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Abstract

The term collaboration is in frequent use both in the business and
education sectors. The idea often implied by this term is that two or more people

are working together on a single product. In this thesis 1 explore a more

view of ion, one that flows from a learning praxis

known as collaborative pedagogy.

This thesis is the ion of collaborative pedagogy in a local site.
In my discussion, I argue that collaborative pedagogy is based on a philosophy

which views |

guage as a socially and ki 3¢

generation as social hermeneutics.

1 provide a historical and cultural context for collaborative pedagogy by

comparing a phi which opposes

toa
which grounds collaborative pedagogy. I then discuss the learning environments
which emanate from these differing philosophies.

Next, I describe a university course which i f

pedagogy. I follow this description with a discussion of issues pertinent to
classroom practice.

Finally, I discuss the challenges and rewards involved in the shilt to

pedagogy for i practice.
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Chapier One
A Historical Context for Collaborative Pedagogy

The purpose of this chapter is to give a historical context for collaborative

pedagogy en route to exploring its use in a specific classroom setting. Many voices,

cach with a distinct sonority, have partici| in and are participating in the
P of col i . As I listen to each voice, I do not hear just
variations on current themes in philosophy, epi logy, or y. What I do

hear are new themes informed by theories which stand in direct contrast to those by

which society has its i instituti I hear "critiques that challenge

reason, sciousness, ledge, meaning, ication, freedom, and other values

asserted by the Enlightenment and developed in modern sciences, humanities, and
public life" (Phelps, 1988, p. 5). In this chapter I will challenge educational practices
rooted in rationalistic thought by amplifying the voices of people in the latter part of this
cenwry who directly and indirectly have opened the way for a radical change in the
way we view and educate ourselves.

First, I will contrast a rationalistic view of language with a social hermeneutical
view. Second, I will compare the epistemologies informed by these two views. Finally,

which I see ing from these two views,

1 will contrast

dits Hah

which are the | learning envi and those incorporating a

pedagogy.

CHALLENGING RATIONALISTIC VIEWS OF LANGUAGE
Many people who have espoused collaborative pedagogy have done so
without any reference to the term collaborative. But, it is not without

significance that the people who generated the public discourse specifically
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conceined with collaborative practices in North America were educators
inl and rhetoric. In 1984, Kenneth Bruftee

stated that

there are some signs these days that collaborative learning is of increasing
interest to English teachers. . . . Composition teachers seem to

exploring the concept actively. . . . Teachers of literature have also begun
to talk about collaborative learning, although not always by that name
(p. 635).

Bruffee noted that this interest did not originate from research but from a "pressing
educational need" which began surfacing in the 1970s. Increasingly, students with
abilities that should have assured them of success in college were having difficulty
coping with their academic studies. And far more than course content or methods of

literary criticism began to be What was ioned then, and i to be

bl

questioned now, were the hy, theories, and ptions about language that

informed educational practice. In his article identifying three theories of language, Bob
Morgan (1987) makes just this point:

My interest is not only to show how different theories of language entail
unique interpretive strategies, but also to illustrate that they promote or
disable particular understandings of sociality for both teachers and
students. To change one's theory of language, in this perspective, is to
alter more than a curricular approach to speech or writing. It is to redefinc
a social space and our possible interactions within it (p. 449).

But concern for changing the. i theories of language is not restricted to

educators in English composition like Bruffee and Morgan. And although linguists like
Volosinov and Heath are major contributors to this dialogue for change, calls also come

from the writings of Thomas Kuhn in science, Lev Vygotsky in developmental

psychology, and y ph

like Paul Ricoeur for an cxamination of the
relationship between language and experience. What is emerging is that an individual's
view and society's view of language are intrinsically linked with learning, politics,

authority, and daily human experience.



Questions are now being leveled at rationalism, the dominant school of thought

which has shaped the way language has been viewed in this century. Rationalism

ded in the Cartesi ian thought of the 17th and 18th centuries is

8

expressed in two language trends, empiricism and structuralism. In the following

discussion, I will examine the main premises and the educational practices that have
ensued from rationalism's views of language, and counter this heritage with ideas that
result in a different way of seeing, of educating, and of being. I see the possibility for
such a change manifested in a collaborative pedagogy whose praxis flows from the
activity of life.

The empiricist view holds that there is "a one-to-one correspondence between the
objects in the world, the words in a language, and the concepts in our heads" (Morgan,
1987, p. 450). According to Volosinov (1973), the ideas about language stemming from
rationalism were first "sharply delineated . . . in Leibniz's conception of universal
grammar” (p. 57). Rationalism sees language as "a stable, immutable system of

ly identical linguistic forms" ined in a "given, closed linguistic system"

ready-made for the user.

The first aspect of language this pt phy ignores is the d ism issuing from

the interrelationship of the historical, the present, and the future contexts. Volosinov
claims that this view precludes “the present state of a language and the history of a
language . . . entering into mutual comprehensibility." Thus,
individual acts of speaking are, from the viewpoint of language, merely
and or plain and simple distortions of
normatively identical forms . There is no connection, no sharing of

motives, between the system of language and its history. They are alien to
one another (p. 57).

