs 

skills demanded of the employers 

by the sport and recreation 

marketplace 

Requiring my students to become reflective 

critical thinkers whose mental habit is to 

integrate diverse concepts and critically analyze 

their pertinence to their own social positions 

 

As a result of my research process, I continue to build on my courses with the following 

principles in mind: 

 offer my students an alternative context of meaning within which they can 

critically analyze the social constructs of sport, recreation, and leisure as it is 

offered up in society today; 

 offer alternative explanations to things like the role of race, gender, and social 

class in athletics vs. sport ownership, cultural differences in leisure pursuits, and 

inequitable opportunity in sport, recreation, and leisure that could be remedied by 

promoting a more social order;  



148 

 

 explain to students that the way we understand sport and recreation is incomplete 

due to the hegemonic assumptions we make; and 

 assist students in identifying and declaring the social changes they want to bring 

about through sport, recreation, and leisure as health promotion professionals. 

As I reflect on the effects of these changes to my teaching, I understand that 

instruction within a critical pedagogy framework is not a simple or formulaic technology, 

but is a highly complex action of consistently altering and questioning practices that reify 

stereotypes. Beyond disallowing harmful words and actions, my students need to develop 

a critical awareness of oppressive ideologies and work to alter those within their own 

lives. I can still see many places for improvement and further reflection that will be 

necessary for every future course offering.  

At all times, I have felt a tension between two conflicting notions of practicing 

dialogic pedagogy by demanding that students generate their own themes for learning 

and view themselves as critical agents shaping their own education (Shor, 1992), or the 

essential strategy of direct teaching of anti-oppressive content. In a dialogic pedagogical 

approach, students would bring knowledge, issues, and real-life content from their own 

lives to be studied critically. This always brings with it the risk of students reinforcing 

their own indoctrinated perceptions of society. To mediate that, I understand my role as 

functioning to temper these tendencies by controlling the classroom environment and 

approving student-selected content. The following critical incidents serve to illustrate this 

tension.  
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4)  Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Jan-11]  

 

 The following critical incident explores my struggle to balance the delivery of 

critical theory and content with democratic classroom approaches.  

Me: So, I think that we are coming to a better understanding of the role that critical 

theory plays in pedagogy. I don’t think it’s about teaching about gender equity or 

teaching about race theory or teaching about social class or oppression. I think it’s 

deeper than that. I think that’s content. I think, again, process is what gets lost. It’s easy 

to look superficially at how do I teach critical theory as opposed to how do I live critical 

theory. How do I practice?  That was the one thing that I have been reading is that 

critical theory doesn’t happen in theory alone, but it has to happen within practice. And I 

think that’s the point … as I was trying to in one of my classes … just superimpose 

critical theory ideas into my already present curriculum—so look at it from some 

different vantage points. But that’s not a way to teach critically. 

5) Critical Incident: 5. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-19] 

 

 In this critical incident, I am struggling with my perception of student resistance 

to the direct delivery of critical pedagogical theory and content on the dimensions of 

White privilege, race, gender, etc.  

Me: And the push back is, I mean it’s pretty remarkable and I think I have to be very 

careful with my students in this class that I’m not trying to instigate an agenda. I think 

that as much as I am understanding that education isn’t neutral, I certainly l have to be 

careful what I … how I present … the idea of critical consciousness as a teacher because 

I think you can go so overboard that it becomes an agenda as opposed to a place where 

you know—like pedagogy calls for—a place for students to self-identify their own 



150 

 

marginalization and situations and experiences and to share those only when they feel it 

is beneficial for them, not because they are called upon to do so to fulfill my job as a 

teacher of critical pedagogy. 

 In the next two critical incidents—after the SRS 110 course in which I collected 

my data was completed—I continue to grapple with the logistics of enacting critical 

pedagogy. 

6) Critical Incident: 6. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Jan-11]  

 In this critical incident, I am coming to understand what it means to deconstruct 

the process of learning.  

Me: I don’t know that I’ve actually … in an undergrad class … participated in any 

kind of critical teaching, which is exciting in a way, but it’s really quite nerve-wracking 

because logistically, I don’t know how to go about this. What I’m getting from my 

readings is that it’s about creating a true democracy in your class so that students can 

get away from believing everything that the all-knowing teacher at the front would say, 

and therefore, having to take some ownership or some legitimate interest in the process 

of learning anti-oppressive curriculum. And I guess that’s the whole point, right?  It’s 

about the process of learning, not only about what you learn but about how you learn, 

how you think, and recognizing ways of thinking and teaching students to do that. And 

then I question, am I able to do that?   

7) Critical Incident: 7. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-May-09] 

 In this critical incident, I am struggling to come to terms with my role in my 

students’ ownership of their own learning.  
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Me: So this is day three. And you know, I don’t think I have ever had students who are 

as engaged as these ones. Things seem to be going really well in the class. We are talking 

about, I think, things that are really essential to them. And I think they are identifying 

with that. They are happy to be there. They are all engaged. I’m having some real 

rapport with all of them, but I am trying to give them the opportunity to take ownership of 

their learning. I’m trying to challenge them in terms of discussions about how classrooms 

are set up, how businesses are set up, just how, I’m trying to introduce the idea of 

questioning the way power works in situations. Kincheloe stuff, actually. And I think 

there was an interesting point here that was made in one of his chapters in his critical 

reader. It was the idea of understanding the systematic forces that contribute to student 

disempowerment, in order to bring students to see and understand these forces as well.  

 So, I think that perhaps I’m a systematic force that contributes to student 

disempowerment. That’s an interesting thought. And I think I had it because I feel like 

I’m too involved in their learning. I’m too worried about letting go of control of their 

learning. In other words, I have to make sure that they learn the right things and those 

right things could be questionable, in terms of content and where that was established. I 

mean, at some point, I think this is about respecting all students in a way that allows 

them to control their own learning and that’s, I mean, it’s not unlike how I parent my 

kids. 

Any tensions found in my data, echo the concepts presented in the literature on 

critical pedagogy and anti-oppressive education, which centre on imperatives such as 

instructing students in the critically examined principles and complex intellectual skills 

that support critical pedagogy and the necessity of democratizing their learning. 
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Continuous cycles of thoughtful experimental approaches, followed by reflection on 

learning outcomes and impacts on students, will be an endless necessity as I continue my 

journey with critical pedagogy and anti-oppressive teaching. Regardless of where my 

teaching strategies fall on this critical continuum, there will always be resounding 

questions surrounding the taken-for-granted notions of my curriculum. For me, the 

essential challenge of critical pedagogy must always be to question how my teaching 

serves to protect my own privileged identity and what I and my students see as common 

sense. Ultimately, my goal in teaching must be to seek education that changes students 

and society but that will only be possible if I, myself, strive for the necessary 

accountability and awareness this involves.  

4.2.4  Theme D – Change-seeking. As Kincheloe (2008b) pointedly and 

repeatedly states, critical pedagogy is a political act. Therefore, to become an authentic 

critical pedagogue, I must activate my critical spirit, cultivate my discontent with the 

social injustices I see around me, and continually act upon those social injustices through 

my professional practice  As a critical pedagogue, I must continually inspect the unjust 

systems and my role in them which, when perpetuated and left unchallenged, provide 

further advantage to me and disadvantage to some of my students. According to 

Kincheloe’s (2008b) framework, as a teacher I must seek to create the conditions to 

emancipate my students from the controlling powers and ideas that threaten constantly to 

stupidify them. As a faculty member at a university, I must be an activist for social justice 

on campus and in the community at large. To do all of this, I must be able to envision a 

better reality as attainable, to be able to imagine immanent possibilities (Giroux, 1997; 

Habermas, 1989; Freire, 1993). Armed with a hopeful vision, I must consistently engage 
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in what Freire calls liberatory action, which is to strive to move my own thinking, along 

with my teaching and my students’ learning, from states of naive consciousness to states 

of critical consciousness that engage with actual social injustices in our immediate 

environment (Friere, 1993).  

 I can no longer teach in a vacuum, walled garden, or ivory tower. As suggested by 

Aronowitz (2008), I must seek to apply critical theory to practical problems by 

purposefully connecting my curricula and professional activities to power issues of 

immediate and real relevance. I must continually work towards a more complete 

understanding of my own positioning and privilege before I can work as an ally beside 

those I see around me to be currently suffering from oppression and exploitation 

(McLaren, 2003. As many critical theorists including Freire (2003) point out, this will 

require a significant ongoing commitment to making the world a more socially-just place 

as well as continuing to recognize myself as implicit in the social forces that create 

climates of obstacles for students of oppressed groups. 

 Freire’s concept of practice is central to the vision of a socially-just world. It is 

not enough just to think critically about social justice in education, nor is it enough to 

simply be an activist against oppression, or sufficient to view social justice activism as a 

thing that needs to be done, and done with, and then set aside. Instead, action and 

reflection in pedagogy must relentlessly act together upon one another in a cyclical 

manner reminiscent of Senge’s principle of the learning organization (Senge, 1990). I 

must critically observe, analyze, and reflect upon my own identity as it relates to the 

surrounding social reality and then act to transform it through action. I must then engage 

in further critical reflection, which then leads to yet more emancipatory action. In other 



154 

 

words, as I endeavour to join the efforts of critical pedagogues, I must see myself as one 

of those “beings in the process of becoming—as unfinished, uncompleted beings in and 

with a likewise unfinished reality” (Freire, 2003, p. 66). Below, I cite examples of 

tensions that I have lived in this ongoing struggle to work towards a more socially-just 

practice. 

 4.2.4.1  Dissonance D - #1: Intrapersonal change. The following two critical 

incidents came from a time when I had completed my data collection and was beginning 

to engage in the analysis and write up of this research. They are interesting revelations of 

the tensions I have experienced as I travel on the life-long journey to seek, and root out, 

the hidden investments I have in existing structures that benefit me, but yet, perpetuate 

injustice. 

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Feb-22] 

The following critical incident highlights my motivation for undertaking this 

research. 

Me: [Ultimately, I want my research question to be] an excavation of my own teaching 

practices: why I do the things I do, why I resort to the means I do, and how I can 

challenge those. 

2) Critical Incident: 2. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Feb-07] 

This next critical incident was very important in highlighting how I was coming 

to understand the social construction of myself as a teacher.  

Me: And I think I really want to look at this one statement that I wrote down which 

was: What’s the influence of my positioning in relation to my students and my teaching 

practice?  So I really want to investigate my positioning. That’s a term that I think I need 

to investigate a little bit more—positioning—the idea of where do I sit.  
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 The following four critical incidents are general reflections on my coming to 

understand the intellectual humility demanded of critical pedagogues. These reflections 

are all inspired by my unsuccessful attempts to ‘get it’, rather than participating in the 

ongoing process of learning. 

3) Critical Incident: 3. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Aug-29] 

 This next critical incident illuminates how I am coming to understand critical 

theory in practice.  

Me: I think the attainment of social justice, trying to work towards social justice, I 

think that’s the whole point about social justice is you never … you never really get there. 

4) Critical Incident: 4. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

 Again, this critical incident is evidence of my process of deconstruction of my 

own social position and the power that is associated with that position.  

Me: Because I don’t think there is ever a time when you get it. It’s just this constant 

negotiation of fighting against what I automatically default—or I’m socialized to 

believe—to a place where I can understand that this is a constant evolution to try and 

come to grips with the idea that I don’t hold any of the power. It’s such a … I find … such 

an automatic default to believe that I have power and that I can decide how my research 

is going to go, how my teaching is going to go,  how my … rather than admitting that I 

don’t have any power in this situation and that I don’t understand it and that there is no 

way of understanding it completely. There is no way of coming to a goal or having 

something measureable that I have to just investigate this process of my own 

socialization.  
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5) Critical Incident: 5. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

 The following critical incident highlights my budding understandings and 

constant struggles with power and humility.  

Me: Yeah, that’s a big learning curve for me. I’m still struggling with it. I will 

continue to struggle with it. And that’s the other part is … I wonder if maybe trying to 

fight the notion that I will always struggle with it … that I won’t get it, so to speak. That I 

won’t be able to say, “I get that,” because maybe I’ll never get it. And that’s a horrible, 

scary place to be. To think that after all this work, it’s going to be a constant place of 

humility where I’m not going to ‘get it’ completely. I mean, this is what I’ve always tried 

to prove to myself. And I’m obviously hitting on something really important because I’m 

very emotional about it. I think I have always tried to convince myself and others that ‘I 

get it’. Because I have always believed I’ve never been capable of getting it, whatever it 

is. Maybe because the systems are set up where it’s not possible.  

