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o inperatves have, dominared |
‘§  recent educanonal wiiting on the

1. American academic Lefe: che
neid 1o make classrooms more democ-
garic and less hierarchical, and the npeed
to bring polirical issues out of hading
and explicitly before studenss’ view.
Both these inipesatives are ongs 1 idensi-
fy with, but probléms scem o arise
“when“we try To reconcile the Two. Both
conservarive and liberal critics of “politi-
) cotrectness” have savagely awracked
adical Leftist educarors for promoting

his or her agendain orderto -avoid such
coercion and silencing, the class loses its

1 claim w be pa.mclﬂarly radical or oppo-

sitional, Polizically- cdmmireed pedagogy
chen, either tends 1o be caescive oF it
ceases 10 be politically commired.

Let me say before 1 go on, hiowever, |

thar, Jike most quiestions abous teaching,

the question of how 1o bring’ polirical .t

issues into, classrooms I contingent on
specific local contexts. Debares abont:
whether “ro politicize or not o politi-

hand, the instrucror backs away from

caching Politically
Correctness’

nexe; depending on ruy senseof the ide-
olq'gi%;a'l;,":iit: of the swudents: And in
tlasses yehere students themselves are
politically divided (ie., mose classes 1
have vanghin); 1 oftea pur on ane party
‘hat or-the other by osns {as well as
many intermediere: positions}, depend-

ing en theiebh and fow of the discus-
" sion. Tn whart follows. bere, [ will be

sssuming such an ideologically mixed
srudent Body, but 1 will also be assum-

' ing a smdent body that tends noc w sce
jre experience in idzologically well

defined tesns. In facy, this

and carrying out 2 kind of
indocrrinarion campaign dis-
guised as
empowerinent.

charges infuriare Leftise edu-

lack of a clear picore of ide-

educational 1 ﬁﬂd myﬁelf bﬂ’i‘ﬂg a Leninist one dﬂy qlogical categories on the
These upd a Milton Friedmanite on the next,

of most American s
dents is a key premise in my

catogs, who feed( often justifi- deperzdmg o my SENSE oftbe ideologiml ArgUIRENT. against standard
ably) rhat dialague and IZII Oftbe Sfudfﬂﬁf. ‘

empowerment of stadents,

models of radical pedagogy.
My view is thar if we hope

not indocerination, is what
their classes are abour. Furchermore, the
anei PC crivics rarely acknowledge that
Lefe educators themselyes —to their
credic — have become increasingly con-
cemned with the challenges posed by the
problem: how can reachers bring their
polirical commirments inte class with-
our reproducing che pedagogical anthor-
jrariznism and- bullying they want o
overcome? )

1 want o arguc here, however, that
given the claims made by liberatory the-
orists, it s reasonable enough for their
crirics ro suspect thar bullying and
indocrinanion s whae mdical pedagogy
is afrer. Purithermore, I wanr to argue
thar this problem is insoluble in the
rezms in which it is usnally posed,
which ser up an inevitable double bind.
1f on the one hand, the radical educaror
pussues his or her agends aggressively in
the class, students who aren't already dis-
posed to that agenda are indeed likely 10
Feel coerced or silenced. If, on the other

28

cizd” the dassroom 00 ofien 1ake place
an abstrace levels of discussion, as ifall

classrooms were everywhere the same.

and there were one correct way o biibg
our polirical commitments into our
classes. 1ni practice, howeyer, whatever
GUF PIOBrAIMMALC intentions, we often
find rhat rhe ideclogical direcrion we
give w0 a class varies greatly depending
on where the students ase intellecrually
and socially. If you see yous job as
reacher as oné of challenging your ste-
denrs, you will tend 1o steer toward a
devil's advocacy pelirics in dlass, oppos-
ing whateves is the domipant mindser
of the students, which you may not
have been able to predicr.

