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Introduction


Grounded in Catholic social teaching (DeBerri et al, 2003, Kolvenbach, 2000) and scholarship on democratic citizenship education (Barber, 1984, Oakes and Lipton, 2003, Sehr, 1997, West, 2004), this paper starts from this premise: a central purpose of Jesuit higher education within the context of an aspiring democracy is to promote citizenry capable of and committed to developing informed, fair-minded, empathic positions on public issues and acting on those commitments in ways designed to enhance social justice and the common good.  While advancing individual creativity, material success, job preparation and personal salvation may be desirable outcomes deriving from an effective Jesuit higher education, they are subordinate to the larger social and spiritual mission of nurturing men and women committed to enlightened service with and for others.  

The men and women with whom I work most directly—education candidates seeking high school teaching licensure in math, science, social studies and language arts or K-12 licensure in physical education or foreign language, headed for public, private or parochial settings—have made a particular commitment to serve others in their choice of profession.  Through course work and field experience, what most come to understand, with varying degrees of sophistication and resistance, excitement and disillusionment is that teaching is a highly contested profession, fraught with controversy and conflict. Uncertainty and contentiousness abound over a multitude of factual, definitional and value issues.  What combination of teaching practices, e.g. direct instruction, cooperative group work and project learning, promotes optimal student achievement for my particular diverse set of students?  What are the effects of high stakes testing on students’ attitudes toward learning and teachers’ orientation toward teaching?  In working with a broad and special mix of student backgrounds and behaviors, how should I define fairness in grading and discipline policies?  What knowledge is of most worth?  Should I give preferential attention to those students who are most struggling?  Should I expose students to perspectives—on the Iraqi war, on evolution, on stem cell research, on the use of the “N” word in Huckleberry Finn—that they, parents or administrators might find offensive?  

Though in some respects today’s diverse, divisive, yet dominant high stakes culture puts a premium on teachers who are risk-aversive and compulsively compliant, with many other teacher educators I seek to nurture teachers who are or aspire to be thoughtful and inquisitive, organized and flexible, adventurous and courageous.  The contemporary clash of cultures and the integrity of various disciplines essentially demand that effective teachers be conversant and comfortable with controversy and conflict. Metaphorically speaking, we need owls not ostriches helping students envision not avoid the hazardous challenges and compelling possibilities of living together in just community. 

Thus, from the perspective that controversial issues should be confronted and addressed well in classrooms, in the following sections I offer several pedagogic practices that might assist teachers navigate their journey from the calmer if shallow straights of a sanitized curriculum through the more complex and potentially perilous but deeper enlightening passage between the Scylla of indoctrination and the Charybdis of ethical relativism.

The Teacher’s Duty: Insuring a Best Case Fair Hearing


Let me stipulate that a controversial issue constitutes a topical domain within which reasonable people might or do disagree, whether the source of the disagreement centers on a factual dispute (about what happened in the past or what might happen in the future as a result of a particular event, policy or practice), a definitional dispute (the proper meaning of particular terms or ideas; e.g. love, fairness, justice) or a value dispute (which of several competing values should be given priority in particular situations when they conflict; e.g. liberty vs equality; truth-telling vs. loyalty) (See Newmann & Oliver, 1970).  What standard(s) should teachers seek to uphold when addressing curriculum-appropriate controversial issues with their students?

I would suggest that teachers should be held accountable to insuring that students are exposed to a best case fair hearing of all the relevant competing perspectives on the controversy being examined.  If legitimate perspectives are excluded or presented in ways that are partial or privileged, overly dense or dismissive, the opportunity for students to develop informed, fair-minded assessments of the various points of view is impoverished, if not precluded.  To honor this standard, teachers need to be knowledgeable and resourceful, vigilant and self-critically insightful, introducing students to compelling and accessible texts while supplementing and stretching both students’ and their own perspectives.  Undermining this standard occurs, for example, when teachers seek either to censure or misrepresent provocative perspectives or overtly or subtly ridicule selected students’ responses.  On the other hand, in the ideal, this standard would be honored if the following scenario were to be realized. Imagine the most articulate spokespeople for the distinct competing perspectives were figuratively present during the full course of the examination of the controversial issues (regardless of how many days the examination took).  At the conclusion of this period, we ask each of the spokespeople: “Was your perspective treated in a nuanced, fair-minded, and respectful manner?” If each spokesperson could declare an unequivocal “yes,” then the best case fair hearing standard would have been optimally met.

