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DYSCONSCIOUS RACISM: | 1
IDENTITY, AND THE MISEDUCAT!
OF TEACHERS

Joyce E. King

They had for more than a century before been regarded as . . . so far inferior . ..
that the negro mighe justly and lawfully be reduced to slavery for his benefit. . ..
This opinion was at that time fixed and universal in the civilized portion of the white
race. It was regarded as an axiom in morals as well as in politics, which no one
thought of disputing . . . and men in every grade and position in society daily and
habitually acted upon it . ., without doubting for a moment the correctness of this
opinion. {Dred Scott v. Sanford, 1857)

Racistt can mean culturally sanctioned beliefs which, regardless of the intentions
involved, defend the advantages whites have because of the subordinated positions
of racial minorities. {(Wellman, 1977, P. Xviii)

The goal of critical consciousness is an ethical and not a legal judgement about the
social order, {Heaney, 1984, p. 116)

CELEBRATING DIVERSITY

he new warchwords in education, “celebrating diversity,” imply the dem-
ocratic ethic that all students, regardless of their sociocultural backgrounds,
should be educated equitably. What this ethic means in practice, particu-
larly for teachers with little personal experience of diversity and limited under-
standing of inequity, is problematic. At the elite private Jesuit university where
teach, most of my students (most of whom come from relatively privileged, mon-
ocultural backgrounds) are anxious about being able to deal with all the diversity
in the classroom. Not surprisingly, given recent neoconservative ideological inter-
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pretations of the problem of diversity, many of my students alse befieve m_m_.m_.”
affirming cultural difference is tantamount to racial separatism, that diversity
threatens national unity, or that social inequity originates with sociocultural .m.a?
icits and not with unequal outcomes that are inherent in our socially mﬁn».:.._ﬂ_
society. With respect to this society’s changing demographics man_ the inw.n.zn.
“browning” of America, many of my students foresee a &355;.5 om.ﬂ_.m_n own
identity, stawus, and security. Moreover, regardless of their conscious intentions,
certzin culturally sanctioned beliefs my students hold about EBEQ.E& 5.3., d-
persists, especially for African Americans, take White norms and privilege as giv-
ens, .
The findings presented herein will show what these beliefs and responses have
to do with what I call ““dysconscious racism™ to denote the limited and distortesd
understandings my srudents have about inequity and cultural &ﬁmmiluuuaw?
standings that make it difficult for them 1o act in favor of wuly equitable &se...m
tion. This article presents a qualitative analysis of dysconscious racism as unzn..na
in the responses of my teacher educarion students to an open-ended question 1
posed at the beginning of one of my classes during the fall 1986 academic nE:Jq
to assess student knowledge and understanding of social inequity. Content ana ‘
ysis of their shorr essay responses will show how their thinking reflects _E.n_..au__.n«u
idcologies that borh justify the racial status quo and devalue nEEB.* &ﬁa_m_ _
Following the analysis of their responses and discussion of ﬂ_...n m:&nm.m. 1 wi _
describe the teaching approach T use to counteract the cognitively __E._Rn_ ant
distorted thinking that dysconscious racism represents. The concluding a_mn.:mm_cz
will focus on the need to make social reconstructionist liberatory anmn_.:z.m an
option for teacher education students like mine who often begin their mnomnum_cﬂ..__
preparation without having ever considered the need for fundamenral socia
changes (see also Ginsburg, 1988; and Ginsburg and Newman, Gmu 8 ) |
Critical, transformative teachers must develop a pedagogy of mcﬂm._ action mq___,
advocacy that really celebrates diversity, not just random holidays, _mo_u:wn_ cul-
tural artifacts, or. “festivals and food” (Ayers, 1988), If dysconscious racism kecps
such a commitment beyond the imagination of srudents like mine, teacher 2_:...
cators need forms of pedagogy and counterknowledge that challenge students
internalized ideologies and subjective Em::.nmnm. (Giroux and Znﬁnwn:. Gmm ). _._”:.
spective teachers need both an intellectual undérstanding of mnrognw and ._:na:ﬂ—.w
as well as self-reflective, transformative emotiona! growth experiences. With :..» sC
objectives in mind, I teach my graduate-level Social Foundations of Education
course in the social reconstructionist tradition of critical, ﬂnmnmmop._.:mnwn, Ex.._.__m
tory education for social change (see Gordon, 1985; Freire, 1971; Giroux ant
McLaren, 1986; Heaney, 1984; Shor, 1980; Searle, 1975; Sleeter and O:___:..
1988). In contrast to a pedagogy for the oppressed, this course n.xv_o_.nm the ” «_.
namics of a liberatory pedagogy for the elite. It is designed to provide such teac .J
education students with a context in which to consider alternative conceprions o
themselves and society. The course challenges students’ taken-for-granted :rc.cm
logical positions and identities and their unquestioned acceptance of cultural belic
systems that undergird racial inequity. o d
Thus, the course and the teaching methods I use transcend nQ:ﬁ:E.E& mc:__.
and multicultural Foundations of Education course approaches by n_:n.naw el
dressing societal oppression and student knowledge and .rm:nmm .u_uo:n .:mﬁ_.:n___m
and diversity. By focusing on ways that schooling, including their own miscdu
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cation, contributes to unequal educational outcomes thar reinforce societal ineq-
vity and oppression, students broaden their knowledge of how society works. 1
offer this analysis of dysconscious racism and reflecrions on the way I teach to
further the theoretical and practical development of a liberatory praxis that will
enable teacher educarion students to examine what they know and believe about
society, about diverse others, and about their own actions.