Volosinov's voice rings out against such historical obliteration when he says that under
such a system linguistic facts cannot be understood or explained as they really exist and
are generated. Rather, this theory leads us away from the "living, dynamic reality of

language and its social functions” (p. 82). Ricoeur also says that



it is impossible to divorce present language use from its history since new
experiences find their expression by delving into the treasury of
historically i i Because ings are never firmly
established in their use, it is possible for new experiences to find a new
outlet by means of accepted meaning. The accepted meanings function
then as a guide for new meanings (cited in Van Den Hengel, 1982,

pp. 90-91).

That language not only draws on the past and defines the present but continually forges

ahead as it attempts.te bring understanding is exemplified by metaphor. Van Den

Hengel says that Ricoeur sees ical operating si ly in two

referential fields since it links a known field of established with an lored

field of meaning.

For that reason, in order to explore the new field of reference, the semantic
aim reveits to the network of familiar predicates and places them in the
new field to help explore it. . .. Meaning is not a stable staple, but a
"dynamic, directional, vectoral" form, which links up with the semantic aim
of the sentence to forge towards its fulfillment (p. 91).

Viewing language as a fixed system of signs fails to recognize that "any utterance

is essentially a social phenomenon” (Volosinov, 197.:, p. 82). "A word is territory shared

by both addresser and addressee, by the speaker and his interlocutor." The structure of

is d ined by the i diate social context and the broader social milicus of

past and present. Thus, verbal cannot be or

outside of a connection with a concrete situation. As Volosinov says, “language

acquires life and historically evolves precisely here, in concrete verbal communication,
and not in the abstract linguistic system of language forms, nor in the individual psyche
of speakers” (p. 95).

With its belief that a one-to-one correspondence exists between words, nature,
and thought, empiricism "holds that language is like a window neutrally conveying the
presence of the world to us;" an "innocent medium through which prelinguistic
meanings pass” (Morgan, 1987, p. 450). From adhering to such a view, two conditions

result. First, the agency of the speaker is reduced to choosing the “proper” expression



from the established alternatives. Second, the politics which couch both speaker and

selection are denied. Morgan says, "Correspondence theory is the dream of a language

intrinsically good and pure, ing Reason itself." L y, subscribing to

such a view "permits that society the mi ition of its forms of linguistic violence"
for there is "always/already a politics embedded within language as well as a politics of
language" (p. 451).

Although structuralism shares roots with empiricism, this more recent approach
centralizes a set of codes, conventions, and regular patterns that articulate the world in
certain ways. Where empiricism curtails the "agency of the speaker," structuralism
uctually denies the individual the role of "guarantor of meaning." Morgan states that

structuralism informs us that structures and relations are the most powerful

forces in modernity, not individuals, and finds in language the very

embodiment of such a relational force field seeing it as that objectivized

form par excellence of our collective social life (p. 451).

Language as structuralists see it "always precedes and exceeds any individual subject.”
Thus, meaning is not "owned" by the subject, as it is in correspondence theory, but
"merely rented, a by-product of discourse per se." In a structuralist world, language is
seen as a generative activity in its own right. It is a form of work, which produces "you

and [, that i, society.” C y, ism denies the languag,

dich strating that signs are ‘reality ing' and not simply reality-

reflecting" (p. 453).

Ricoeur opposes any attempt to exclude people as makers of meaning. Human
effort and desire to be are "imbued with a drive toward meaning and language” both of
which are a drive towards self-understanding. "It is a drive by which meaning makes us
while we make it" (Van Den Hengel, 1982, p. 126).

Volosinov (1973) sums up rationalism's view of language when he states:

the idea of the ionality, the arbitrari; of l is a typical

one for rationalism as a whole, and no less typical is the comparison of

language to the system of mathematical signs. What interests the
hematically minded rationalists is not the relationship of the sign to the




actual reality it reflects nor to the individual who iy its originator, but the
relationship of sign to sign within a closed system already accepted and
authorized. In other words, they are interested only in the inner logic of
the system of signs itself, taken, as in algebra, completely independently of
the ideological meaning that give the signs their content (pp. 57-58).

And the above claim is central to my I of the discipline, the

language used, be it written, internal, or external, is composed of signs whose use and

P the id and interp ions of a ive past and present.
Words brim with content and meaning drawn from both behavior and ideology. We can
understand and respond only to words that "engage us behaviorally or ideologicaily"
(p. 70). Divorce of language from its ideological roots is, as Volosinov asserts, one of
rationalism's most serious errors, an error which I feel has shaped not only education, but
society's view of the human experience itself. And righting this error is nothing short of
a Kuhnian paradigm shift, a revolution, as it were, in the way we view knowledge, our
institutions of learning, and our own selves.

In the next section, I want to amplify the voices of people who, because of their
views of language, encourage just such a shift in epistemology. Threaded through this
discussion is 2 concern for a relevant view of authority. The voices I have listened to do
not discount the importance of authority but, rather, the abuse of it, which is

authoritarianism.

CHALLENGING RATIONALISTIC VIEWS OF KNOWLEDGE AND WAYS OF
KNOWING

Positivi ing from the Cartesi ian view of reality, recognizes as

knowledge only that which can be objectively verified. Phelps (1988) says that
"positivism originated in the 'verification theory of meaning,' the doctrine that a
proposition is meaningful only if subject to empirical verification” (p. 9). Because
science uses empirical methods, it has considered its body of knowledge as an accurate

revealer of reality. Presently, and in the past few decades, this position is being



questioned. But, as Phelps points out, it is not science itself that is being dismissed but
the authoritarian assumptions science has held about its body of knowledge and
methods of knowing.

