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Critical Questions In Education: Volume 4, Issue 1
The Academy for Educational Studies
Missouri State University
Springfield, Missouri
January 19, 2013
Dearest Colleagues:
Welcome to Volume 4, Issue 1 of CQIE! And, happy, happy New Year! Where does the time go? I
am especially excited for our fourth year of existence, both because of this issue and the upcoming
special theme issue, In Defense of Foundations. As I mentioned in my last missive, Benjamin Baez
of Florida International University and Deron Boyles of Georgia State University have agreed to
guest edit this special theme issue and we already have a great collection of manuscripts in hand and
more to arrive in the coming weeks. We hope to have this first theme issue published by early/mid
April.
As to the present issue, I think you will find plenty of grist for the proverbial mill. In the opening
piece, Nicholas Hartlep, Madonna Ecker, Donald Miller, and Kimberly Whitmore report on a study
they conducted examining the attitudes of Asian Pacific college freshman toward affirmative action
policies in college admissions. As Hartlep and colleagues note, this “model minority” group has
been in large part ignored by educational researchers investigating affirmative action policy. Olha
Ketsman follows up this intriguing study with a piece outlining a theory in support of
student/teacher co-creation of curriculum. Grounded in a mostly progressive conception, Ketsman
suggests that the best curriculum is one that is created in context, rather than pre-packaged and
bought. The third article, by Thomas Smith, takes up a critique of a widely-accepted contemporary
metaphor: digital natives vs. digital immigrants. Smith argues for a more insightful, and therefore
useful, metaphor: digital renegades. Our final “traditional” essay brings us another insightful
research report. Cindy Hail, Sue George, and John Hail present their findings on a study examining
the value of dialoguing to improve writing.
This issue also has our regular book review: Yolanda Medina’s recently published, Critical
Aesthetic Pedagogy—Towards a Theory of Self and Social Empowerment, is reviewed by Rosa
María Mejía. Finally, I am happy to say that we have a video essay for this issue. Well-known
scholar and writer, Walter Feinberg, talks his way through issues related to standardized testing
with particular attention to notions of the “public.”

In closing, I want to extend my gratitude to our peer reviewers: without their thankless work, this
project would simply and quickly die on the vine. Also, I ran into Steve the other day and he
excitedly reported that the plans for next year’s Critical Questions conference are underway. We
hope to see everyone in beautiful San Antonio in mid-October…happy reading…
PAX,

Eric C. Sheffield, Editor
Critical Questions in Education
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Asian Pacific American College Freshman:
Attitudes toward the Abolishment of Affirmative
Action in College Admissions
________________________________________________________________________________
Nicholas D. Hartlep, Illinois State University
Madonna M. Ecker, University of Wisconsin—Milwaukee
Donald D. Miller, Cardinal Stritch University
Kimberly E. Whitmore, University of Wisconsin—Milwaukee
Introduction: The Prevalence of Colorblindness
Affirmative action is perceived as a corrective policy intended to promote social equity (Crosby,
Iyer, & Sincharoen, 2006; Curry & West, 1996; Kaplin & Lee, 2007; Oppenheimer, 1996). Indeed,
affirmative action as a policy has been used to address minority underrepresentation (Ball, 2000),
remedying the effects of past/current discrimination (Oppenheimer, 1996; Tsuang, 1989), increasing
diversity (Hsia, 1988), and providing equal opportunity (Dong, 1995). Dong (1995) states that in
order for educational affirmative action to equalize opportunity for all students, at times it requires
that some students be treated differently. Originally something that was created for employment
(Executive Order 11246 under the direction of Lyndon Johnson; also see Crosby, Iyer, &
Sincharoen, 2006; Oppenheimer, 1996, p. 929), affirmative action spread into other areas such as
higher education. As a result, affirmative action facilitates the offering of flexible college admissions requirements for underrepresented applicants (Inkelas, 2003b). Underrepresented students
may be racial minorities, but they may also be low-income, immigrants, language minorities, nontraditional, female, White, and/or first-time generation college students (Levine & Nidiffer, 1996).
This article examines the attitudes that Asian Pacific American (APA) 1 college freshmen hold
toward the abolishment of affirmative action in college admissions. Frequently APAs are stereotyped as being “model minorities” (Brydolf, 2009; Chinn, 2002; Empleo, 2006; Pang, Han, & Pang,
2011). This label implies that they are educationally and socially successful, and that they do not
experience discrimination. As a consequence of this label, oftentimes APAs are not considered “underrepresented,” and are thus ineligible for affirmative action protection (Wu & Wang, 1996). Most
insidious though, studies have documented that APAs may support the elimination of affirmative
action against their better judgment (Kang, 1996; Kidder, 2006).
APAs are misidentified as being overrepresented at 4-year colleges/universities. According to
CARE (2011), the majority of APAs actually matriculate into 2-year institutions of higher education. According to Hsia (1988), APAs are less likely than other applicants to be accepted by their
top-choice college/university, but due to their devotion to education and economic survival, they
matriculate at community colleges with plans to transfer to four-year institutions. Consequently, the
model minority stereotype is problematic for APAs since it masks subgroups that actually are actu1

This article uses the term Asian Pacific Americans (APA) due to the fact that the data that was analyzed included Pacific Islanders. The authors of this study understand the limitation that results from using such term (e.g., see Diaz,
2004). Further, the term Asian American is used only when citing previous literature in order to maintain the integrity of
the original research.
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ally underrepresented. Risk factors are often associated with APA subgroups that are underrepresented in college. For instance, CARE (2011) states the following:
Similar to Southeast Asians, Pacific Islanders have a very high rate of attrition during college.
Among Pacific Islanders, 47.0 percent of Guamanians, 50.0 percent
of Native Hawaiians, 54.0 percent of Tongans, and 58.1 percent of Samoans entered college,
but left without earning a degree. Southeast Asians and Pacific Islanders also had a higher
proportion of college attendees who earned an associate’s degree as their highest level of education, while East Asians and South Asians were more likely to have a bachelor’s degree or
advanced degree. (p. 10)
Limited affirmative action research has been done that uses APAs as an analytical sample in
higher educational research. This lack of research is consequential, considering APAs are the fastest
growing racial/ethnic groups in the United States (Inkelas, 2003b).
Research and policy analyses point to the societal and legal trends toward colorblindness, as
seen in the states of Arizona, Nebraska, Michigan, Washington, and California. In 2010 Arizona
abolished affirmative action as a result of Proposition 107, while in 2008 voters in Nebraska passed
Initiative 424, a constitutional ban abolishing government affirmative action. In 2006, Michigan also became a colorblind state as the result of passage of Proposal 2. In 1998 the state of Washington
passed Initiative 200, barring the state from using preferential treatment, while California passed
Proposition 209 in 1996 which similarly abolished affirmative action.
The decision of these states to support colorblind policies is in direct opposition to the desires
of the APA population (Wang & Wu, 1996). For example, Wong (2010) writes that “although California passed Proposition 209 in 1996 that prohibited affirmative action in public education and
employment, the majority of Asian [Pacific] Americans in California voted against this proposition”
(p. 160). Research has confirmed that this trend favors White college students. Indeed, White university applicants were the main beneficiaries of the ban on race-conscious affirmative action in the
UC system as a result of proposition 209 (e.g., see Allred, 2007).
Review of Previous Literature
Any discussion of APA students that does not address the model minority stereotype is incomplete given their unique position in the affirmative action debate which tends to be framed as a
Black-White issue (Takagi, 1992; Wu, 1995). Therefore, the next section reviews relevant literature
on the model minority stereotype (Lee, 1994, 2001, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2009), while the subsequent
section addresses APAs and affirmative action specifically.
Model Minority Stereotype
Much has already been written about the model minority myth. Nevertheless, the stereotype
continues to grow in interest for researchers. For instance, writings began to emerge as early as the
1960s (Petersen, 1966), continuing into the 1970s (Endo, 1974; Hayes, 1976; Kim, 1973; Wong,
1976). The 1980s (Hu, 1989; Martinelli & Nagasawa; 1987; Nakayama, 1988; Ueda, 1989; Wei,
1989) and 1990s (Delucchi & Do, 1996; Fong, 1998; Hoy, 1993; Kobayashi, 1999; Kim, 1994;
Mayeda, 1999; Tang, 1997; Winnick, 1990; Wong, 1997) also produced many writings that decried
the limitations that the stereotype placed on APAs. But the decade of the 2000s (Chen, 2003; Lee,
2001; Li & Wang, 2008; Mannur, 2005; Museus, 2008; Museus & Kiang, 2009; Nance 2007; Ng,
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Lee, & Pak, 2007; Ngo & Lee, 2007; Ono & Pham, 2009; Teranishi, 2002; Weaver, 2009; Wong &
Halgin, 2006; Yang, 2004a) has seen the most literature on the model minority stereotype; even
more than the four previous decades combined (e.g., see Hartlep, In-Press).
The most well-known and acclaimed scholarly expert on the model minority stereotype is
Stacey Lee, a Professor of Education at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. Author of countless
articles (Lee, 1994, 2006; Ngo & Lee, 2007), book chapters (Lee, 2007; Lee, Wong, & Alvarez,
2009; Park & Lee, 2010), reports (Lee & Kumashiro, 2005) and books (Lee, 2005, 2009), Lee has
fought tirelessly to dispel the model minority stereotype in her scholarship. Much of Lee’s scholarly
work points out the myriad problems that APA students experience in American schools and society. Lee’s scholarship illuminates the deleterious consequences of the model minority stereotype:
mislabeling APAs as universally successful limits access for needy APAs to get the assistance that
they need.
This article is most concerned with the possibility that since the model minority stereotype
inaccurately identifies APA students as highly successful, they are prone to be excluded from affirmative action policies. For more thorough literature reviews on the model minority stereotype see
Hartlep (In-Press), Ng, Lee, and Pak (2007), and also Ngo and Lee (2007).
Asian Pacific Americans and Affirmative Action
While the previous section outlined the tremendous amount of literature on the model minority stereotype and the consequences this label has on APAs, this section addresses literature on
APAs and affirmative action (e.g., see Teranishi, 2012). Wang and Wu (1996) write the following
in their article, “Beyond the Model Minority Myth: Why Asian Americans Support Affirmative Action”: “Perhaps the most damaging impact of the model minority myth is that policymakers regularly assume that Asian [Pacific] Americans do not need affirmative action, and automatically exclude
them without any analysis” (p. 40, italics added). Wang and Wu’s (1996) article further supports
earlier work by Wu (1995). Since APAs are thought to be “model minorities,” they are not perceived to need affirmative action. This “halo effect” is detrimental to the APA students that do not
fit this narrowly constructed academic characterization (Pang & Cheng, 1998).
Asian Pacific American Attitudes Toward Affirmative Action
Educational researchers have previously studied White undergraduates’ (Knight & Hebl,
2005), as well as Asian American undergraduates’ (Inkelas, 2003b) attitudes toward affirmative action. Other scholars have specifically researched Asian Americans and affirmative action in K-12
education (e.g., Robles, 2006). By and large, attitudes toward affirmative action have been found to
be influenced by demographic characteristics (Inkelas, 2003a; Kravitz & Platania, 1993), especially
political ideology (Kravitz et al., 2000).
Inkelas (2003b), for instance, found that Asian American women supported affirmative action
more than Asian American men. Indeed, other research has found that women view affirmative action more favorably than men (Knight & Hebl, 2005; Niemann & Maruyama, 2005). Perhaps the
differential attitude between genders can be attributed to the fact that White women have been the
largest beneficiaries of affirmative action (Katznelson, 2005; Ladson-Billings, 2004; U.S. Census
Bureau, 2000). Ladson-Billings (2004) states that despite “all of the conservative arguments against
affirmative action, an analysis of affirmative action policies indicates that white women…are the
major beneficiaries of affirmative action” (p. 58).
Smith’s (1998) multivariate analysis found greater differences in affirmative action views
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along racial/ethnic than gender lines. European and Asian American students expressed greater opposition than African and Hispanic American students. Research has also found that APA students’
views toward affirmative action are strongly influenced by their personal beliefs, racial/ethnic identity, and involvement in college extra-curricular activities (Inkelas 2003b).
Oh, et al. (2010) found that depending upon how one feels about discrimination and whether
or not he/she believes that it exists in our society, will shape one’s attitude toward either supporting
or opposing affirmative action. This was known as the “racism beliefs model” (Oh, et al., 2010, p.
165). Reyna et al. (2005) similarly looked at merit-upholding versus merit-violating manifestations
as a function of either supporting or opposing affirmative action. These views are defined as either
“leveling the playing field” in a white dominant society mentality, or “undermining the fairness” in
a democratic society (Reyna et al., 2005, p. 669).
Niemann and Maruyama (2005, p. 410) state that affirmative action “violates values of individualism and meritocracy.” They go on to affirm that “[t]o individuals supporting a meritocracy,
almost any type of differential treatment [affirmative action] is viewed as reverse discrimination”
(p. 410). Awad, Cokley, and Ravitch (2005) examined the relationship between colorblind attitudes,
modern racist attitudes, and attitudes toward affirmative action. After controlling for race and sex,
they found that colorblind attitudes emerged as the strongest predictor of attitudes toward affirmative action, followed by modern racism.
Generational differences have also been shown to influence attitudes toward affirmative action for Asian Americans (Corey, 2000). Corey (2000) suggests that Asian Americans tend to be
inclined to choose a career path due to parental pressure, racial prejudice, and cultural values. Corey
(2000) also notes that there are three factors which tend to influence career choice: cultural values
as related to Asian ethnicity; experience of racism; and acculturation differences between Asian
children and their parents.
Bell, Harrison, and McLaughlin (1997) examined Asian Americans’ attitudes toward Affirmative Action Programs (AAP). Their article shares two interrelated studies. Study 1 participants
consisted of 124 students from an introductory organizational behavior course at a large Southwestern university and 202 managers. These participants completed the Job Opinion Survey. Students
and managerial survey responses were statistically analyzed. Findings indicated that attitudes toward AAP were “more favorable from Whites to Hispanics to Asians to Blacks” (p. 365). Bell, Harrison, and McLaughlin (1997) write that “the beliefs and attitudes of Asians about AAPs [in study
1], although not identical, more closely resemble those of Hispanics and Blacks than those of
Whites” (p. 367). Study 2 participants consisted of 367 students and 367 field managers. Survey
data was statistically analyzed. Bell, Harrison, and McLaughlin (1997) write that “the assertions
that Asian Americans are more similar to Whites than to other minorities were once again refuted
by these Study 2 data on AAPs and experience with discrimination in employment” (p. 373). Both
studies, especially when taken together, indicate that Asian Americans share more attitudinal similarity with Hispanics and Blacks than with Whites, invalidating the model minority stereotype.
Wang and Wu’s (1996) article “Beyond the Model Minority Myth: Why Asian Americans
Support Affirmative Action” explains why the view that Asian Americans do not need affirmative
action supports the model minority myth. As a result, Wang and Wu (1996) warn, “Contrary to the
popular perception [that Asian Americans are model minorities], Asian Americans remain underrepresented in many areas and also continue to experience discrimination [and thus should fight
for affirmative action]” (p. 35). Their article covers the origins of the model minority myth and how
affirmative action has been used as a wedge issue to divide and conquer minorities, namely African
and Asian Americans. According to Wang and Wu (1996), “Asian Americans should avoid allowing themselves and their communities to be used as a wedge by politicians whose own ideologies