One does not have to be an expert communications theorist to know that message sent is not always message received.  Mindful of an ethical duty to represent the integrity of the issues under study, teachers may conscientiously and effectively seek to fulfill this standard of a best case fair hearing.  However, being exposed to an array of angles on an issue, especially ones that are often etched with sharp conceptual and emotional edges, provides no guarantee that students will deeply discern the geometry—or chemistry—of and between these controversial perspectives.  To address this likely asymmetry, in the next section I propose another ideal standard, framed from the viewpoint of students’ processing of those issues to which they have been duly exposed. 

The Challenging Quest for Students: Earning an Oscar Nomination


If agreeing with another’s point of view, however unclear, ludicrous or heinous it might be judged, was a psychological precondition to listening to it in the first place, educators, Jesuit and otherwise, might be forgiven their despairing consideration of a retreat to a more monastic life.  Fortunately, neither Jesuit higher education nor civil communal democratic living demands such potentially sterile conformity.  In theory, both of these communities thrive on a vibrant exchange of diverse ideas and interpretations, communicated in earnest, passionate, idiosyncratic ways between individuals seen to be inherently possessive of equal and profound human dignity.  Additionally, both Jesuit and democratic educators tend to engage students optimistically as citizen-leaders, believing that students’ current perspectives, while not necessarily well-informed, are, nonetheless, fully worthy of their thoughtful consideration (Barber, 1992; Lowney, 2003; Newmann et al, 1977).  Treating students with such respectful attention exemplifies an affirmation of human dignity, catalyzes reciprocal listening and contributes to students’ and teachers’ mutual authentic development.

Never to be underestimated, it is a most significant achievement for all parties, especially in an unequal power relationship (such as the teacher-student relationship) to realize that a major reason for attentive listening to another is not coercive or feigned acquiescence nor even genuine agreement, but rather deeper mutual understanding.  This deeper understanding can serve procedurally as a catalyst and glue for ongoing dialogue and substantively as both a defining exemplification of respect and a basis for more informed, reflective action.   So, what implication does this distinction—between agreement and understanding—have for assessing whether students actually grasp the meaning of the various points of view to which they are exposed when addressing controversial issues in the classroom?

If as educators we are looking for a prototype of individuals who characteristically demonstrate a deep understanding of another, independently of whether they agree or disagree with that other’s beliefs and behavior, we might head to Hollywood (or Broadway) to find stellar actors and actresses who have developed the impressive capacity to study critically and then to dwell empathically in the character of another so vividly that as viewers we come to belief that they are not just acting (i.e. portraying another somewhat superficially); rather they have—not permanently but for the length of their performance—become that character, in a whole body/spirit sense. It is from this perspective that I offer the Oscar nomination standard. This, I believe, is what we should be nurturing and looking for in students—this enlightened democratic and spiritual capacity to invest in another’s world view with imagination and discipline, while simultaneously, albeit only temporarily, suspending one’s own impulse to criticize and dismiss.  It is a robust standard toward which to aspire, immensely challenging to achieve, yet one most worthy of our devoted efforts.

As educators deliberate its worth and feasibility, we might consider these two claims.  First, it is a rare or at least dubiously admirable individual who would stand up righteously and proudly proclaim, “I strongly believe in the principle of __(fill in the blank), and I know that I am uninformed.” Second, it is also a rare or at least dubiously admirable individual who would communicate—without unnerving ambivalence—this essential message to another:  “I think you should listen to me and agree wholeheartedly with what I believe; and I believe that I should not have to listen to you or even try to understand what you think, especially if you (obviously foolishly) disagree with me.”

In short, in general, I believe there is both a compelling pull toward the value of being informed, of understanding differences, and a powerful draw toward reciprocity in relationships.  Of course, as the history of social relationships world-wide indicates, these forces are not inevitably triumphant. The insensitivity and inhumanity of “mankind,” is startling; and the tendency toward fearful, allegedly self-protective, willed ignorance is prolific—and debatably wise. But from my reading of the historical and the ethical, I would claim that the quest to be informed and the quest to be treated with reciprocal respect are eminently tenacious and imperatively worthy of cultivation.  

So, what might Jesuit and democratic educators do to nurture students’ Oscar nominating performance; that is, to cultivate an openness to understand other perspectives, and a readiness to critically examine one’s own, amidst intuitive and empirical recognitions of profound difference? In the next section, I make several suggestions.