DISCOVERING DYSCONSCIOUS RACISM

Dysconsciousness is an uncritical habir of mind (including percentions, attiruiles,
assumptions, ai:d weliels) that justifies inequity and exploitation by accepiing the
existing order of things as given. If, as Heaney {1984) suggests, critical conscious-
siess “ivelves an ethical judgement” about the social order, dysconsciousness
accepes it uneritically, This lack of critical judgment against society reflects an
absence of what Cox (1974} refers to as “social ethics;™ it involves a subjective
tdentification with an ideological viewpoint that admits no fundamentally alter-
native vision of society.! :

Dysconscious racism is a form of racism that tacitly accepts dominant White
norms and privileges. It is not the absence of consciousness (that is, not uncon-
sciousness) but an impaired consciousness or distorred way of thinking about race
as compared to, for example, critical consciousness. Uncritical ways of thinking
about racial inequity accept certain culturally sanctioned assumptions, mayths, and
beliefs that justify the social and economic advantages white people have as a
result of subordinating diverse others (Wellman, 1977). Any serious challenge to
the status quo that calls this racial privilege into question inevitably challenges
the self-identity of white people who have internalized these ideological justifica-
tions. The reactions of my students to information I have presented about societal
inequity have led me to conceptualize dysconscious racism as one form that racism
takes in this post—ivil rights era of intellectual conservatism,

Most of my students begin my Social Foundations course with limited knowi-
edge and understanding of societal inequity. Not only are they often unaware of
their own ideological perspectives (or of the range of alternatives they have nor
consciously considered), most are also unaware of how their own subjective iden-
tities reflect an uncritical identification with the existing social order. Moreover,
they have difficulty explaining “liberal” and “‘conservative” standpoints on con-
temporary social and educational issues and are even less familiar with “radical”
perspectives (King and Ladson-Billings, 1990). My students” explanations of per-
sistent racial inequity consistently lack evidence of any critical ethical judgment
regarding racial (and class/gender} stratification in the existing social order; yet,
and not surprisingly, these same students generally maintain that they personally
deplore racial prejudice and discrimination. Wellman (1977} notes, however, that
this kind of thinking is a hallmark of racism. “The concrete problem facing white
people,” states Wellman “is how to come to grips with the demands made by
blacks and whites while at the same time avoiding the possibility of institutional
change and reorganization that might affect them™ (p. 42}, This suggests that the
ability to imagine a sociery reorganized without racial privilege requires 2 fun-
damental shift in the way white people think about cheir status and self-identities
and their conceptions of black peaple.
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they often complain that they are “tired of being made to teel guilty™ because chey
are white. The following entries from the classroom journals of two undergraduate

students in an education course are typical of this reaction?:

With some class discussions, readings, and other media, there have been times that
I feel guilty for being white which really infuriates me because no one .mroc_n feel
guilty for the color of their skin or ethnic background. vnnrmvm my mal_n.mm are ac-
tually a discomfort for the fact that others have been discriminated against all of
their life because of their color and I have not.