Critical Questions in Education Volume 4:1

5

and ambitions explain their sudden concern for Asian Americans” (p. 36, italics added). They also
go on to say that “the ‘model minority’ myth ensures that poor Asian Americans will be ignored”
(Wang & Wu, 1996, p. 39). By and large, Wang and Wu’s (1996) article supports the idea that the
model minority is a rhetorical and political device that is used to maintain the status quo. They close
their article with the following statement: “The dilemma of Asian Americans and affirmative action,
however, should be recognized as a problem manufactured for political purposes” (Wang & Wu,
1996, p. 46).
Aims of Study
Based on the review of the literature, it appears that beliefs about racism as well as beliefs
about meritocracy are associated with Asian Pacific Americans’ attitudes toward affirmative action.
Additionally, it is noted that Asian Pacific American students are understudied in this area. Therefore, this study aimed to answer the following research question:
Q: Does racism ideology moderate the association between bootstrap ideology and attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action in college admissions amongst Asian American
college freshmen?
Method
Data

The Higher Education Research Institute’s (2007) survey—The 2007 Freshman Survey2
(TFS07) from the University of California, Los Angeles’ Cooperative Institutional Research Program (CIRP)—was used. Each year, approximately 700 two-year colleges, four-year colleges and
universities administer TFS07 to over 400,000 entering students during orientation or registration.
TFS07 is a large-scale survey that covers a wide range of student characteristics, including parental
income and education, ethnicity, and other demographic items, financial aid, secondary school
achievement and activities, educational and career plans, and values, attitudes, beliefs, and selfconcept. TFS07 is administered to all incoming first-year students who are first-time college students at participating colleges and universities.
Although TFS07 is comprised of 272,036 respondents and 356 institutions, UCLA only
granted data to the researchers from those TFS07 student respondents who self-identified as having
some or all “Asian” background3 (N =28,591). IRB approval was granted prior to conducting this
study.
Hypothesis
This study hypothesizes finding a statistically significant moderation effect when analyzing
the moderation model. Figure 1 is not a path model; it illustrates the conceptual model of the h ypothesis: showing that racism ideology moderates the relationship between bootstrap ideology and
2

This was the most current data; datasets that are available for use by researchers outside HERI are only those that are
three years and older.
3

The following are the racial classifications that are used in TFS07: (1) White (2) Black; (3) American Indian; (4)
Asian; (5) Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander; (6) Mexican/Chicano; (7) Puerto Rican; (8) Latino; and (9) Other. Consequently, this study’s sample includes both Asians and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders.
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attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action in college admissions (it models that the effect
of X on Y is a function of M).
Figure 1
Conceptual Model of Moderator Hypothesis
(M moderates the association between X and Y)

M
Racism Ideology

X

Y

Bootstrap Ideology

Attitude toward
the abolishment
of affirmative
action

Theory Testing
The constructs that are seen in the conceptual framework were formulated for theory testing.
The three operationalized concepts used (Appendix A) are:
Racism ideology. The degree to which one believes that racism does or does not exist.
Bootstrap ideology. The degree to which one believes that meritocracy does or does not exist.
Attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action. The degree to which one agrees or
does not agree that affirmative action in college admissions should be abolished.
TFSO7 Measures
Racism Ideology (View06). The moderator variable was derived from the survey
stem/question: “Racial discrimination is no longer a major problem in America.” There were 4 levels of possible responses (Agree Strongly; Agree Somewhat; Disagree Somewhat; Disagree Strongly).
Bootstrap Ideology (View17). The focal predictor variable was derived from the survey
stem/question: “Through hard work, everybody can succeed in American society.” There were 4
levels of possible responses (Agree Strongly; Agree Somewhat; Disagree Somewhat; Disagree
Strongly).
Attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action (View10). The criterion variable was
derived from the survey stem/question: “Affirmative action in college admissions should be abolished.” There were 4 levels of possible responses (Agree Strongly; Agree Somewhat; Disagree
Somewhat; Disagree Strongly).
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Analytic Strategies Used
All of the statistical procedures were conducted using SPSS for Windows v17.0 and v18.0.
A series of descriptive and multivariate analyses were employed in this study. A multiple regression
(MR) was performed testing the moderator hypothesis. The statistical model is illustrated in Figure
2. The resulting regression equation for this model is depicted as:
Yˆ  b1 x  b2 m  b3 xm  b0  e
Where Ŷ  Attitude Toward The Abolishment of Affirmative Action in College Admissions;

b1  Main Effect of Bootstrap Ideology;
b2  Main Effect of Racism Ideology; and
b3  Interaction Effect of Bootstrap Ideology and Racism Ideology.
Figure 2
Statistical Model of the test of moderator hypothesis
(Racism Ideology moderates the association
between Bootstrap Ideology and Attitude Toward the Abolishment of Affirmative Action)

Bootstrap
Ideology
VIEW17

Racism
Ideology
VIEW06

Attitude toward
the abolishment
of affirmative
action

VIEW10

Racism*
Bootstrap

Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Regression Assumptions
Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003) detail six assumptions underlying multiple regression: (1) correct specification of the form of the relationship between independent variables (IVs)
and dependent variable (DV); (2) IVs are uncorrelated with errors; (3) no measurement error in the
IVs; (4) constant variance of residuals (homoscedasticity); (5) independence of residuals; and (6)
normality of residuals.
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After testing regression assumptions, it was found that the correct specification of the form
of the independent variables in the regression model assumption was met. Visual inspection of the
scatterplot of the residual by View17 and the scatterplot of the residual by View06 indicate a relatively linear relationship between residuals and predictors.
The “endogeneity” assumption (that IVs are uncorrelated with errors) was not able to be
checked. The measurement error in the independent variable assumption also could not be checked
for these data because reliability of the survey instrument was unknown.
The homogeneity of variance assumption was checked and met as indicated by visual inspection of the scatterplot (unstandardized residual by unstandardized predicted value) that showed
equal variance at different levels of predicted values. Also, visual inspection of the scatterplot of the
residual by individual predictor found the same consistency of this homogeneity of variance assumption. A loess line was fit to the scatterplot and the trend of the X Y relationship in the scatterplot suggests that outliers may exist; however, overall there appears to be a linear relationship between the variables. Therefore, it can be assumed that the unstandardized residuals are homoscedastic.
The independence of residuals assumption cannot be assumed to be met because TFS07 was
not a simple random sample. Therefore, it cannot be guaranteed that residuals of observations are
independent of one another.
The normality of residuals assumption was not met because the Kolmogorov-Smirnov4 test
of normality was found to be statistically significantly different than zero (df =28591), D = .229, p
<.001. Also, visual inspection of the Q-Q plots illustrates that the error terms (the residuals) do not
map onto what would be predicted to occur at the low and high levels of the observed value(s).
Multiple regression was assumed to be robust against any potential violations to these six
assumptions. Therefore, the study proceeded with data analysis.
Missing Data and Outliers
TFS07 data had missing cases (Table 1). Missing data was coded as 0 in the original dataset
by HERI. Using SPSS’ default setting, missing data was excluded and percentages were based on
the number of non-missing values. Therefore, missing data did not have an impact on the appropriate interpretations of results. Descriptive statistics were run substantiating that there were no outliers (Table 1).
Table 1
Missing Data and Outliers
Missing (%)
Racism Ideology
Bootstrap Ideology
Attitude Toward The Abolishment of
Affirmative Action

4

833 (2.7)
999 (3.3)
1,642 (5.4)

Range Minimum Maximum
3
3
3

1
1
1

4
4
4

The Kolmogrov-Smirnov test of normality was used since the sample size was greater than the threshold of 2,000.
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Descriptives and Correlations
Table 2
TFS07, Descriptive Statistics (Unweighted)
(a) Racism Ideology
(b) Bootstrap Ideology
(c) Attitude Toward The Abolishment of Affirmative Action
Valid N

N
29,635
29,477
28,826
28,591

M
1.81
3.02
2.58

SD
.766
.865
.832

Table 3
Correlation Matrix
Correlations
View06: Racial
discrimination is
no longer a major
problem in America

View10: Affirmative action in college admissions
should be abolished

View17: Through
hard work, everybody can succeed
in American society

1

.071**

.126**

.000

.000

View06: Racial discrimination is no
longer a major problem in America

Pearson Correlation
N

29635

28735

29328

View10: Affirmative
action in college admissions should be
abolished

Pearson Correlation

.071**

1

.008

N

28735

28826

28661

View17: Through
hard work, everybody
can succeed in American society

Pearson Correlation

.126**

.008

1

.000

.188

29328

28661

Sig. (2-tailed)

Sig. (2-tailed)

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

.000

.188

29477

Results
Centering Independent Variables
The focal predictor and mediator were centered ( Xcent  X  X and Mcent  M  M ) in
order to: (1) make first-order effects meaningful and (2) avoid non-essential multicollinearity. These
two terms were then multiplied together yielding a third predictor variable ( XM  Xcent * Mcent ).
Y was then regressed onto these three variables (Xcent, Mcent, and Xcent*Mcent) (Table 4).
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Table 4
Racism Ideology as a Moderator of the Bootstrap-Affirmative Action Association
(N = 28,591)
95%
95%
Std.
Variable
CI
CI
B
Error
β
Lower Upper
Bootstrap Ideology (Xcent)
.002 .006
-.009
.013 .002
Racism Ideology (Mcent)
.076 .006
.063
.088 .070
Bootstrap Ideology*Racism Ideology .027 .007
.013
.042 .022
(Xcent*Mcent)

Sig.
.723
.000
.000

Interpretation of Main Effects
The average effect of bootstrap ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative
action across all values of racism ideology was found to be .002. The average effect of racism ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action across all values of bootstrap ideology was found to be .076.
Simple Regression Equation
Since the interaction term was statistically significant (p < .001), simple regression equations were calculated based on the following:
Yˆ  b1 xc  b2 mc  b3 xc mc  b0
Where Ŷ  Attitude Toward The Abolishment of Affirmative Action in College

Admis-

sions;

b1  Main Effect of Centered Bootstrap Ideology;
b2  Main Effect of Centered Racism Ideology; and
b3  Centered Interaction Effect of Bootstrap Ideology and Racism Ideology.
The above equation was further reduced to:
Yˆ  (b1  b3 mc ) xc  (b2 mc  b0 )
Where (b1  b3 mc ) is the simple slope, which is the effect of x c on Y at a specific value of
mc .
The next step in analysis was to choose several values of mc (racism ideology) to substitute
into the equation to generate a series of simple regression equations representing various levels of
the moderator (racism ideology). By convention, the mean of mc (which is zero), one standard deviation above the mean (.76602), and one standard deviation below the mean (-.76602) were chosen. These three values were used in order to create the simple regression equations that will predict
the effect of bootstrap ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action when racism ideology is at three different levels (low, average, and high) (Table 5).
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Table 5
Simple Regression Equation at three levels
Level of Racism Ideology
High

Simple Regression of Bootstrap Ideology
Yˆ  .022682 xc  2.634216

Average

Yˆ  .002 xc  2.576

Low

Yˆ  .01868xc  2.517784

Interaction Plot
An interaction plot was created using the three simple regression lines (Figure 3). Two
points for bootstrap ideology were chosen by convention: one standard deviation (.86504) above
and below the mean (Table 6).
Table 6
Interaction Plot Data
Level of Racism Ideology
High
Average
Low