6) Critical Incident: 6. [critical reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

 This critical incident is further evidence of my coming to understand my motives 

for some of my actions and decisions.  

Me: You know, this idea of trying to … this internalized dominance that’s constant. If I 

continue to try to convince myself that I am whatever constitutes a good person in my 

socialized environment, then it’s a losing battle and I don’t think I want to identify with a 

losing battle.  

 As I write this, and reflect on my research journey, I remember wanting to 

reassure others, and ultimately myself, that ‘I get it’ and that I was capable of 

understanding concepts that were unattainable to me at that time. To admit that I did not 

understand the principles of anti-oppressive education and social justice work, was to 
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admit that perhaps I was a contributor to the unjust systems I was endeavouring to fight 

against. Not admitting my ignorance was a blind effort on my part to maintain what I 

believed was a position of power, when in fact, it was a very telling indicator that I had 

much critical reflection and work to do. The de-investment in my own privileged identity 

that is absolutely pivotal to my work towards a more socially-just practice was a foreign 

concept to me for most of this self-study. The foregoing excerpts of data, I take as 

examples of my coming to understand, and of my goal to continuously be in a place of 

coming to understand rather than looking to achieve an unrealistic and counterproductive 

goal of ‘getting it’.  

 4.2.4.2  Dissonance D - #2: Altered instructional approaches. Critical pedagogy 

requires us to radically alter the structures of our classroom culture, instruction, and 

assessments. The following pieces of data reveal the fears and reservations I have when I 

contemplate radically altering my classrooms away from the institutional norms.  

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 2 conversation: 2012-Aug-09] 

 

 The following critical incident that arose in a conversation with my critical friend 

2 was inspired by the risks inherent in radically revising my syllabus to reflect the 

concepts of critical pedagogy. 

Me:  I’m going to look at it now. But [it’s] the idea that you’re going to irritate … 

irritating, I think … It’s irritating discussions. So, what discussions do we have in a 

classroom that irritates the status quo?  So, is everything comfortable in the classroom?  

Do we just … or do we scratch at places that maybe address, “I don’t know if I want to 

talk about that.” The thing about critical pedagogy says that you have to question the 

structures that we’re teaching here. Right?  And so, if I say to them, “I don’t believe in 
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traditional tests; I think evaluation by traditional grading methods are flawed,” the 

students will fall off their chairs. Well, then they all want 90s. 

CF2:  Well, “How are you going to tell if we’re going to do good or not?” 

Me:  I don’t know. I’ve tried this. I’ve tried all these different ways of evaluation and 

everything else, but how do you get students to talk about that, to say, “What says we 

have to do it the way the institution says?  What says that … like who’s decided that we 

have to do a mid-term, a paper, and a final?  Where’s  that come from?” 

CF2:  How do we make this into a learning experience that you take forward, that’s 

useful, that you want to participate in, that you feel included and engaged and safe to talk 

about stuff? That’s, to me, a socially-just classroom. 

 A constant and seemingly unavoidable default I encounter in many of my 

experiences is my need for definitive absolutes. Yet, having answers to critical 

pedagogical questions would mean denying or ignoring much of what anti-oppressive 

education is based on. Consistently seeking the formula or the answers for how to ‘do’ 

critical pedagogy, demonstrates the fears associated with making mistakes and the forms 

of my own self-deception. It seems to reflect and reinforce unwillingness on my part to 

take the risks and do the work necessary to develop as an anti-oppressive educator. 

Critical researcher Deborah Britzman (2003) reinforces the importance of challenging 

repressed notions of teaching, consistently making mistakes, challenging systems and 

relationships, and consistently confronting the contradictions and the tensions we face as 

teachers. As critical pedagogy theory puts forth, a constant effort is required to push back 

boundaries and test waters that irritate taken-for-granted teaching practices, which serve 

to privilege some students over others. My own self-investment that accompany my 



159 

 

efforts to work towards a more just classroom will need, on a consistent basis, to be 

massaged and reviewed in light of critical pedagogy and anti-oppressive teaching 

literature.  

 4.2.4.3  Dissonance D - #3: Challenging instructional structures. The following 

discussion with a critical friend resulted in the next critical incident where I explore my 

place as a teacher within the institution.  

1) Critical Incident: 1. [critical friend 1 conversation: 2012-Sept-12] 

 

The following critical incident is a conversation that highlights my early efforts to 

understand the function and purpose behind a hidden curriculum.  

Me:  I’m not sure how exactly I’m going to use that piece, but I would use pieces like 

that. I would use something like my teaching philosophy and the process by which I 

created that. That was … I wanted a job. So I wrote it the way I needed it … The 

evaluation process. How am I evaluated, and how does that impact how I teach?  What 

about the idea of: “Who are my students to begin with?  Who’s coming in?”  Right. “Do 

I even have the opportunity to teach all bodies?”  And there’s—I mean there’s 

gatekeeping processes that are so obvious in our faculty … Exactly, exactly. How do we 

get evaluated?  On what we produced?  You know. It’s all about production in North 

America … All about production. 

CF1:  Yep. And it is about how we teach, too. 

Me:  Absolutely. 

CF1:  How many papers are you going to do?  How did you do on your test? Here’s 

your grade. Way to go. So, teaching—learning for learning’s sake is not  

Me:  Valued at all. 



160 

 

CF1:  Well, it’s not possible, not in that system. 

Me:  And not when—when we look at early universities, it was all about just going 

there and thinking—and learning and thinking. And it wasn’t about grades and preparing 

you for the workforce. Which is what it is now. 

CF1:  Well, it sure is now. 

Me:  It absolutely is. And they talk about it. They talk about the conundrum. Like that’s 

been an ongoing conflict. 

CF1:  Yeah, a liberal arts degree and the idea that we have to have measurable 

competencies. 

Me:  Yeah. And even now, looking—like when I did the health studies degree, that I 

went and surveyed the market. 

CF1:  Yeah. What do you guys want from our graduates? 

Me:  What are the – yeah. What are the – what’s the knowledge, what’s the skill set, 

what’s the experience that you need our graduates to have to –  

CF1:  Yeah. 

Me:  I mean if that’s not preparing for the work market – 

CF1:  It’s teaching to the final. 

2) Critical Incident: 2. [crucial reflection (audio): 2012-Sept-21] 

 In this next incident, I self-reflect on the life-altering implications of questioning 

the system. 

Me:  Is it, if I’m going to be a critical pedagogue, if that’s going to be what my identity 

is, then I think I need to really question, get students to start questioning the system. I 

have to question it myself. So how do we deliver sport, and who does that serve, and who 



161 

 

is left out?  And what do we need to do to be able to, and is it more than question it?  Do 

we have to try to change the system in order to try and be critical theorists?  I think that’s 

what the intent is. And so that was the thing is, I was just wondering about these one-offs.  

An underlying theme, which I detect in these foregoing discussions about the 

imperative of institutional change-seeking, is fear. This prevalent fear brings to mind two 

trains of thought. Firstly, is the notion of internalized oppression, which I submit is an 

artifact of my life, lived largely within hegemonic patriarchal forces? In work by Baker-

Miller (1976), the study of relationships marked by differences in power and privilege 

highlights the dialectic between domination and subordination. The concept of 

internalized dominance that grew from this research is now widely used (see, for 

example, Goodman, 2001; Griffin, 1997; Hardiman & Jackson, 1997; Hitchcock, 2002; 

Pheterson, 1990). Internalized dominance can be defined as the way in which a dominant 

group espouses a superior status as normal and even deserved. The converse and 

necessary opposing element of this equation is that of internalized oppression, which is 

used to explain the experience of those who are members of a subordinated, 

marginalized, or minority group (see, for example, Freire, 1974; McLaren, 1998; Tatum, 

1997; Young, 1990). Internalized oppression describes those who “are powerless and 

often victimized, intentionally and unintentionally, by members of dominant groups and 

those who have adopted the dominant group’s ideology and accepted their subordinate 

status as deserved, natural and inevitable” (Griffin, 1997, p. 76.).  

Secondly, in my attempt to understand my fear of change-seeking, I come back to 

consider my own state of privilege. When I experience this fear in the form of resistance, 

I must continuously ask the necessary questions around how this change could alter the 



162 

 

perception I have of myself and my own beliefs. I need to unpack the factors that 

confound my efforts to “be both committed to insights gained from transformative 

learning and at the same time open to learning more when (my) self-identity is at stake” 

(EACCW, 2005, p. 3).  

When I attempt to challenge educational structures, I experience resistance from 

students, the institution and administrators, university policy, and my own need to protect 

my self-identity. This constant resistance is a powerful force that impedes my critical 

pedagogical efforts to challenge socially-unjust structures that circumscribe teaching and 

learning. Whether I experience this resistance because of my gender, or my race, I am 

impervious to looking at my own role in reifying oppressive practices. This persistent 

resistance affects my teaching practice and diminishes my sense of agency and growth as 

a critical pedagogue. However, I have found that the sense of agency I experience when I 

do actively engage in social justice work serves as a source of energy to counter the 

often-presented resistance. In the next chapters on Significance, Limitations, and 

Conclusions, I explore various means by which I may enact critical pedagogy in 

constructive ways that overcome this resistance and counteract my internalized 

oppression. 
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CHAPTER FIVE:  Significance, Limitations, and Conclusions 

 My research has explored, in depth, my coming to understand how tensions in my 

teaching illustrate the systemic challenges of race and gender that I face as I work 

towards a more socially-just teaching practice.  This work has served to guide my growth 

toward a more socially-just professional practice. This concluding chapter discusses the 

significance of this research, the ways in which it is limited, along with concluding 

thoughts that attempt to summarize a journey that will never be complete.  

5.1  Significance 

 There has been noteworthy research taken up by those investigating the role of 

critical pedagogy in public schooling systems (see, for example, Apple & Gandin, 2011; 

Britzman, 2003; Darder, 2012; Giroux, 1983; Kanpol, 2002; Kincheloe, 2008b; McLaren, 

2003; Mezirow & Taylor, 2011).  Researchers have shifted this focus to include higher 

education in hopes of generating “the required social and political change” (McArthur, 

2010, p. 302). Critical pedagogues hope to “foster public spaces, in which learning within 

schools and higher education is not artificially separated from society but rather engages 

with the broader society, in a creative and transformative dialectic” (McArthur, 2010, p. 

302).   

Self-study of critical pedagogical practice is not a field that has been commonly taken 

up outside teacher education. The intention of this study was to advance the method of 

self-study beyond the traditional areas, and more specifically, into a post-secondary 

environment outside of teacher education. I have accomplished this by doing the 

following throughout my self-study:  
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 provided an example of research that can bridge the gap between the practice of 

teaching in a university institution and the theoretical space of critical pedagogy 

research;  

 contributed original research aimed at attaining a greater understanding of my 

teaching by examining my professional practices through a critical pedagogical 

lens;  

 helped to the promote and improve dialogue, creativity, and scholarship of 

teaching by contributing to the repeated action and reflection of self-study—in 

this particular instance through a post-secondary setting (LaBoskey, 2004b);   

 responded to Boyer’s (1990) call for a more integrated and holistic understanding 

of teaching and research by academics of their own practice;  

 supported the notion of the scholarship of teaching as public, as an object of 

critical review, and that which is intended for evaluation by members of the 

pedagogy research community (Shulman, 1999);  

 provided examples of self-reflection on moments of dissonance in teaching which 

serve to uncover the sources of unconscious ideologies that contribute to the 

oppressive ‘common sense’ teaching practices that marginalize students on the 

basis of race, gender, orientation, ability, etc.; 

 provided, by example, ways of incorporating more inclusive teaching/learning 

strategies and approaches for students; and 

 provided further questions to consider throughout the study when taking up this 

type of research in the pursuit of a more socially-just teaching practice. 
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 My own awareness of critical pedagogy has increased in this process, bringing 

clarity to my thinking about the opportunities and challenges of critical pedagogical 

practice within a post-secondary institution.  This research has led to the improvement in 

my understanding of theory and implications of anti-oppressive teaching. I have become 

empowered through this self-study. This process of empowerment has enabled me to take 

up leadership roles that resist traditional forces in my institution. These leadership efforts 

serve to resist unjust practices. This research study has led me to continually review my 

own social position and how that positioning both contributes to and challenges the 

hegemonic practices found in my teaching, as well as in my personal life.  