The attack on positivism is not directed at science . . . nor a scientific
thinking as actually practiced. Rather, it targets the position I will call
‘scientism’ or positivism, which refers to the demand of science that the
explanatory method used by natural science should be the model for
intelligibility in all cases where humans attempt to develop valid
knowledge (p. 7).

Phelps points out that this attitude is what Jurgen Habermas calls "science's belief in
itself,” which is "the conviction that we can no longer understand science as one form of
possible knowledge, but rather must identify knowledge with science" (p. 7).

Scientific activity, having been informed by a correspondence theory of language
and reality, resulted in theories thought to mirror reality

vertically without changing it. . . . These beliefs led among other things to
idealization of the "objective attitude of the neutral scientist, who comes to
his observations without preconceptions, historicity, or values. . . .
Positivists thought that scientists had available to them, or would
construct, a neutral observation language that would carry with it none of
the connotations, prejudices, emotion, and other contaminations of
ordinary or literary language. Instead, it was to be exact, forrnal, literal, and
univocal (Phelps, 1988, p. 10).

Thomas Kuhn (1970) in his landmark book, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, is
critical of these assumptions about the "purity," of scientific language and practices.
Kuhn claims that there are implicit bodies of “intertwined theoretical and
methodological” beliefs that guide all research. These overarching models, or paradigms,
permit the interpretive processes of selection, evaluation, and criticism.

Kubin claims that both the making explicit of a current model and the "shifting" to

i new igm require the ext ientific activities of dialogue, persuasion, and
interpretation. But science has "disguised” these interpretive aspects of its work by an
authoritarian writing and use of its textbooks.

‘Textbooks thus begin by truncating the scientist's sense of his discipline's
history. . .. Characteristically, textbooks of science contain just a bit of



history . .. in scattered references to the great heroes of an earlier age.
als come to feel like
I‘he textbook

participants in a long-standing historical tradition,
tendency to make the development of science |
lies at the heart of the most significant episodes of "uenulm development
(pp. 137-140).
Kuhn claims that generating knowledge in science is as much of a hermencutical
enterprise as it is in any field in the humanities. Like all bodies of knowledge, scientific
knowledge is entrenched in history and culture, determined by belicf and prejudice and
weighted with values and politics. Donald McCloskey says that "the scientific paper is,
after all, a literary genre, with an actual author, and implied author, an implied reader, a

history, and a form" (cited in Faigley, 1986, p. 536).

As scienti iricism has i i Y, SO ism has reigned

in the d with | "In his critique of structuralism Ricoeur
warns against a structuralist ideology, which he calls the 'for-the-sake-of -the-code-
fallacy™ (Van Den Hengel, 1982, p. 135). According to Ricoeur, the naming of
something is more important to structuralists than its connection and meaning for life.
This is a position known as nominalism. Under its influence, the art of rhetoric and
persuasion declined to a "theory of style and finally to a theory of tropes.” Rhetoric's
"bond with philosophy was broken and it became the archivist of the figures of speech.”
Ricoeur says, according to Ven Den Hengel, that the struggle for meaning deteriorated

into a senseless word-game precisely because of the 'tyranny of the word' (p. 28).

Volosinov's (1973) ideas hi ize with those of Ricoeur's when he explaing that
discriminating between a word's common and occasional meanings, or its denotative and

connotative aspects, or central and lateral ings is y Y.

Underlying such discriminations is the desire to "ascribe greater value to the central,
usual aspect of meaning, presupposing that that aspect really does exist and is stable."

Such an ion is y ious" (p. 102), declares Volosinov. Van Den

Hengel (1982) says that "English language philosophy rejects such a nominalism, Ryle



emphasized that words have meaning only to the extent that they are used. A word has
no proper meaning” (p. 28). As Wittgenstein (1958) states, “The meaning of a word is its
usc in the language” (p. 20e, par. 43). "Every sign,” continues Wittgenstein, "by itself
scems dead. What gives it life? In use it is alive” (p. 12e, par. 432). Language is not
fixed and stable. Itis dynamic and cach utterance, "no matter how weighty and
complete in and of itself," is "only a moment in the continuous process of verbal
communication” (Volosinov, 1973, p. 95). But such a view has not been a part of
structuralist thought. According to Volosinov, "European iinguistic thought formed and
matured over concer with the cadavers of written languages; almost all its basic
categories, . . . approaches, and techniques were worked out in the process of reviving
these cadavers” (p. 71). He continues by saying that it was

"philological need" that gave birth to linguistics, rocked its cradle, and left

its philological flute wrapped in its swaddling clothes. That flute was

supposed to be able to awaken the dead. But it lacked the range

necessary for mastering living speech as actually and continuously

generated (p. 72).

Viewing the word, and thus knowledge, as "stable,” has led to authoritarian

practices in English and language arts classrooms. Gibson (1986) says that mainstream

literary criticism, rather than ing the social and historical realities which

i ine literature's p ion and ion,” has evaded these realities by focusing

on the "words on a page,” the details of a narative, and the "structure of the human

mind, myth, language.”

Because of these mis-directions of focus, i literary critici:

exist, unpolitical and individualist. To divorce luemry and aeslheuc
from lhelr socml context is to misperceive them . . . Shakespeare
cannot be without to the " and political
system of his age and ours (pp. 98-99).