How can I be thankful that I am not a victim of disctimination? I should be um__m_.n.nn_.
Then [ become confused. Why shouldn’t | be thankful that I have escaped such pain?

These students’ reactions are understandable in light of Wellman’s insights into
the nature of racisin. That white reacher education students often express such
feelings of guilr and hostility suggests they accept certain E_nxm:.m.:& assump-
tions, unasked questions, and unquestioned cultural myths regarding both m.un
social order and their place in it. The discussion of the findings that follows .s..___
show how dysconscious racism, manifested in student explanations of societal
inequity and linked to their conceptions of black people, mné_:mm. 5.0 cultural
diversity of the black experience and, in effect, limits students’ thinking about
what teachers can do to promote equity.

THE FINDINGS

Since the fall academic quarter 1986, I have given the student teachers in my moom.m_
Foundations course staristical comparisons such as those compiled by the Q._.__-
dren’s Defense Fund (Edelman, 1987) regarding black and white m_._:mzwn,m life
chances (e.g., “Compared to White children, Black children are twice as :rm_.w o
die in the first year of life”; see Harlan, 1985). I then ask each student to write a
brief explanation of how these racial inequities came mvo..: by answering _."rn
question: “How did our society get to be this way?” An earlier m:v__nnﬁ._o:.%_aw
and Ladson-Billings, 1990) comparing student responses to this question in nr.n
fall 1986 and spring 1987 quarters identifies three ways students oxv_.mE u_.a.m
inequity. Content analysis of their responses reveals that mﬂc.n_ns_”m explain racial
inequity as either the result of slavery (Category 1), the denial or lack of equal
opportunity for African Americans (Category 1), or part of the framework of a
society in which racism and discrimination are normative (Category 11Ij. In ﬂr.n
present article I will again use these categories and the method of content analysis
to compare student responses collected in the 1986 and 1988 fall quarters. The
responses presented below are representative of 22 essay responses collected from
students in 1986 and 35 responses collected in 1988. . o

Category I explanations begin and end with slavery. Their focus is m:rnn on
describing African Americans as “victims of their original ?.?i status” or they
assert that black/white inequality is the continuing result of inequity that ‘Un.mm:
during slavery. In either case, historical unﬂnzdm:mmm:. is a key mnmm:_.nw >m.:nm=
Americans are perceived as exslaves, and the “disabilities of slavery” are believed
to have been passed down intergenerationally. As two students wrote:
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[ feel it dates?

e of slavery when the B <ot pevmitied to wark
or really have a life of their owa They were nor given the luxury or opportunity to

be educated and each generation passed this disability on [italics added], (F6-21)

I think that this harkens back to the origin of the American Black population as
slaves. Whereas other immigrant groups started on a low rung of our economic (and
social class) ladder and had space and opportunity 10 move up, Blacks did nor. They
were perceived as somehow less than people. This view may have been passed down
and even on to Black youth, (FB-32)

It is worth noting that the “fixed and universal beliefs” Europeans and white
Americans held about black inferiority/white superiority during the epoch of the
Atlantic slave trade, beliefs that made the enslavement of Africans seem justified
and lawful, are not the focus of this kind of explanation. The historical continuum
of catise and effect evident in Category I explanations excludes any consideration
of the cultural rationality behind such attitudes; that is, they do not explain why
white people held these beliefs.

In Category I explanations the emphasis is on the denial of equal opportunity
to black people {e.g., less educarion, lack of jobs, low wages, poot health care).
Although students espousing Category IT arguments may explain discrimination
as the result of prejudice or racist artitudes {e.g., “Whites believe blacks are infe-
rior”), they do not necessarily causally link it to the historical fact of slavery or
ta the former status of black people as slaves. Rather, the persistently unequal
status of African Americans is seen as an effect of paverty and systemic discrim-
ination. Consider these two responses from 1986 and 1988:

Blacks have been treated as second class citizens. Caucasians tend to maintain the
belief that Black people are inferior .. . for this reason [italics added] Blacks receive
less education and education that is of inferior quality .. . less pay than most other
persons doing the same job; {and] live in inferior substandard housing, ete. (F6-3)