As Pinnegar and Hamilton (2009) point out, there has been much resistance towards 

self-study as a legitimate scholarship because of its postmodern perspective, which 

generates uncertainty.  However, researchers such as LaBoskey (2004a, 2004b), 

Loughran (2007), and Schuck & Russel (2005), “attempt to embrace that uncertainty and 

reject calls for validity and reliability as they are traditionally known” (Pinnegar & 

Hamilton, 2009, p. 235). I have come to recognize that self-study as formal research is 

under-represented by faculty members who teach and research outside of teacher 

education in post-secondary settings.  

5.2  Limitations 

 As is the case with every research study, there were a number of constraints and 

factors to this self-study that I need to make mention of. Understanding what I now 

know, it would be fascinating to travel back to the commencement of this project and 

begin anew but, as Regan (2013) suggests, we must always begin from where we are 

rather than where we want to be. I believe the greatest limitation to this study is time and 

space. Research for my self-study brought with it the extremely difficult—if not 
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impossible—task of capturing into a limited word count what truly equates to 

transformative learning in an academic effort such as this. My research process was the 

experience of coming to know myself without truly understanding what that would mean 

until it unfolded. It is an ongoing and continuous process. Studying self as research from 

a critical perspective does not allow for a traditional conclusion to this project. This 

project will continue as long as I am willing to live in the new reality that this work has 

afforded me. This research project morphed and changed as I grew in my new 

understandings of who I am in relation to a political, historical, and social context that 

was previously unknown to me. I spent much time and effort throughout this self-study 

resisting the inevitable goal of critically deconstructing my own identity. This is evident 

in a number of ways.  

 Firstly, was my selection of critical friends. I believe in my efforts to protect my 

identity, I un/consciously ignored what is unknowable and uncontrollable. Although I 

was able to find input from additional individuals who had already travelled a similar 

critical path of self-discovery, the two specific critical friends I selected in my data 

collection phase had not yet experienced their own critical self-discovery. The lack of 

their own critical pedagogical self-reflection often resulted in an echo chamber of ideas 

between us as we navigated our discussion, which made it challenging to see that which 

is often hidden.  

 Secondly, was my limited ability—early in this process—to understand how best 

to gather data that would show my growth. I attempted to create a data collection guide 

very early on in my research process that I did not find as useful, informative, or as 

appropriate as I did other instruments such as my audio recordings and field notes. The 
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process and skills necessary to understand how to look for hidden ways of knowing, and 

habits of mind, takes time and experience. It was a foundational component of this 

research that I am still in the process of learning.  

 Thirdly, and most significantly, are the limitations that are unavoidably found 

specifically in any studies of one’s own Whiteness. It is imperative to acknowledge that 

this type of race work has been undertaken formally and informally for decades by 

Indigenous people and people of colour. Initial efforts to research race were originated by 

W.E.B. Du Bois in his work discussing the world from a minority vantage point and its 

relation to dominant White culture (Zuckerman, 2004). It is not until recently that Whites, 

like me, have taken up the study of their own race by appropriating and repeating what 

has, in fact, been an already established area of scholarship.  

 Many well-intentioned researchers and educators, like myself, believe that if only 

White people can come to understand the construction and consistent production of their 

Whiteness, they will make efforts to amend their behaviour in a more just manner. 

However, Whiteness Studies by Whites for other Whites “run the likelihood of being 

insular and narcissistic” (Leonardo, 2013, p. 86).  The concentration on Whiteness 

redirects the focus away from minority studies (the margins) and back to a centralized 

place of Whiteness (the centre).  

 Another limitation facing Whites doing this kind of self-study of their own race is 

the ironic challenge of a privileged group doing work to dissolve its own power and 

advantages. This inevitably brings into question the argument of Bell (1980) who 

discusses interest convergence.  This is to say, that I most likely only do this work if it 

somehow serves my own best interest—as in being seen as less racist or bowing to 
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political pressures. If people of colour or Indigenous populations benefit from these 

studies, it may only be as an afterthought or subsequent effect of self-indulgent efforts 

that rewards my Whiteness. This problematic practice of Whiteness that is predicated on 

maintaining the priority of White interests must be acknowledged if the hope is to be 

successful in Whiteness Studies.  

 The efforts of Whites making sense of race and their own racialization often falls 

prey to a process of essentializing Whiteness. This is an attempt to “purge its oppressive 

dimensions while affirming its progressive moments” (Leonardo, 2013, p. 87).  I see my 

own self-interest highlighted on a consistent basis in the conversations I consider in my 

study and beyond. According to Lopez (2006), this desire for a positive portrayal of 

Whiteness does not account for the historical story of Whiteness as already something 

that is always pure and good. This then begs the question of whether it is indeed possible 

to understand or take up anything beyond the cultural ties that come with being White. To 

understand the construction and maintenance of Whiteness, it is necessary to understand 

that colonialization and racism are unavoidable parts of this construction.  

 In efforts to reconstruct Whiteness, it has been stated that “cultural practices that 

are considered to be White need to be seen as congruent, historically produced, and 

transformable” (Kincheloe, Steinberg, Rodriguez, & Chennault, 1998, p. 65). Kincheloe 

et al., (1998) go on to say that “White culture is not monolithic, and its borders must be 

understood as malleable and porous” (p. 65).  Ergo, Whiteness is many things at once—

slippery and ever-changing.  

 The irony of a self-study of one’s own Whiteness is further complicated by the 

notion that focusing on Whiteness by moving away from a concentration on minorities 
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re-centres Whiteness. And, to study one’s own Whiteness in the hopes of transforming it 

may not even be possible due to what constitutes a White mindset.  The essence of 

Whiteness Studies, in and of themselves, has created a centralization of attention and 

focus at the expense of minorities and their own studies in this area. According to 

Leonardo (2013), “if Whiteness Studies centres whiteness, it places it in an atypical, even 

unfavourable position. It puts whiteness on trial without indicting White people as 

individual embodiments of an ideology called whiteness” (p. 88). Whiteness Studies 

replicates the very problem it seeks to solve. In other words, it is possible and even 

probable, that I could study my own Whiteness as a phenomenon without coming to 

terms with how I take that up as an individual. In an attempt to mediate this limitation, I 

immersed myself through the process of self-study, thereby coming to understand myself 

in my own racialized context rather than focusing on the subject matter of race outside 

my own position of Whiteness.  

 As I consider the limitations of Whiteness Studies as it relates to my own self-

study, I find myself creating more questions than answers. When considering the centre-

margin issue created by Whiteness Studies, I wonder if it is possible to study Whiteness 

without centralizing it?  Can it be possible to address one’s ownership of their own 

Whiteness without making it the focus? And further, if by default it is the focus, is there 

any hope of transforming it so as to embrace a post-colonial existence as a White person? 

Or, by nature, is that hope itself reaffirming the need for my own Whiteness to be 

preserved as a self-assured and powerful entity that I get to enjoy?  

 Leonardo (2013) argues that “the discursive move that locates Whiteness at the 

center of the race analysis comes with the purpose of being critical of it, not recentering it 
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in the usual manner” which may be the best that can be hoped for.  That, coupled with the 

goal of Whiteness Studies to bring “the White racial post into the center of analysis in 

order to locate it, demystify it, and, if possible, discontinue its hold on education” (p. 91), 

or at the very least, to continue the struggle to get there.  Whiteness itself is a limiting 

factor of Whiteness Studies. 

 Also problematic in my self-study is the fact that these types of studies have been 

undertaken many times before and have the degrading effect of reminding people of 

colour, as well as Indigenous peoples, what they have known about me (and my 

Whiteness) long before I did.  This repetitive act of identifying and deconstructing one’s 

White privilege is an enactment of power, especially when presented as a confessional 

and can be seen as problematic. I am a racialized subject and it is my intention to move 

from my own place of avoiding the acknowledgement of naming my own race to a place 

where I am aware and acquainted with my own Whiteness. It is then necessary to 

continue to make efforts to deconstruct myself as a racialized subject in order to make my 

Whiteness strange and subject to scrutiny.     

 I embarked on this study with very little back ground knowledge in the areas of 

critical research, social justice, and critical pedagogy. The need to further ground myself 

in the roots of these areas of research is evident as I have not referenced or used examples 

in this study of the vast scope of research that has been undertaken to this end. There is 

extensive literature by teachers attempting to examine anti-oppressive education in their 

post-secondary classrooms; for example, Breunig (2009), who discusses teaching for and 

about critical pedagogy; Rychly & Graves (2012) who, in their discussion around using 

culturally responsive pedagogy, suggest using the experiences of ethnically diverse 
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students as conduits for teaching more effectively; Dover (2013) who outlines the 

challenges of teaching social justice in an environment of standardized classrooms; Hao 

(2011) in his work around critical pedagogy and managing what he refers to as the silent 

voice; and Pittard (2015) in her analysis of how students can be produced in critical 

pedagogy scholarship. The collection of literature in this area is vast and would certainly 

have informed this study and my practice more fully if I had engaged with it.   

 Similarly, there is literature addressing dominant, mostly white, people trying to 

come to terms with what dominance means in their classrooms and beyond. The research 

conducted by and on white people coming to a more conscious understanding of how 

race is socially constructed can also be found in abundance; for example, Hooks & 

Miskovic (2011) in their investigation of race and race ideologies in the classroom; 

Ullucci (2011) in her study of what she describes as learning to see race and class 

consciousness; Picower (2009) as an example of how unexamined whiteness in teaching 

maintains and enacts dominant racial ideologies; and Necochea’s (2016) argument that 

the recognition and witnessing of racialized events is key to deeper understandings of 

how race effects education.  It is necessary that I acknowledge this omission as a 

limitation since it could be argued that studies such as these are certainly germane to my 

study.  

5.3  Conclusions 

 

 In this self-study, I sought to answer how tensions and critical incidents in my 

teaching illustrate the systemic challenges of race and gender that I face as I work 

towards a more socially-just teaching practice.  It was also a goal of this research study to 
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come to a fuller awareness of how the analysis of racial and gender-based teaching 

tensions help to guide my growth toward a more socially-just professional practice.  

 In the previous chapters, I have identified critical incidents and deconstructed 

these moments of tension in order to more deeply understand how I am shaped by my 

position in society, and subsequently in my work, as a teacher and researcher. It is 

through the practice of taking my own social inventory through the examination of the 

social systems that form who I am, that I am better able to understand my own social 

position.  This greater understanding of my social position and identity provides a 

platform on which to interrupt the taken-for-granted assumptions about myself and 

others.  It is through these moments of conflict and tension that I have been able to 

investigate the role these moments ultimately play in my teaching practice and 

philosophy.  I undertook this personal and social excavation in order to uncover the ways 

that my attachments to the benefits of these social systems that privilege me actually 

hinder me from engaging in the corrective action in which critical theory demands.  It has 

also allowed me to discover courses of corrective action with positive influence for social 

justice that extends to and beyond my own classroom teaching. 

 This process has, for me, brought the theory of critical pedagogy to life by making 

applications in the real world both professionally and personally. Although convoluted 

and indirect at times, I have ultimately come to a new understanding of myself as part of 

the larger body politic. It is from this new understanding that I can more fully 

comprehend my role in systemic sexism and racism.  These systems are not simply 

something I uncover as a precondition of my individual existence; they are the very fabric 

of the social construction of which I am a part. It has become very clear to me that my 
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life—and the way I take it up—is a process of being rather than a state of being.  As 

pointed out in an earlier chapter, Kumashiro (2000) proposes it is this greater 

understanding that allows me the opportunity to work in the in-between spaces to achieve 

disruption of sameness being repeated and to embrace the notion of constantly becoming. 

 In taking up this research, I have drawn connections between my professional 

experiences and the research literature. I have identified four major themes that emerged 

that highlight the greatest areas of resistance for me in my work towards a more socially-

just classroom: exposing and critiquing power; creating democratic, student-centred 

learning environments; facilitating the development of anti-oppressive thinking; and 

change-seeking.  In an attempt to corral the very slippery and constant growth that has 

occurred over the course of this research, I will summarize each of these themes in the 

context of the greater research project.  