Holding that knowledge is "fixed" has also led to an authoritarian use of text.
Ricoeur says that structural analysis "proves itself when it permits a better
understanding of the message than a first surface reading. It becomes ideological when

it refuses to go beyond the text. . . ." (cited in Van Den Hengel, 1982, p. 51). Reading in
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a str i isa to deciphering a cryptic code, or finding a hidden

message. This message, considered to be known in its purity and entirety only by the
author, who in many cases is dead, is known in as pure a form as possible by those astute
in literature. Here, interpretation is reduced to breaking the code or delving into
someone else's world or psyche.

For Volosinov, language has everything to do with the living moment, not a
probing of a distant psyche. For Ricoeur, genuine interpretation has far less to do with
code, tropes, and formal study of figures of speech than with the "ontological trait of
language.” He stresses that the text is a "form of fife" and as such must be "moored” to
the life of the reader rather than the original author. "Understanding is the first step of
bringing back to life a particular text" (Van Den Hengel, 1982, p. 196). Van Den Hengel,

Ricoeur's ideas,

the unmooring of the text from its original situation also allows the text to
drift away from its original addressees. Gadamer proposes, therefore, that
the text is addressed to anyone who can read. A text loses its restriction; it
is basically open. . .. The text of the Letter to the Roma mine to read
just as at one time it was the Romans. The letter assumes a new time
dimension. Paul's original writing takes on a universal dimension, always
ready to take on new readers and to actualize its reference in new
situations. . .. In reading I am being taken where I was not before. 1 take
up a new dwelling in the world of the text. Both my situaticn and the
mute text are transgressed and interlinked (pp. 201-202).

Volosinov (1973) calls this the "dialectical generative process” in which "a new
significance emanates from an old one, and does so with its help, but this happens so
that the new significance can enter into contradiction with the old one and restructure
it" (p. 106). Ricoeur, in harmony with this idea, says that

the accomplishment of reading is its power to transform the otherness of

the text into an event of discourse for me. . . . The event of discourse of

the reader is a new event; that is, not a repetition of the original event, but

a creation produced at the behest of the text (cited in Van Den Hengel,

1982, p. 210).

If a Ricoeurian-type hermeneutics is incorporated into English and language

classrooms, the question "What does this text mean?" can no longer be used as a
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bludgeon for disseminating a type of knowledge that is restrictive and monophonic.
Validation must be given to many different types of knowledge and the different ways
people come to knowledge. In Women's Ways of Knowirg, Belenky, Clinchy,
Goldberger, and Tarule (1986), describe the silence women, in particular, have feltin a
world dominated by abstract reason and formulaic thought. Through interviews with a
number of women, these authors identify different kinds of knowledge and ways of
generating the various kinds of knowledge. The following is a list which comes from six
chapter titles: "Received Knowledge: Listening to the Voices of Others;" "Subjective
Knowledge: The Inner Voice;" "Subjective Knowledge: The Quest for Self;" "Procedural

Knowledge: The Voice of Reason;" "Procedural K : Separate and C

Knowing;" and, "C d Knowledge: ing the Voices." Although this list is

not exhaustive, it is characterized by openness and polyphony.

But I do not think it is sufficient to just "allow" or "tolerate" other kinds of
knowing. Because the silence created by rationalism's impositions has been deep and
strong, we must foster and promote, as Belenky, et al. say, "the roar which lies on the
other side of silence.” And this is exactly what I see collaborative pedagogy doing.

If we link Ricoeur's ideas about language in the humanities to Kuhnian thought
in the sciences, we hear a distinct and significant call for change in how knowledge is
generated. Common to both men is a recognition of the indispensable practice of

and d

in the collective and in culture; a type of
interpretation which illuminates and/or exposes explicit and implicit assumptions; a type
of interpretation which seeks multiple alternatives for consideration. It is an
interpretation which, says Ricoeur, is a "dialectic of explanation and understanding,”
whose conception and continuation stems more from ontological desire than cognitive
prowess. It is an interpretation based on the understanding that, as Foucault says,

"language is no longer linked to the knowing of things, but to men's freedom” (cited in



Morgan, 1987, p. 453). The pedagogy which I see embodying such an interpretive
praxis is collaborative pedagogy.
In the next section, I will contrast learning environments informed by rationalism

with those espousing a collaborative pedagogy.

LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS

Descartes' "I think, therefore I am" reveals not only the centrality of rationalistic

modes of thinking, previously di: i, but also the supi y of individualism during
the Enlightenment. Two groups of philosophers that profoundly shaped western
education with their own versions of individualism were the eighteenth century liberals
and the nineteenth century Social-Darwinists.

The liberals viewed man as an "isolated and ultimate consciousness.” As such, as
Richard Brosio (1972) explains, man was seen as "inherently self-sufficientand secure.
Man . . . was seemingly divorced from the society of which he was a part” (p. 12). le
continues, "bourgeois theory regarded the individual mind as a separate enlity complete
in each person isolated from nature and from other men” (p. 25). Such an "cxaggerated
emphasis on the individual" rather than society was to “plague western society.” Itis
this thinking tiiat underlies the didactic classroom of this century.

Viewing each student as a "separate entity" has resulted in the "medical model”
which pervades education. Gibson (1986) says that such a model

is based not on the social system in which the individual child i

embedded, but on the belief that the individual chi'd possesses intrinsic,

objective, i ifiable and istics (or mther‘ doe:

S|
possess those objective and other characteristic) that mark . .. "normal"
children (p. 143).