1 SD Below Mean of
Bootstrap Ideology
2.61
2.57
2.50

1 SD Above Mean of
Bootstrap Ideology
2.65
2.58
2.53

Figure 3
Interaction Plot (Racism Ideology moderates the association between Bootstrap Ideology and
Attitude Toward the Abolishment of Affirmative Action)
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Interpretation of the Interaction Plot
The interaction plot appears to be illustrating an enhancing moderation effect. All three coefficients (bootstrap ideology b1; racism ideology b2; and the interaction term b3) have the same sign
(positive). Adding racism ideology to the model produces a stronger than additive effect of bootstrap ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action. Stated more precisely:
(a) At lower levels of racism ideology there is a more negative effect of bootstrap ideology
on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action;
(b) At moderate levels of racism ideology there appears to be little effect of bootstrap ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action; and
(c) At higher levels of racism ideology there is a more positive effect of bootstrap ideology
on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action.
Significance of the Interaction Effect
The statistical significance of the interaction effect was determined by testing the significance of the three simple slopes of bootstrap ideology (at low, average, and high levels of racism
ideology). In order to test the significance the standard error (b1  b3 Z c ) was calculated by using
the following equation:

Sb1 b3Zc  V (b1 )  2Z c COV (b1 , b3 )  Z c2V (b3 ) .
First, the simple slope of bootstrap ideology when racism ideology is high was found to be
statistically significantly different than zero (t =2.62, α = .01, df = 28,587). Second, the simple slope
of bootstrap ideology when racism ideology is average was not found to be statistically significantly
different than zero (t = 0.35, α = .05, df = 28,587). Third, the simple slope of bootstrap ideology
when racism ideology is low was found to be statistically significantly different than zero (t = 2.53,
α = .05, df = 28,587).
Retrospective Power Analysis
A retrospective power analysis was conducted by first computing effect size ( f 2 ) using the

R 2
. For the model, R 2  .006 and R 2  .006 ; therefore, f 2  .006 .
2
1 R
Given f 2  .006 , the following equation was used (α = .05): L*  f 2 (n  k  1) with N = 28,591 and
k = 2. The resulting L* statistic was 171.528 (Power, 1-β = .99) indicating that power was high.
following equation: f 2 

Alternative Model
An alternative model with bootstrap ideology as the moderator, instead of racism ideology,
was considered (Figure 4). This decision was made based on previous research (Awad, Cokley, &
Ravitch, 2005) that indicates racism influences students’ views on affirmative action. Analysis was
conducted in the same way, by determining three simple regression equations for the effect of racism ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action in college admissions at three
levels (low, average, high) of bootstrap ideology (Table 7).
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Figure 4
Conceptual Model of Alternative Moderator Hypothesis
(M moderates the association between X and Y)

M
Bootstrap Ideology

X

Y

Racism Ideology

Attitude toward
the abolishment
of affirmative
action

Table 7
Alternative Simple Regression Equation at three levels
Level of Bootstrap Ideology
Simple Regression of Racism Ideology
High
Yˆ  .09935608xc  2.5777308
Average

Yˆ  .076 xc  2.576

Low

Yˆ  .052644 xc  2.57427

Alternative Interaction Plot
An alternative interaction plot was created using the three simple regression lines (Figure 5).
Two points for racism ideology were chosen by convention: one standard deviation (.76602) above
and below the mean (Table 8).
Table 8
Alternative Interaction Plot Data
1 SD Below Mean of
Level of Bootstrap Ideology
Racism Ideology
High
2.50
Average
2.52
Low
2.53

1 SD Above Mean of
Racism Ideology
2.65
2.63
2.61
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Figure 5
Alternative Interaction Plot (Bootstrap Ideology moderates the association between Racism
Ideology and Attitude Toward the Abolishment of Affirmative Action)

Interpretation of the Alternative Interaction Plot
The alternative interaction plot still appears to be illustrating an enhancing moderation effect. All three coefficients (bootstrap ideology b 1; racism ideology b2; and interaction term b3) remained positive. Adding bootstrap ideology to the model produces a stronger than additive effect of
racism ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action. Stated more precisely, at
all three levels (low, average, high) of bootstrap ideology there is a more positive effect of racism
ideology on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action.
Significance of the Alternative Interaction Effect
The statistical significance of the alternative interaction effect was determined by testing the
significance of the three simple slopes of racism ideology (at low, average, and high levels of bootstrap ideology). In order to test the significance the standard error (b1  b3 Z c ) was calculated by
using the following equation:

Sb1 b3Zc  V (b1 )  2Z c COV (b1 , b3 )  Z c2V (b3 ) .
First, the simple slope of racism ideology when bootstrap ideology is high was found to be
statistically significantly different than zero (t =12.48, α = .01, df = 28,587). Second, the simple
slope of racism ideology when bootstrap ideology is average was found to be statistically significantly different than zero (t = 11.74, α = .01, df = 28,587). Third, the simple slope of racism ideology when bootstrap ideology is low was found to be statistically significantly different than zero (t =
11.62, α = .01, df = 28,587).
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Target and Alternative Model Comparison
Although the two conceptual models—the target model and the alternative model—look different, the statistical models are the same. Therefore, when comparing the two models, one cannot
determine which one is better statistically. However, on theoretical grounds the alternative model
would be selected since affirmative action policies are created to ameliorate historical inequality.
Bootstrap ideology, or the belief of whether or not meritocracy exists, is more suitable to be
studied as a moderator. After theoretical consultation and consideration, it was found that all three
of the simple slopes in the alternative model were statistically significantly different than zero (α =
.01); whereas, only two of the three simple slopes (low and high levels of racism) in the a priori
target model were statistically significantly different from zero.
Discussion
The research question for this study was, “Does racism ideology moderate the association
between bootstrap ideology and attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action in college
admissions amongst self-identifying Asian Pacific American college freshmen?” The findings support both the conceptual and the statistical models that were hypothesized—that racism ideology
moderates the association between bootstrap ideology and attitude toward affirmative action in college admissions. Additionally, an alternative moderation model was examined and was found to
support bootstrap ideology moderating racism ideology’s association on attitude toward the abolishment of affirmative action in college admission.
In other words, there is a relationship among APA college freshmen’s beliefs about whether
or not racism still exists and their attitudes toward the abolishment of affirmative action in college
admissions. If an APA believes racism still exists, they are more likely to be against the abolishment of affirmative action. Whereas if an APA does not believe racism still exists, they are more
likely to be in support of the abolishment of affirmative action. Further, when considering bootstrap
ideology (the belief that hard work leads to success or a “meritocracy”) this relationship is stronger.
A preponderance of previous studies conducted on affirmative action has focused disproportionately on African Americans, Latinos, and Whites (Ball, 2000; Katznelson, 2005; Kluegel &
Smith, 1983; Knight & Hebl, 2005). By addressing the attitudes held by APAs, this study helps to
fill a significant racial and ethnic gap.
Implications
Along with this study come implications for student affairs and higher education policymakers. If institutions of higher education wish for their affirmative action programs to remain viable,
they should attend to their campuses’ racial climates (c.f. Nakanishi, 1989). By the year 2020, it is
projected that one out of twenty voters will be Asian American (Barnett, 2005). This educational
research becomes critically important given that demographers also project Whites being the minority by 2034. Further research should validate this study’s findings amongst disaggregated APA subgroups. In addition, this research should be replicated among other ethnic and racial groups. Inkelas
(2003a) maintains that “ample consideration must be given to differences in opinion [toward affirmative action] among specific Asian ethnicities, [especially] when analyzing the APA group as a
whole, [since] the effect of ethnic identity tends to be masked [when aggregating this population]”
(p. 642).
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Limitations and Future Research
There were several limitations of the present study, most notably that the data that was used
limited the ability to analyze TFS07 survey respondents’ attitudes toward the abolishment of affirmative action. The measures were restricted since the survey used a four-point Likert scale
(Strongly Disagree; Somewhat Disagree; Somewhat Agree; Strongly Agree) and many respondents
fell into the middlemost categories (Somewhat Agree and Somewhat Disagree).
Future studies could replicate this study using binary logistic regression analysis, as well as
testing alternative conceptual models. Additionally, higher education (including admissions offices
and student affairs) must pay close attention to disaggregating APA students by specific subgroups
(Kagawa-Singer & Hune, 2011). Finally, causal inferences made as a result of this study need to be
made cautiously. A final limitation is that since this cross-sectional study only examined APA college freshmen, it is limited in its generalizability and scope.
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Appendix A
Concepts and Measures Used In This Study
Concept
Bootstrap Ideology
Attitude Toward
Abolishment of
Affirmative Action
Racism Ideology

Measure
1 = Disagree strongly
2 = Disagree somewhat
3 = Agree somewhat
4 = Agree strongly
1 = Disagree strongly
2 = Disagree somewhat
3 = Agree somewhat
4 = Agree strongly
1 = Disagree strongly
2 = Disagree somewhat
3 = Agree somewhat
4 = Agree strongly

Scale of Variable

Comments/SPSS Variable Labels

Continuous

VIEW17 (Through hard work, everybody
can succeed in American society)

Continuous

VIEW10 (Affirmative action in college admissions should be abolished)