Because of segregation—overt and covert—Blacks in America have had less access
historically to education and jobs which has led to a poverty cycle for many, The
effects described are due 1o poverty [italics added], lack of education and lfack of
opportunity. (F§-7)

In addition, some Category I and Category II explanarions identify negative
psychological or cultural characteristics of African Americans as effects of slavery,
prejudice, racism, or discrimination. One such assertion is that black people have
no motivation or incentive to “move up” or climb the socioeconomic ladder.
Consequently, this negative characreristic is presumed to perpetuate racial ine-
quality: like a vicious cycle, whites then perceive blacks as ignorant or as having
“devalued cultural mores.”” The following are examples of Category II explana- .
tions; even though they allude to slavery, albeit in a secondary fashion, the exis-
tence of discrimination is the primary focus:

Blacks were brought to the U.S. by Whites. They were/are thought to be of a “lower
race” by large parts of the society . . . society has impressed these beliefs/ideas onte
Blacks. [Therefore] Blacks probably have lower self-esteem and when you have lower
self-esteemn, it is harder to move up in the world. . . , Blacks group together and stay
together, Very few move up ... partly because society put them there. (F6-18}
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Past history s at the basc of 1he raci.) prablems evident in S.rmuw_.w mc...._.ns,. Blacks
have been persecuted and oppressed for years. . . . Discrimination is still a _u_..cv._nE
which results in lack of motivation, self-csteem and hence a lessened “desire” 1o
escape the hardships ,E:_._ which they are faced. (F8-14)

In 1986 my students’ responses were almost evenly &imn@ vognm_.. Category
I and Category 11 explanations (10 and 11 responses, .nn.mm.nnm_ﬁ_w. with one O.ﬁm
egory Il response). In 1988 all 35 respouses were divided Unwﬁnnn Ouanmosr
{11} and Category II (24) responses, or 32% muu. 68%, mnmmnnﬁ..i_w. Thus, the
majority of students in both years explained racial inequality in __E_:i imu.ml...w
a historically inevitable consequence of slavery or as a resukt .cm .?.nusm_na an
discrimination—without recognizing the steuctural inequity built into the mnnE"
order. Their explanations fail to link racial inequity to other mo.n.:w .om moﬂn.:“
oppression and exploitation. In addition, nrnwn nxw_m..,mzoﬂ, which give non._«_‘...
erable attention to black people’s negative characteristics, fail to account forw _.,,_?
people’s beliefs and attitudes thar have long _.cma.mna_ societal oppression and in-
equity in the form of racial slavery or discrimination,

DISCUSSICN

An obvious feature of Category I explanations is the devaluation of the African
American cultural heritage, a heritage that certainly encompasses more than nr.a
debilitating experience of slavery. Moreover, the m_...nnmaﬂ.w w.:a adaptive ._.nm___.n_.d.mn
of what Stuckey (1987) refers to as the “slave culture” is _m=o._.nn_ m:n ,.Bv__nz. Y
devatued. Indeed, Category I explanations reflect a conservative mmm_azmn_o..ﬁm_
ideclogy that blames contemporary racial inequity on the w_.nm_..ana nc_.EB_ ¢ ﬁ
icits of African Americans. Less obvious is the way the historical continuum o
these explanations, beginning as they do with the nmmnn.m of m_n,..naw. on African
Americans, fails to consider the specific culrural raticnality that justified m_m‘...né
as acceptable and lawful {Wynter, 1990). Also excluded from ﬂ_-.nmn nx_u_usmﬂ.,o_.m
as possible contributing factors are the particular advantages white people gaine
from the institution of racial slavery. - "
Category I explanations devalue diversity by not recognizing how ovv.o_.E:__ Y
is tied to the assimilation of mainstream norms and values. These explanations 3 m&c
fail to call into question the basic structural inequity of the social order; instea m
the cultural mythology of the American Dream, most specifically the myth of equa

opportunity, is tacitly accepted (i.e., with the right opportunity, African Americans