Thar is; given a student bady far
enough 1o the Right, I and many other
weachers would be driven o take radical-
ly Left positions in class. In my own.
reaching, (2ad I donX think Pm acypi-
cal), 1 find myself being a Leninist one
day and.2 Milton Friednianite on the

to make classrooms mare
open and democraric, we peed o
rechink what it medns to “reach polit-
cally™ More specifically, we need a dif-

| ferent model of polidcal pedagogy than

the adyocacy pedagogy that emerged
from the 1960s and thac has been mose
influentially advanced byPaulo Preiee in
The Pedugogy of the Oppressed and sub-
sequendy chaborated by Henry Giroux,
bell hooks, and othezs.

The most telling objection to “the
pedagogy of the oppressed” is that it
generally doesat work, though I would
have serious probleims with iz even if ie
did: T have no swatistics, bue I suspect
that for every studenr who is “rrans-

- formed” by 4 liberatory classroom, more
1 smdenus ate dxiven into resenthyl silence

or pushed fuishier to the Righa:
Arguably; the least effective way o radi-
calize seudenrs is o fry 1o radicalize

-them. But it seems especially counter-
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'vctsar_lon in the first place, Like most

Americans, American students eend to :

Be tiot conservative so misch as lienar-
d fronr political discourse, whether of
the Lieh, :the: Righr, o the Cenzer Both

sides in the culeuie war have got so

canghr in the bittle berween Left and |

‘Right versions of intellecrual: culrire
that they forget'dhar for most American
students the problem has always been
‘ineellecrual culnuce as such.

These siudents do need 1o'be exposed
10 radical puhnca[ ideas, which, as
,Chomsky and ochers poirrout, are rarely:
zepreserited in the popular media. Bur
for thesc radical ideas to-be meaningful,
students need exposure vo the broader
political canversation that givés such
ideas mezning. Such 4 conversation is
hard to piece sogether when students are
exposed 1o it in fragmenics and glimpses
as they move from course to |

own, minds about where they stand. IF
the Lefrbelieves in the merits of its
cass, it neéds to have faich thar. smdcnts
will come 10" recognize these metiis in
the give-and rake of debate. This miarss
that progressive instructors sho,l_ﬂ_d
engage in’open. dassiorn debates with

conscrvative-eolleagues, “reachiing with

the enemy;” as it were, and if not with
che enemy in the flesh, then arleasc

with s texs or it enail comminiea- -
| wizh only two options, both of them

tiopsin the seading.

This of course means accepung the
risk that the Left might-lose some of
these: debares. Bur. secene lefr education-

-al straregy has been _Iargc]jr defensive, |
aimed at not losing rather than risking |

the gains in public recogoition and
influence that can be made in a public
fotum, Thus Pve heard Lefe educarors
argue thatwe should not give legitimacy

. it paively assumics.a nentral markeiplace
- of ideas in which debarers ocoupy 2 fevel
: piaymg field of equal _power and author-

ity. ‘This objection misses.the point in
several ways. First; though it is true thar
the plying field of debate is far from

- socially level; diis face itself would figure

to emerge as 2 central and explicic

" theme in‘any debate in which a dernoc-

radc speciruo of positions were iepre-
sented. Second, the objection; leaves us

bad: either swerile add raxeﬁed netitraliny
on the one hand, or coercive advocacy
on the other.

Bur the alterpative to coercive advoca-
&y is not neutrality; bur conmrer advocacy,
Thar is, the way ‘to avoid bullymg our
students with our palitical convictions is
fot to miizzle or softpedal those convic-
tions, but to open ourselves more pub-
 licly 1o the cotivictings of coun-

COusE,

In the absence of any comversa-
Hon across coutses, students expe-
rience what should be a connecred
political debate as a series of isolac-
ed coursesmonologues. In such
condidions, studéns become liké a

Both sides in the culture war bave
got so canght in the battle between
Left and Right versions of
intellectual culture that they
person wying 1o make sense of 2 forget that for most American

l:crau:hor:tcs The -point, again,
is 1o give students a shor, for
once, at figuring: our what is ar
stake in the ideological differ-
ences that swirl around them
and thus to epter the conversa-
tion themselves. To me such 2
. model of couriter-advoeacy is

phorie conversarion by listéning 4t _ . mare democraric i prindiple
only one end, Or they become fike ¥ tudents the bro blems bas alwz_zys than Freire’s celebrawd model of
volleyballs, bounced back and classroom dindopuce

forth berween disparare or dash-

been intellectual culture as such.