Continuous

VIEW06 (Racial discrimination is no longer
a problem in America)
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The Creative Process Entailed in the
Co-Construction of Classroom Curriculum
______________________________________________________________________________
Olha Ketsman, University of Nebraska—Lincoln
Aims of Schooling: An Introduction
Eisner (1991) defines culture as a place for growing things. School constitutes an essential culture where students’ minds can be grown and developed and where learning can be fostered.
Teachers are in charge of developing and fostering young minds and because they participate in
the culture called school they have many possibilities and opportunities to do so. Although
teachers and students have endless opportunities for making meaningful and solid connections
across areas of study, across time, home, learning and community they do not always do so.
Often we are racing to prepare students for a test or any other type of standardized assessment forgetting about giving precious classroom time for lingering, imagination, creativity,
or play. According to May (1993), lingering implies a process of making room for self and reflect upon self-relation to the world. Lingering requires space and time to create a community in
the classroom; a community that allows for collaboration between teachers and students when
adapting curriculum (Grumet, 1993). It feels like the educational system focuses more on student
academic achievement and final products rather than a continuous learning process. When asking
a prospective teacher what is the aim of schooling we often hear responses similar to the one
Noddings (2003) criticizes in her writing: the aim of schooling is academic achievement, which
is defined as “a success in standard school subjects” (p. 39). Creativity, imagination, play are
seen as extras in standard school subjects and are given limited space. Responses like these call
forth thoughts: “No! This is not why we educate our children. Schools are not just college preparatory institutions. Schools should be more than that.” What would be the result of this kind of
standard education?
Barone (1993) in his work “Breaking the Mold: The New American Student as Strong
Poet” mentions that “standardized schools with standardized visions of success tend to produce
standardized human beings” (p. 121). We do not want our children to become “standardized human beings” but we want them to become original and creative individuals with skills for deeper
processing and potential to build, create, respond, change, and adapt. Even though we hear
statements like “we value creativity in our school,” “we make sure our students are engaged in
creative learning,” “we ensure that our teachers implement creative pedagogies and make use of
creative curriculum that is handed to them,” I wonder whether the word creative is used appropriately? According to Winston (2010), “practically everything in education can these days be
qualified as creative” (p.88), but is it really creative or is it just a nice name, a trendy cliché? Do
we really value creativity and give enough space to imagine in our classrooms? Do we enable
students to become creative and innovative as opposed to conventional and predictive?
While working with pre-service teachers I have observed that creativity, imagination,
spontaneity, originality are perceived as qualities that are good to have but are sometimes considered “extras.” These qualities are not always given space and time to develop in today’s class-
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room curriculum. The purpose of this paper is to lead a discussion on the importance of creating,
adapting, changing, attending, building the curriculum, and allowing students in the classroom to
be meaning makers and co-creators of curriculum. Necessity of discussing these qualities
emerged from my own work with pre-service teachers who can become examples of teachers
that allow for imagination and creativity to flourish in their classrooms. I very much hope that
they will realize the importance of giving space and time for lingering in their classrooms and
will instill opportunities for their students to experience happiness and see beauty in the learning
process.
Curriculum as a Dynamic Interaction
May (1993) defines curriculum as “a dynamic interaction of persons, artifacts, and ideas
in a particular context over time” (p. 143). The key words in this definition are “dynamic interactions” which implies that curriculum is not a predetermined script norr an inflexible structure
with “formulaic and definitive beginning, middle and end” (May, 1993, p. 143). May (1993) implies that the content of curriculum cannot remain fixed and all the outcomes of curriculum cannot be predicted nor measured. Similarly, Eisner (1991) argues that nobody can envision all the
directions that curriculum can take in the classroom and further elaborates that “when humans
work on task they almost always learn more or less than what was intended” (p. 46). This proves
the fact that the same curriculum will benefit learners in different ways and to a different extent.
When students are provided with the same curriculum and the same learning opportunities it
does not mean that they will demonstrate the same performance and the same achievement.
Providing students with the same curriculum and the same learning opportunities in the classroom does not mean standardizing all students and expecting the same performance from each
child (Noddings, 2003). Every student comes to the classroom with a set of behaviors and characteristics that makes him unique and affects student academic performance and achievement in
general. Those behaviors and characteristics will influence how a student internalizes the curriculum and makes sense of it.
The aim of the curriculum is not to produce walking-encyclopedias stuffed with facts and
figures or definitions and formulas, but to enable students to acquire concepts and tools for making, using, and communicating knowledge in a field. Thus, curriculum should not be cut into isolated skills and facts but should involve a holistic performance of meaningful and complex tasks
and challenging environments that promote deeper thinking and engagement of mind.
The Roles of Teachers and Students in the Co-creation of Curriculum
As mentioned above, curriculum is not a script but a flexible structure that should be adjusted and modified depending on the needs in the classroom. Thus, curriculum can and actually
should undergo transformations and changes in each particular classroom (Greene, 1995).
Teachers and students are important actors in the process of this transformation. When implementing changes in curriculum teachers and students are able to learn in a more accessible learning environment that fits their individual learning needs. When teachers and students participate
in the co-creation of curriculum it enables them “to make sense of their lived lives, to make connections, to construct meaning” (Greene, 1995, p. 90). Greene (1995) implies that collaborative
meaning making in the classroom involves both teacher and student participation in the process
of modifying, adapting, creating, and building classroom curriculum. This collaborative process
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brings valuable insights into a learning process. When teachers and students become co-creators
of curriculum they are exposed to the richness that is offered by different perspectives, ideas and
thoughts.
The role of teachers is very important in the process of curriculum co-creation since they
are the ones who analyze and assess educational contexts and determine a method of modification based on individual student needs. Teachers are the ones who enable students to create their
own meanings in the classroom by providing opportunities and experiences that allow for flexibility and that value differences. Roles of teachers are crucial in adapting and modifying classroom curriculum since teachers “are the organs through which pupils are brought into effective
connection with material…the agents through which knowledge of skills are communicated and
rules of conduct enforced” (Dewey, 1934, p. 18). By calling teachers “the agents” Dewey (1934)
does not imply that teachers simply transmit the wisdom of the past stored in books, but suggests
that by being “the agents” teachers internalize wisdom of the past and convey it in a way that is
of the most benefit to students.
The role of students in co-creation of curriculum is both similar and different from that of
a teacher. It is similar in that students as well as teachers do bring their meanings to the curriculum, but it is different because students give teachers clues about the kind of learning that they
are ready for. This implies that teachers are the ones that are still in charge of making major decisions about the classroom curriculum based on clues that they receive from students. Clues received from students help a teacher to be a mediator, an agent between curriculum and students.
When teachers are mediators between the curriculum and the students, they should be aware of
the student developmental level and potential. Barone (1983) mentions the importance for a
teacher to be “mindful of the experiential and developmental readiness of students” (p. 25) and to
create the curriculum with this consideration in mind. I can relate some of my personal learning
experiences to Barone’s (1983) argument about “Hamlet” being not a developmentally appropriate curriculum content, and thus not motivational for eighth grade students. Students could perhaps develop reading and thinking skills more profitably by focusing on literary works of equally
high value that are more developmentally appropriate and more intrinsically motivational. Outstanding literary works should be taught as long as there is evidence that they are developmentally appropriate.
Dewey (1934) criticizes teaching developmentally inappropriate material as imposing
subject matter “upon those who are only growing slowly toward maturity” (p. 19). He argues that
the subject matter and methods of learning and behaving that are required are “foreign to the existing capacities of the young” (p. 19), and therefore they create a gap between what students can
do and what they are required to do. Education always emphasizes students’ intellectual growth
but this growth cannot happen if students are required to deal with developmentally inappropriate materials. In order for growth to happen, active participation and engagement with the material is necessary. Growth is not an outcome but a continuous process. If we want students to
grow intellectually, teachers need to provide them with experiences that will reinforce growth
but not boredom and ennui. The last two happen to a big extent because students are required to
engage in developmentally inappropriate material from which they would certainly benefit but
not at the point of their development when those materials are introduced.
It is obvious that teachers play a crucial role in the curriculum building and adapting but
the role of students is of key importance in this process as well. Students assist teachers in making decisions regarding curriculum by helping them understand their backgrounds, recourses that
they prefer to use, issues that they are passionate to explore and discuss. When students are given
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a role in the co-creation of curriculum, they can relate school learning to important real-life issues, and consequently are more likely to seek perspectives of others. Grumet (1993) argues that
each member of the class contributes to the curriculum because “each student brings a history of
relation to each classroom moment and engages that history in learning” (p. 207). Teachers need
to be able to make use of student contributions to curriculum and acknowledge those contributions. Therefore, they need to bring meaningful connections and an openness of mind and heart
to their classrooms and strive against limits. These qualities help teachers to be present to their
students and to facilitate their own and each other’s learning. In order for a teacher to facilitate
the process of curriculum co-creation in the classroom a teacher needs to encourage dialogues
and interpretation in the classroom, acknowledge students’ standpoints, and empower them. Why
lecture students if we can awaken their inborn curiosity and desire to explore using meaningful
discovery? Dialogue in the classroom provides the means for creating a context in which individuals can develop and coordinate shared understanding (Greene, 1995). Greene (1995) implies
that when a joint dialogue exists teachers can model thinking strategies effectively because students feel free to express uncertainties, ask questions and share their knowledge without fear of
criticism.
The Roles of Creativity and Imagination
What about creativity, imagination, originality, and flexibility in the process of collaborative co-creation of the classroom curriculum? What are their roles? These qualities are of prime
importance in the process of collaborative meaning-making but perhaps are sometimes underestimated in today’s classroom. In this section I discuss my thoughts and reflections on the importance of these qualities for the curriculum making process.
According to Grumet (1993) “the art of teaching recognizes that every curriculum is an
improvisation…[and] recognizes all order as arbitrary, unavoidable, and hospitable to interpretation and creativity” (p. 206). Even though stability and order are not the best friends of curriculum they are often valued in curriculum. Order, structure, and stability prevent imagination, playfulness and improvisational features to be present in curriculum. May (1993) confirms this argument by stating that present curriculum “allows few divergent narratives to unfold and evolve
naturally over time” (p. 143) and it rarely gives time “to students’ imagination, thoughtful reflection….and active negotiation of ideas” (p. 143). The space for imagination, creativity, originality, and reflection should be present in today’s curriculum and should be encouraged in the classroom if we want students to be confident individuals with a positive self-image and desire to explore and problem solve.
Curiosity is the first step in imaginative and creative activity. When curriculum instills
curiosity in students it encourages their desire to learn. It promotes exploration, active learning,
and fights boredom and disengagement. Students’ motivation is low when they are not curious.
Curiosity in the classroom needs to be encouraged and cherished. Csikszentmihalyi (1996) writes
about the importance of curiosity in the meaning making process and elaborates that “without a
burning curiosity, a lively interest, we are unlikely to persevere long to make a significant new
contribution” (p. 87). Csikszentmihalyi’s (1996) arguments on curiosity are similar to May’s
(1993) in that May (1993) places an important emphasis on curiosity in a meaning making process and elaborates that “those who wish to make meaning must be curious, attentive, and active
constructors of meaning” (p. 143). Both authors show the importance of developing explorative
minds that are curious, and advocate for discovery and inquiry in the classroom that should guide
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teachers and students when exploring and adapting the curriculum. In order to encourage curiosity and allow students to think creatively and make connections and discoveries on their own, a
teacher can, for example, ask open-ended questions and invite students’ responses or encourage a
conversation by any other means. A teacher should also ensure that a task in which the students
are involved is broad enough so that every student can participate in it without feeling discomfort
about the subject itself or the memories it brings up.
Imagination plays a key role in the creative process as well. Imagination is free when
students are creating. A teacher needs to give students enough time to free their imaginations and
enough space for their imaginations to flourish. A teacher can not simply click a button and free
one’s imagination or transform a person into a creative one in a minute but will need time and
space for this to happen. Evoking imagination and developing creativity is a process that happens
gradually. Thus, Csikszentmihalyi (1997) argues that creativity requires a “period of incubation”
which ranges for different amounts of time depending on the nature of the problem. Each student
needs different amounts of time and different amounts of “exercise” for the creativity to flourish.
Thus, patience and commitment are a must in the creative process. Csikszentmihalyi’s (1996)
arguments support this statement. The author states that creativity “consists of 1 percent of inspiration and 99 percent perspiration” (p. 80). Csikszentmihalyi (1996) further explains this statement by mentioning that creativity comes to those who are committed to the activity and are
opene to insights of others, to those who are able to build, reflect and adapt. The author elaborates that “insights tend to come to prepared minds…to those who have thought long and hard”
(p. 83). The commitment part is often forgotten when the dialogue about creativity is initiated.
Dewey (1934) calls any “live creature” creative, and thus it is a matter of commitment and environment that will help creativity to flourish in each individual. When referring to creativity we
sometimes hear statements like “I am just not creative, I can’t do it.” Although I agree with
Dewey (1934) who claims that impulse and spontaneity are present in the initial stage of any creative experience, I also agree with Csikszentmihalyi (1997) who places an important role on the
preparation and commitment in the creative process. Commitment for me is persistence with a
purpose. It sparks action which will lead to further positive learning outcomes. Impulse and
spontaneity are closely related to emotions. Dewey (1934) gives a special role to emotions in the
creative process. Dewey (1934) states that only “craftsmanship” which he associates with a mechanical task can happen without emotions but a creative process requires emotions.
Play within the Curriculum
What role does play have in the process of curriculum co-creation? Is play encouraged in
the classroom? Play is often thought of as childish, and therefore separated and distant from the
classroom curriculum. It is often associated with “just a game” at the playground or at school or
a performance in the theatre. Despite the fact that play has much potential in the learning process, it is not always given space in the classroom because of the overall perceptions associated
with it. Play has many characteristics that are valuable for the classroom curriculum. It is connecting, engaging, encouraging, inviting, productive, fruitful, active, unsettling, disruptive; play
is unfolding, enriching, innovative, imaginative, fanciful and generative in nature. It allows for
freedom, gives, negotiates, shares. It includes no standards of right or wrong, but demands engagement, strives for connections, opens opportunities, honors inquiry, breathes in new ideas.
Play can be defined as a collective movement of thinking which brings insights to the
learning process—a dynamic interaction of ideas, persons, and artifacts. Every student comes to
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the classroom with a unique set of experiences, behaviors and characteristics that may be engaged in curricular play. These experiences, behaviors and characteristics influence how one internalizes and makes sense of the curriculum, how one engages curricular play. Curricular play
implies a willingness to undergo transformations and adaptations. Teachers and students all learn
through play. Students alongside teachers bring their meanings into curriculum play but teachers
are responsible for the conditions and criteria in support of curricular play. Dewey (1934) compares teachers to “the organs through which pupils are brought into effective connection with
material…the agents through which knowledge of the skills are communicated and rules of conduct enforced” (Dewey, 1934, p.18).
Play, despite being engaging, reviving and generative can also be frightful, ignored and
disregarded in the classroom curriculum. Working with pre-service teachers at the university allows me to see how some of the future educators are fearful and unwilling to engage in curricular
play. Their classrooms are not always the place where play is encouraged and welcomed. Any
ideas why? Perhaps it is the demanding, time and effort-consuming nature of play; or maybe it is
play’s uncertain and risky nature that prevents some of the future teachers from encouraging it in
their classrooms? Even though many agree that play provides multisensory engagement and creates the environment where applied rules melt, and where freedom to create, build, and generate
is guaranteed, they do not give space and time for it in their classrooms. Some pre-service teachers claim that play does not fit within their particular classroom—something that can be encouraged in other classrooms but not in theirs. I see tentative excitement when pre-service teachers
succeed to play within their classrooms but also fear and helplessness from others who do not
know how to bring play into their classrooms.
The Role of Technology
Technology can help teachers and students embrace creativity, imagination and play in
the process of curriculum co-creation like never before. Using multiple modern technologies that
are available in schools allows students to experiment and learn through discovery learning
where they exercise their imagination and creative skills. Technology allows for the freeing of
student capacities by engaging them in hands-on explorative learning. Students learn by creating
projects and assignments using a variety of Web 2.0 applications, explore and discover using Internet, review and practice utilizing online interactive programs that provide instant feedback,
collaborate with learners in other schools, communities, and countries. Much research has discussed the role and effects of technology in fostering creativity amongst learners (Dale, 2008;
Kangas, 2010; Tacchi, 2004). For example, Dale (2008) argued that technology is “influential in
developing creativity amongst learners” (p. 3) mostly because it diminishes the need for memorization by replacing “how” by “why” (Oklahoma Education Association, 2011). Such features of
technology as interactivity, flexibility, capacity, and novelty allow for creative activity, play, and
multisensory engagement of students with diverse skills, needs, and abilities. Sir Ken Robinson
presents and writes on the topic of “creativity through technology.” His ideas are embedded in
the fact that it is not technology itself that is effective or ineffective when we think about creativity and imagination. The role of a teacher is key when incorporating technology in the curriculum co-creation because teachers are in charge of scaffolding instruction in a meaningful way
that allows for creative and imaginative thinking.
As a supervisor of field experiences and an educator, I encourage practicum and student
teachers to integrate technology into the classroom curriculum in an engaging and meaningful
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way. I discuss the importance and richness that technology brings to the classroom curriculum if
integrated appropriately. I model and show pre-service teachers that using technology simply for
the sake of using it is not enough. It is necessary to bring technology to the curriculum because a
new generation of students encounters technology from the day they are born, and it seems only
natural to allow them to co-create classroom curriculum and learn in a way that connects school
with their everyday lives and experiences.
My Role in Curriculum Making
Having discussed the importance of allowing space for adapting, playing, and co-creating
curriculum and the qualities that are involved in the creative process I will discuss my role as an
educator in the curriculum meaning-making process.
Being an educator who works with pre-service teachers at a university gives me an opportunity to interact with future teachers on a daily basis. I am able to see that enactment of curriculum which pre-service teachers practice is a place where they can be encouraged to concretely experience the qualities of adapting, changing, imagining, and creating, but also that they can
be discouraged from doing so. While being both a mentor and a learner in their classrooms, I
have an opportunity to see their gradual understanding, interpretation, and creation of curriculum
but also sometimes their discouragement with it. Some of them are confused and frustrated as to
how to provide learners with opportunities and space to create, imagine, and adapt when they
need to prepare students for a race to get high scores and pass standardized assessments that are
required. Some may find it easier following the script which certainly will not provide the space
for adapting, changing, and lingering.
When working with future educators I encourage them to be active observers and to attend to every little detail and nuance. I emphasize to them the importance of understanding and
internalizing the knowledge of how students learn, what is of interest to them, how much they
can remember at a time and at what pace. I am helping them to understand that observations for
the sake of observing are not enough. Observations need to be active, engaging and significant.
This is consistent with Dewey’s (1934) philosophies that support the importance of incorporating
the results of active observations when planning for instruction. Active observations are important since a teacher needs to be “intelligently aware of the capacities, needs, and past experiences of those under instruction” (Dewey, 1934, p. 71). Active observations help a teacher to decide on capacities and needs of the students and adapt the curriculum to fit those needs. Active
observations also help a teacher to determine how to relate individual differences to the learning
process in the classroom. I emphasize the potentiality of active observations to discover what is
missing in the learning process, how the curriculum needs to be adjusted and on what events and
experiences a teacher needs to expand. Teachers should learn how to listen to children; to pay
careful attention to what students say and write; to find out what they think: to discover what
meanings they bring into their worlds. I often ask students to reflect on the activities that they
conducted in the classroom and the lesson in general. A reflection process is important because it
makes them realize that originality and inventiveness are necessary components of creative tasks,
and pure imitation does not bring long lasting benefits and success. Reflections help students to
see and recognize all the complexities in the learning process and how to attend to them. Recognizing and attending is something that is often easier not to do in the classroom. I hope that reflection will help students to recognize and attend, to realize their roles in the classrooms and the
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amount of detailed preparation and planning time that is needed to make a lesson that allows for
creativity to emerge and imagination to shine.
Conclusion
This paper discussed processes involved in the co-creation of curriculum in the classroom. It provided personal account describing thoughts and arguments on the importance of imagination, creativity and play in the co-construction of curriculum that were supported by previous literature on the topic. The paper offered suggestions on what can be done to reinforce cocreation of classroom curriculum in which both students and teachers will take an active role.
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Digital Renegades in America: Changing Metaphors
to Realize the Potential of Technology in Education
________________________________________________________________________________