can climb out of poverty and “make it” like everyone else). Such liberal, mmm_a_ﬂ“.-
tionist ideology ignores the widening gap between the _.E.snm and the have nots, _” _n
downward mobility of growing numbers of whites (particularly women with n_ i
dren), and other social realities of contemporary nmv#mr.m_.d. While not m_qomn.a_.q_,.
inaccurate, these explanations are nevertheless partial _u_.on_mo_w.‘.vnnw:.mo they fail t
make appropriare connections between race, mnnn_.ﬂ., and nnmmm. inequity. .
How do Category I and Category II explanations a«an_.@ %moozmn_ocw q.f_
cism? Both types defend white privilege, which, according ro Wellman (197 r_ 18
a “consistent theme in racist thinking” {p. 39). For example, Category [ expla-
nations rationalize racial inequity by attributing it to the effects of &E.n& on
African Americans while ignoring the economic advanrages it gave whites. A sec-
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ond rationalization, presented in Category I explanations, engenders the menral
picture many of my students apparently have of equal Opportunity, not as equal
access to jobs, health care, education, etc., but rather as a sort of “legal liberty™
that leaves the structural basis of the racial status quo intacr (King and Wilson,
1990} In effect, by failing to connect a more just opportunity system for blacks
with fewer white-skin advantages for whites, these explanations, in actuality, de-
fend the racial starus quo.

According to Wellman, the existing social order cannot provide for unlimited {or
equal) opportunity for black peaple while maintaining racial privileges for whires
(p. 42). Thus, elimination of the societal hierarchy is inevitable if the social order
is to be reorganized, but before this can occur, the existing strucrura] inequity must
be recognized as such and actively struggled against. This, however, is not what
most of my students have in mind when they refer to “equal opportunity.”

Category I and Category I explanations rationalize the existing social order in
yet a third way by omitting any ethical judgment against the privileges white
people have gained as a result of subordinating black people {and others). These
explanations thus reveal a dysconscious racism that, although it bears little resem-
blance to the violent bigotry and overt white supremacist ideologies of previous
eras, still takes for granted a system of racial privilege and societal stratification
that favors whites. Like the whites of Dred Scott’s era, few of my students even
think of disputing this system or see it as dispurable.

Cartegory 11l explanations, on the other hand, do nor defend this system. They
are more comprehensive, and thus more accurate, because they make the appro-
Priate cornecrions hetween racism and other forms of inequity, Category III ex-
planations also locate the origins of racial inequity in the framework of a sociery
in which racial victimization is normative, They identify and criticize both racist
ideology and oppressive societal structures withour placing the responsibility for
changing the situation solely on African Amerticans {e.g., to develop self-esteem)
and without overemphasizing the role of white prejudice (e.g., whites® beliefs
about black inferiority). The historical factors cited in Category I explanations
neither deny whire privilege nor defend it. I have received only one Category III
response from a student at the beginning of my courses, the following:

[Racial inequity] is primatily the result of the economic system . . . racism served the
purposes of ruling groups; e.g., in the Reconstruction era , . . poor whites were pirted
against Blacks—a pool of cheap exploitable labor is desired by capitalists and this
ties in with the identifiable differences of races. {F6-9}

Why is it that more students do not think this way? Given the majoriry of my
students’ explanarions of racial inequity, I suggest that their thinking is impaired
by dysconscious racism—even though they may deny they are racists. The impor-
tant point here, however, is not to prove that students are racisg; rather, it is thar
their uncritical and limited ways of thinking must be identified, understood, and
brought to their conscious awareness.

Dysconscious racism must be made the subject of educational incervention,
Conventional analyses—which conceptualize racism at the institutional, cultural,
or individual level but do not address the cognitive distortions of dysconscious-
ness—cannot help srudents distinguish between racist justifications of the status
quo (which limit their thought, self-identity, and responsibility to take action) and
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I,

socially unacceptable individual prejudice or Loy fwhich sondents of sa-
vow). Teacher educators must therefore challenge hoth liberal and conservative
ideological thinking on these marters if we want students to consider seriously the
need for fundamental change in society and in education. . )

Ideology, identity, and indoctrination are central concepts I use in my Social
Foundations of Education course to help students free themselves from misedu-
cation and uncritically accepted views that limit their thoughe and action. A brief
description of the course follows.