As Brosio states, "Consciousness may be private, but when men act they doso in
a public world." As Mannheim (1936) says, although there is no such thing as a "group

mind which thinks over and above the heads of individuals . . . nevertheless, it would be
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false to deduce . .. that the ideas . . . which motivate an individual have their origin in
him alone, and can be adequately explained” in terms of his personal experience (p. 2).

When educators perceive students as isolated academic patients, at least two
situations result. First, the picture formed of the student is extremely incomplete and
distorted. Second, this allows educators to claim the child learner is "deficient” rather
than the system, as Gibson (1986) points out.

According to James Block (1985), the Social- arwinists "interpreted and
institutionalized" the ideas of Charles Darwin in American public education. Central to
Darwirian thought is the idea that human beings like other "biological species evolve
according to the laws of natural selection." Block says that the Social-Darwinists
claborated on this assumption by urging "the creation of particular social environments

to help the natural selection process” (p. 12). It was the public schools in particular that

"were charged with the responsibility of creating i i wherein our
most naturally talented students could be identified and sorted from their less talented
peers " (p. 12).

To carry out this mandate, educators developed a grading process in which a
student’s natural learning talents were “repeatedly and systematically” pitted in
increasingly stiffer competitions against the talents of other students. And as Block
states, “central to this process was one operating assumption: the process must reify, not
challenge, the basic notion that only a few students probably had the right academic
stff" (p. 12). Inthe following statement, Mortimer Adler (1982) stresses how
counterproductive to democratic ideals such divisions are,

Equality of educational opportunity is not . .. provided if it means no more

than taking all the children into the public schools for the same number of

hours, days, and years. If once there they are divided into the sheep and

the goats, into those destined solely for toil and those destined for

economic and political leadership and for a quality of life to which all

should have access, then the democratic purpose has been undermined by
an inadequate system of public schooling (p. 5).
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And in the sorting process, especially for those children under consideration for
special needs treatment, Julienne Ford says, "there is something approaching a mania for
testing, classifying, measuring and assessing" (cited in Gibson, 1986, p. 145). Ford calls
this "instrumental ratiorzality" in full force. "The testing industry, with its attendant
claims to be unbiased, objective and scientific has powertully gripped teachers' minds”
(p. 145).

In his effective analogy about the testing p which allow individuals to
pursue their natural course, Block says that

collectively and effectively, these procedures made school learning into a
sequence of progressively more competitive horse races wherein each race
was designed to spread its entering student field around the track
depending on their natural learning talents. Those who won, placed or
showed in their respective learning races were then allowed to race once
again against their counterparts from other learning races. And the "also
rans” from each race were formally and informally allowed to drop by the
wnyszide viaa whole host of regular and remedial instructional programs
(p.12).

Because the theory stemming from these two groups has shaped education
practice in this century, the landscapes of many learning environments are characterized
by individuals competing against one another in the contest for rational knowledge
under the assumption that this is nature taking its course. Gibson, like other critical
theorists, takes exception to this assumption. He says that critical theory rejects the
assumption of an individual having intrinsic qualities, arguing that they represent "social
and historical processes masquerading as ‘natural™ (p. 143). When a teacher's practice

adheres, i or iously, to both 1i ism's view that the accountability

for learning rests mainly on the natural talents of the individual learner and the Social-
Darwinist's emphasis on competition, the classroom can be a very threatening
environment for many students.

‘When we piece together the practices and ideas which have resulted in learning
environments incorporating features of collaborative pedagogy, the classroom scenc

looks altogether different,
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John Dewey's ideas about education, articulated in the first third of this century,

p! a strong to practices based on p

individualism. Dewey's writings call for a type of educational experience rooted in
democratic life. Dewey saw no way of divorcing such experience from collective
interaction, His ideas and classroom practices hinged on his tencept of community. If

Deweyian theory had shaped classroom methodology from then until now, it is likely

that there would be much ion and k ledge about i ion of the
classroom collective. But, according to Brosio (1972), there were specific forces which
prohibited Dewey's ideas from being accepted. During World War Il and the beginning
of the cold war there was ""a moratorium on serious social and educational criticism"
(p4). And inthe fifties, scientific and technological prowess motivated by corporate
profit consumed the energies of people, both in the workplace and the educational
inslitutions, The concern again was with objective phenomenon, the learning of which
Friere (1990) objects to strongly in his Pedagogy of the Oppressed. Freire calls such
learning the "banking system of education” in which

the scope of action allowed to the students extends only as far as

receiving, filing, and storing the deposits. They do . .. have the

opportunity to become collectors or cataloguers of the things they store.

But in the Tast analysis, it is men themselves who are filed away through

the fack of creativity, transformation, and knowledge in this (at best)

misguided system. Forapart from inquiry, apart from the praxis, men

cannot be truly human, Knowledge emerges only through invention, and

re-invention, through the restless, impatient, continuing, hopeful inquiry

men pursue in the world, with the world, and with each other (p. 58).

In England during the sixties, some scattered and isolated voices of protest began
sounding against such passive, meaningless schooling. As more educators began

acknowledging that we are fundamentally social beings, the call went forth for learning

that were ized by the collective interacting. Abercrombie (1960),
in The Anatomy of Judgment gives the first description of what I would consider a
course based on aspects of collaborative pedagogy. Comparing her medical course to

traditional teaching, Abercrombie says that in didactic classrooms the student comes to a
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conclusion and finds it to be right or wrong by "comparison with the teacher's (or the

currently accepted) version." But in the disc

n method of teaching

the student learns by comparing his observation with those of ten or so of

his peers. He compares not only the results but how the results were

arrived at, and in doing this the range of factors taken into consideration is

much wider than is usual in didactic teaching (p. 19).
Abercrombie found that the students who had taken the course did "significantly better"
than others in their ability to discriminate, to draw fewer false conclusions, to entertain

more than one possible solution to a problem and to be les

adversely" swayed by
previous experience. Overall, Abercrombie found these students to be "more objective
and more flexible in their behavior” (p. 19).