 My first theme, “Exposing and Critiquing Power”, looked at the role of power in 

my relationships with my students, colleagues, and administration. I sought to uncover 

the role that power plays in how I interact with others, how I come to rationalize my 

views, and the decisions and actions I take as a result. I have come to understand that 

many of the ways in which I function in the world are constructed based on hegemonic 

influences that go unnoticed and unmarked. The inscribed power imbalances related to 

gender and race influence my role as teacher, colleague, and employee. Many of the 

actions I take and the decisions I make serve to support and maintain current systems of 

inequality.  Often these actions serve to re-inscribe my racial privilege and alternatively 

support and contribute to a patriarchal worldview. Having said this, I am well-served to 

constantly remind myself that power negotiations are not self-determined. It is the 
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essence of critical work to understand that I am an agent that is acted upon and also acts 

within a larger political endeavour. Not to be cognizant of this, results in forms of self-

deception and self-serving identity preservation. 

 It has become clear to me through my research that I must be diligently reviewing 

my efforts as a critical pedagogue and how these efforts are politically constructed. I 

must move towards recognizing the placement of power in the on goings of my 

classroom and my institution. The impaired consciousness that results from a racially and 

patriarchally-dominated education system influences every aspect of its, and therefore my 

own, function. This self-study has served to create a social and historical context around 

the default ideals of what is considered valuable and valid knowledge by my students, 

colleagues, administration, and myself.  

 My second theme, “Creating Democratic, Student-Centred Learning 

Environments”, resulted in efforts on my part to consistently problematize and reflect on 

mainstream, meritocratic forms of curriculum, evaluation, and assessment. By doing so, 

this provided opportunities to challenge and resist the environments that serve to 

undermine systemically-underserved students and their educational efforts. 

 Making space for counter-story—while being mindful to avoid tokenism of 

students—in my classroom and in my daily practice, is an important goal in resisting 

what is traditionally seen and valued as truth and knowledge. By consciously listening 

and including alternative voices and ways of coming to know the world, I may provide 

opportunities for resistance in my classroom and my work, for my students and myself. 

Recognizing the hidden curriculum and how it functions throughout my practice as a 

teacher and researcher is essential. Questioning default binary ways of thinking, making a 
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constant and conscious effort to deconstruct language, being mindful of the 

administrative pressures to pace curriculum, and challenging the delivering of ideals and 

notions that are a-historical, White-washed, and a-contextual, are all strategies that will 

help guide my growth toward a more socially-just professional practice.  

 The third theme I established in my research was “Facilitating the Development 

of Anti-oppressive Thinking”. A consistent message throughout my research is that in 

order to work towards a more socially-just teaching practice, I must first uncover and 

take apart my own taken-for-granted notions of what social justice looks like, along with 

my role in reaffirming or resisting the forces that construct it. To do this, I must 

endeavour to facilitate my own development of anti-oppressive thinking, which is a 

continuous and never-ending process.  The study of critical pedagogy theory has 

highlighted ways in which I can engage in this practice. Being mindful of hidden 

premises and assumptions that continue to hold sway over my views of education, 

attacking and questioning the status quo of education, and continuously attempting to 

uncover my habits of mind in order to reveal how I am often an integral part in the 

reaffirmation of dominant ideologies, will serve me well in my future as a critical 

pedagogue.  

 I have also found practical guidance in Kincheloe’s (2008b) critical pedagogical 

strategies for facilitating the development of anti-oppressive thinking in my classroom.  

Undertaking efforts such as embracing the role of facilitator of anti-oppressive thinking 

through generative themes that connect with student experience, balancing social justice 

content delivery with facilitation of independent thinking, and prioritizing the purpose 
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and values of learning over efficiency are a few methods that will serve me well in my 

growth towards a more socially-just classroom.  

 My final and last theme, “Change-Seeking”, is the culmination of my entire 

efforts to date. In this theme, I wrote about critical pedagogy as a political act. Having 

undertaken this incredible learning experience, I am now in a position to take sides in 

both my professional career and my personal agenda. The interactional theory of 

Whiteness as described by Leonardo (2013) highlights my multiple positions of gender 

and race that interact and produce multiple contradictions, which make up who I am. I 

see this characteristic of my social position as somewhat beneficial in that it allows me to 

understand better the ironic journey of researching myself in order to more aptly focus on 

those in the margins. I walk away from this project a very different person than when I 

embarked on it, but I understand fully the inevitability of that change regardless of the 

outcome.  The process of change-seeking is simply that—a process.  

 I have problematized, deconstructed, examined, and come to know myself in the 

context of something much greater than myself, all the while coming to understand how 

self-indulgent this research process was and how limited my capacity is to know. I 

recognize facets of the centre-margin argument from both sides yet only to the extent that 

my minority status grants and my race allows.  As Leonardo (2013) suggests, I am a 

“symptom of my own racial predicament” (p. 97).  And so, going forward, I fix my gaze 

not on what is seen but on what is unseen, since what is seen can easily be named, but 

what is unseen poses the greatest challenge and the greatest threat.   

 I close this text with the knowledge that what I have produced here is reflective of 

what Mokhele (2014) identifies as criteria for examining self-study research projects. I 
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have provided insights into my own learning that are grounded in academic theory. My 

research has occurred within a solid methodology showing purpose and adhering to 

common standards of self-study. The intent of this text is educational while providing a 

potential platform for social influence. I have explicitly demonstrated how my research 

has influenced—and will continue to influence—my teaching, but more importantly, the 

way in which I view the world. It is creative and original in its composition and reflects 

the role I have played in problematizing my job as a teacher and researcher. Although the 

work will never be complete and this truly is just the beginning, this research will serve 

to help answer how tensions and critical incidents in my teaching illustrate the systemic 

challenges of race and gender that I face as I work towards a more socially-just teaching 

practice.  It has also assisted me in more fully understanding the complexities of race and 

gender, which without a doubt will assist in my growth toward a more socially-just 

professional practice. 

 To conclude, when considering power, risk, sacrifices, responsibilities, space, and 

lived-experiences, the point is to not only acknowledge the oppressive systems and one’s 

place supporting those, but to go beyond one’s current positioning.  Change must be 

created first (and extensively) within one’s self (as was demonstrated in this self-study) 

and only then within society.  If action does not flow from ongoing, critically enlightened 

acknowledgement of power symmetries, then the impact of any actions will uphold and 

preserve systems of injustice. As stated in my data, “I think that’s the whole point about 

social justice is you never—you never really get there”; it’s a constant process of 

discovering and learning about one’s own positioning and sitting in that discomfort. By 

example, the most challenging aspect of my study of self was to come to understand my 
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own identity as gendered and racialized. I will need to continue to reflect on this process 

as I am immersed within it. I will need to continue to make efforts to confront my own 

racialized history that is so easily denied and to make visible those colonial practices and 

ideologies in which I continue to function. I will take heed of the advice provided by 

Regan (2013) and, as a settler ally, I must continuously confront the colonializer 

perpetrator in myself, interrogating my own position as a beneficiary of colonial injustice. 

I must also continue to question what it means to be a woman moving through a very 

male-dominated world. Exploring the epistemological tensions of working between these 

two identities means embracing persistent uncertainty and vulnerability. 

 In any research study, the goal is to investigate the posed research questions and 

review the intended outcomes. As I consider my research questions and the projected 

outcomes, I know that I have gone beyond my anticipated inquiry. More than anything, 

this incredible journey has taught me to resist the fear of being lost, incompetent, or 

wrong. The work of anti-oppressive education, critical pedagogy, and moving towards a 

more socially-just classroom is a process of being in a constant state of missteps, 

reflection, critical humility, and coming to know. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



179 

 

REFERENCES 

Abella, R. (1984). Report of the commission on equality in employment. In G. Galbuzi & 

G. Galabuzi (Eds.), Canada’s economic apartheid: The social exclusion of 

racialized groups in the new century. Toronto: Canadian Scholars' Press. 

Acker, J. (1992). From sex roles to gendered institutions. Contemporary Sociology: A 

Journal of Reviews, 21(5), 565-569.  

Adorno, T., & Horkheimer, M. (2000) Elements of Anti-Semitism: The limits of 

enlightenment. In L. Back, & J. Solomos (Eds.), Theories of race and racism: A 

reader (pp. 206-211). New York, NY: Rutledge. 

Agassi, J. (1995).  Epistemological and methodological concerns of feminist social 

scientists. In I. C. Jarvie, & N. Laor (Eds.), In Critical rationalism, the social 

sciences and the humanities: Essays for Joseph Agassi (Vol. 2). Dordrecht: 

Springer Science and Business Media.  

Agassi, J. (2005). The critical feminist, 1.Tel Aviv University database. Retrieved from 

http://www.tau.ac.il/~agass/judith-papers/critfem.pdf 

Agnew, V. (1996). Resisting discrimination: Women from Asia, Africa, and the 

Caribbean and the women's movement in Canada. Toronto: University of 

Toronto Press. 

Agostinone-Wilson, F. (2005). Education toward war. In R. Kumar (Ed.), Education and 

the reproduction of capital: Neoliberal knowledge and counterstrategies (pp. 

113-134). Paulgrave: Macmillan. 

http://www.tau.ac.il/~agass/judith-papers/critfem.pdf


180 

 

Ahlquist, R. (1992). Manifestations of inequality: Overcoming resistance in a 

multicultural foundations course. In C. Grant (Ed.), Research and multicultural 

education: From the margins to the mainstream (pp. 89-105). Bristol: Falmer.  

Aikman, S., & Unterhalter, E. (Eds.). (2005). Beyond access: Transforming policy and 

practice for gender equality in education. Boston, MA: Oxfam. 

Alderson, P., & Morrow, V. (2004). Ethics, social research and consulting with children  

and young people. Essex: Barnardos. 

Allen, R. & Rossatto, C. (2009).  Does critical pedagogy work with privileged students?  

 Teacher Education Quarterly, 4, 163-180. 

Antonio, R. (1989). The normative foundations of emancipatory theory: Evolutionary 

versus pragmatic perspectives. American Journal of Sociology, 94(4), 721-748.  

Aoki, T., Pinar, W., & Irwin R. (2004). Curriculum in a new key: The collected works of 

 Ted A. Aoki. Mahwah, NJ: L. Erlbaum Associates. 

Allen, R. L. (2004). Whiteness and critical pedagogy. Educational Philosophy 

and Theory, 36(2), 121-136. doi:10.1111/j.1469-5812.2004.00056.x 

Apple, M. (1979). Ideology and curriculum (1st ed.). London: Routledge.  

Apple, M. (1990). Ideology and curriculum. (2nd ed.). Boston: Routledge. 

Apple, M. (1996). Cultural politics and education. New York: Teachers College. 

Apple, M. (1999). Education, politics and social transformation. Retrieved from 

http://www.englishliteracyconference.com.au/files/documents/Education%20Polit

ics%20and%20Social%20Transformation%20Article-1.pdf 

Apple, M. W., Au, W., & Gandin, L. A. (2011). The Routledge international handbook of 

critical education.  Florence, KY: Taylor & Francis. 



181 

 

Applegate, B. (2011). Organization development: A catalyst for social change. Tamara 

Journal for Critical Organization Inquiry, 8(3), 32-61.  

Archibald, J., & Urion, C. (1995). Honouring what they say: Postsecondary experiences 

of First Nations graduates. Canadian Journal of Native Education 21(1). 

Aronowitz, S. (2008). Against schooling: For an education that matters. Boulder, CO:  

Paradigm Publishers. 

Baird, J. (2004). Interpreting the what, why, and how of self-study in teaching and 

teacher education. In J. J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, V. K. LaBoskey, & T. 

Russell (Eds.), International handbook of self-study of teaching and teacher 

education practices (pp. 1442-1481). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Baker-Miller, J. (1976). Towards a new psychology of women. Boston: Beacon Press.  

Ball, S. J. (2004). Education for sale! The commodification of everything? [Lecture 

transcript]. Retrieved from http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/CERU-0410-253-

OWI.pdf 

Ball, J., & Pence, A. (2006). Supporting indigenous children's development: Community-

university partnerships. Vancouver, BC: University of British Columbia Press.  

Baltodano, M. (2015). Appropriating the discourse in social justice in teacher education. 

Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield. 