THE CULTURAL POLITICS OF CRITIQUING IDEQLOGY AND IDENTITY

One goal of my Social Foundations of Educarion course is to sharpen .qrn &.._EQ
of students to think critically about educational purposes and practice in relation
to social justice and to their own identities as teachers. The course n_._.:..a E:Bm:nﬁ.am
a range of ideological interests that become the focus of students’ Q._nmnu_ analysis,
evaluation, and choice. For instance, a recurring theme in the course is ﬁ.rua of nr.n
social purposes of schooling, or schaoling as an _.:mn.sq.m:ﬂ of educational phi-
losophy, societal vision, values, and personal choice. This is a key concept mvo:n
which many students report they have never thought seriously. Course .namn_:..mmu
lectures, media resources, class discussions, and other experiential _nw.nE.:w activ-
ities are organized to provide an alternative context of meaning within E?nr
students can critically analyze the social purposes of schooling. The range of ide-
ological perspectives considered include alternative nx.b_m_..uaonm of poverty and
joblessness, competing viewpoints regarding the &m:.mnmnnn .0m n:_EB_ differ-
ences, and discussions of education as a remedy for societal inequity. mﬁ.:moza
consider the meaning of social justice and examine ways that education might be
transformed to promote 2 more equitable social order. Moreover, they are ex-
pected to choose and declare the social changes they themselves want to bring
about as teachers, o
The course also introduces students to the critical perspective that nmcnnzos. is
not neutral; it can serve various political and culrural interests, including social
control, socialization, assimilation, domination, or liberation (Cagan, .._w.\mw Fre-
ire, 1971; O"Neill, 1981). Both imparrial, purportedly facrual Fmo_.an.En as 1».:
as openly partisan views about existing social realities such as the n_n_:mu.w:._m__-
zation of America, hunger and homelessness, tracking, the “hidden” curriculum
(Anyon, 1981; Vallance, 1977), the socialization of teachers, and teacher expec-
tations {Rist, 1970) allow students to examine connections between macrosocial
{societal) and microsocial (classroom) issues. This information _._m:um mEn_.n:.S con-
sider different viewpoints abour how schooling processes oo_::v:nn.no inequity.
Alongside encountering liberal and conservative analyses of education and op-
portunity, students encounter the scholarship of racial educators such as Anyon
{1981), Freire (1971}, Kozal (1981), and Giroux and En.—..mng. S.wmm.r who have
developed “historical identities” (Boggs et al., 1978) within mon_@”_ justice struggles
and who take stronger ethical stances against inequity than do liberals or conser-
vatives. These radical educators’ perspectives also provide students with umnn.n.&.
tive role models; students discuss their thoughts and feelings about the convictions
these authors express and reflect upon the soundness of nmn.i_ arguments. Con-
sequently, as studenss formulate their own philosophical positions about the pur-
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poses of education, they inevitably struggle with the ideas, values, and sovial jn-
terests at the heart of the different educational and sacial visions that they, as
teachers of the future, must either affirm, reject, or resist. |

Making a conscious process of the struggle over divergent educarional principles
m:.m purpaoses constitutes the cultural politics of my Social Foundations course, In
this regard my aim is to provide a context within which student teachers can
_.n.nomﬂmn and evaluate their personal experiences of political and ethical indoc-
trination. In contrast to their own miseducation, and using their experience in my
course as a point of comparison, I urge my students to consider the possibilities
liberatory and transformative teaching offers. To facilitate this kind of conscious
reflection, 1 discuss the teaching straregies I myself model in my efforts to help
themn think critically about the course content, their own world view, and the
professional practice of teaching (Freire and Faundez, 1989}, To demonstrate the
questions critical, liberatory teachers must ask and to make whar counts as
“school knowledge” (Anyon, 1981) problematic, I use Freires (1971} strategy of
developing *problem-posing” counterknowledge, For example, 1 pose biased in-
structional materials as a problem teachers address. Thus, when we examine the
way textbooks represent labor history (Anyon, 1979) and my student teachers
.vnm:.. to realize all they do not know about the struggles of working people for
Justice, the problem of miseducation becomes more real to them. Indeed, as Freire
ﬂ.xooﬁ_mo: (1933}, and others suggest, an alternative view of history often _.ncnm_m
hidden social interests in the curriculnm and unmasks 2 political and cultural role
of schooling of which my student teachers are often completely unaware.