Ereire’s poal in The Pedaogy of

ing pelitical and philoscphical

assumptions thar never comie togeeher

to clarify where they differ or converge.
When smdenrs.go from. one class, for

example, in which i7s raken for granted

{and therefore not even said) char che
Wesrern madision is berign and unprob-
lematic to ancther in which it is raken
for g,ram:ed {so lefr unsaid} that Western
culnre Is compromised by domination
and inequaliey; stadenss disrit necessarily
recognize. the conflice berween the two
classes, On the contrary, since the classes
don’t communicare, there is every
inducernent for the students to com-
pmmenm!ize the two political perspec
tives and give each reagher whatever
they presumably “wanit” even when its
Hady conrradicrory.

To me; ther, 2 wuly democratic cur-

riculum would, fist, bring the political _

debates thar now lie buried and muf
fled in the curriculum our into the
open. Second, it woild expase studenes
10 these debares in 2 way rhar would
0ot uy w predetermine the outcome,
giving them space to make up their
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1o patriacchy anci racisox by engaging
critics of women's or biack studies pro-
grams bz those programs. Afeer all, pro-
fessors who preach iree matket econom-

ies don’t invite their critics ifite their

" courses 1o debare, so why shonld we?

Pu.rthcr_motc, this argument runs, s
dents already are sararared-with conserv-

[ ative and liberal zdeélogy in other couzs-

es {not to menton in the media), so
why give those ideologies even more air

tiee? Beter to cirdé the wagons around
minority studies classes and programs
and tune out the hostile crties ourside.
The wouble with this kind of defensive

- strategy is that, sinee its a given that

those hastile critics hold the balance of

_power out in the world, failing o

¢agage them amounts o letting them
win by default. Then, wo, when pro-
gressive academics speak mostly to the
like-minded, they gee lictle practice per-
suading people who. don't already agree
with them,

An ObJeCLLOI‘l 1 oftens bear 1o this argu-

" ment for “teaching the conflices” is char

the Oppressed is the landable one
of empowening oppressed students by
helping them make political sense of
their experience and become active
agents of their libetation. Accordingly,
Ereire argues that reacher-smadent dia-
logne needs 1o rephice what he calls the
“banking” approach-to educarion; in
which knowledge is seen as a kind of
deposir students passively receive from
an authorimtve teacher and tventually
cash in when they give ir back for a
grade. Real educarion for Freire is nora
set of-fixed answers dropped into §mu-
dcn: brain-vaults, buz a “preblern-pos-
ing” experience thar generawes indepen-
dent critical thinking,

Freire couid not be more insistent in
warning radical educators to think of
liberation not as something bestowed
from above on the appressed, bur rather
as a condition they enable the oppressed
to achieve on their own. “The pcdagogy
of the oppressed,” he writes, “must be
fmged with, not for, the opprcsscd Jdn
the incessant struggle to regain theis
huemanivy.” [33] Freire consistently
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g arracks quasx«lﬁmnm educanona] mod-

'1mpose a zeleological blueprine on sru-
dens; merely giving dhie banking model
i di&crent coftent instead of disca.rdmg
it. “Liberarion educarion;” ke writes,
"Sl‘ﬂ.rl:S'Wil:h the conviction thar it canpor.
Ppresent irs-own Program bur must
search for chis program dialogically with
the pcoplc {118] In:a Frmrean class-
teom dialogué, then, ihstead. of impas-
ing rheir own “thematics” on the people
ﬁ:om the top down, liberarory edicarors
“re-present ro-the people their themarics
in sysrematized and-amplified form.
The themarics which have come from
the people return o themi—nor s con-

vents wo bie depasited but as problems o

be solved.