Selected “Promising” Pedagogic Strategies


As most teachers know, a key precondition to all experiences directed toward addressing controversial issues is the cultivation of a climate supportive of constructive risk taking.  Concurrently, students need multiple normative dynamics to be in play in the classroom. They need to feel sufficiently comfortable that they can express their honest views without incurring coercion, censure or ridicule, either inside or outside the class; they need to believe that they can legitimately make a contribution to a discussion without having crafted an unimpeachable dissertation on the topic; that is, sincerely offered ideas, however provisional or “half-baked,” can move the discussion, and their own thinking, forward.  Related, they should embrace the wisdom of the platitudes that mistakes are opportunities, goldmines for learning if thoughtfully reflected upon, that stretching and being stretched to “outgrow themselves”—to go outside one’s comfort zone—is the coin of the realm, and that compulsive or habitual avoidance of making any mistakes is already making a huge one. In addition, students need to believe—or develop the belief—deep down at an identity level, that they do, in fact, have something to contribute in this community; and that doing so is genuinely encouraged, indeed affirmatively expected, as a defining dimension of what it means to be a good student/citizen /community member in class.  

The desired identity might be partially summed in the following self-talk, internal dialogue that is wholly compatible with the Jesuit practice of examen (Lowney, 2003): “I am somebody who regularly and perceptively listens to others, examines my own beliefs and behaviors, notes my strengths and makes adjustments when evidence and more compelling ideas warrant such refinement.”  In this sense, perhaps, the shock and resistance that may accompany one’s consideration of modifying any particular view on a controversial issue might be mediated, framed or better accommodated to by a more sustaining sense of underlying identity continuity and wholeness. Of course, through exhortation and especially example, the teacher needs to bear witness to the viability of all these dynamics.

Through what might be called autobiographical archeology, a teacher can also help students reflect upon ways that their own life, in muted or vibrant ways, has already born witness to this particular identity formation.  Depending upon the orienting perspective that may be deemed especially relevant and virtuous at a particular curricular moment, the teacher might ask students to consider times in their lives when, for example, they used to believe one thing to be true or desirable, and now, because of various factors that students might analyze, they no longer hold the same beliefs. Or students might be prompted to identify and differentiate examples where they successfully and unsuccessfully questioned authority or sought to help someone in apparent need. Besides personalizing the curriculum, forays in autobiographical archeology can engage students in critical self-assessment and nurture their greater appreciation for life’s complexity and their own capacity for thoughtful adaptation.  All these dynamics can enhance students’ constructive orientation to addressing controversial issues.


Broadly implicit in what I’ve said above, a teacher can also assist students address the complexity of controversial issues by helping them grace the great, glorious, gut-wrenching gray that wonderfully paints the world off shades of black and white.  In attending to controversial issues, where gray often is the prime color of reality, and so recognizing can represent a response of respect, students are rightly positioned to face the intoxicating, culturally hegemonic but false dichotomies of either-or thinking while they explore toward integrating the perplexing paradoxes yet ennobling intricacies of a both-and perspective.  Where gray is the norm, so too is ongoing struggle and collaborative problem solving across difference.  From this perspective, what’s lost, arguably with good riddance, is an ideological purity, perhaps comforting but constraining too, and far too conducive, as history speaks, to fanatical Otherizing. 



A possible antidote to such fanaticism and a serum that can strengthen the empathic understanding instrumental to Oscar-deserving, role taking sophistication is represented in the practice of methodological believing (Dewey, 1978, Elbow, 1986, Kelly, 2005).  Methodological believing entails approaching new ideas with a generous disposition, while simultaneously disciplining oneself against prematurely dismissing or criticizing the ideas under review.  The believing involves the generous spirit; the method entails the conscious, disciplined effort to forestall, temporarily during the inquiry process, anything that would undermine the generous spirit. This method is not to be confused with indiscriminate or sustaining support for any or all ideas under study. Its priority intent is not agreement but deeper understanding. While generically appropriate for anyone in the process of inquiry, it is especially relevant for individuals whose impulse is to reject viewpoints that are different from their own without seriously considering the possible merits of those viewpoints.   A methodological believing stance can be embodied in such phrases as: “I really want to understand and appreciate this perspective.”  “There is something worthwhile for me to learn from this perspective.” Or, “I want to suspend my skepticism right now, because I surmise that I might be overlooking something of importance in what you are saying. Please help me better understand your ideas and their implications.” The following two examples add a bit more context.  Thus, to a person in poverty a methodological believing statement might be:  “I need to better hear your cries of suffering and place on hold my predisposition to essentialize you as lazy and irresponsible. Help me better understand your life and struggles.” To an entrepreneur/captain of industry, such a statement might be: “I want to better understand how you see your various responsibilities and contributions and what ethical struggles you experience. I would appreciate exploring these ideas more fully with you.”  