Although Abercrombie's primary concern was increasing students' abilities to
make better judgments, her results support a major premise of collaborative pedagogy.

Because woman and men are embedded in sociality, learning is effective when the

conditions in which it occurs
all of life.

p the dialogic interacti ss which

During the 1960s, the University of London Goldsmith's College issucd a serics of

five reports, each composed of edited working papers concerned with changing the

nvil for 14 through 18. Of special concern in the

fourth report, entitled The Education of the Young School Leaver, were the young
people who left school at 15 to enter the workplace. The editor, Kenneth Rudge (1966)
writes:

Education cannot be split into fields of concern any more than society
itself should be divided socially, intellectually or culturally. C.M. Fleming
has said that "the mental health of a community is indivisible." Atall stages
of education the unity and wholeness of the community necds to be

i rather than di which can easily be found. This can
best be achieved through an educational program which reaches out as far
as possible into accumulated expenence and e the infinitely
complex int and int of mankind (pp. 4-5).




17

The necd for integrating learning, work, and leisure through dialogic interaction is
stressed throughout the report. Near the end of this report Rudge, in order "to overcome
a paucity of dialogue,” offers a lucid description of collaborative pedagogy which he

calls "the most useful cycle of activities to use for thrashing out of questions." To

explain the purpose of the cycle he says,
in this process more than in any other, personal involvement of the
students can be guaranteed. Their own motives become open to question
- in supportive not hostile condition. For many this will prove a needed
therapy as well as energetic learning (p. 38).

‘Two features of an environment based on collaborative pedagogy stand out in the

above First, this is a student-centered envil Ina

community, high priority is attached to students becoming personally involved.
Students will not only have a say but a personal stake in and responsibility for the
activities of such a classroom. Because the class is oriented around students, students'

opinions, motives, and assumptions will be sought and examined. 1see these kinds of

knowledge issuing from the ir~ortant engagement of reflection, the second feature of
collaborative pedagogy alluded to in Rudge's explanation.

The importance of reflection in collaborative pedagogy cannot be stressed
enough. I see reflection in what Dewey referred to as "reconstruction of experience.”
"T'o be human, according to Dewey, is to treat sensation as a prod which leads to

composing a meaningful tale” (Brosio, 1972, p. 33). But what must be understood is that

dge, because k ledge is the determining of what our
8

are not k
sensations represent” (p. 32). As such,

knowledge is never immediate. . .. Things in their immediacy are unknown
and unknowable. Knowledge can never be the direct grasp of reality
because raw occurrence must be placed into an antecedent-consequences

continuum or order for an experience to be meaningful for he who
undergoes it (p. 30).

Isee this idea of reflection encompassed in Ricoeur's principle of “distanciation," as well.

According to Ricoeur,
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human participation in Being seeks to come to understanding. Ican only
do 5o to the extent that the experience of participation is externalized.
And this occurs at the moment when we mtcn‘upl our pnruupnimn in
order to s:gnlfy it. ... Our - very pamcumuon in Bemg requires
Di di ibility for the

interpretation of pamclpauon (Vﬂn Den Hengel, 1982 p. 109).
‘When we reflect on or "distance" ourselves by considering or looking back on
"sensations" and "raw occurrences," that is, experiences with people, happenings, or
texts, we are interrupting out participation, externalizing it in order to bring meaning and
establish connections. And again, Ricoeur states how central language is for making all
experience meaningful: "Language is the basic externalization of being. . . . Inthe
exteriorization of language and or of some other external mark, the experience of being
is intensified" (p. 109). Volosinov (1973) sounds the same note when he says,
"Expression organizes experience. Expression is what first gives experience its form

and specificity of direction" (p. 85). And Dewey in the following statement indicates

how important the interaction of a is for generating all types of k g

"Knowledge is a function of association and communication; it depends upon tradition,

upon methods and tools which are socially developed (p. 32). Thus, in a collab

itive
environment, members of the collective are continually encouraged to dialogue with
each other orally, on paper, or through some other external medium, about their feclings,
motives, assumptions, and opinions in order to foster reflection that is captured in journal

writing. Such ion then fuels dialogic which then set in

motion recursive and i

P Reflective such as that just
described are consistent with ideas of Schon (1982), Kim (1991), and Himley (1989).

In the fifth report from Goldsmiths' College entitled New Roles for the Learner,
editor Edwin Mason (1969) makes a distinct call for collaborative learning when he
states:

most important of all perhaps is the opening-up of the possibility of fully

collaborative learning. What we have said so far has stressed collaboration

between students within the cluster, and of staff together in the focus-
group, pooling expertise so that students' work is not shrunk to the
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personal limits of any given teacher. . .. At its best, collaborative learning
involves teacher and  students together facing investigations into
phenomena which are, in some elements at least, new to them both. For this
is the current reality of the human condition (pp. 30-31).