One can readily underseand the appeal
of this pedagogy ro a-generarion-of
American teachers predisposed -sinee che
1960s to student-cenrered forms of
teaching: And up ro a peint, Freirean
pedagogy is grounded in a sound peda-

gogical premise thar goes back ro |

Deewey: that for any teaching o be

effective, it has o be inrernalized by the .

student; and it probably won' be if ics

imposed from the top. Then, 00,
Préirés assumprions and methods seem -

defensible when used with groups: like
the Brazilian peasants who, [ presume,
invired Freire-and bis ream o teach

version of Lefrise radicaliem CoUILS 25 3
genuine “critical percepron.” As Freize

purs it, the crirical perceprion of the

wotld that dhe student dequires amounrs
w “d-correct method of approaching

zeafiry...” [103]. It constitutes “a com-

prehension of rezal reality”™ [99]. And
Freire leaves linde doubt thar he and his

- associates have the correct line on “owl

realiny.”

‘Richard E. Miller has recenzly made
this peint abour the inherenr dogma-
tsm of Freire’s approach. As Miber pues
it, Freire

presents the recipients of his ped—
-agogy as coming to their own
conclusions, as learning 1o think
for thernselves, He doesmT linger
overthe facr thar all this self-
metivated thinking leads his sp-
dents to think exacdy whar he
wonild hike thermn vo chinde

Freire, adds Miller, doesnt “imagine
thar, possibly, his studenrs are moushing
pieties, silently eollaboraiing in the pro-
ducton of the desired public tmnscript
and then sneaking back home where
they are free to.question his lessons or
forcz others 1o accepr them or forger
them alogether.™ [19]

So the-ourcome of the Freirean peda-
gogical “dialogue” is already prederer-

Nowhere in The Pedagagy of the.
Oppressed does Freire imagine the possi-
biliy that students mighe end up decid-
ing thar they are nor oppressed. or thar
for thern authentic Eiberation is gerdog a
job with TBM, making logs.of money,
and moving to the subutbs. Tn Freire's
.no-lose scheme of things, such decisinns
could only be the result of false con-
scionsness and ideological brainwashing.
For as Freire puss ir, the “oppressed feel
an ifresistble arrraction towards the
oppressor and his way of life.” “The
oppressed want ar any cost 1o resemble
the oppressor, to imitaze him, w follow
him” [49]. I follows, then, thar any

. resistance smudenss pur up o the peda-

gogy of the oppressed needs 1o be takea
seriously by teachers only as a symprom
of false conscionsness, not as 2 defensi-
ble inrellecrual ‘position thar the weacher
might help the student w defend more
effecrively, Needless 1o say, the possibili-
ty never arises thar such a student mighr
persuade the radical wacher thac ics he
or she who suffers from false conscious-
ness.

In shorr, Freire never considers the
unpleasant possibility thar whar “the
people™ authennically prefer mighr con-
flicz wirh the pedagogy of the oppressed.
Operating on existentalist premises,
Freire assumes that benearh the layers of
social and ideological condisioning
lies an auchentdc self that nadurally

them, The problems arise, howey-

must rebel against authoritarian

ét, when Freire’s methods are trans- L ’
: S Freire assumes that beneath the )" Decp duwmn in our sushentic

‘planted o mived classrooms in the

USA, where even sudents whow  [gyers of social and ideological
conditioning lies an anthentic
themselves thar way, and where self that ﬂﬂfﬂf‘dlly mitist rebel

most of us would regard as
oppressed don’t necessarily see

some students are less interested. in

fghting the power suucnie than  AgAINst authoritarian rule.

selves, we are all exisrential
Christian Macxists ~—or we would
be if the oveday of socially imposed
mysrification could be stripped
away. The very sincerity of Frelres
commiunent to dialogue seems o

jolning it.

The. problem is that, no mateer
how open and dialogical the Bberacory
classroom tries 10 be, the political deck
isinevitably stacked in favor of <the
teachers polirical perspective. Though
Freise is obviously sincere in wantng the
oppressed to decide for themselves whar
their mansformation will look like, it is
clear from his account thar the
oppressed are frée to decide only wirthin
limits. However much Freire insists on
“problem-posing”™ rather than *hanking™
education, the goal of reaching for Freire
is to move the stadenr roward whart
Freire calls “a cricical perceprion. of the

word,” and thiere. seems lirle guestion |

thar for Freire only Marxdsm or some

2B

mined, with the oppressed being free 1o

arrive ondy at Freires own conchusions.