The yang to the yin of methodological believing is methodological doubting.  This process is more familiar to most educators under the terms skepticism, critical thinking or Socratic questioning. As educators seek to foster a more just world, there is much that deserves searing critique.  For example, using complementary frames of reference, both West (2004) and DeBerri et al (2003) have eloquently argued that a commitment to democratic practice and to Catholic social teaching entails the keen capacity to critique and reject such powerful forces as the idolatry of free-market fundamentalism, aggressive militarism and escalating authoritarianism and the political apathy and nihilism that ensues from these hegemonic realities. Power corrupts and seeks its perpetuation through such processes as monopoly, misinformation and mendacity. When propaganda parades as truth, the aspired ideals of justice and fairness become targeted fatalities. Thus, it becomes imperative as students seek to develop informed, fair-minded and empathic perspectives on issues affecting the common good that teachers, mindful of the best case fair hearing standard, bring a critical eye to texts, providing students with appropriate countervailing sources as needed. Such adjudication of the process by educators helps students deconstruct distortions and more properly weigh positions, essential dynamics in students’ stimulated search for truth and justice.


Clearly implied above and undoubtedly keenly evident to teacher educators, preparing and conducting an effective discussion on a controversial issue is no leisurely walk in the park. It is quite the opposite. Engaging students in personal reflection and collaborative inquiry on often hotly-contested issues in a manner that is focused and spontaneous, probing and inclusive, honest and fair-minded, reasoned and empathic constitutes a profoundly challenging task requiring of the teacher a sophisticated and resourceful “skill set” (Kelly, 1989). This resourcefulness involves, among others, researching the topic and comprehensively conceptualizing the relevant points of view; selecting, and where necessary adapting, the most appropriate texts; prioritizing the various factual, definitional and value issues in light of lesson goals and time constraints; designing a motivating introduction and a compelling central focus question; promoting student to student interaction while sustaining a clear and deepening discussion focus; facilitating the pursuit of: alternative perspectives, meaningful applications to participants’ lives, salient disagreements and points of common ground, misrepresentations and omissions in proposed arguments; monitoring one’s own probing and devil’s advocacy interventions in light of fairness to competing perspectives; remaining sensitive to, while nurturing the participation of, both dissenters and non-volunteers; and overseeing the “closure” of lessons which variously: balances teacher and student voices, avoids neat and tidy grand syntheses and false consensus, and encourages student and teacher provisional assessment of what they learned, what questions persist for further reflection and investigation, what went well about the process and what needs refinement to maximize future learning, at both the individual and collective levels.  While this “skill set” can be quite daunting, and I suspect is insufficiently addressed in teacher education programs around the country, including my own, my experience speaks quite definitively in this regard: teaching candidates can improve substantially with quality mentoring and repeated practice experiences leading controversy-oriented discussions of this nature.

Beyond Dialogue: Promoting Student Advocacy


Helping individuals develop informed positions on important controversial issues through study, discussion and reflection is a monumental achievement, perhaps more so when these individuals are would-be teachers who might adaptively ripple their learning into the lives of their students.  In this section of the paper, I’d like to mention a few additional pedagogic challenges educators face as they seek to help students make the transition from classroom discussion of controversy to advocacy of their position in the broader community. My comments here are framed in terms of student advocacy. In the next section, I will address selected issues of teacher advocacy.


As Father Kolvenbach emphasized in his discussion of Jesuit higher education and social justice, 



Students, in the course of their formation, must let the gritty reality of



this world into their lives, so they can learn to feel it, think about it 



critically, respond to its suffering and engage it constructively. They



should learn to perceive, think, judge, choose and act for the rights of 



others, especially the disadvantaged and the oppressed (2000).

I personally agree with Father Kolvenbach on at least three counts.  Students should go beyond formal coursework to engage in direct advocacy.  That advocacy should reflect a preferential option for the “less fortunate” in our society.  And educators should systematically facilitate students developing sophistication in performing such advocacy.  Here, I want to limit my comments to selected general but persistent challenges (West, 2004) or psycho-philosophical dilemmas (Newmann, 1975) that characteristically come with the territory of advocacy, and ones that educators should help students thoughtfully confront.  