Analysis of and reflection on their own knowledge and experience involves
.m_.zn_n.:.ﬂ in critiquing ideologies, examining the influences on their thinking and
identities, and considering the kind of teachers they want to become. 1 also en-
courage my students 1o take a stance against mainstream views and practices that
dominate in schools and other university courses. Through such intellectual and
emotional growth opportunities, students in my course reexperience and reeval-
uate the partial and socially constructed nature of their own knowledge and iden-
tities,

My approach is not free from contradictions, however, While I alone organize
the course structure, select the topics, make certain issues problematic, and assign
.qra grades, I am confident that my approach is more democratic than the unwitting
ideological indoctrination my students have apparently internalized. For a final
grade, students have the option of writing a final exam in which they can critique
the course, or they may present (to the class) a term project organized around an
analytical framework they themselves generare,

TOWARD LIBERATORY PEDAGOGY IN TEACHER EDUCATION

Merely presenting factual information about societal inequity does not necessarily
enable preservice reachers to examine the beliefs and assumptions that may influ-
ence the way they interprer these facts. Moreover, with few exceprions, available
multicultural resource materials for teachers presume 2 value noaﬂu.m:.a:n and
readiness for multicultural teaching and antiracist education that many students
may lack initially {Bennett, 1990, Brandt, 1986; Sleeter and Grant, 1988). Teacher
educators may find some support in new directions in adult education (Mezirow,
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i) awdinsieoi s o7 adule learning and critical literacy that draw upon Freire's
work in particular (Freire and Macedo, 1987). This literature offers some useful
theoretical insights for emancipatory education and liberatory pedagogy (Heaney,
1984}, Tor examplz, the counterknowledge straregies I use in my Social Founda-
tions course are designed to facilitate the kind of “perspective transformation”
Mezirow (1984) calls for in his work. It is also worth noting that a tradition of
critical African American educational scholarship exists that can be incorporated
into teacher preparation courses. Analyses of miseducation by Woodson (1933),
DuBois {1935}, and Ellis {i217) arc caily forerunners of critical, liberatory ped-
agogy. This tradition is also reflected in contemporary African American thought
and scholarship on education and social action (see Childs, 1989; Gordon, 1990;
Lee et al,, 1990; Muwakkil, 1990; Perkins, 1986).

As Slecter and Grant (1988, p. 194) point out, however, white students some-
times find such critical, liberatory approaches threatening to their self-concepts
and identiti¢s, While they refer specifically to problems of white males in this
regard, my experience is that most students from economically privileged, cultus-
ally homogeneous backgrounds are generally unaware of their intellectual biases
and manocultural encapsulation. While my students may feel threatened by di-
versity, what they often express is guilt and hostility. Students who have lived for
the most part in relatively privileged cultural isolation can only consider becoming
liberatory, social-reconstructionist educators if they have both an adequate un-
derstanding of how society works and opportunities to think about the need for
fundamental social change. The critical perspective of the social arder offered in
my course challenges students’ world views as well as their self-identities by mak-
ing problematic and directly addressing students’ values, beliefs, and ideolagies,
Precisely because what my students know and believe is so limited, it is necessary
to address both their knowledge (that is, their intellectual understanding of social
inequity) and what they believe about diversity. As Angus and Jhally (1989, p.
12) conclude, “what people accept as natural and self-evident” s exactly what
becomes “problematic and in need of explanation” from this critical standpoint,
Thus, to seriously consider the value commitment involved in teaching for social
change as an option, students need experiential opportunities to recognize and
evaluate the ideological influences that shape their thinking about schooling, so-
ciety, themselves, and diverse others.

The critique of ideology, identity, and miseducation described herein represents
a form of cultural politics in teacher education that is needed to address the specific
cultural rationality of social inequity in modern American society. Such a libera-
tory pedagogical approach does not neglect the dimension of power and privilege
in saciety, nor does it ignore the role of ideology in shaping the context within
which people think about daily life and the possibilities of social transformation.
Pedagogy of this kind is especially needed now, given the current thrust toward
normative schooling and curriculum content that emphasizes “our common West-
ern heritage” (Bloom, 1987; Gagnon, 1988; Hirsch, 1987; Ravitch, 1990}. Un-
fortunarely, this necconservative curriculum movement leaves little room for dis-
cussion of how being educated in this tradition may be a limiting factor in the
effectiveness of teachers of poor and minoriry students (King and Wilson, 1990;
Ladson-Billings, 1991). Indeed, it precludes any critical cthical judgment about
societal inequity and supports the kind of miseducarion that produces teachers
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who are dysconscious—uncritical and unprepared to question Whire norms, white
superiority, and white privilege,

Myths and slogans about common heritage notwithstanding, prospective teach-
ers need an alternative context in which ro think critically about and reconstruct
their social knowledge and self-identities, Simply put, they need opportunities to
become conscious of oppression. However, as Heaney (1984} correctly observes:
“Consciousness of oppression can not be the object of instruction, it must be
discovered in experience” (p. 118), Classes such as my Social Foundations course
make it possible for students to reexperience the way dysconscious racism and
miseducation victimize them.