' Freire assumes thar oppressed smdents

will narutally see themselves as
-oppressed, as i who the oppressed and
the oppressor are Is given and undebar-
able and nét a queston reachers and
students mighr disagree abour. As
Karhleen Weiler argues, “while Freire’s
wotk is based on a deep respecr for stu-

" denss and reachers as readers of the

world, the conscientization he describes
takes place in a relatively unproblemat-
ic relationship berween a liberavory
reacher and the equally abstracted
oppressed.” [2]

* prevent him from wcogaizing how
deeply undialogical his rheroric
must sound to those who don’t share his

political assumptions, and even 1o some

who do.

A phrase like “the pedagogy of the
oppressed,” for example, leaves no
therorical room for the many Americans
who, righdy or wrongly, need to have
the pervasiveness of oppression demon-
steated, not assumed as a given. This
coercive theroric recurs in the wridngs
of latter-day Freireans like bell hooks,
who off-handedly refers 10 American
society as “this white supremacist capi-
talist patriarchy,” as if everyone agrees
that this is whar the thing is and the
only real question is whar o do about it.
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- radical educarors have to respect

The problem of student resistance—or
cynical capinularion—rto the pedagogy of
the oppressed-is never mentioned in The
Ledagogy of the Opprecsed or Fducition foF
C'fz'agz?cg;qb(gm, which are sull the
mast influential of Preires works-and still
the mosr frequendy cired a5 guides ro

classroom praciice. In fairness, Freice -
acknowledges the problem in his Tarer .

‘work, in which he addresses the specific
sitzation.of the American dasstoim and
the conservative mood of the post-sixties.
In conversations with Irz Shot in their
jointly authored 4 Prdagogy Jor
Liberation, Freire concedes thar

B

"help,” *allow” or “apportunit™ [19].
The radicat educaror, thar is; merely
“helps™ “allows,” or provides “dve oppor-

unity” to studenes. o SXprEsy 2 radical-
ism thatis presumably there waiting for -

. encouragemenit. Thus Freife wrices of

“helping” the people ta “ener the his-
torical process eritically” [16] and o
Facilieate their infervention inte the his-
totical process,” [44] as if “the people”
were alteady groping in some inchoste
way toward a Freirean historical con-
sciousness and just need a litde help
from dheir fiends. Similarly, Giroux,

1 have been mying w show why it-has
been difficule toreconcile the Impiratve

 $o-create demoortic dasstooms with-the

imperative e tzach from a radical pofiti.
‘cal perspective, Whi wcve seeq, ] chink,
ig.vhay liberatory educators vacillare
berween 4 rhetoric of democratic “dia-

légue” and unecoerced classroom our-

comes on the:oace hand, and 2 dietoric
that'dssumes predetermingd political

- purcomes on the other. This equivoca-

tion seems related to the institurional
conditions 1 mentioned at the outsee, in
which:inserictors teach in fsokation fomi

each-other and are therefoie able 1o

resistant students whe want ro use
education “just 1o ger jobs and be
happy with that...” Even in mak-
ing such concessions, however;
Freire sall implies thar a student’s
consciousness is “authentic” only if

Tp darify complicated .iss?zes Jor
students, teachers often have to
be willing 1o be binary and

preach ro the converred while ton-
ing ouc uawelcome critics, The
facile usé of formulag like “the peda-
gogy of the oppressed™ or “this
white supremacist capitalise patri-
archy” assumes thar the andjence
being addeessed already agrees with

ivends up according wirh the stipe-
tier liberarory policics of the
teacher. Nevertheless, Freire does grang
that such reachers must help students
acqulire the knowledge aceded for social
survival even as they uy to make siudents
cridical of the terms of thay survival [2].
As Freire and Shor have come to
acknowledge studens resistance ‘radi-
cal pedagogy, so increasicply do -other
critieal educaross, who do ofien argue

for classrooms based on openi debate

rather than on predetermined conclu-

sions. In an interview in Border
Crassings, for example, Henry Girouyx,
states that in his classes, “I dor’t care
what positions the studenis rake. T wanc
them to be dble 1o Jusafy whatever posi-
toit they do mke so they come out with
2 clearer sense of whag they believe in
and whar effects thar rmight have.” [16}