Thomas Smith, Utah Valley University
Introduction
In 2001, Marc Prensky introduced a new metaphor to the educational landscape. He suggested
that the rising generation were growing up in a time so filled with new media that they were
“digital natives,” while those born earlier were “digital immigrants.” In this view, because the
digital natives are growing up immersed in a sea of technology, the ways they learn, interact, and
envision the world are markedly different. In contrast, the older generations or digital immigrants, are more plodding and hesitant when it comes to change and technology and, as a result,
are behind the times when it comes to learning, teaching, and being. The result is an approach to
schooling that marginalizes teachers (digital immigrants) and enthrones technology as the unquestioned savior of the rising generation (digital natives).
Since its inception, the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor has become the defining
metaphor among teachers and many others for the role of technology in education. However, the
unquestioningly Pollyanna-ish view of technology’s good and dreary view of teachers and their
agency inside the classroom is ill-suited to the needs of a society, such as ours, facing a need for
more democratic approaches and practices in schools. Furthermore, the outright dismissal of
teachers runs counter to the idea of teacher agency and power and the notion that teachers are
tools of democratic renewal and growth (Dewey, 2004; Freire, 1970; Giroux, 2005). As a result,
the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor needs to be put aside and we need a new metaphor
to help guide our thinking and actions as we confront the perils and potentials embodied in new
technologies in the classroom.
The Digital Native/Digital Immigrant Metaphor and its Limitations
According to Prensky, digital natives grow up immersed in a digital world that operates
in significantly different ways than the world of previous generations. As a result, these students
are increasingly disconnected from traditional schooling methods. For example, proponents of
this view claim that digital natives prefer to access information in a non-linear fashion driven by
needs in the moment (Prensky, 2001; Smolin & Lawless, 2003); digital natives tend to multi-task
and take in multiple streams of information/stimulus simultaneously (Prensky, 2001); and digital
natives prefer authentic or project based learning (Smolin & Lawless, 2003). Any one of these
tendencies positions students in stark contrast to traditional approaches to teaching.
Prensky cautions those digital immigrants who work with digital natives in the classroom to be respectful of the learning style of the digital native. According to him, the natives will
not “go backwards.” Instead, teachers must catch up. Doing so means changing and updating
both our content and our methodology. Prensky urges teachers to create a much richer content
that includes sociological issues, ethical considerations, political discussions, and other concepts
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that will help students be more productive users of the vast amounts of information that they
have at their fingertips. Our methodologies must “go faster, less step-by-step, more in parallel,
with more random access, among other things” (2001, para. 19). In fact, in later writings,
Prensky explained that ultimately digital natives and their facility with technology would lead
humanity to a heightened consciousness and level of intellectual achievement (2009).
These two mutually exclusive categories, digital natives versus digital immigrants, set up
a rigid, oppositional binary. This binary does not make room for members of one group to exhibit any of the tendencies or traits of the other group—except with “accents” (Presnksy, 2001),
which marks us as outsiders (Gee, 2008). Furthermore, the metaphor bases these distinctions not
on real differences but on simple generation lines. According to adherents to Prensky’s metaphor, if you were born before a certain year, you are a digital immigrant; later than that and you
are a digital native. The idea for delineating such a neat and tidy definition of digital immigrant/native is based on access to technology. According to Prensky, the change is based on,
“the arrival and rapid dissemination of digital technology in the last decades of the 20th century”
(2001, para. 3). It is assumed that because of what is supposed to be ubiquitous access to digital
technologies, these newer generations of students “think and process information differently
[than those born earlier]” (2001, para. 4, italics in original). Unfortunately, the majority of writings about the characteristics of digital natives and digital immigrants are founded on anecdotes
and assumptions as opposed to research.
First, access to technology does not appear so easy to read. Simply being born after a certain year does not mean that one has unfettered access to computers and technology. Even when
computers and Internet access are available in a home, research has shown that a number of factors—placement of the computer, rules and types of use, and the value of technology as an educational and/or recreational tool—impact the experience students have with computers
(Downes,1998; Kerawalla & Crook, 2002). Some parents model more advanced uses of the
computer for students and involve them to varying degrees in using the computer and related
technologies in new and interesting ways (Thrupp, 2008). Other parents may view overuse of
the computer as harmful to children and, therefore, limit time or function of the computer
(Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008). In other words, “the availability of a computer does not necessarily
mean genuine access” (Bennet & Maton, 2010, p. 323).
Even school access is not as clear cut as it might be. Campbell (2006) found that low access to technology outside of school was counteracted by high levels of access to computers at
school at one disadvantaged school. On the other hand, Facer & Furlon (2001) found that the
ability of access at school to remediate lack of access at home was uneven at best. Other research shows a similar mixed bag of results. Despite the emphasis on increasing schools’ connectivity, it appears that the answer is not as simple as increasing the number of computers in the
classroom. In other words, measuring true access to new technologies is more difficult than
simply counting computers or Internet connections at home or in schools.
Furthermore, the digital native/digital immigrant binary positions the digital natives as
the future of our world, while the digital immigrants are mired in past. This rhetorical move
harks back to similar calls of science throughout history, which have attempted to mark science
as simply good and positive with no critical examination of consequences—unintended or otherwise. More importantly, this positioning effectively cuts off all power or worth of the previous
generation that may or may not rely on pencil and paper, which renders them old and obsolete
(Bayne & Ross, 2007). Prensky himself suggests that the biggest challenge facing teachers is
how to teach old concepts in new ways because, it is implied, the old ways simply will not work.
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By invalidating, with a few quick keystrokes, the powers, abilities, and, by extension, the agency
of digital immigrant teachers to offer anything of substance to the lives of their students, the digital natives, Prensky creates of these teachers a second class citizenry, which as some researchers
have pointed out draws on colonial notions of value and worth (Bayne & Ross, 2007; Brown &
Czerniewicz, 2010).
Another criticism of the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor is the idea that age is
the single most important factor in determining attitudes and facility of use in regards to technology. In fact, Bennet et al. (2008) found that there is as much difference in ability and attitude
among the digital natives themselves as there is between the natives and the immigrants as a
whole. Other researchers point to factors other than age as being the driving factor in explaining
difference. Monroe (2004) suggests that race significantly impacts adoption and valuing of technology and posits that these cultural values have much to do with what some have called the digital divide. Helsper &Eynon (2010) claim that more important than age are experience, gender,
and education level. Similarly, Gui & Argentin (2011) found that family cultural background and
gender are more accurate in explaining how a person uses and values technology. In summary, it
seems that age is not the best way to distinguish approaches to technology use and may, in fact,
be a very poor way to explain such differences.
Brown & Czerniewicz (2010) go further, though, suggesting that experience is the single
best way to explain a person’s ability to use technology and the ways in which he or she thinks
of technology, while age has no statistical importance. In their study, there did emerge a group
of younger students who exhibited the characteristics associated with digital natives, but instead
of being a representative portion of the group, these students were only 12% of the younger students. Interestingly, 4% of the older students (the supposed digital immigrants) exhibited these
same characteristics. This underscores the idea that the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor
is not exclusively driven by a generation gap and that even the digital native generation is not as
homogenous as Prensky’s metaphor leads one to believe.
Thinking systematically, the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor is set up in such a
way that it limits our vision of what is possible both with technology in education and with
teachers. Since the underlying assumption of this metaphor is one of the unquestionable good
that technology does independent of our actions, the whole goal of this metaphor becomes adoption and integration of technology. If, as Prensky suggests, the digital native has gone beyond
what digital immigrants can fathom simply by being around technology, then it would follow
that the only real recourse left to schools is to buy more technology, and schools become a forum
for a type of digital Darwinism—those who have the most become the most. Because as the natives are around more and newer technology, their skills will necessarily develop; they will be
able to move farther ahead of digital immigrants (and cognitively more dissimilar to us on a
physiological level); and they will achieve even greater things. This line of thinking leads to “the
myth of equality through computers, the belief that computers will level the educational playing
field” (Selber, 2004, p. 4). Such a myth further underscores the degree to which the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor works to position educators at all levels as simple facilitators
whose primary job is to make sure that the rising generation has increased opportunities to be
exposed to and work with more and more technology.
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A New Metaphor
Given the inherent weaknesses of the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor as well as
the resulting implications for schools and teachers, I suggest that we need another metaphor to
understand and maximize the challenges and opportunities that burgeoning digital technologies
are exerting on our context and practice. A metaphor that positions both students and teachers as
potential agents in the re-construction and re-writing of an educational playing field that is designed not only to be level but also to work as a leveling force on society. In discussing the role
of new media on the pursuit of freedom and equity across the globe, Evgeny Morozov (2008)
talks about digital renegades/digital captives. In this metaphor, technology is not a panacea; instead it is very much a mixed bag of good and bad that needs mediation and negotiation in its
use.
According to Morozov, digital technologies by themselves do not live up to the implied
promises of increased freedom that surround them. It turns out, according to Morozov, that digital technologies are much better tools for tyrants and despots to use to inhibit and curtail rebellion than they are tools to aid rebels in bringing increased personal freedom to any country. Partially, this is because the same tools that make it easy to call for a flash mob protest in the streets
also make it easy to document associations and contacts between the people apprehended and
those they are involved with politically. More importantly, however, in Morozov’s work, digital
captives are those people (the majority of people) whose “political and social descent has been
significantly neutered” by these technologies and who have been turned into “happy consumers
of Hollywood’s marginalia” (2008, para. 3). On the other hand, digital renegades are those who
“leverage the power of social networks and text messaging” to work towards radical change.
Unfortunately, Morozov , concludes that for most digital natives “risking the comfort of their
bedrooms—with their hard-drives full of digital goodies—for the gloom of a prison cell does not
appeal” (2008, para. 10).
Now, admittedly, Morozov was not thinking of the American educational context when
he wrote those things. In fact, he suggested that the Internet functions differently in America than
the rest of the world—especially different than it does in more repressive countries. However, I
would suggest that the differences are not as great as Morozov suggests and that it is appropriate
and beneficial to extend this metaphor to the question of technology in schools that we are having in our country at the present.
Schools as Birthplaces of Digital Renegades
Schools in America from the beginning of our country have been sites of increased freedom. Thomas Jefferson placed education at the center of the governmental mission of the United
States when he called for government funded schooling. However, Jefferson did not construct a
contention-free zone around education. Instead, by making public education a mission of the
government, Jefferson placed schooling at the center of the American project of building state
and national identities and, by extension, a citizenry. The skills, attitudes, and beliefs of this citizenry, then, could be substantially impacted by the type of schooling offered.
Such positioning, however, creates a certain tension in education. As Gramsci (1971)
notes, “democracy, by definition, cannot mean merely that an unskilled worker can become
skilled. It must mean that every ‘citizen’ can ‘govern’ and that society places him [sic], even if
only abstractly, in a general condition to achieve this” (p. 40). Education is not simply an eco-
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nomic endeavor; it must be about helping all people obtain a more equitable position in the visible and invisible power structures (Dewey, 2004/1916; Giroux, 2005; Guttman, 1999). In other
words, it is about increased freedom even here in the United States.
The decisions that we make about the way schooling will and will not look have immediate impact on the lives of our students in a very real and concrete way. This idea is supported by
recent findings of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Their 2010
international test reveals that in the United States intergenerational economic mobility is “particularly low” and parents’ socio-economic levels have significant impacts on the scholastic
achievements of students. According to their findings, the structures of schools and classrooms
are a significant factor in this social immobility.
To combat this unprecedented level of economic determinism in America what is needed
are not schools that are structured to place civil peace and the economic status quo ahead of the
individual; instead, public schools need to help every member of the public ready him or herself
to contribute meaningfully and responsibly to public life. Such a dramatic shift in focus and attention will not be easy. In fact, as Michelli (2005) notes, “learning to be free may be as difficult
as, or perhaps harder than gaining freedom” (p. 6). Learning to live and act in a participatory
democracy is a process that is difficult and demands the best of teachers and students (Freire,
1992; Dewey, 2004/1916).
Regardless of the difficulties in moving to a more inclusive posture, there seems to be a
general agreement among scholars that if the change is to take place, it will begin in the schools
(Dewey, 2003a/1916, 1938; Freire, 1970; Freire & Macedo, 1987; Giroux, 2005; Fischman &
McLaren, 2000; Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). Schools are uniquely positioned to address such
change because they offer a singular choice. Should schools be a reflection of society or should
society be a reflection of schools? (Dewey, 2004; McLaren, 1989; George, 2001). Dewey
(2003a/1916, 1938) states that school’s job is not to be moved by society; rather the purpose of
schooling is to move society to a more democratic practice. Following this ideal, Fischman &
McLaren (2000) speak of schools as “laboratories of democracy” (p. 171).
For Dewey (2003a/1916) change happens as teachers make conscious choices about what
are the best aspects of society and work to bring those aspects into the classroom while at the
same time altering those forces that are not democratic, equitable, and just.
As a society becomes more enlightened, it realizes that it is responsible not to transmit
and conserve the whole of its existing achievements, but only such as make for a better
future society. The school is the chief agency for the accomplishment of this end. (Dewey, 2004/1916, p. 20)
One way for schools to take seriously the idea of being shapers of society is to take seriously the way we treat technology. As stated before, the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor would push us to accept that technology is a positive force in the life of students and needs
no mediation or examination. Furthermore, that metaphor completely robs teachers of the critically moral position outlined by Dewey above and others. However, by taking up the metaphor
of the digital renegade/digital captive, we position schools as places where not only the content
of technology but also the use of technology is open to interrogation and negotiation.
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Digital Renegades in Schools
When we take this metaphor and move it to an American educational context, the focus
shifts away from inciting physical rebellion (although not necessarily physical activism such as
the recent Occupy Wall Street movement) and moves to how we are thinking. In essence, the
largest difference between a digital captive and a digital renegade is how their thinking is related
to technologies. Digital captives (who can be of any age, race, gender, or experience level) are
held captive because their technology use serves to position them as consumers of predetermined bits of information and entertainment. For these people, Morozov would argue the
Internet and its cyberworld become intellectual poppy fields and their adherents 21 st century lotus eaters passing the time but not really engaging with anything of substance; instead, these
people are simply marking time in a world set up, maintained, and directed by others. In educational terms, digital captive schools, students, and teachers see “computers as something to learn
rather than something to think about” (Noble, 1984, p. 610). In this vein, Karchmer (2001) found
that when talking about how the Internet had influenced literacy instruction, teachers identified
rather mechanical elements and the focus turned to using the Internet more efficiently. In other
words, with little guidance teaching involving new media seems to lead to a non-critical approach to learning and thinking about technology and schools produce digital captives whose
lives help maintain a system that is creating a growing chasm of wealth and power in our country.
As Monroe (2004) points out when being computer literate is reduced to mastering a
simple motor skill as in the example above, then its place as an important part in school curriculum is jeopardized. It becomes another add-on; one that is seen as a burden or an encroachment
rather than an opportunity to be used skillfully. As a result, many students become less invested
in schooling because it does not represent the worlds in which they interact; it denies their identities by denying the experiences that create those identities. If this is true, then the disconnect in
schooling is not because we have too little technology, but because we have too much unexamined, un-thought-about technology. Monroe sees technology as a social arena in which identities are shaped. When schools and teachers value technology in this way, educators “can shift
the focus from the forms and onto the norms” (p. 32). Technology, then, becomes a meaningful
part of the educational system that leverages new opportunities to create more meaningful experiences for our students, and teachers are transformed into active agents in critiquing technology
and making decisions regarding implementation and usage based on their expertise and
knowledge.
This shift leads to an area of change in education necessitated by advents in technology—
the approach to teaching technology. Not only is it imperative to value technology and shifting
ways of making and representing meaning, but also schools must approach the inclusion of technology in education as a way as to help students access it in meaningful and robust ways. As
Warlick (2002) says:
If sending students to the computer lab to key their reports into a word processor is called
integrating technology into the curriculum, then it will fail. If having every student in the
4th grade use a comprehensive drill and practice math program is called integrating technology into the curriculum, then it will fail. If asking students to look up information that
they could more easily and quickly find in an encyclopedia is called integrating technology, then it will fail.” (p. 6-7).
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In other words, what is often called technology integration—superficial uses that inhibit the student’s ability to create meaning for and about his life and community in real ways—is really only
a tack-on that does not serve students (Lankshear & Knobel, 1998). Such instruction can cause
students problems in that they tune out and miss the skills that may be necessary to make it past
the societal gatekeepers (Lankshear & Knobel, 2003; Monroe, 2004). Instead, teachers need to
use technology and require students to use technologies in ways that are authentic to what true
technology users do. Unfortunately, research shows that most teachers are only using technology
as a new way to do the same old things (Mouza, 2003; Doherty & Orlofsky, 2001; Cuban, 2003;
Lankshear & Knobel, 2003; Karchmer, 2001).
Additionally, doing “the same old things” can include discrimination and bias—at times
in even more dramatic ways. Warschauer (2000) found in a survey of how new technologies are
being used in k12 schools found that, even among programs considered “progressive,” students
from low SES schools were engaging in logistical or perfunctory tasks with the technology,
while students in high SES schools were using the technology for higher level skills such as critical analysis. Attewell & Winston (2003) found similar results in an individual survey of students. Students of color tended to use technology in uncritical ways to complete school work,
e.g. downloading pictures into reports, while white students spend a much greater amount of
time authoring information on the Internet using digital technologies. In fact, one study showed
that low SES students got much less bang for their buck from home computers than high SES
students resulting in what the authors termed “The Sesame Street Effect” (Attewell & Battle,
1999). This is where a technology that is supposed to help bridge the achievement gap of low
SES students actually allows high SES students to leverage their language and literacy skills and
social and cultural capital to better learn from the resource. In other words, in some sense, technology can not only continue discriminatory patterns of the past, but also it can magnify these
patterns to the greater detriment of our most at-risk students.
Part of the reason for this is what happens to the value of information in a digital, or information, age. Lyotard (1984) suggests that when information becomes ubiquitous, as digital
technologies have made it, it changes the value of knowledge and information, which in turn
changes schools and schooling. In Lyotard’s model, because knowledge and information are
available to so many so easily, their value shifts from being an end product to being a medium of
exchange. In other words, what is valued is no longer having knowledge; it is what a person can
do with knowledge—knowledge that they themselves do not have in the old sense of cognitively
knowing; rather knowledge they have access to via any of multiple digital platforms. Tying this
shift, then to issues of equity and social justice, Lyotard argues that as this change becomes more
common, there will be a push to shift the focus of education from being an inherent right of every individual and a way to help all achieve greater freedom to simply being an exercise in cost
effectiveness. In other words, education is no longer something that should be delivered at a
high level of quality to all; rather, it becomes something to simply be delivered in the lowest cost
way. Again, one particularly troubling result of this movement is that the students most at risk
receive the education least likely to help them take on a larger role in a digitally mediated society
(Cochran-Smith, 2004b; Darling-Hammond, 2005). Teachers must stand in opposition to all
movements in this direction (of which there are many beyond and including technology and its
role in schools). In other words, if new media are pushing us down a path that leads to less equity
in schooling, then teachers must stand up and be “digital renegades”; they must actively counter
such influences as these.
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In this spirit, Giroux refers to teachers as “transformative intellectuals” (1988). Teachers
in Giroux’s framework, “take active responsibility for raising serious questions about what they
teach, how they are to teach, and what the larger goals are for which they are striving…They
take a responsible role is shaping the purposes and conditions of schooling” (p. 126). Such a position stands in stark contrast to the production of “teacher proof” materials and the impetus to
control teachers being exerted by the political extremes and exacerbated by the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor (Giroux, 1988, 2005; Freire, 1992).
Inside of schools, therefore, teachers acting as digital renegades enact what some scholars
have referred to as a transformative pedagogy (Brown, Cummins, & Sayers, 2007; Warschauer
& Ware, 2008). Under this approach, teachers help students use technology to “analyze their
own lives and social problems, develop and publish material that addresses social issues or positively promotes their identities, and collaborate with distant partners to further exploration of social and identity issues” (Warschauer & Ware, 2008, p. 229). According to Selbar (2004), this
type of approach is “a neglected framework in computer literacy programs that have been institutionalized in educational settings” (p. 81).
The currently prevailing metaphor of digital natives/digital immigrants offers teachers,
students, and others no place to stand in enacting, or even suggesting, such an approach. However, by adopting the digital renegade/digital captive metaphor all people are provided with the
space to argue against policies and practices that emphasize simple adoption and the marginalization of teachers.
So, what to Do?
Thinking more concretely about what the digital renegade/digital captive metaphor really
means and what it might look like in schools I suggest some final thoughts. It is completely reasonable to equate what I have been arguing for with critical literacy in the Freirean sense. In
fact, Selbar (2004) proposes critical literacy as the pedagogical basis for addressing our needs in
schools with regards to technology and students. In this spirit, I would argue that critical literacy
as applied to the idea of digital renegades/digital captives highlights at least two significant pedagogical goals that are indispensable for teaching in these times.
First, such a pedagogy will aim at helping students view technology as a tool to be manipulated and used with care as one synthesizes and present information. In this sense a digital
renegade teacher will help students to ask questions about the structures and assumptions underlying technologies. It is important to note that such an approach does not require that teachers
master multiple new technologies. While there will always be classes devoted to teaching the
steps for using new technologies in schools, most teachers can simply allow students to use those
technologies as they (or their peers) deem best to demonstrate the skills being taught. For example, a group of students researching an issue could create a webpage outlining the topic and advocating for a certain stance towards it or they could create a documentary video doing the same
thing. The teacher would not need to know how to create web pages or how to use movie editing
software. Instead, she would help students to make critical decisions about the ways in which
they represented the message and would assess the work in accordance with appropriate guidelines. A significant part of this guidance would be to help students attain fluency with the dominant discourse. Students who come from cultures and families that live by other discourses lack
the opportunity to gain access to the dominant discourse—the discourse in which power is brokered (Gee, 2008). Such a lack of knowledge continually marks those without it as outsiders who
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are patronized, ignored, or both. Therefore, it is vital that all students have some facility with and
access to the dominant discourse, and schools should be the places where these discourses are
learned (Janks, 2010; Gee, 2008; Powell, 1999; Freire, 1970; Freire & Macedo, 1987). Otherwise, the power structure cannot be changed and pervading divisions of wealth and power will
continue.
Finally, teachers will then help their students use the available tools to create authentic,
critical products that address the lived situations of their lives. In other words, digital renegade
teachers will help their students learn to use technologies in ways that promote democratic, just
ways of living. In this vein, Freire (1974) posits that a major problem in working towards more
equitable positions is, “our lack of democratic experience. This lack has been and continues to
be one of the major obstacles in our democratization” (p. 19). In other words, coming from
worlds where they are, in many ways, disenfranchised students often lack the skills to speak out
in constructive, critical ways for their own interests and the interests of others. Approaching education as a way of helping students become digital renegades means empowering them with the
habits of mind and intellectual skills necessary to speak out in meaningful and substantive ways
about issues of injustice and exploitation.
When these suggestions are put together the result is what Freire (1974) calls “integration.” Integration is the result of one’s ability to understand the reality of the world in which one
lives while at the same time refusing to become an inert piece in the sweep of time and society.
Instead, it means to “make choices and to transform that reality” (p. 4). A person who is integrated assumes the ability to govern themselves (Gramsci, 1971). Or as Dewey puts it, such an
education “increases ability to direct the course of subsequent experience” (2004, p. 74). Given
the burgeoning pervasiveness of technology, it makes sense that a large part of this movement
towards integration, or being a digital renegade, would in large measure deal with technology.
Creating classes, programs, and schools that take seriously the pursuit of integration work
to leverage the opportunities afforded by technology to speak out about technology and broader
issues of equity and justice are tall orders. Fortunately, as John Street reminds us, “the effect of
technology on the way we live is partly determined by the images, ideas, and practices which are
incorporated into it” (1995, p. 16). In other words, as we change our practices regarding technology to emphasize digital renegades we are changing technology and, furthermore, such power
on our part means that there is time and space for such work.
However, if education’s driving metaphor regarding technology remains the digital native/digital immigrant metaphor, then it will be increasingly difficult to position teachers as
agents of change and students will be increasingly divided economically and politically among
pre-determined lines of color and familial income. However, by adopting a digital renegade/digital captive metaphor, teachers are provided with a place from which to argue against a
simple adoption and implementation model of technology in schools and, thus, positioning themselves and their students as agents and potential agents in the struggle for economic and political
equity.
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Moving Beyond Journaling to Dialogues in Writing
________________________________________________________________________________