Bass, L. (2002). Self-study and issues of privilege and race. In C. Kosnik, A. Freese, & 

A. P. Samarus (Eds.), Making a difference in teacher education through self-study 

(pp. 20-25). Proceedings of the Fourth International Conference on Self-study of 

Teacher Education Practices. Herstmonceux Castle, East Sussex, England. 

Retrieved from http://resources.educ.queensu.ca/ar/sstep/S-STEP4-2002a.pdf  

http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/CERU-0410-253-OWI.pdf
http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/CERU-0410-253-OWI.pdf


182 

 

Battiste, M. (2000). Maintaining Aboriginal language, and culture in modern society.  

Reclaiming Indigenous voice and vision. British Columbia: UBC Press. pp. 192-

210. Retrieved from  

https://nycstandswithstandingrock.files.wordpress.com/2016/10/battiste-2011-ch-

15.pdf 

Bauman, Z. (1995). Postmodern etik (Postmodern ethics). Gothenburg: Daidalos. 

Baxter, J. (2002). Competing discourses in the classroom: A post-structuralist analysis of 

girls' and boys' speech in public contexts. Discourse & Society, 13(6), 827-42.  

Baxter, J. (2003). Positioning gender in discourse: A feminist research methodology.  

            Palgrave: Macmillan. 

Beck, C., Freese, A., & Kosnik, C. (2004). Learning through self-study in a professional 

setting: The preservice practicum. In J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, V. LaBoskey, 

& T. Russell (Eds.), International handbook of self-study of teaching and teacher 

education practices, (pp. 1259-1293). Dordecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Belenky, M. F., Clinchy, M. E., Goldberger, N. R., & Tarule, J. M. (1986). Women’s 

ways of knowing: The development of self, voice and mind.  New York: Basic 

Books.  

Bell, D. A. (1980). Brown v. board of education and the interest-convergence dilemma.  

Harvard Law Review 93, 518-533. 

Bell, L. A. (2003). Telling tales: What stories can teach us about racism. Race, Ethnicity 

and Education, 6(1), 3-28. doi/abs/10.1080/1361332032000044567 

Berger, P., & Pullberg, S. (1965). Reification and the sociological critique of 

consciousness. History and Theory, 4(2), 196-211. 

https://nycstandswithstandingrock.files.wordpress.com/2016/10/battiste-2011-ch-
https://nycstandswithstandingrock.files.wordpress.com/2016/10/battiste-2011-ch-


183 

 

Bergerson, A. (2003). Critical race theory and white racism: Is there room for white 

scholars in fighting racism in education? Qualitative Studies in Education, 16(1), 

51-63.  doi/abs/10.1080/0951839032000033527 

Bernstein, B. (1977). Class, codes and control. London: Routledge. 

Berry, A. (2004). Self-study in teaching about teaching.  In J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, 

V. Laboskey, & T. Russell (Eds.), International handbook of self-study of 

teaching and teacher education practices, (pp. 1295-1332). Dordrecht, the 

Netherlands:  Kluwer Academic.  

Bhabha, H. (1994). The location of culture. Hove, UK: Psychology Press. 

Bishop, A. (2002). Becoming an ally: Breaking the cycle of oppression in people. 

London: Zed Books. 

Bishop, A. (2005). Beyond token change: Breaking the cycle of oppression in institutions. 

Halifax, NS: Fernwood. 

Bizzell, P. (1991). Power, authority, and critical pedagogy. Journal of Basic Writing, 

10(2), 54-70. 

Blackstock, C. (2009). First Nations child and family caring society of Canada: Federal 

government underfunding of children’s services on reserves as a risk factor for 

disadvantage including sexual exploitation. Ottawa, ON: First Nations Child and 

Caring Society of Canada.  

Boatright-Horowitz, S. L., & Soeung, S. (2009). Teaching white privilege to white 

students can mean saying good-bye to positive student evaluations. American 

Psychologist, 64(6), 574-575. 



184 

 

Bourdieu, P., & Passeron, J. (1990). Reproduction in education, society and culture. 

London: Sage.  

Boyer, E. L. (1990). Scholarship reconsidered: Priorities of the professoriate. Princeton, 

NJ:  Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.  

Breunig, M. (2005). Turning experiential education and critical pedagogy theory into 

praxis.  Journal of Experiential Education, 28(2), 106-122. 

Breunig, M. (2009). Teaching for and about critical pedagogy in the post-secondary 

classroom.  

 Studies in Social Justice, 3(2), 247-262. 

Britzman, D. (2003). Practice makes practice: A critical study of learning to teach. 

Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 

Brown, C. (2012). Anti-oppression through a postmodern lens: Dismantling the master’s 

conceptual tools in discursive social work practice. Critical Social Work, 13(1).  

Retrieved from http://www1.uwindsor.ca/criticalsocialwork/anti-oppression-

through-a-postmodern-lens-dismantling-the-master%E2%80%99s-conceptual-

tools-in-discursive-so  

Brown, R. (2000). Social identity theory: Past achievements, current problems and future 

challenges. European Journal of Social Psychology, 30(6), 745-778. 

doi/10.1002/1099-0992%28200011/12%2930:6%3C745::AID-

EJSP24%3E3.0.CO;2-O/pdf 

Browne, A. J. (2005). Discourses influencing nurses' perceptions of First Nations 

patients. Canadian Journal of Nursing Research, 37(4), 62-87.  



185 

 

Browne, A. J., & Fiske, J. A. (2001). First Nations women’s encounters with mainstream 

health care services. Western Journal of Nursing Research, 23(2), 126-147.  

Browne, B. A. (1998). Gender stereotypes in advertising on children's television in the 

1990s: A cross-national analysis. Journal of Advertising, 27(1), 83-96. 

doi/abs/10.1080/00913367.1998.10673544 

Bueller, J., Gere, A. R., Dallavis, C., & Havilland, V. S. (2009). Normalizing the 

fraughtness: How emotion, race and school context complicate cultural 

competence. Journal of Teacher Education, 60(4), 408-418. 

Bullough, R., & Pinnegar, S. (2004).  Thinking about the thinking about self-study: An 

analysis of eight chapters.  In J. J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, V. K. Laboskey, & 

T. Russell (Eds.), International handbook of self-study of teaching and teacher 

education practices, 313-342. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.  

Burbules, N. C., & Berk, R. (1999). Critical thinking and critical pedagogy: 

Relations, differences, and limits. In T. S. Popkewitz & L. Fendler (Eds.), Critical 

Theories in Education, 559-572. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Burris, V. (1988). Reification: A Marxist perspective. California Sociologist, 10(1), 22-

43.  

Bushnell, M. (2003).Teachers in the schoolhouse panopticon: Complicity and resistance. 

Education and Urban Society, 35(3), 251-272.  

Butler, J. (1990). Gender trouble, feminist theory, and psychoanalytic discourse. In L.J.  

Nicolson (Ed.), Feminism/postmodernism (pp. 324-340). 



186 

 

Calogero, R. M. (2004). A test of objectification theory: The effect of the male gaze on 

appearance concerns in college women. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 28(1), 

16-21. doi/10.1111/j.1471-6402.2004.00118.x/full 

Cappello, M. (2012). Producing (white) teachers: A geneaology of secondary teacher 

education in Regina. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from University of Regina 

URspace. 

http://ourspace.uregina.ca/handle/10294/2899/browse?value=Cappello%2C+Mich

ael+Patrick&type=author 

Carlson, D., & Apple, M. (Eds.). (1998). Power/knowledge/pedagogy: The meaning of 

democratic education in unsettling times. Boulder, CO: Westview. 

Carter, R. T. (2002). Becoming racially and culturally competent: The racial-cultural 

counseling laboratory. Journal of Multicultural Counseling and Development, 31, 

10-30. 

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation. (2014, December 17). Full text of Peter 

Mansbridge's interview with Stephen Harper. CBC News. Retrieved from 

http://www.cbc.ca/news/politics/full-text-of-peter-mansbridge-s-interview-with-

stephen-harper-1.2876934 

Chaffee, J., Cuddeback, M., Damon, M., Faught, S., Greene, W., Happeny, M., Kim, Y.,  

Lau-Smith, J., Marioni, J., Noon-Toledo, T., Platt, J., & Sagmiller, K. (2002). A 

self-study model for reflective inquiry: Teacher educators and classroom teachers 

examine critical issues of mutual interest. In C. Kosnik, A. Freese, & A, Samaras, 

(Eds.), Making a difference in teaching education through self-study. Proceedings 



187 

 

of the Fourth International Conference on Self-Study of Teacher Education 

Practices (p. 37). Herstmonceux Castle, East Sussex, England. Retrieved from  

http:// resources.educ.queensu.ca/ar/sstep/S-STEP4-2002a.pdf 

Chartrand, P. L. (2005). Aboriginal People & (and) the Criminal Justice System in 

Saskatchewan: What Next. Sask. L. Rev., 68, 253. 

Cherland, M. R. (1994). Private practices: Girls reading fiction and constructing 

identity. Bristol, PA: Taylor & Francis. 

Chomsky, N., & Macedo, D. P. (2000). Chomsky on miseducation. Lanham, MD: 

Rowman & Littlefield Publishers. 

Clandinin, D. J., & Connelly, F. M. (1992).  Teacher as curriculum maker. In P. W. 

Jackson (Ed.), Handbook of research on curriculum, (pp. 363-401). New York: 

Macmillan.  

Clark, A. D., Kleiman, S., Spanierman, L., Isaac, P., & Poolokasingham, G. (2014). “Do 

you live in a teepee?": Aboriginal students' experiences with racial 

microaggressions in Canada. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 7(2), 112-

125.  

Collins, J. (1995). Architectures of excess: Cultural life in the information age. New 

York: Routledge. 

Coltrane, S., & Adams, M. (1997). Work–family imagery and gender stereotypes: 

Television and the reproduction of difference. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 

50(2), 323-347.  

Connelly, F. M., & Clandinin, D. J. (1990). Stories of experience and narrative inquiry. 

Educational Researcher, 19(5), 2-14.  

http://p8081-docutek.lib.uh.edu.ezproxy.lib.uh.edu/eres/documentview.aspx?cid=1160&associd=16129&format=modal&modalid=ctl00_BodyContent_docPopup


188 

 

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2014). Basics of qualitative research: Techniques and 

procedures for developing grounded theory. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Costigan, A. T., & Grey, L. (Eds.). (2014). Demythologizing educational reforms: 

Responses to the political and corporate takeover of education. Florence, KY: 

Routledge. 

Cowan, R. S. (1976). Two washes in the morning and a bridge party at night: The 

American housewife between the wars. Women's Studies: An Interdisciplinary 

Journal, 3(2), 147-171. 

doi/abs/10.1080/00497878.1976.9978384?journalCode=gwst20 

Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex: A black feminist 

critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist theory and antiracist politics. 

University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1(8), 139-168. 

Cunneen, C. (2006). The criminalization of Indigenous people. In T. Das Gupta, E. 

James, R. Maaka, G. E. Galbuzi, & C. Anderen (Eds.), Race and racialization: 

Essential readings, 266-279. Toronto: Canadian Scholars’ Press. 

Danielewicz, J., & Elbow, P. (2009). A unilateral contract to improve learning and 

teaching.  College Composition and Communication, 61(2), 244-68.   

Darder, A. (2012). Neoliberalism in the academic borderlands: An on-going struggle for  

equality and human rights. Educational Studies, 48(5), 412-426. 

Darder, A., Baltodano, M., & Torres, R. D. (Eds.). (2003). The critical pedagogy reader. 

New York: RoutledgeFalmer. 

Davey, R. (2014). Still rocking and rolling with the punches. In D. Garbett & A. Ovens,   



189 

 

(Eds.), Changing practices for changing times. Proceedings of the Tenth 

International Conference on Self-Study of Teacher Education Practices, (pp. 50-

52). Herstmonceux Castle, East Sussex, England. Retrieved from 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/p7fe52d75es8a57/Castle10Proceedings2014-

Interactive.pdf 

Davis, K. (2008). Intersectionality as buzzword: A sociology of science perspective on 

what makes a feminist theory successful. Feminist theory, 9(1), 67-85.  

de Castell, S. (2004). No speech is free: Affirmative action and the politics of give and 

take. In M. Boler (Ed.), Democratic dialogue in education (pp. 51-56). New York, 

NY: Peter Lang. 

de George, R. T. (2003). Ethics, academic freedom and academic tenure. Journal of 

Academic Ethics, 1(1), 11-25. 