At other times, howeves, this admirably
democradc injunction o help studenss
“fustify whatéver position they do take”
rmorphs inte a very different rhetoric thar
implies that students are already predis-
posed toward social rebeilion and need 1o
be helped only to aricilare it Hools, for
example, tells us thar the students she
encountexs are “adamant™ chat “educa-
tion should be libetarory™ Her implica-
tion is that, like “the people” in Fréire,
hooky’ srudents inwardly yeacn for paliti-
cal liberation and are only waiting for her
to lead the way:

This implication, which bewrayz a kind
of wishful thinking in liberatory educa.-
tional writing, is often coaveyed by a
¢uphemistic employment of words Hilee
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reductive, at least at the start.

us. Though such conditions may be

even as he warns againgt “idealizing and
romanrticizing” studenrs, ueges ceachers
t0 “allow” students the “oppormnity” to
resise the dominarit oedes, a5 if studens

| were suaining at the leash © sorm the

barricades.

Giroux adds that the school cusmiculum
“should allor studenes not merely m cile
risks butafso:opushggins_td;c bound-
ares of an oppressive sockal ordei” [141;
emphsis added], Studencs, says Girows,
“must be pren the GpPOrIURILY 10 cngage
in antiracist steuggles in their effore o
fink schooling with real fife, ethical dis-
course to political action, and dassroom
relations o a broader notion of culbrural
politics” [141; emphasis added].
Accordin_g to Giroux, radical pedagogy
“apens up the possibilizy for students to
rechim their voices as par of the process
of empowerment,” in order 10 struggle
“againse all Forms of power that subjugate
and exploit” [138; emphasis added]. And
2gain, stadents must “be gien e appor-
ity 10 engage and develop a councey
discousse to the established boundaries of
knowledge” {30: emphiasis added). Lest
anyone Worry that radical reachirs might
FXELT pressure on students to “push
against the boundaries of an oppressive
social order,” and. so forth, Girouys for-
mulations reagsure themi thar these are the
students’ own desives, or would be with
assistance from the friendly radicat
teacher, It is not susprising that the
unconvereed see this OfY a5 Cotraive
and undemokratic,

an noderstandable relief eo Lefiists
who feel beleaguered and disrespected
these days, they arguably represent the
worst possible training for-academics
who hope to make 2 wider impact on the
enlre,

So I come back w0 my argumens thar
aating a democritic public sphere of
debate in the carricutum should come
before any Iiberarory dassroom agends, -
How can this be done? Clearly, i
students to intelleciual and political
debrares will not change anyrhing if sta-
dents afe specrators 1o 2 ping-pong
march berween their instrucrors rather
than active participants. Burt there are
alternatives. Donald Lacere of Cal Poly
University in San Luis Obispo,

California, describes a wourst he orga-

 bizes around the clish of Left, Right,

znd Cenmist cconomic and social thee.,
ries. Lizere is carcful 1o stxucture the
assignments in the course so thay st
dents gradually move fmmmmmmrzmg
different positons 1o ariculating their
own and, argning it before the class,
Deborah Mejer in her 1995 book The
Powgr of Their Ideas, describes the chag-
ter high schools she helped develop and
rur in Harlem, which are organized
around “community-centered debare®
{82]. Meier writes that in these schools,
the “adulr debates”™ of she staff “are not
hidden Fom studenes” {58} rarher st
dents and reachers Jein in “arguing
over..what constitures ‘our’ canon, hear-
ing each ocher our on words like

“Burocentric’ and ‘Afrocéntric.™ [118], .