That dysconscious racism and miseducation of teachers are part of the problem
is not well understood. This is evident in conventional foundarions approaches
and in the teacher education literature on multiculturalism and pluralism that
examine social stratification, unequal educational outcomes, and the significance
of culture in educarion bu offer no critique of ideology and indoctrination {Goll-
nick and Chinn, 1990; Pai, 1990). Such approaches do not help prospective teach-
ers gain the critical skills needed to examine the ways being educated in a racist
society affects their own knowledge and their beliefs about themselves and cul-
turally diverse others. The findings presented in this article suggest that such skills
are vitally necessary. The real challenge of diversity is to develop a sound libera-
tory praxis of teacher education that offers relatively privileged students freedom
to choose critical multiculrural consciousness over dysconsciousness. Moving be-
yond dysconsciousness and miseducation toward liberatory pedagogy will require
systematic research to determine how teachers are being prepared and how well
those whose preparation includes critical liberatory pedagogy are able to maintain
their perspectives and implement transformative goals in their own practice.

Notes

1. It should be noted that dysconsciousness need not be limited 10 racism but can apply
10 justifications of other forms of exploitation such as sexism or even neocolonialism—
issues that are beyond the scope of the present analysis,

4

I want to thank Professor Gloria Ladson-Billings, who also rteaches at my institution,
for providing these journal entries. See her discussion of student knowledge and acti-
tudes in The Journal of Negro Education, 60, 2, 1991, :

3. This and subsequent student comment codes used throughout this arricle identify in-
dividual respondents within each cohort. “F6-21," for example, refers to respondent
21 in the fall 1986 academic quarter.
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WHEN IS A SINGING SCHOOL (NOT)
A CHORUS? THE EMANCIPATORY
AGENDA IN FEMINIST PEDAGOGY

AND LITERATURE EDUCATION

Deanne Bogdan

his paper addresses the conundrum of why, for some of us, the more we

become sensitized to the imperatives of democratic education 2nd student

ownership of their own learning, the harder they can VnnoB.n actually to
accomplish in a classroom. This is especially true in literature .nn_cnnam.: E.i fem-
inist/critical pedagogy, where personal and social n-.m:.mmo_._duno: are _Em__n: and
explicit goals. Underlying the ethical aims of feminist pedagogy and lirerature
education is the accepting of the Other on the Other’s own terms.! In classrooms
full of real readers reading, this principle, which informs what m__.smvnn_._ .m__mimz_..
has called “a pedagogy of the unknowable,”? plays itsclf out in the interstices
between authority and trust, academic rigor and personal empathy, community
and fracture, professional and political responsibility. Wnnn_..n:... hn_uo_.mr Britzman
has analyzed her student teachers’ artempts to implement nn_n_nutmna_s_.um peda-
gogical methods in English education at the secondary unwoo_ ._n<n_. mnnm..__am the
complexity of the tensions and contradictions that mark “not just what it means
ta know and be known, but how we come to know and come to refuse w:o.i.
edge.”? To espouse a liberatory agenda is often to embark on a “pedagogical
encounter” that, in Britzman’s words, is simply “scary.”

More often than not, things do not go according to plan: objectives reappear as too
simple, too complicated, or get lost; concepts become glossed over, require long
detours, or go awry. . . . In short, pedagogy is filled with surprises, involuntary re-
turns, and unanticipated twists.

My reflections arise out of my more recent nxvnaﬂnmam Smo_.._wum. at my home
institution, the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education, which is a graduare
department of education. In contrast to Britzman’s grade ten m_mmw, our mﬂcn_.nsnm
are mature adults, many of them seasoned, successful teachers in their own right,
who bring to the learning environment highly diverse personal, professional, and
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