Dei, G. J. S. (1997). Race and the production of identity in the schooling experiences of 

African-Canadian youth. Discourse, 18, 241-257. 

Dei, G. J. S. (2000). Rethinking the role of Indigenous knowledges in the academy. 

International  Journal of Inclusive Education, 4(2), 111-132. 

doi/abs/10.1080/136031100284849 

Dei, G. J. S., & Calliste, A. (Eds.). (2000). Power, knowledge and anti-racism  

 education: A critical reader. Halifax, NS: Fernwood. 

Dei, G. J. S., Karumanchery, L. L., & Karumanchery-Luik, N. (2004). Playing the race 

card: Exposing White power and privilege. New York, NY: Peter Lang. 



190 

 

Dei, G. J. S., Mazzuc, J., McIsaac, E., & Zine, J. (1997).  Reconstructing drop-out: A 

critical ethnography of the dynamics of black students' disengagement from 

school. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 

Derrida, J. (1974). Of Grammatology. Maryland: John Hopkins. 

Dewey, J. (1929). The sources of a science of education. New York: Horace Liverright. 

Dewey, J. (1938). Experience and Education. New York, NY: Simon & Schuster. 

Digman, J. M. (1990). Personality structure: Emergence of the five factor model. Annual 

Review of Psychology, 41, 417-440. 

doi/abs/10.1146/annurev.ps.41.020190.002221 

Donakowski, D. W., & Esses, V. M. (1996). Native Canadians, First Nations, or 

Aboriginals: The effect of labels on attitudes toward native peoples. Canadian 

Journal of Behavioural Science/Revue Canadienne des Sciences du 

Comportement, 28(2), 86-91.  

Doob, A. N., & Sprott, J. B. (2007).  The sentencing of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 

youth: Understanding local variation. Canadian Journal of Criminology and 

Criminal Justice, 49, 1079-1093. 

Dover, A. G. (2009). Teaching for social justice and K-12 student outcomes: A 

conceptual 

  framework and research review. Equity and Excellence in Education, 42, 507-

525. 

Edwards, P., & Ruggiano Schmidt, P. (2006). Critical race theory: Recognizing the 

elephant and taking action. Reading Research Quarterly, 41(3), 404-413. 

doi/10.1598/RRQ.41.3.6/abstract 



191 

 

Egbo, B. (2001). Differential enunciation, mainstream language and the education of  

immigrant minority students: Implications for policy and practice. Journal of 

Teaching and Learning, 1(2), 47-61. 

Eisner, E. W. (1985). The educational imagination. New York: Macmillan. 

Elbaz, F. (1983). Teacher thinking: A study of practical knowledge. London: Croom 

Helm. 

Eldeman, L. (1995). Queer theory: Unstating desire. GLQ: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay 

Studies 2(4), 343-6.  

Elliott-Johns, S. (2014). (Re)-visioning self as educator in and through critical reflection  

on experience. In D. Garbett, & A. Ovens (Eds.), Changing practices for changing 

times. Proceedings of the Tenth International Conference on Self-Study of 

Teacher Education Practices (pp. 67-79). Herstmonceux Castle, East Sussex, 

England. Retrieved from 

https://www.dropbox.com/s/p7fe52d75es8a57/Castle10Proceedings2014-

Interactive.pdf 

Ennis, R. H. (1987). A taxonomy of critical thinking dispositions and abilities.  In J. 

Baron & R. Sternberg (Eds.), Teaching thinking skills:  Theory and practice (pp. 

9-26). New York: W. H. Freeman. 

European-American Collaborative Challenging Whiteness (2005). When first person 

inquiry is not enough: Challenging Whiteness through first and second person 

inquiry. Action Research, (3)3, 245-261. 



192 

 

Farrant, K. (2014). Polishing my critical lens: Deepening the reflection. Proceedings from 

S-STEP 10th International Conference on S-STEP. Changing practices for 

changing times: Past, present and future possibilities for self-study research. 

Fassett, D. L., & Warren, J. T. (2006). Critical communication pedagogy. Thousands 

Oaks: Sage.  

Fecho, B., Mallozzi, C. A., Lassonde, C., & McLean, C. A. (2006). Teachering on the 

brink... together: A collaborative look at tensions in critical inquiry teacher 

education classrooms. In The Sixth International Conference on Self-Study of 

Teacher Education Practices, Herstmonceux Castle, East Sussex, England.  

Fenstermacher, G. D. (1986). Philosophy of teaching: Three aspects. Handbook of 

Research on Teaching, 3, 37-49. 

Field, H. (1979). Competency based teacher education (CBTE): A review of the 

literature. British Journal of In-Service Education, 6(1), 39-42. 

doi/pdf/10.1080/0305763790060109 

Fish, S. (2008). Save the world on your own time. London: Oxford University Press. 

Fitzgerald, R. T., & Carrington, P. J. (2008). The neighbourhood context of urban 

aboriginal crime. Canadian Journal of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 50(5), 

523-557. doi/abs/10.3138/cjccj.50.5.523 

Fiumara, G. C. (1990). The other side of language: A philosophy of listening. New York: 

Taylor & Francis. 

Flagg, B. J. (1993). “Was blind but now I see”: White race consciousness and the 

requirement of discriminatory intent. Michigan Law Review, 91(5), 953-1017. 



193 

 

Flinders, D. J., Noddings, N., & Thornton, S. J. (1986). The null curriculum: Its 

theoretical basis and practical implications. Curriculum Inquiry, 16(1), 33-42. 

Fobes, C., & Kaufman, P. (2008). Critical pedagogy in the sociology classroom 

challenges and concerns. Teaching Sociology, 36(1), 26-33. 

Forman, T. A. (2004). Color-blind racism and racial indifference: The role of 

racial apathy in facilitating enduring inequalities. In M. Krysan & A. Lewis 

(Eds.), The changing terrain of race and ethnicity (pp. 43-66). New York, NY: 

Russell Sage Foundation. 

Foucault, M. (1972). The discourse on language in archaeology of knowledge. (A.M. 

Sheridan Smith, Trans.). New York: Pantheon. 

Foucault, M. (1977a). Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison. London: Allen 

Lane. 

Foucault, M. (1977b). In C. Gordon (Ed.), Power/knowledge: Selected interviews and 

other writings. Retrieved from http://uwf.edu/dearle/capstone/foucalt.pdf 

Foucault, M. (1984). What is enlightenment?  In P. Rabinow (Ed.), The Foucault Reader 

(pp. 32-50). New York: Pantheon Books. 

Foucault, M. (1998). Polemics, politics and problemizations. In P. Rabinow (Ed.), The 

Foucault Reader (p. 388). Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin.  

Fowers, B. J., & Davidov, B. J. (2006). The virtue of multiculturalism: Personal 

transformation, character, and openness to the other. American Psychologist, 

61(6), 581-594.  

Frankenberg, R. (1993). The social construction of whiteness: White women, race 

matters. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 



194 

 

Frankenberg, R. (1996). When we are capable of stopping, we begin to see: Being white, 

seeing whiteness. In B. Thompson, & S. Tyagi (Eds.), Names we call home: 

Autobiography on racial identity (pp. 3-17). New York, NY: Routledge. 

Fredrickson, B. L., & Roberts, T. (1997). Objectification theory: Toward understanding 

women's lived experiences and mental health risks. Psychology of Women 

Quarterly, 21, 173-206.  doi/10.1111/j.1471-6402.1997.tb00108.x/abstract 

Fredrickson, B. L., Roberts, T. A., Noll, S. M., Quinn, D. M., & Twenge, J. M. (1998). 

That swimsuit becomes you: Sex differences in self-objectification, restrained 

eating, and math performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 

269-284.  

Freire, P. (1974). Education for critical consciousness. New York: Continuum. 

Freire, P. (1993). Pedagogy of the oppressed. New York: Continuum. (Original work 

published 1970). 

Freire, P. (2003). From pedagogy of the oppressed. In A. Darder, M. Baltodano, & R. D. 

Torres (Eds.), The Critical Pedagogy Reader (pp. 57-68). New York, NY: 

RoutledgeFalmer. 

Friedman, V. J., & R. Lipshitz. (1992). Teaching people to shift cognitive gears: 

Overcoming resistance on the road to Model II. Journal of Applied Behavioral 

Science, 28(1), 118-36.  

Galindo, R., & Vigil, J. (2006). Are anti-immigrant statements racist or nativist? 

What difference does it make? Latino Studies, 4(4). 

doi:10.1057/palgrave.lst.8600224 

Gallagher, M. (2010). Are schools panoptic? Surveillance & Society, 7(3/4), 262-272. 



195 

 

Gallagher, J., Robinson, R., & Denny, A. (1965). Africa and the Victorians: The official 

mind of imperialism. London: Macmillan. 

Galloway, G. (2015). Rights group presses Harper for inquiry into murdered aboriginal 

women. The Globe and Mail, 2015, January 12. Retrieved from 

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/human-rights-group-urges-harper-

for-inquiry-into-murdered-aboriginal-women/article22411838/ 

Gauntlett, D. (2008). Media, gender and identity: An introduction. Florence, KY: 

Routledge. 

Gay, G. (2010). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice. New 

York, NY: Teachers College Press. 

Geertz, C. (1973). The interpretation of cultures. New York: Basic Books. 

Gilchrist, K. (2010). “Newsworthy” victims?: Exploring differences in Canadian local  

press coverage of missing/murdered Aboriginal and White women.” Feminist 

Media Studies, 10(4), 373-390. Retrieved from 

 http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/14680777.2010.514110 

Gillborn, D. (2005). Education policy as an act of white supremacy: Whiteness, critical  

race theory and education reform, Journal of Education Policy, 20(4), 485-505. 

Giroux, H. A. (1983). Theory and resistance in education: A pedagogy for the opposition. 

South Hadley, MA: Bergin & Garvey. 

Giroux, H. A. (1988). Schooling and the struggle for public life. Minneapolis, MN: 

University of Minnesota Press. 

Giroux, H. A. (1992).  Border crossings: Cultural workers and the politics of education. 

New York: Routledge. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/14680777.2010.514110


196 

 

Giroux, H. (1993). Border Crossings: Cultural workers and the culture of education. 

Florence, KY: Routledge. 

Giroux, H. A. (1997). Pedagogy and the politics of hope: Theory, culture, and schooling. 

Boulder, CO: Westview. 

Giroux, H. A. (2004). The terror of neoliberalism. Boulder, CO: Paradigm. 

Giroux, H. A., & Penna, A. N. (1979). Social education in the classroom: The dynamics 

of hidden curriculum. Theory and Research in Social Education, 7(1), 21-42. 

Glenn, M. (2011). Developing holistic practice through reflection, action and theorizing. 

Educational Action Research, 19(4), 489-502. 

Godfrey, P. (2004). “Sweet little (white) girls”? Sex and fantasy across the color line 

and the contestation of patriarchal white supremacy. Equity & Excellence in 

Education, 37(3), 204-218. doi:10.1080/10665680490491506 

Goldberg, D. T. (1993). Modernity, race, and morality. Cultural Critique, 24, 193-227.  

Goldberg, T. (Ed.) 1995. Multiculturalism: A critical reader. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley  

Blackwell. 

Goldberg, D. T. (2014). Sites of race.  Florence, KY: John Wiley and Sons. 

Goleman, D. (2005). Vital lies, simple truths: The psychology of self-deception. New 

York: Simon & Schuster. 

Golman, S., Pica-Smith, C., & Rosenberger, C. (2010).  Aggressive and tender 

navigations: Teacher educators confront whiteness in their practice.  Journal of 

Teacher Education, 61(3), 225-236. 



197 

 

Gonez, B. (2015, December 11). Regina police chief discounts racism in the police force. 

Global News. Retrieved from http://globalnews.ca/news/2396755/regina-police-

chief-discounts-racism-in-police-force/ 

Goodlad, J.I. (1994). Educational renewal: Better teachers, better schools. San Francisco, 

CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Goodman, D. (2001). Promoting diversity and social justice: Educating people from 

privileged groups. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Goodman, D. (2007). Dealing with student resistance: Sources and strategies. Diversity 

Digest, 10(2), 19-20. 