Newmann notes several tensions that social activists typically experience.  He terms them psycho-philosophical dilemmas because they involve attractive but competing values and addressing them successfully entails a combination of psychological strength and philosophical insight.  I will mention two of them here. One centers on activists maintaining an energetic commitment to the particular cause, always in the context of imperfect understanding, inadequate knowledge and competing perspectives while at the same time maintaining an intellectual openness to new ideas, including those that might qualify or radically reorient their own thinking.  With shades of this first tension, a second dilemma entails balancing the Kantian and Christian imperatives: on the one hand to treat each and every person not merely as a means to one’s own agenda but as ends in themselves, in part because every person possesses a non-reducible human dignity; and on the other hand, the temptation, with ends-justifying-the-means logic, to objectify, deceive, manipulate and villainize one’s adversaries for the purpose of advancing one’s allegedly morally transcendent agenda. Far too often, reformers exemplify and re-inscribe the very problems they seek to redress, failing to integrate Gandhi’s admonition and call that we must be the change we seek in the world.


Educators need to help students struggle with these dilemmas, fair-mindedly probing the meaning of intellectual integrity and the validity of any “ends justify the means” rationales, while also examining the fears, force and feasibility surrounding Gandhi’s moral imperative.  As this process is engaged, often in the context of combating what seem to be overwhelming and interlocking forces of oppression, educators might heed West’s (2004) recommendation that these troubled times demand “the mighty shield and inner strength” reflected in the ‘tragicomic commitment to hope” (p 16). Resonant in African-Americans’ creative blues and jazz sensibilities, ‘a black interpretation of hope open to people of all colors” (p19), the tragicomic “is the ability to laugh and retain a sense of life’s joy—to preserve hope even while staring in the face of hate and hypocrisy—as against falling into the nihilism of paralyzing despair”(p16). It “expresses righteous indignation with a smile and deep inner pain without bitterness or revenge” (p19). 


Both the democratizing experience and Catholic social teaching, in distinct yet potentially compatible ways, call each individual to achieve the spiritual greatness implicit in the above challenges.  It is one of the defining duties of educators to help students answer this frightful and exhilarating call.

Should Teachers’ Disclose Their Own Point of View in a Controversial Discussion?

What call should teachers make about disclosing their own perspectives within a controversial discussion? To what should they bear witness?  These are certainly central issues affecting the whole enterprise of addressing controversy, given that the tenor of the classroom and substance of a discussion can pivot on how teachers live out responses to these questions.  Not unexpectedly, reasonable people can embrace contrary views.  In this section, I would like to sketch out what I interpret are the main arguments both for and against teachers disclosing their point of view. (See Kelly, 2001 for a more elaborate version of some of these arguments.) 

It is Undesirable for Teachers to Disclose Their Personal Views


I would identify what might be considered four interrelated arguments why some consider it inappropriate for teachers to disclose, let alone advocate their own point of view in a controversy. Three of them relate to the belief that the sacrosanct purpose of such discussions is to promote the critical independent judgment of students.  To this end, the teacher’s own views are variously considered intrusive, distracting or irrelevant.  Teacher self-disclosure is considered intrusive in the context of several dynamics: asymmetrical teacher-student power relationships, high stakes grading, the presumption of inevitable teacher preference toward hearing their own point of view reflected back to them, and the various presumptions about either the developmental or socialized nature of students in school: their grade grubbing, impressionability, commitment to minimalist effort, or, on the other hand, reflexive defiance.  The bottom line here is teacher self-disclosure induces parroting, sucking up or compulsive resistance. In all cases, it defuses students’ incentive or readiness to think independently and to develop maturely into their own authority.   


Teacher self-disclosure is also considered distracting because the acute complexity of the process of deliberation is all-absorbing, and leaves no room for teachers to be preoccupied articulating their own views.  The cauldron of discussion demands socio-centric not egocentric teacher engagement.  Put in terms used by Bill Ayers, effective teachers, like midwifes, know that the real action is not on themselves, but on the minds, hearts and spirits of students.  


In addition, some educators view teacher self-disclosure as essentially irrelevant, especially for adolescents, because optimal learning in discussions (as in other contexts) is peer-based not adult-based.  Discussions should be guided by a pin-ball metaphor (sustained interactions between different classmates) rather than a ping-pong metaphor (teacher intervention after every student comment). 


A fourth viewpoint highlights the importance of equal and respectful relationships between teacher and student.  From this frame, students’ respect for teachers can be enhanced as they see teachers refrain from abusing their power through disclosure or advocacy of their particular partisan perspectives.  Students come to appreciate the teacher and the freedom and trust provided them to explore their own views.  Conversely, other things being equal, teachers can feel better about students’ integrity, being more assured that students, with teachers’ non-imposing guidance, are being pushed to develop their own points of view, not some hijacked hybrid of the teacher’s position.