Cindy Hail, Sue George, & John Hail—Missouri State University
Introduction
A paradigm shift is occurring in the attitudes of researchers and educators regarding the role of
writing instruction and practice in American schools. A traditional approach to the teaching of
writing through a skills-based, sequence process with knowledge dispensed by a teacher often
produces a resistance to writing. Students often tell teachers “I hate writing!” In response to negative feelings held by students, researchers were spurred to action to identify effective methods
for teaching writing. Graves (1981) called for students’ active participation in meaning-making
writing opportunities. He argued that in order for writing instruction to be effective, students’
voices needed to be heard, validated, and respected. He proposed that the strategy of allowing
children to write and find their voice would reap better writers. Additionally, the writing to learn
philosophy came to the forefront as researchers uncovered the connection between activating
schemas and communicating. Stimulating schema enhanced students’ writing (Graves, 1981). As
learners write from experiences they have had, they acquire the confidence and skills needed to
become proficient in sharing their messages. They begin to see themselves as writers.
Educators turned to various approaches for providing authentic practice to keep up with
the trend of integrating writing in performance-based assessments. Teachers who offer opportunities for varied writing practice and context place an emphasis on children negotiating their
messages through writing. Many classrooms began using the writing process, which has been
shown to be highly effective (Atwell, 1987).
The last two decades have produced theoretical-based methodology models emphasizing
student-centered and learner-controlled writing experiences. During the 1990s, writing evolved
into a function of learning. As more was learned about the writing process, it became evident that
writing led to clarifying thinking and served as a forum for revealing students’ thought processes
and reasoning (Gordon & MacInnis, 1993).
However, not all types of writing fit neatly into the writing process. One way of ensuring
children’s messages are heard and seen is through the use of dialogue journals (Peyton &
Seyoum, 1988; Peyton & Staton, 1993; Staton, 1988; Staton & Peyton, 1986). Such exchange of
information between writers in a dialogue fashion supports Vygotsky’s social development theory that defines the power of the connection of thought and social interaction, supporting the view
that social interaction promotes deeper understanding (Garmon, 2001; Gallimore & Tharp, 1990;
Gavelek, 1986; Vygotsky, 1987). An essential question that emerges when thinking about implementing dialogue journal writing in the elementary classroom is: do dialogue journals help
students become better at writing and who see themselves as writers?
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Benefits of Dialogue Journals
Dialogue journals invite students to regularly communicate their thinking and reflections
with others through self-generated topics (Staton, 1988; Peyton, 1997). Teachers and students
participate in private written conversations by sharing feelings, understandings, experiences, collaborations, and other interdisciplinary activities. This sharing process often results in robust
problem-solving and shared understandings. In the early 80s, dialogue journaling came to the
attention of “educators at a time when the broader ideas of international participation in learning
and the power of natural conversational discourse were becoming wide spread” (Staton & Payton, 1986, p. 3). Drawing on the work of Vygotsky, educators began to realize the importance of
conversation in deepening understanding. It became understood that by articulating one’s
thoughts, learners are led to a deeper understanding of the topic. In dialogue journals, learners
participate in two-way writing events. This reciprocal discourse denotes a back-and-forth conversation in which both participants share insights and reflect on the ideas exposed. In this correspondence, readers become writers and writers become readers. Dialogue journals promote
meaningful on-going conversations in a social setting while giving valuable practice in writing
skills. The back and forth nature of dialogue journals also develops the writers’ appreciation for
the mechanism needed to clearly convey a message.
Most research in the area of dialogue journals has been between students and teachers in
higher education (Peyton 1997; Staton, 1988; Werderich, 2006), but little research has been conducted regarding the use of dialogue journals in elementary schools. Students enter into a nonthreatening, non-graded communication with the teacher in a dialogue situation. Students control
the amount of writing and the content of the conversation; the teacher responds by writing back
to the student in the same informal conversational manner. The turn-taking written discourse
continues as students and teachers navigate shared meaning. Teachers are given insights into
where the students are in terms of their writing abilities and an appreciation of what they are
thinking. Writing becomes an informal and personal growth opportunity for the students and
teachers. Learners increasingly realize that writing is purposeful. Motivation to write is increased
as they become keenly aware of their audience and more confident in their personal connections.
Along the way, students also hone their own writing craft as they purposefully monitor their
spelling, grammar, and punctuation so their message is clearly read. Writers become writing
mentors for students as they model writing conversations through the written conversations. Additionally, the premise that the more students write the better writers they become has been consistently supported (Routman, 2012).
Some of the other rewards identified in using dialogue journals with students include:
exchanging ideas, clarifying meanings, valuing another person’s point of view, responding to
questions or comments, and developing social interaction skills. Anderson et al. (2011, p. 270)
acknowledged the importance of “forming positive student-teacher relationship” especially in
middle school when social disengagement becomes popular. The researchers studied dialog journaling as a potential buffer to withdrawing from interactions in the classroom and school. Bromley, Winters, and Schlimmer (1994) used dialogue journals to expand university students “experience the interactive nature of reading and writing and the critical role of audience as they
worked directly with children” (p. 393).
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Dialogue journals have not always been met with success. Frequently, teachers who employ the model indicate the journals fail to provide an explicit and direct approach to improving
writing skills. For some students, reading and mimicking the writing from their partner provides
strong literacy models they can naturally assimilate. However, for other students more explicit
practice and instruction is needed. If teachers follow the non-graded, non-edited format in their
written conversations with students, some learners may repeatedly practice inappropriate conventions. Trying to find the right blend of supporting students’ ownership of their writing, building their confidence in sharing a written message, and promoting excellence in writing is a fine
line for some teachers. Additionally, dialogue journaling emphasizes more informal and conversational writing rather that explicit writing genres.
Time is another critical issue to be discussed in addressing dialogue journal writing in the
classroom. Two important concerns emerge from this issue. First, does the time spent dialogue
journal writing net stronger outcomes than time spent in other forms of writing? Some research
studies suggest students indicate they benefit more from dialogue journal with two-way conversations over reflective journals where limited feedback is given (Roe & Stallman, 1994). However, these studies were aimed more at comprehension of particular content. Second, is the
recognition that the time teachers need to invest in dialogue journaling is tremendous. Time restraints on classroom teachers continue to be a major hurdle for consistent use of the model.
“While students enjoy teachers’ written responses to their journal entries and the responses provide reading-writing models, this practice is very time consuming for the teacher” (Routman,
1991, p. 231).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a significant difference in the
quantity and content of written responses in fourth grade students’ journals for students who had
routinely dialogued with their teacher and those who had routinely dialogued with a peer.
Researchers and educators have witnessed the success of dialogue journals involving
teachers and learners. Swift (1993) found “writing in dialogue journals, students became more
self-assured about their ability to write” (p. 367). Peer-to-peer interaction has also been found to
be an important facet of classroom instruction. According to Vacca and Vacca (1993), students
need opportunities to confer with their peers. Further, Atwell (1987) reported writers (students)
need responses from various audiences including their peers. Consequently, if dialogue journals
were used for “teacher-learner correspondence as a way of extending and enriching reflection
through collaboration” (Atwell, 1987, p. 165), then it is important to question whether similar
collaborations would occur between student and peer communications. By investigating the difference between teacher-learner and learner-learner communication in dialogue journals, this
study intended to offer significant data to aid teachers in determining the intrinsic value of student-to-student dialogue journals.