In this quote, Mason makes mention of some important features of learning

collaborative pedagogy. Firstis the idea of "pooling expertise”.

Learning in this type of classroom is everyone's responsibility. Expertise shifts as
learning progresses and various avenues are explored. Although the teacher may be the

organizing "expert," a facilitator, to help the group begin its collaborative endeavors, the

teacher is a learning peer in the class i ion. Second, the ion of dg

is an honest exploration. The teacher is exploring with her students the news pathways

decided by the cl. ity. Thus, in this envi the ions are real.
That means they are not questions asked by an authoritarian figure who is already
privileged to the answers, nor are they rhetorical questions to which no answers are
really desired. Rather, they are questions which surface as members of a collective
reflect and dialogue on experiences, ideas, and texts of all kinds in order to generate
understanding and meaning. Third, when Mason says "for this is the current reality of
the human condition,” he pinpoints what I feel is collaborative pedagogy's salient
feature: its praxis captures the activity of daily human experience, that is, the dialogic
interactions arising out of the needs and/or purposes of specific contexts. These features
echo Volosinov's view of language previously discussed. These ideas embody
Ricocurean interpretation at work in a classroom community.

Near the end of this report Mason states:

People need people who they can see are encouraging them and

sustaining them. . . . Ifaschool can see all its members as unique

individuals collaborating in common purposes, its values will be made

plain, and it will be effectively opposed lo cheaper valueq emanating from

those agencies which see ad s-market and late them
to act as a herd (p. 59).




20

In this statement two more features i to collaborativ d are revealed:

the nurturing aspect and the implicit recognition of the heterogeneity which exists in
any classroom because of the diversity and uniqueness of its individual members,
Collaborative pedagogy demands that the learning environment be characterized

by nurture and Even in not ized around

practices, adoption of a feminist pedagogy by teachers like Elizabeth Flynn (1989) and

John Flynn (1982) has resulted in 2 nurturing dimension. In a truly collaborative

a ing and climate is a

in terms;

competition is not the motivator for leaming. Here, accountability res

not on students’

"natural talents” but on their unique and personal contribution to the various
collaborative endeavors and life of the class. InA Short Course in Writing, an
influential book explaining collaborative pedagogy in a college writing course, Kenneth
Bruffee (1985) speaks about another important feature of a nurturing environment, the
freedom to take risks. He says, "If we learn collaboratively, when we make mistakes we
make them together. We're all in the same boat. Thus we are less afraid of risking errors
that are inevitable when we try to learn something new" (p. 5). Bruffec also concludes
that when we work together we "tend to make fewer mistakes because we help cach
other see things we would not have seen on our own."

Collaborative pedagogy sees every group as heterogeneous in spite of
institutional attempts to achieve homogeneity. In fact, crucial to cffective collahoration
in any setting is recognizing that drawing upon the differences of the individual group
members will result in a more comprehensive product, project, and accomplishment. The
collaborative environmeit is one characterized by negotiation and accommodation.
When differences are viewed as a deterrent, not only will certain individuals be
excluded, and thus silenced, but the group will be prevented from developing the life
skills necessary for cooperation and consensus. Lunsford and Ede (1990), in their study

of collaborative writing in various professions, relate ideas which camc out of their
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interview with Eleanor Chiogioji. She suggests that time be given to developing such
skills. Writing collaboratively demands that people be able to listen in order to

synthesize different view points. As well, trusting others' opinions and compromising

are musts. Chiogioji notes that with society's is on individuali promise can
be difficult to achieve. "Training in listening and in group dynamics might enable

to more ively” (p. 41).

The belief that children are "unique individuals” is not a return to enlightenment
individualism but a guard against discriminating in favour of certain abilities, learning
styles, and behaviors. Henry Giroux (1988) says that schools are

places where dominant and subordinate voices deﬁne and constrain each

other . . . in response to the sociohistorical conditions "carried" in the
msuluuonal textual, and lived practices that define school culture and

teacher/student experience. .. . Schools are not ideologically innocent;
nor are lhey simply rcproducuve of dominant social relations and interests
(.1

Shirley Brice Heath (1983) concurs: "The school is not a neutral objective arena; it is an
institution which has the goal of changing people's values, skills, and knowledge bases”
(p. 368). These she concludes are part and parcel with the acquisition of language in
any community. Heath's work in three commumties in the Piedmont area of North
Carolina shows how blatantly discriminatory teaching practices are when they favour a
particular language and cuitural capital. She states:

Portions of the population bnng wnlll lllem to school llngulSllc and culluml
capital through hi

practicing the skills and cspousmg the valucs the schoolﬁ tra: )smlt bong
before reaching school [these] children . . . have made the transition from
home to the larger societal institutions which share the values, skills, and
knowledge bases of the school. Their eventual positions of power in the
school and the workplace are foredestined in the conceptual structures
which they have learned at home and which are reinforced in school and
numerous other ussociations. Long before school, their language and
culture at home has structured for them the meanings which will give
shape to their experiences in classrooms and beyond. Their families have
embedded them in contexts that reflected the systemic relationships
between education and production. From their baby books to their guide
books for participation in league soccer, these children have been
motivated towards seeing their current activities as relating to their future




o
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achievements. Their socially determined habits and values have created

for them an ideology in which all that they do makes sense to their current

identity and their preparation for the achievements which will frame their

future (p. 368).
Sheryl Fontaine (1988) points out that "research on language behavior strongly
suggests that when we replace students' discourse with our own, we are tampering with
a way of constructing knowledge and viewing the world which is culturally based"
(p.92).