Gonsalves, R. (2008). Hysterical blindness and the ideology of denial. In L. Bartolome 

(Ed.). Ideologies in education: Unmasking the trap of teacher neutrality (pp. 3-

27). New York: Peter Lang.  

Goulding, W. (2003). Just another Indian: A serial killer and Canada’s 

indifference.  Markham, ON: Fitzhenry & Whiteside. 

Gramsci, A., & Forgacs, D. (1988). An Antonio Gramsci Reader: Selected Writings. New 

York: Schocken. 

Grant, A. (1996). No end of grief: Indian residential schools in Canada. Winnipeg, MB: 

Pemmican Publications, Inc. 

Green, J. (2006). From Stonechild to social cohesion: Anti-racist challenges for 

Saskatchewan. Canadian Journal of Political Science, 39(3), 507-527. 

Griffin, P. (1997). Introductory module for the single issue courses. In M. Adams, L. A. 

Bell, & P. Griffin (Eds.), Teaching for diversity and social justice: A sourcebook 

(pp. 61–81). New York: Routledge. 

http://globalnews.ca/news/2396755/regina-police-chief-discounts-racism-in-police-force/
http://globalnews.ca/news/2396755/regina-police-chief-discounts-racism-in-police-force/


198 

 

Grinberg, J. (2005). Teaching like that: The beginnings of teacher education at Banks 

Street. New York, NY: Peter Lang.  

Gross, E. (1986). Derrida and the limits of philosophy. Thesis Eleven, 14(1), 26-43. 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2005). Paradigmatic controversies, contradictions, and 

emerging influences. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage 

Handbook of Qualitative Research (3rd ed.), (pp. 191-215). Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage.  

Habermas, J. (1989). The structural transformation of the public sphere: An inquiry into 

a category of a bourgeois society. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.  

Halualani, R. T., Fassett, D. L., Morrison, J. H. T. A., & Dodge, P. S. (2006). Between 

the structural and the personal: Situated sense-makings of “race.” Communication 

and Critical/Cultural Studies, 3(1), 70-93. doi/full/10.1080/14791420500505700 

Hamilton, M. (1998). Reconceptualising teaching practice: Self-study in teacher 

education. New York: Routledge. 

Hamilton, M. (2006). Test driving the auto: Which offers a better fit auto-biography,  

auto-ethnography, and auto-logy? In D. L. Tidwell, L. M. Fitzgerald, & M. L. 

Heston (Eds.), Journeys of hope: Risking self-study in the diverse world. 

Proceedings of the sixth international conference on Self-Study of Teacher 

Education Practices (pp. 113-117). Hestmonceux Castle, East Sussex, England. 

Retrieved from http://resources.educ.queensu.ca/ar/sstep/S-STEP5-2006.pdf 

Hampton, M., & Roy, J. (2002). Strategies for facilitating success of First Nations 

students. Canadian Journal of Higher Education, 32(3), 1-28. 



199 

 

Hao, R.N. (2011). Rethinking critical pedagogy: Implications on silence 

and silent bodies. Text  

 and Performance Quarterly, 3(1), 267-284. 

Hardiman, R., & Jackson, B. (1997). Conceptual foundations for social justice courses. In 

M. Adams, L. A. Bell, & P. Griffin (Eds.), Teaching for diversity and social 

justice: A sourcebook (pp. 16–29). New York: Routledge. 

Harding, R. (2005). The media, Aboriginal people, and common sense. Canadian 

Journal of Native Studies, 25(1), 311-335.  

Harding, R. (2006). Historical representations of Aboriginal people in the Canadian news 

media. Discourse & Society, 17(2), 205-235.  

Harro, B. (1986). Cycle of socialization. New York: Routledge. 

Harro, B. (2008). Updated version of “the cycle of socialization” (2000). In M. Adams,  

W. J. Blumenfeld, R. Castaneda, H. W. Hackman, M. L. Peters, & X. Zuniga 

(Eds.), Teachings for Diversity and Social Justice (2nd ed.) (pp. 15-21). New 

York, NY: Routledge. 

Hayes, K., Steinberg, S., & Tobin, K. (Ed.). (2011). Key works in critical pedagogy. The 

Netherlands: Sense Publishers. 

Helmers, M. (1994). Writing students: Composition testimonials and representations of 

students. SUNY Press. 

Helms, J. E. (1997). Toward a model of white racial identity development. In K. Arnold, 

& I. Carreiro-King (Eds.), College student development and academic life: 

Psychological, intellectual, social and moral issues (pp. 49-66). Florence, KY: 

Routledge. 

http://nca.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10462937.2011.573185
http://nca.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10462937.2011.573185


200 

 

Henderson, M. (2014, April 22). The Indian act: Teaching apartheid in Canada. Winnipeg 

Free Press. Retrieved from 

http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/analysis/The-Indian-Act-Teaching-

apartheid-in-Canada---256071061.html 

Henry, F., & Tator, C. (2002). Discourses of domination: Racial bias in the Canadian 

English-language press. Toronto, ON: University of Toronto Press. 

Herman, E., & Chomsky, N. (1988). Manufacturing consent. The political economy of 

mass media. New York: Pantheon. 

Hirschfelder, A. B. (1982). American Indian stereotypes in the world of children: A 

reader and bibliography. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. 

Hirschman, E. C. (2003). Men, dogs, guns, and cars: The semiotics of rugged 

individualism. Journal of Advertising, 32(1), 9-22. 

doi/abs/10.1080/00913367.2003.10601001 

Hitchcock, J. (2002). Lifting the white veil: An exploration of White American culture in 

a multicultural context. Roselle, NJ: Crandall, Dostie, and Douglass. 

Hogg, M. A., & Reid, S. A. (2006). Social identity, self‐categorization, and the 

communication of group norms. Communication Theory, 16(1), 7-30. 

doi/10.1111/j.1468-2885.2006.00003.x/full 

Holloway, I. (1997). Basic concepts for qualitative research. London: Blackwell Science. 

hooks, B. (1997). Excerpts from ‘bone black: Memories of girlhood’. Critical Quarterly, 

39(3), 80-83. 

hooks, B. (2014). Teaching to transgress. Florence, KY: Routledge. 

http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/analysis/The-Indian-Act-Teaching-apartheid-in-Canada---256071061.html
http://www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/analysis/The-Indian-Act-Teaching-apartheid-in-Canada---256071061.html


201 

 

Hooks, D. & Miskovic, M. (2011). Race and racial ideologies in classrooms through 

teachers’ and students’ voices. Race, Ethnicity and Education, 14(2), 191-207. 

Horkheimer, M. (1982). Critical theory. New York: Seabury Press. 

Horkheimer, M. (1993). Between philosophy and social science. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Howard, T. C. (2003). Culturally relevant pedagogy: Ingredients for critical teacher 

reflection. Theory Into Practice, 42(3), 195-202.  

Huntley, A. (2014). “Nobody helped! Nobody cared! Nobody did anything!” New 

Socialist. February 13.  Retrieved from 

 http://newsocialist.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=585:qn

obody-cared-nobody-helped-nobody-did- 

anythingq&catid=51:analysis&Itemid=98 

Hurtado, S., Dey, E., & Treviño, J. (1994). Exclusion or self-segregation? Interaction 

across  racial/ethnic groups on college campuses. Paper presented at the American 

Educational Research Association Conference. New Orleans.  

Hurtado, A., & Stewart, A. J. (1997). Through the looking glass: Implications of studying 

whiteness for feminist methods. In M. Fine, L. Weis, L. C. Powell, & L. Mun 

Wong (Eds.), Off White: Readings on race, power, and society, (pp. 297-311). 

London: Routledge. 

Hutchings, C. (2005). Canada's First Nations: The Legacy of Institutional Racism. 

Retrieved from http://www.tolerance.cz/courses/papers/hutchin.doc 

Hyland, N. (2005). Being a good teacher of black students?  White teachers and 

unintentional racism, Curriculum Inquiry, 35(4), 429-459. 

http://newsocialist.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=585:qnobody-cared-nobody-helped-nobody-did-
http://newsocialist.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=585:qnobody-cared-nobody-helped-nobody-did-


202 

 

Jackson, L. C. (1999). Ethnocultural resistance to multicultural training: Students and 

faculty. Cultural Diversity & Ethnic Minority Psychology, 5(1), 27-36. 

Jackson, R. L. (1999). White space, white privilege: Mapping discursive inquiry into the 

self. Quarterly Journal of Speech, 85(1), 38-54. 

doi/abs/10.1080/00335639909384240 

Jacobs, J. A. (1996). Gender inequality and higher education. Annual Review of 

Sociology, 22, 153-185. 

Jagose, A. (1996). Queer theory. Melbourne: University of Melbourne Press.   

James, C. (1990). Making it: Black youth, racism and career aspirations in a big city. 

Oakville, ON: Mosaic Press. 

Jiwani, Y. (2014). Rape and race in the Canadian press: Reproducing the moral order. 

Arts and Social Sciences Journal, Special Issue S(1), 1-9. 

Jiwani, Y., & Young, M. L. (2006). Missing and murdered women: Reproducing 

marginality in news discourse. Canadian Journal of Communication, 31(4).  

doi:https://doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2006v31n4a1825. 

Johnson, A. (2006). Privilege, power, and difference. Columbus, OH: McGraw Hill. 

Johnson, L., & Lloyd, J. (2004). Sentenced to everyday life: Feminism and the housewife. 

Oxford, UK: Berg. 

Johnstone, B. (2008). Discourse analysis (2002-2002). Malden, MA: Blackwell. 

Joseph, B. (n.d.). Retrieved from  

http://cdn2.hubspot.net/hubfs/374848/docs/Indigenous_Peoples_Guide_to_Termi

nology_v2.pdf?t=1489526115959)   

https://doi.org/10.22230/cjc.2006v31n4a1825
http://cdn2.hubspot.net/hubfs/374848/docs/Indigenous_Peoples_Guide_to_Terminology_
http://cdn2.hubspot.net/hubfs/374848/docs/Indigenous_Peoples_Guide_to_Terminology_


203 

 

Kailin, J. (1999). How white teachers perceive the problem of racism in their schools: A 

case study in ‘liberal’ Lakeview. Teachers College Record, 100(4), 724-750. 

Kanpol, B. (2002). Critical educational leadership: Put up or shut up!  The Journal of 

Educational Foundations, 16(1), 5-18. 

Kant, I. (1929). Critique of pure reason. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 

(1781/translated 1999). 

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Some effects of proportions on group life: Skewed sex ratios and 

responses to token women. American Journal of Sociology, 82, 965-990. 

Kaplan, A. (2008).  Editor’s Introduction: The disciplines of relationship. Schools: 

Studies in Education, 5(1/2), 6-16. 

Karmanov, F. (2013, July 11). Censoring Canadian Science. The McGill Daily. Retrieved 

from http://www.mcgilldaily.com/2013/07/censoring-canadian-science/ 

Kegan, R. (1982). The evolving self: Problems and process in human development. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Kellner, D. (1995). Media culture: Cultural studies, identity, and politics between the 

modern and the postmodern. New York: Routledge. 

Kendall, F. (2012). Understanding White privilege: Creating pathways to authentic 

relationships across race. Florence, KY: Routledge. 

Kincheloe, J. L. (2005). Critical constructivism primer.  New York: Peter Lang. 

Kincheloe, J. L. (2008a). Critical pedagogy primer. New York: Peter Lang. 

Kincheloe, J. L. (2008b). Knowledge and critical pedagogy: An introduction. Dordrecht, 

London: Springer.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dordrecht
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/London
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Springer_Science%2BBusiness_Media


204 

 

Kincheloe, J. L., Hayes, K., Rose, K., & Anderson, P. M. (Eds.). (2006). The Praeger 

handbook of urban education (Two Volumes). Westport: Praeger. 

Kincheloe, J. L., Steinberg, S. R., Rodriguez, N. M., & Chennault, R. E. (Eds.). (1998).  

White reign: Developing whiteness in America. Retrieved from 

https://books.google.ca/books?id=_CqilCOnghYC&pg=PA65&lpg=PA65&dq=%

22White+culture+is+not+monolithic,+and+its+borders+must+be+understood+as

+malleable+and+porous%22&source=bl&ots=7l7P9m44Es&sig=6fa-Us-4X6o-

SqpzxROWffniqNw&hl=en&sa=X&ved=0ahUKEwiR1aa-

vrHSAhXChlQKHT7yBRkQ6AEIGjAA#v=onepage&q=%22White%20culture%

20is%20not%20monolithic%2C%20and%20its%20borders%20must%20be%20u

nderstood%20as%20malleable%20and%20porous%22&f=false 

King, A. (1993). From sage on the stage to guide on the side. College Teaching, 41(1), 

30-35. 