Critical Questions in Education Volume 4:1

45

Research Questions and Hypotheses
The questions that guided the study included:
1. Would there be a difference in what students talked about when writing to a peer vs.
when writing to a teacher?
2. What topics did students talk about in dialogue journaling?
3. Did their writing increase when given the opportunity to write to their peers or a teacher?
The hypotheses that were used to guide the study for statistical analysis were:
1. There will be no significant difference in the content of written responses for students
who routine wrote to a teacher in a dialogue journal vs. those who routinely wrote to a peer.
2. There will be no significant difference in the amount of written responses for students
who routine wrote to a teacher in a dialogue journal vs. those who routinely wrote to a peer.
Participants and Data Collection
Participants for the study included 52 fourth graders who were enrolled in two intact
fourth grade classrooms in a rural Midwestern school in the United States. Twenty-six boys and
26 girls with varying writing abilities (all identified at least at a second grade level) comprised
the sample. The area was predominantly agriculture based with middle to lower income families
and less than 5 percent identified as culturally diverse. Both classes were evenly split according
to students’ abilities and gender. The two teachers involved in the study taught communication
arts (reading, writing, grammar, spelling and vocabulary) to their homeroom classes but departmentalized content area instruction by exchanging classes for math, social studies, and science.
The two classrooms were similarly arranged, used the same schedules, followed the same curricula, planned as a team, and used the identical discipline procedures/model.
A quasi-experimental research design was used in which the quantity and content of written response was compared for the group of students participating in student-teacher dialogue
journals (n=26) and the group of students participating in student-student dialogue journals
(n=26). The control class was considered the class dialoguing with the teacher. The experimental
class was deemed the class writing back and forth with a peer. Peers were matched prior to the
beginning of the study period by the teachers. The pairings were specific to gender (boy-boy or
girl-girl) and ability (high with average and average with low). This decision was made because
in this fourth grade, students had already become conscious of gender difference and often became embarrassed around the opposite sex. Similarly, we wanted students to feel safe and confident in their writing skills but also have appropriate models. So, carefully pairing abilities was
important. The pairings, either with the teacher or a peer, remained intact throughout the four
week study.
The study began with an introductory lesson on journal writing. The students in both
classes were introduced to dialogue writing though a whole class mini-lesson. The teachers began by engaging several students, one at a time, in a conversation concerning a different topic.
By building background, the teachers were connecting students’ understanding of the nature of
dialogue. The student identified turn-taking, talking about a topic, no criticism or grading, and
respect for each other as major components of the conversation. Next, the teacher modeled a
written conversation (dialogue) between the two of them teacher and teacher on two different
overheads. They modeled think-alouds as they took turns reading and responding to the others’
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comments for three turns each. As a summary activity, the classes developed a Venn diagram
comparing and contrasting the written to oral dialogues. After questions were answered, the students were introduced how they would be using this in the next four weeks.
Students were given bound composition books and engaged in twice-weekly dialogue
journal writing. The first entry was evaluated for quantity and content focus. This entry served as
a covariate (baseline) for the study. Students wrote in their dialogue journals on Thursday for 20
minutes and at the same time each Tuesday and Thursday thereafter. The study began the week
immediately following the baseline entry. Teachers collected student journals following each
journaling period to secure equal writing time. In the control group, the teacher responded, in
each student’s composition book and returned it at the beginning of the subsequent writing time.
Students in the experimental group were given their peer’s or teacher’s entry. Then they were
given 20 minutes to respond again or initiate new topics. On Tuesday and Thursday for four
weeks, the students read and responded to either the teacher or a peer. Each writing contained
feedback from previously asked questions and often led to new questions/comments posed by the
writer.
At the end of the four-week time period, the journals were collected and assessed for the
quantity and content focus of each written response. Quantity was determined to be number of
complete thoughts rather than the number of complete sentences. At times, punctuation was
overlooked by the students in their writing and because mechanics were not being evaluating,
and it was asserted that counting the complete thoughts was a more accurate representation rather
than sentences. For example, one student wrote: I like to eat hotdogs and last night we went to
the high school football game and I got a C on the math test yesterday. This was scored as three
complete thoughts although handled in one sentence with no punctuation. Because the same
scoring protocol was used, it is asserted that the intended thoughts were counted accurately. Content was coded and frequencies were tailed to determine the dialogue focus. For example, comments about home or family were given a nominal indicator of 1, statements made about what
happened in our classroom were coded with a 2, thoughts about homework assignments were
coded with a 3, etc. In the example above, eating hotdogs was given a 1 code and getting a C
was a 3.
Results
Data obtained on the quantity of complete thoughts were analyzed using an analysis of
covariance (ANCOVA) to determine if the two groups’ scores were significantly different. The
covariance variable was the independent writing sample or journal entry for each student completed at the beginning of the study. A .05 level of significance was used to accept or reject the
hypothesis. The ANCOVA used in comparing the quantity of written responses revealed a probability of 0.03. The null hypothesis stating there was no significant difference in the quantity of
written response in the two groups was rejected.
Data obtained on the content focus were analyzed using the Chi-Squared Test of Independence to determine if the two groups’ scores were significantly difference. A .05 level of significance was used to accept or reject the hypothesis. Table 1 shows the mean averages for each
week for each group.
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Table 1
Means for the Quantity of Written Response
Group