Heath cautions:

unless the b between n be
broken, and the flow of cultural patterns hetwecn them enwumged the
schools will continue to and

people who control and limit the polenu.x] progress of other LOI'I\I“IINHC\
and;g;l)o themselves remain untouched by other values and ways of life
(p.

Fontaine's ideas forcibly make a similar point when she says, "if we do not recognize and

accommodate [cultural bases of languagel, our attitude toward the established discourse
students bring with them becomes adversarial; our teaching fights the culture and
always loses" (p. 93).

One of the main points Heath makes in her landmark study, and one of my main

themes in this exp ion of collaborati d , is how pervasive language
acquisition and uses of language are to every aspect of life. Giroux (1988) concurs

when he states, "It is within and through language that i s in particular historical

contexts shape values into particular forms and practices.” Because "language
represents a central force in the struggle for voice" (p. 135) there is a direct relationship
between affirmation of various linguistic capitals and valuing the uniqueness of
individuals. The following three points that Heath (1983) makes about how a
community socializes its children merit careful consideration:
First, patterns of language use in any community are in accord with and
mutually reinforce other cultural pattems, such as space and time orderings,

problem-solving techniques, group loyalties, and preferred patterns of
recreation.
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Second, factors involved in preparing children for school-oriented,
mainstrcam success are deeper than differences in formal structures of
language. . . . The language soclahuuon process in all its complexxty is
more p rful than such si gle-f: in

academic success.

Third, the patterns of interactions between oral and written uses of
language are varied and complex, and the traditional oral-literate
dichotomy does not capture the ways other cultural patterns within a
community determine the uses of oral and written language (p. 344).

Collaborati izes that an educator's view of language crucially shapes

the learning environment.

Schools are one of the primary public spheres where, through the influence
of authority, resistance, and dialogue, language is able to shape the way
various individuals and groups encode and thereby engage the world. In
other words, schools are places where language projects, imposes, and
constructs particular norms and forms of meaning. In this sense, language
does more [than| merely strai wardly present "

actuality it is used as a basis both to "instruct” and to produce
subjectivities (Giroux, 1988, p. 135).

Here, then, in summary, are some of the philosophic assumptions and features that
ground a collaborative pedagogy. First, student abilities are not natural, nor intrinsic.
Rather, they are products of a socialization, culture, and history which are embedded in
language acquisition and use. Therefore, the accountability for learning rests on the
people in power and the system they have created or tolerated and not on the individual

learner. Second, uni of the individual is ized and valued. This
is best dina context where nurture and
(i rather than iti izes the learning. This demands not only the

acknowledgment of the different language and cultural capitals of the various group

members, but the use of diverse language and cultural capitals as the basis for generating

group and personal knowledge in the

. No single linguistic or

cultural capital, including the teacher's, is favoured. Thus, expertise is pooled and

authority is shifted as k ge is socially Third, hwhile learning is

that which enhances and makes life more meaningful. This requires a learning praxis



based on the dialogic inter::tions characteristic of human experience and concerned

with unifying the learning, work, and leisure aspects of life. Such a praxis sees every
group regardless of size or age as 2n interpretive community in a specific context
concerned with ontological purpose.

Once again what Volosinov says of reality is true in the preceding discussion:
language dominates in every area. It is the only and absolutely necessary vehicle for the
collective and the individual to engage in life's interpretive activity or what Ricoeur

refers to as the "dialectic[s] of explanation and und ing." The above

and the collaborative pedagogy emanating from them are valid regardless of educational

level or discipline. Because I see ve ing life, I feel it

provides a sound basis for educational practice.

Because life is characterized by ity, diversity, and i a
pedagogy based on life praxis will have "many faces." Although each context
pousing a borative ped will have the phil i derpinnings previously

mentioned, each context will derive its own version of the collaborative effort. In the
next chapter, I will describe the working out of collaborative pedagogy in one particular

context.
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Chapter Two
A Contemporary Context for Collaborative Pedagogy

When incorporating collaborative pedagogy, a teacher cannot fall back on
overarching models for either process or learner involvement because each context

requires a unique adaptation of the collaborati . Although the teacher/

facilitator aims, as part of the agenda, to increase skills, explore a genre, or illuminate
assumptions, the possible paths available to work out the agenda are numerous, being

sensitive and unique to both context and the people who constitute the group.

As I began hing the collaborative pedagogy i d in one
university course, I, too, had an agenda. It can be summarized by the following
questions which arose from the philosophical concerns discussed in Chapter One: /na
course purporting to adopt collaborative pedagogy, what is considered knowledge,
and from what sources does that knowledge originate? What is the instructor’s role?
What fosters or hinders student expression? How is the collaborative endeavor
uniquely sensitive to this particular group of people? My research plans included the
following: taking notes on the class happenings and interaction, having access to
student writings, and recording interviews with individual students and aiso the
instructor. What I neither could nor did plan was my place in this particular collective.
Collaborative pedagogy dismisses the idea of a present "non-participant” observer or the
possibility of a "fly-on-the-wall" researcher. Rather, it sees any and every presence
having a unique effect on that collective. My presence would make a difference. My
role in this particular group would unfold. In fact, I considered this unfolding process an
important part of my research,

For purposes of structure, I will alternate sections entitled "Window" with

sections called "Voices". In the "Window" sections, I will focus on a number of class
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