‘29




B2 B

=0 9 maseer’s program 1 -directed from
1996 to 1999 ar the University of
Chi{ﬂg-b,.'we expenmented with incoe
porating acadernic conferences inrm our

lovie required core course, “Conrested

Tisues in the Husanides,” and we used
such conferences throughour the year 1o
give focis to the conzested isines, I
believe thar with suitablé.modificationg
utidergraduare courses did cuitieula
bave much 1o gain by the injection of

*his academic conference formmar irih -
studenzs and instricrors, prcsenting the

papers and sicing on the panels: Tve
elaborared - these suggestinng more. futty
in my 1992 book Beyond the Cutrure
Wars aad in a Series of "Crirical
Contzoversics” e books, co-edized
with James Phelan, on Mark Twain’s
Adventires of Huckleherry Finm dnd

2ecént debates abour its teatment of

race and other isne, and fnost receritly-
on Shalespeares The Tempasy,

An objection I often hear io sty epapha.
sis;on debate i thar it js all oo biziary dnd
reductive, encouraging the kind of sim-
plistic thinking 10 which mdin-samurared
Atnerican students ane already oo prone.
Somie recent critics of my work (e.pr,
Jefbrey Whalen, Clised Lncormters) argue
thar the culeure way debates thar 1 urpe
teachers o bring inio cpssrooms are
mostly bad debares, filled wich mislead-
ing polarizatios, dicharomizations, and
reifications, with a pseudolefise multicul
tural ideutity polirics ofien opposing a -
stereotyped waditionalism, :

It is cernainly: rrue thar much of the
current culture war debate is bad. debare.
It is also wue, however, thar o clacify

»complicated issues for srudents] reachers

often have w be willing to be binary
and reducuve, at least ar the srarc. One
needs 1o searc with the binary opposi-
rion of Left vs. Righ, for example, if
one is 1o problemarize che apposition

down the road. T'mi 2 believer, in other |

words; in the pedagogical value of bad

debare, which seems o me preferable to |
the silence amed avoidarice of controversy |

that now marks the ourriculum. It 15
£asy to stand back fém the crudity of

the cudture war and winte: at irs redug-

tive polatizations, especially if you don't |

address the problem of how insellectyal
issies are 10 be clarified for studens.
Once you take this problem of cluifica.
tion seziously, T think you have recog-
pize the need for reducrive simplifica-
Hons, if only-as°a firse swep toward more
complicated and nuanced formulations,
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Its been said thar 1o clidnge educarion

- thie point should be not o Ty w make

something complecely differeric happen,

but o draw our “whar might be hap- .

pening in what already happens” [Jon
Cook, 139}, Wlar T call teaching the
conflicrs is.one kind of suempr 1o drav
our whit might be happening in whar

already happens, in contrast-ro suylng -

@

Now for something complerely: differ-
eng,” thie inessage of liberatory peda-

£ogy: In asense; 'ﬂdticgti;m'al-.insﬁrutibm. -
- ave abready eeaching the voiflicts, every

tirne studénrs go from-a conservative
wetcherar ten o'dnck 1o a libersd o radi.
cal one ar eleven. But 'we teach the-cone
flicss badly when we fil 1o engage the
conflicrs publicly where positons and
differences cap ger clarified. In so far g5
thiz filnre keéps students wouside the
politital conversation buiried in the cur-
vculum, it perpetuares an undemocratic
form of educarion in which s gmall
minodty of the siudents become intel-

ecruals and the tost donor.

In closing, then, T submit thar we need
a differcot.iden of how to reach political-
ly fiom the advocacy pedagogy
advanced by recent crirical educarars,
which ar its best creares a kind of liber-
ared zone in the curticulumn sather than

the public sphere debate that is necded.

In short; bringing stdents into the cul-
aure’s political chaversation should take
puotity over liberating them.

L. An earliervertion of this essay was
delivered as 2 vk ar Colomdo
College, Colorade Springs, 20, in
‘the spring of 1999. A FESPOsE 1o
the paper was given by-Stantey
Aronowitz. Portions of the essay are
based on magerial in ™wo carlier
published essays: Gregory Jay and
Gerald Goff, "A Critigue of
Crirical Pedagoyy,” in Michael
Berube and CaryNelson, Higher
Eduweation Under Sie: Fobs e,
Lrovomiies, and the Crisiy of the
Hemanitics (New York:Routedge,
1995); Gerdld Graff, "The
Dilemeng of Oppasitional
Ledagogy: A Response,” in Karen
Fires and Alan Trance, Left Murgins:
Cultyral Smdics and Conmpostrion
Ledayory {Albany: SUNY Press,
199%). Adse sume passages in this
essay were wiitten in collaboration

with Donald Lazire.
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