King, J. E. (1991). Dysconscious racism: Ideology, identity, and the miseducation of 

teachers. Journal of Negro Education, 60 (2), 133-146. 

Kitchen, P., & Williams, A. (2010). Quality of life and perceptions of crime in 

Saskatoon, Canada. Social Indicators Research, 95(1), 33-61.  

Knowles, J. G., & Cole, A. L. (1998). Reform and "Being true to oneself": Pedagogy, 

professional practice, and the promotional process. In A. L. Cole, R. Elijah, & J. 

G. Knowles (Eds.), The heart of the matter: Teacher education reform prospects 

(pp. 353-376). San Francisco, CA: Caddo Gap Press. 

Kobayashi, A. (2003). GPC ten years on: Is self-reflexivity enough? Gender, Place and 

Culture, 10(4), 345-349. 



205 

 

Kohl, H. (2009). The educational panopticon. Teachers College Record, 110(9).  

Retrieved from http://www.tcrecord.org   

Kornfeld, J., & Goodman, J. (1998). Melting the glaze: Exploring student responses to 

liberatory social studies. Theory into Practice, 37(4), 306-313. 

Kosnik, C., Freese, A., Samaras, A., &. Beck, C. (Eds.). (2006). Making a difference in 

teacher education through self-study: Studies of personal, professional, and 

program renewal. Dordrecht: Springer Academic Publishers.  

Kübler-Ross, E. (2009). On death and dying: What the dying have to teach doctors, 

nurses, clergy and their own families. Florence, KY: Taylor & Francis. 

Kuhn, T. S. (1962). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago, IL: University of 

Chicago Press. 

Kumashiro, K. (2000).  Toward a theory of anti-oppressive education. Review of 

Educational Research, 70 (1), 25-53.  

Kumashiro, K. (2002). Troubling education: Queer activism and anti-oppressive 

pedagogy. Florence, KY: Psychology Press. 

Kuzman, C. (2011).  Meaning making in social movements. Retrieved from 

 http://kurzman.unc.edu/files/2011/06/Kurzman_Meaning-Making.pdf 

LaBoskey, V. (2004a). Afterword: Moving the methodology of self-study research and 

practice forward: Challenges and opportunities. In J. J. Loughran, M. L. 

Hamilton, V. K. LaBoskey, & T. L. Russell, (Eds.), The International handbook 

of self-study of teaching and teacher education practices (pp. 1169-1184). 

Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

http://www.tcrecord.org/


206 

 

LaBoskey, V. (2004b). The methodology of self-study and its theoretical underpinnings. 

In J. J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, V. LaBoskey, & T. Russell (Eds.), 

International handbook of self-study of teaching and teacher education practices 

(pp. 817–869). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers.  

Ladson-Billings, G. (1995). But that’s just good teaching! The case for culturally  

relevant pedagogy. Theory into Practice, 34(3), 159-165. Retrieved from 

http://dsb1.ca/aboriginal/pdfs/the_case_for_culturally_relevant_pedagogy.pdf 

Ladson-Billings, G. (1999a). Just what is critical race theory, and what’s it doing in a 

nice field like education? In I. Parker, D. Deyhle, & S. Villenas (Eds.), In Race 

is…race isn’t: Critical race theory and qualitative studies in education. Oxford: 

Westview Press. 

 Ladson-Billings, G. (1999b). Preparing teachers for diversity: Historical perspectives, 

current trends, and future directions. In L. Darling-Hammond & G. Sykes (Eds.), 

Teaching as the learning profession: A handbook of policy and practice (pp. 86-

123). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Lang, H., & Friesen, D. (1993). University of Regina teacher education programs. 

Journal of Professional Studies, 1(1), 20-26. 

La Prairie, C., & Steinke, B. (1994). Seen but not heard: Native people in the inner city.  

 Ottawa, ON: Department of Justice of Canada, Communications and Consultation 

Branch.  

Lawrence, C. R. (1987). The id, the ego, and equal protection: Reckoning with 

unconscious racism. Stanford Law Review, 39(2), 317-388. 



207 

 

Ledoux, J. (2006). Integrating Aboriginal perspectives into curricula: A literature review. 

The Canadian Journal of Native Studies, 26(2), 265—288.   

Leistyna, P. (2004). Presence of mind in the process of learning and knowing: A 

Dialogue with Paulo Freire. Teacher Education Quarterly, 31(1), 17-29. 

Leonard, P., & McLaren, P. (2002). Paulo Freire: A critical encounter. Routledge: New 

York.  

Leonardo, Z. (2004). The color of supremacy: Beyond the discourse of ‘white 

privilege’.  Educational Philosophy and Theory, 36(2), 137-152. Retrieved from 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1469-5812.2004.00057.x 

Leonardo, Z. (2008). Reading Whiteness: Antiracist pedagogy against white racial 

knowledge. In W. Ayers, T. Quinn, & D. Stovall (Eds.), Handbook of social 

justice in education (pp. 231-248). New York: Routledge.  

Leonardo, Z. (2012). The race for class: Reflections on a critical raceclass theory of 

education. A Journal of the American Educational Studies Association, 48(5), 

427-449. http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00131946.2012.715831 

Leonardo, Z. (2013). Race frameworks: A multidimensional theory of racism and 

education. Retrieved from https://books.google.ca/books?isbn=0807754625 

Leslie, J. (1978). The Historical Development of the Indian Act (2nd ed.). Ottawa, ON: 

 Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Treaties and Historical 

Research Branch. 

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage 

Publications. 

Lippmann, W. (1946). Public opinion. Rutgers, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1469-5812.2004.00057.x
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/00131946.2012.715831


208 

 

Lipsitz, G. (1998). The possessive investment in whiteness: How white people profit 

from identity politics. Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press. 

Lopez, I. (2006). White by law: The legal construction of race. NYU Press. 

Lorber, J. (1994). Paradoxes of gender. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

Lorimer, D. (1988). Victorian notions of race: Theoretical racism in late-Victorian 

anthropology, 1870-1900. Victorian Studies, 31(3), 405-430.  

Loughran, J. (2004). A history and context of self-study of teaching and teacher 

education practices. In J. J. Loughran, M. L. Hamilton, V. K. Laboskey, & T. L. 

Russell, (Eds.), The International handbook of self-study of teaching and teacher 

education practices (pp. 7-39). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers. 

Loughran, J. (2007). Researching teacher education practices: Responding to the 

challenges, demands, and expectations of self-study. Journal of Teacher 

Education, 58(1), 12-20.  

Loughran, J. & Northfield, J. (1998). A framework for the development of self-study 

practice. In M.L. Hamilton (Ed.), Reconceptualizing Teaching Practice: Self-

Study in Teacher Education (pp. 7-18). Bristol, PA: Falmer Press. 
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APPENDIX A:  Data collection guide 

When considering the process of data collection and analysis for “A self-study through 

critical pedagogy:  Reviewing and reshaping my teaching towards a more socially-just 

practice,” consider the following points very loosely adapted from McNiff and 

Whitehead’s (2002) action inquiry: 

 I value general comments and dialogue about the climate that occurs in my 

classroom and my teaching practice. They are very important and encouraged. 

Consider the intangible elements such as the tone and interactions that shape the 

learning environment. 

 Identify and offer examples of tensions or lived contradiction in my practice.  

For example: What situations occur in my teaching practice that may 

produce a domesticating effect on my students? 

Some questions, for example, and to provoke thought…  

o What practices, behaviours, and expectations occur in my practice 

that is ‘expected’ in every classroom? Who benefits from them? 

 What types of teaching practices occur that could be viewed as 

alternative?  What makes them alternative? 

 What are significant topics of discussions that occur in my 

classroom? How often do these occur? 

 Whose voices are most heard in my classroom and in my practice? 

Whose are missing? 

 What types of decisions do students make in my classroom? 

 Do all students have equal access to decision-making processes? 
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 Are there identifiable situations of power that are inequitable 

between teacher and student &/or student and student? 

 Investigate—through review, reflection, consultation, and feedback—the cultural 

norms, influences, and expectations that influence these contradictions found in 

my practice. 

 I will attempt to articulate, document, and suggest possible change informed by 

critical pedagogy that may be realized in my practice. 

 I will attempt to formulate and articulate ways that will inform my future 

teaching.  

 

  



226 

 

APPENDIX B:  Student participation focus group consent form 

 

 
 

Student Participant Focus Group Consent Form 

 

Title:  A Self-study through critical pedagogy: Reviewing and reshaping my teaching 

towards a more socially-justice practice. 

Introduction: Experiencing dissonance between one’s own personal values and beliefs 

and professional actions can provide a springboard to engage in professional review. In a 

post-secondary setting, such conflicts can serve as motivation for formal research projects 

to investigate the role they play in one’s teaching practice. The goal of this research is to 

undertake a self-study to investigate, inform, and better understand my own teaching 

practice through a critical pedagogical lens with the hope of moving toward a more 

socially-just professional practice. 

Procedure:  I am asking that you participate in a focus group session with others enrolled 

in SRS 110 during the fall 2012 semester which will be conducted by an individual not 

involved in the delivery of this course.  The session will be up to one hour in length.  In 

the groups, we will discuss specific questions regarding your experience in this course 

and the learning environment that was created this term.  The sessions will be audio or 

videotaped and transcribed. 

Risks and Benefits: There are no known risks involved in this study.  The only costs to 

you will be the time required to participate in the focus group.  This research will provide 

Faculty of Kinesiology and Health Studies 

Centre for Kinesiology, Health and Sport, 

Room 173 
3737 Wascana Pkwy, Regina, Saskatchewan   S4S 0A2 
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information to be used in an effort to further investigate the role of critical pedagogy in 

the teaching practices of a post-secondary educator. 

Research Personnel:  This study is being conducted by Roz Kelsey as her PhD research 

project.  However, assistants such as critical friends and colleagues will provide input and 

facilitate focus groups.  The project is supervised by Dr. Kathleen Nolan.  If you have 

any questions about the study, please feel free to contact either Roz (email:  

roz.kelsey@uregina.ca or phone: +1-306-337-2553) or Dr. Nolan (email: 

Kathy.Nolan@uregina.ca or phone: +1-306-585-4516). 

Confidentiality:  Any information derived from your participation in the study will be 

kept confidential by the researcher within the limits provided by the law (i.e., information 

will not be disclosed that could identify you and, while some statements that participants 

say might be presented, these will not be linked to any one participant or group).  I 

request that other participants also keep the information that will be presented during the 

groups as confidential.  Participants will not be asked for information that may identify 

them during the focus group.  The audio/videotaped and transcribed focus groups 

sessions will be stored in a password protected computer by the primary researcher for a 

total of five years at which time it will be destroyed.  Only group results or anonymous 

quotes will be presented in reports. 

Voluntary Participation:  You understand that your involvement in this study is entirely 

voluntary and that you can decline participation or withdraw at any time without penalty.  

You understand that I, Roz Kelsey as the primary researcher, am functioning in a dual 

role as both primary researcher and teacher responsible for SRS 110. Your participation 

or decision not to participate in this focus group will in no way effect your grades and 

mailto:Kathy.Nolan@uregina.ca
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assessments in this or any other course offered at the University of Regina. You can 

contact Roz Kelsey at the University of Regina (roz.kelsey@uregina.ca) if you are 

interested in obtaining a summary of the results. 

Ethics Approval:  This project has been approved by the Research Ethics Board, 

University of Regina.  If you have any questions or concerns about your rights or 

treatment as a research participant, you may contact the Chair of the University Research 

Ethics Board at +1-306-585-4775 or by e-mail at research.ethics@uregina.ca. 

Consent Statement 

Having read the above, I consent and agree to participate in this study.  Moreover, I agree 

not to disclose any information (discussed in the group) that could be linked to any 

specific individual.  I will also not disclose any identifying information about other 

members of the group.  Finally, I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this form. 

 

 

____________________________       _________________________                ______ 

Signature of Participant Signature of Investigator           Date 

 

Your participation is this study is greatly appreciated. 
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