Adjusted Means

Student-Student (covariate)
Week 1
Week 2
Week 3
Week 4

(6.24)
9.70
14.18
14.50
14.38

Student-Teacher (covariate)
Week 1
Week 2
Week 3
Week 4

(6.66)
8.02
10.99
9.57
9.34

As indicated in Table 1, all of the students gained in the quantity of written response from
the initial journal entry. It is interesting to note the jump in writing from the first week to the second week. Students reported they “got it” during the second week of the dialogue writing process and were more at ease about writing. This was reflected in the increased writing. It is also
important to note that the quantity of writing within the student-student pairs increased again in
Week 3. The slight drop in Week 4 for both groups may have been due to a shortened writing
period on a Tuesday due to statewide standardized testing. As expected, the entry following the
testing period included comments about the tests from all of the students. Additionally, it should
be pointed out that the student-teacher pairings progressively decreased after Week 2.
The content focus for the responses ranged from home, school, classrooms, bus rides,
friends, teachers, tests, homework, to hot lunch, punishments, fashion, sports, and tattling. Table
2 shows the frequencies for home-related and classroom-related discussions by week. These
were the two most common areas discussed and important to report here.
Table 2
Frequency of the Content Focus in the Weekly Dialogue Journals
Group
Student-Teacher
Week 1
Week 2
Week 3
Week 4
Total

Home-related
18
15
21
12
66

Classroom-related
11
14
8
17
50
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Student-Student
Week 1
Week 2
Week 3
Week 4
Total

14
19
16
11
60

15
10
13
18
56

As shown in Table 2, the overall frequency counts were quite similar for these two areas.
These two were selected because they were the strongest topics that were consistently written
about and were representative of the split for all of the identified areas. After completing the
study, students indicated that they felt as comfortable talking to a teacher as they were with a
peer about most things. However, Table 2 shows a slight indication that talking to the teacher
about school issues happened more often than in the student-student writing. It is also interesting
that although the students wrote more quantity in the student-teacher pairings, the same content
was discussed in both groups. In the examples above, both groups commented 116 times about
home or classroom related issues during the four week study period. The Chi-Squared Test of
Independence yielded a probability of 0.7884. The null hypothesis stating there was no significant difference in the content focus of written response in the two groups was accepted.
Discussion
The findings of this study indicated that student-student dialogue journaling may have
merit as a vital part of the regular elementary classroom writing program. With no significant
difference found in the content, data revealed that these fourth graders discussed various topics
and issues with their peers as frequently and openly as they did with their teachers. Initially it
was suspected that certain topics would be discussed only with the teachers or peers, respectively, but this was not found to be the case. The students felt equally respected and supported in
both pairings. This would support Atwell’s (1987) ideas that the writer’s need for response can
come from a variety of sources. It is equally important to make a positive connection to the findings of the study conducted by Staton (1988) in the nature of dialogue journal writing. The student entries reflected personal opinions, positive and negative feelings, comments about all aspects of their lives, and concerns of current issues at home and school.
An aspect that was found particularly interesting was the quantity of written responses
over the course of the study period. As previously stated, students felt more comfortable in writing and the process by the end of Week 2. The trend for the student-student writing was increasing throughout the study, while the trend for the student-teacher began decreasing. This may be
attributed to an inflated quantity of written responses in the early stages of the study by the control group writing to the teacher. Calkins (1994) posited that students are used to writing only on
demand and to perceived expectations of the teacher. Some of the students in the control group
remarked after the study that they thought they had to write a lot to the teacher. When they figured out the teacher was not going to correct the writing or ask for more, they began to level out
in their writing. However, the students in the experimental group freely wanted to write more. At
the end of the study, the student-student pairs wanted to continue the writing project. Students in
the control group (teacher-teacher) writing wanted to try writing to their peers.
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Implications for Teachers
The first findings of this study would suggest teachers and students could benefit from
implementing a student-student dialogue journal program in their classes. This would address the
concerns raised by Routman (1991) regarding teacher time constraints, yet allow for more student control in writing. If student-student journal writing continued to increase in quantity as indicated in this pilot study, the possibility exists that the quantity would equal and may surpass
writings with the teacher.
Students enjoyed the interactions in the dialogue format. As discussed, students in the
experimental group wanted to continue the program – a pleasant surprise to the teachers. Also,
the students in the student-teacher pairing requested they have a turn at dialoguing with peers.
Teachers know the benefits of writing to pen pals or doing letter writing projects, and dialoguing
journals net these same results and more. Dialogue journals can easily be included in the classroom routine and response is immediate. Students are easily and readily engaging in writing.
Students are in control of the topics, the amount of writing, the tone of the conversation, and the
shared understandings. They have an interested audience, receive feedback, build relationships,
and explore ideas.
A question that became increasingly intriguing during data analysis was “how was the
quality of writing impacted through this project?” Although the study was not designed to explicitly look at this area, in a post hoc analysis of the writings it was discovered the quality of writing
generally improved. Students’ writing mechanics improved as well as the content clarity and
penmanship as evidenced by the comments students made in the margins of the journals. Notes
were found that give the partners suggestions like “write better” or “sp” (for spelling). When
asked about this, students said at first they had trouble reading some of the responses. When this
occurred, they wrote back in the next journal that they could not read something or did not understand. The responding partner often corrected spelling or wording, modeling the correct
change. This resulted in students striving to make their messages clear and valuing the use of
Standard English.
Few studies since the 1980s and 1990s have dealt with writing in dialogue fashion, and
yet the call for more and more writing continues. Teachers need research-based studies to offer
alternatives to them in selecting and using different approaches to skill development. Additionally, Peyton (1997) suggests the English language learners (ELLs), with language and cultural barriers may benefit greatly from dialogue journals. Imagine the impact if those written conversations were with peers. Further study is warranted in the area of dialogue journaling, but this pilot
study may entice educators to look at dialogue journal writing from a different perspective.
Providing background experiences in dialogue journaling, setting rules or agreed upon boundaries for writing and content, and structuring time for written conversations are critical for the
success of this type of project. Teachers and students can benefit from increased positive experiences in journal writing for an audience.
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Critical Aesthetic Education—Towards a Theory of
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By Yolanda Medina
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Reviewed by Rosa María Mejía, Missouri State University
Medina's book, which began as her doctoral dissertation, is a personal and intellectual journey in
which she explains how her Critical Aesthetic Pedagogy came to be. Critical Aesthetic Pedagogy
(CAP) stemmed out of her personal experiences as an artist, a student, and an educator. Grounded in the works of critical theorists such as Freire, Giroux, bell hooks, Kincheloe, LadsonBillings, McLaren, and Shapiro as well as the writings of Maxine Greene and the aesthetic education philosophy of the Lincoln Center Institute where she worked for several years, Medina
builds the theoretical work for her pedagogy. She shows us CAP in action by presenting two case
studies and giving us examples of the awareness and empowerment gained by students in her
classes as a result of her pedagogy. In the last chapter she discusses the implications and challenges of CAP.
In chapter one, Medina takes us through her life experiences and the issues of identity she
has faced as well as the connections and allegiances about which she feels most strongly. She
defines herself as a Dominican Yorker, Latina Salsera, and a teacher. While she was teaching in
college, she found that she shared many characteristics with her students: they were immigrants
(or the children of immigrants), people of color, had English as a Second Language, were mostly
women, and were nontraditional students. But, she also discovered there was something that
made her different from her students: her capacity to see lived experience from a different perspective. Her students had a sense of despair and little hope for things to change for the better
for them and their children. Medina believes this difference between her and her students comes
from her involvement with the arts; she has always loved dancing. She commits then to define a
new kind of pedagogy—a pedagogy where students’ experiences and interests are at the center,
thus creating and promoting respect for them as human beings; and secondly, to find the means
to link these experiences to the arts as a way of empowering students to create and promote self
and social change.
Chapter two takes up her intellectual journey and the foundations of her Critical Aesthetic Pedagogy. She considers four critical elements to it. 1) The value of experiential knowledge,
which is rooted in the premises of critical pedagogy. Within her pedagogy it is imperative students feel they are in a safe, accepting environment where their personal experiences are valued.
When students can incorporate their experiences into what they are learning, this new knowledge
becomes relevant and contributes to the process of students becoming critical thinkers. 2) Medina acknowledges that by providing students the opportunity to share their experiences and be
critical about their learning process and the content of what they are learning, students are then
able to challenge existing forms of schooling. Students will interpret the new knowledge through
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their own lenses, i.e. coming from their own language and cultural background, their social class
and gender.
However, in order for this personal interpretation to take place, students 3) need to explore their own identities and allegiances or connections to the different aspects of their identities. Students need to learn what exerts an influence on them and how their thoughts might be
shaped by different ideologies. It is important students become aware of their biases and find
their own voices. When students have a critical awareness of their own identities, they are ready
to start a social transformation. 4) To explore students’ identities, Medina uses the aesthetic experience; this is the added new element to the critical pedagogy premises she has been working
on. She contends that the soma (body) carries memories and brings subjective perspectives of
our feelings and views. In her CAP she reinforces the importance of the “body authority” which
bridges feelings of disempowerment and a hopeful imagination that is the source of self and social change. She bases her CAP on two defining concepts: “a) Imagination illuminates the path
toward possibilities,” and “b) Compassion gives us the desire to embark on the path toward
change.”
Medina shows us in Chapter 3 how CAP can be put into action. She describes two different case studies she conducted at two different institutions. For these two case studies, she
carefully chose art pieces that would allow students to have shared experiences and enable them
to recognize forms of oppression. She also carefully selected a set of readings to accompany the
art piece for each group and that would help create in students an awareness of social justice and
a sense of empowerment to promote this change.
One study was at Queen’s College with two different groups of undergraduates who
came from under privileged backgrounds. For this case study, she based the artistic experience
on the documentary drama Twilight: Los Angeles by Anna Deavere. She developed a line of inquiry, i.e. the connection between the artwork, the assigned readings, and the course content.
She prepared six specific activities related to drama. For this particular piece, students explored
issues of race, gender, social class, privilege and discrimination, and ability. Students had to
write a narrative at the end of the semester reflecting on the readings and content of the course
under the lens of their own personal experiences during the activities related to the play. She
found several recurring themes in their narratives that clearly showed students had critical
awareness of how the drama connected to the readings and the course; she found they had deepened their sense of compassion, and had developed a sense of empowerment to challenge social
inequalities.
The second case study took place at Borough of Manhattan Community College with a
population very different from the first case study. These were graduate students, most of them
white and middle class. For this course she integrated a set of self-portraits by Frida Khalo. The
focus was to explore issues of identity and allegiances and how, if these are not analyzed, they
will contribute to maintaining the systems that lead to oppression and discrimination. As with
the previous case study, she developed a line of inquiry, chose a set of readings related to the
topic of identity, and developed a series of activities to do in the classroom with her students.
Again, with this group there were some recurring themes in which students show they have acquired critical awareness in several aspects such as how a teacher’s identity affects what goes on
in the classroom. It was also clear students understood the relationship among the readings, the
course content, and the aesthetic activities; the importance of using art as a pedagogical tool; and
the need to create positive changes in our lives. She also found that the students had critical
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awareness about the importance of knowing one’s identity and having a sense of empowerment—empowerment that would enable them to change their students’ lives.
The fourth and last chapter addresses the applications, implications, and complications of
her method. CAP puts the student at the center of the learning process and creates awareness of
one’s identity, biases, and worldview. It validates students’ experiences and allows them to
make connections between what they are learning in the classroom and their lives. It brings into
consideration multiple perspectives and exposes students to works of art. However, Medina is
also aware of some of her method’s “complications,” as she puts it. Teachers have to be trained
to use this method. It is time-consuming to search for an appropriate work of art, prepare a line
of inquiry, and find relevant readings that connect to the course content and the work of art. She
also acknowledges that not all students will be open to this pedagogy and understand the benefits
it may bring. She is aware it is not always easy to find appropriate works of art/drama to expose
students for. Lastly, she mentions that it can be costly.
I, personally, enjoyed reading the book. It is written in a style and language friendly to
all readers. I liked going with her on her life journey of discovery of self; and found there were
several places in which I identified with her feelings. Medina is an artist herself and has built a
strong set of connections with artists and people deeply involved in different forms of art who
helped her with the development of the material she used for the two case studies discussed in
the book. She also lives in New York, which, somehow, makes it easier to be close to different
forms of art. It may not be as easy for teachers who are not artists themselves, who do not have
the connections, who do not feel that strong connection between art and the soma, or who do not
have as many resources of this sort at hand to develop meaningful lessons or units in which Critical Aesthetic Pedagogy can be seen at its best.
I love art in all its forms. Although I do not feel that strong connection between art and
the sense of empowering, I see the connection between art and identity. The reading of this book
has opened a new door for me, but it has not prepared me to implement this pedagogy in my
classroom yet. I would love to attend a workshop where I could learn more about CAP and
would even love to go on a project with someone to put it into practice in one of my classes.