To a great extent, these four perspectives would concur with the following proposition: The ideal in a discussion of a controversial issue is that at the end of the discussion, students have no clue where a teacher personally stands on the issues studied.

It is Desirable for Teachers to Disclose Their Personal Views 

Those who argue that it is generally desirable for teachers to disclose their viewpoints to students when discussing controversial issues
 (while making discretionary judgments regarding timing and tone) are also much concerned about cultivating students’ powers for critical autonomy and building healthy relationships with them.  Support for self-disclosure stems, in certain respects, from their different interpretations of social dynamics than those made by opponents of self-disclosure. For example, proponents of self-disclosure recognize that their personal biases can have a potential and often unintended adverse effect on the impartiality of their treatment of opposing viewpoints.  For them, one “check and balance” antidote is to reveal not conceal their own views, thus explicitly “forewarning” students of the need to scrutinize all perspectives from this critical awareness.  This type of transparency, they believe,  activates rather than suppresses independent judgment.  Viewed differently, these advocates of teacher self-disclosure believe that the existence of teacher partiality, when mediated by collective vigilance, including that of the teacher, does not necessarily preclude the advancement of a best case fair hearing. 


Students’ critical judgment can also be promoted through the personal witness of the teacher.  Teachers can model the process of thoughtful, open-minded and sustaining deliberation about the complexities of an issue, with its solid and shifting epiphanies, synthesizing paradoxes, ambivalences, dogged inquiries and frustrations. In particular, harkening to Newmann’s psycho-philosophical dilemmas (1975), teachers can model  being passionate for a particular cause while remaining open and respectful to critique (including self-critique) and to reasoned oppositional perspectives Students can learn from teachers’ experiences, seeing teachers as real people and active inquirers, and situating their own struggles in a more developmental and reassuring light.  In an intriguing paradoxical way, teachers can become to students both more credible and more equal in this process of sharing; less a deferential source, but more a vital resource.


 Additionally, advocates of self-disclosure may believe that maximal preparation for independent thought and courageous action demands that students gain experience “speaking truth to power,” an oppositional stance that may well be required if they are to act on their convictions, especially those that reflect a commitment to enhanced social justice for those disadvantaged and oppressed.  Speaking up and out, especially when they disagree with the dominant authority in a particular context, and especially when they can receive caring constructive feedback in a safe environment, can offer a potent education in effective advocacy. While teachers can simulate some of the desired contested power dynamics through devil’s advocacy and other means, it is an open question as to whether this simulation can substitute for genuine disagreement and the realistic emotive “edge” and resultant potential call for courage this authenticity can catalyze. 


Advocates of self-disclosure also speak to the teacher-student relationship.  Proponents of self-disclosure bristle at what they see as the offensive paternalism, defeatism and self-fulfilling prophecy dynamics lurking behind certain dubious presumptions of student impressionability and gamesmanship. They despise the aggravated inequality associated with this equation: “I expect you to take risks and share your point of view. This is good for you.  However, I will not share mine.”  Generally speaking, they prefer to err on the side of integrity and reciprocity, having faith that these dynamics, together with engaging curriculum, a caring attitude and other sound teaching practices, can generate a classroom culture where trust and honesty can sufficiently thrive. 


On a final note, the case for the power of personal witness, made several paragraphs above, can be expanded into the context of teachers’ right to exercise their citizenship.  If the superior argument is that teacher self-disclosure violates the transcendent goal of promoting students’ critical independence, and if, as is most likely, any citizenship advocacy by teachers on provocative issues within the community will come to students’ attention, the stage seems to be set, quite problematically, for the conclusion that teachers need to censor themselves from most, if not all, public citizen action.  At the very least, teachers would seemingly need to take on a defensive, clandestine, paranoid manner as they consider exercising their civic rights. Such censure is minimally quite provocative, if not draconian.

A Concluding Comment
 


It is my hope that the reader finds the perspectives and practices proposed in this paper at least minimally provocative and substantive enough to merit ongoing dialogue. In my view, both higher education and the teaching profession need to pay continuing attention to how they prepare their students to handle the profound complexities and serious divisions afloat in the world.  In response to the conference call, I envision my comments as shedding light on various approaches to fostering a “well-educated solidarity.”  I fervently believe that the ideas offered here do indeed represent perspectives and practices “crucial to the human ability to live together.”  I look forward to engaging in any dialogue this paper may stimulate.
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